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INTRODUCTION 

Thomas Aquinas-medieval philosopher, theologian , friar, and saint
was born in southern Italy sometime around 1 22 5 .  At that time, even 
more than now, intellectual brill iance was of sl ight value to someone 
not born in the right place, to the right parents, of the right sex. Aquinas 
was fortunate in every respect, being the youngest son of a weal thy fam
ily l iving in the heart of western Europe.  In addition, he  had the 
exceedingly good fortune of l iving through one of the three or four peri
ods in which Western philosophy has experienced its greatest flourish
ing and development. 1 What largely precipitated this development, in 
1 3th-century Europe, was the recovery and translation into Latin of all 
the major works of Aristotle. Aquinas was a leading force in the study of 
this work and in the effort to construct an Aristotelian philosophy that 
would harmonize with and support the complex Christian tradition 
represented by the Bible, Augustine, John Damascene, Pseudo-Diony
sius, and many others. 

Over and above his various Aristotel ian commentaries, bibl ical com
mentaries, polemical tracts ,  and scholastic disputations, Aquinas was 
famous for his massive syntheses of Christian theology and philosophy. 
As a professor for many years at the University of Paris and as a friar in 
the Dominican order, dedicated to education and preaching, he was 
keenly aware of the need to present modern theology in a clear and an 
organized manner. His greatest and best-known effort in th is respect 
was the Summa Theologiae, the masterpiece that he continued writing 
up until a few months before h is death , on March 7, 1 274.2 

1 .  Context of the Treatise 

For medieval theologians such as Aquinas, the study of God was in 
large part a study of the created world. St. Paul had written in Romans 
1 .20 that the invisible things of God are clearly seen, understood through 
the things that have been made. This was viewed as a kind of charter for 
the pro ject of natural theology: the pro ject of understanding God's 

1 I have in mind ( 1 )  the fourth century B.C.E.; (2) the later 1 3th and the early 
14th centuries; (3) the later 1 7th and the 1 8th centuries; and perhaps (4) the 
20th century. 
2For a biographical sketch, see Pasnau and Shields (forthcoming). The most 

authoritative and detailed study is Torrell ( 1996). 

Xll 
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nature through purely natural , ph ilosoph ical means, without any 
appeal to the revealed teachings of the Church or  the Bible. The invisi
ble nature of God cannot be known directly, but it can be seen with at 
least some clarity by studying the things that God has made. And with in 
the material world created around us, it is of course human beings that 
best reflect God's nature: for God said, Let us make man in our image, 
after our likeness (Genesis 1 .26) . 

So it is that in the middle of an expl icitly theological treatise, the 
Summa Theologiae, we find one of philosophy's greatest and most influ
ential studies of human nature. Thomas Aquinas wrote this "Summary of 
Theology" as an accessible guide for novice students of theology. As he 
explains in the prologue, "our intent in this work is to develop those issues 
that concern the Christian religion in a way that suits the education of 
those that are just beginning." Accordingly, this Summa is Aquinas' most 
accessible work, and the section translated here, the "Treatise on Human 
Nature;' is by far the best introduction to his views on central philosophi
cal topics l ike the soul, thought, perception, and free will. 

The Summa Theologiae is a massive work of which the Treatise on 
Human Nature is just one small part. The Treatise consists of fifteen 
questions, each divided into multiple articles. By modern standards, the 
Treatise makes a substantial book in its own right. But this is j ust a frac
tion of the 1 19 questions conta ined in the Summa's first part (known as 
the prima pars, or ST la) ,  and that first part is itself merely one part of 
the total Summa. The structure of the whole looks like this: 

Part One (ST Ia) 

Introduction : Sacred Doctrine (Q1 ) 
I. God 

A. God's essence (QQ2-26) 
B. The divine persons (QQ27-43) 
C .  The procession of creatures from God 

1 .  The production of creatures (QQ44-46) 
2. The distinction among creatures (QQ47-1 02) 
3 .  The conservation and governance of creatures 

(QQ1 03-1 19) 

Part Two (ST 2a) 

II. Human Beings 
A. The ultimate end of human life ( l a2ae QQ1-5) 
B. Actions through which a human being can reach this end 

1 .  Human actions in general ( l a2ae QQ6-1 14) 
2 .  Human actions in particular (2a2ae QQ1-1 89) 
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(The secunda pars is so large that it divides in to two parts, the prima 
secundae [ST l a2ae] and the secunda secundae [ST 2a2ae] . )  

Part Three (ST 3a) 

III. Christ 
A. Christ Himself (QQl-59) 
B. The sacraments (Q60- ) 
C .  Immortal life 

(Aqu inas wrote up through ST 3a Q90.  Using material from his earl ier 
work, others "completed" ST by piecing together the so-called Supple
ment. ) 

Buried within this outl ine, under I .C.2,  is the Treatise on Human 
Nature (ST l a  QQ75-89) .  In a sense it is appropriate to view the Trea
tise in th is way, as a tiny part of Aqu inas' larger theological pro ject of 
understanding God. One way in which Aquinas is not a humanist in 
the modern sense is that he treats human beings as a small and an 
imperfect piece of the created world, dwarfed by the splendor of God 
and even of the angels. But in another sense this Treatise plays a funda
mental role in Aquinas' thought. Imperfect and relatively unimportant 
as we human beings are, Aquinas is after all writing for us. So the whole 
mass ive secunda pars is devoted to the question of our ultimate end 
(eternal l ife with God) and the means by which we can hope to attain 
that end (acting in accord with the moral law) .  The tertia pars is l ike
wise devoted to our interests, taking up the various means by which the 
path of salvation has been opened up to us. All this immensely detailed 
material , by turns philosoph ical and theological , running into thou
sands of pages in a modern edition, has as its foundation these fifteen 
questions from the Treatise on Human Nature. 

2. Content of the Treatise 

Following Aristotle - often simply called "the Ph ilosopher" -Aquinas 
supposes that there are four modes of explanation ("four causes") rele
vant to the natural world: form, matter, agent, and end (or purpose) . 3 
Of these four modes of explanation , we might say that the first two are 
internal and the following two external , inasmuch as a th ing is com
posed of form and matter and is brought into existence by an external 

3The classic source for this doctrine is the second book of Aristotle's Physics, 
which Aquinas usefully summarizes in his brief treatise , The Principles of 
Nature. 
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agent, for the sake of some further end. It is of course important to 
Aquinas to establ ish the sense in which human beings have been cre
ated by God, as an agent; and it is, if anything, even more important to 
establ ish that  a vision of God is the ultimate end at wh ich human 
beings should aim. But the Treatise on Human Nature is not directly 
concerned with these external modes of explanation .  Its project is to 
understand the internal nature of human beings, beginning with the 
way in which we are a composite of form and matter. 

Again following Aristotle,4 Aquinas identifies the form of a human 
being with the soul . Th is is in fact an account that holds good for all l iv
ing things, because a soul (anima, in Latin) just is the internal principle 
that explains why a thing has l ife (why it is animated, in Latin as well as 
in Engl ish). So to ascribe a soul to a human being is not as controversial 
a claim as it might seem, but accordingly it is also not very substantive. 
One more substantive question concerns what sort of thing the soul is, 
but Aqu inas passes over th is issue quickly, in the very first article, largely 
taking for granted the Aristotel ian view that the soul is a form. From 
th is point on , Aquinas devotes most of h is attention to a subsequent 
question :  what are the distinctive features of the human sou l ,  as 
opposed to the souls of other animals or plants? 

Th is question might seem utterly obscure and unanswerable, but 
Aquinas th inks that it can be given quite a clear and direct answer, by 
first considering what sorts of th ings we human beings do. Much of 
what we do is in fact not distinct to us: like all l iving things, we take in 
nourishment, we grow, we reproduce; moreover, like all other animals, 
we perceive the world  around us. These are all operations of l iving 
th ings, and in Aquinas' account they are to be explained in terms of 
capacities belonging to the soul . The souls of plants possess various 
nutritive capacities; the souls of animals possess, in addition, various 
sensory capacities. Human beings have all these capacities and some
thing more besides: we, alone among the l iving th ings around us, have 
the rational capacities of in tellect and will . 5 

So the human soul is that which makes us be al ive. And inasmuch as 
our being al ive consists of our performing various nutritive, sensory, and 

4See Aristotle's De anima ("On the Soul") , a work that Aquinas appeals to doz
ens of times over the course of the Treatise. 
5 Aquinas is not at all hesitant to insist, perhaps somewhat chauvinistically, that 

we are the only animals capable of reasoning (see 75. 3 on pp. 7-8 later) . But 
this is not to say that he thinks we are the only intelligent beings in the universe. 
He believes in God, of course, and he believes in a vast hierarchy of angels, 
which he conceives of as minds without bodies. 
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rational activities, the human soul can be further characterized as con
taining the capacities to perform these operations . Of these various 
capacities or powers, Aquinas is naturally most interested in those that 
are distinctive of human beings .  So the Treatise contains only a brief 
discussion of the nutritive powers, and only sl ightly more on the sensory 
powers (all in Question 78) .  The real focus of his attention is the will , to 
which he ascribes freedom of choice, and the intellect, which is what 
makes that freedom possible and which in general is what makes us 
fundamentally different from other animals. The longest section of the 
Treatise (Questions 84-89) is devoted to exploring the way in which the 
intellect operates. 

The following is an outl ine of the Treatise. 

I. The soul's essence 
A. The soul in its own right (Q75)  
B. The soul's union with body (Q76) 

II. The soul's capacities 
A. In general (Q77) 
B. Specifically 

1 .  The capacities that come before intellect (Q78) 
2 .  The intellective capacities (Q79) 
3. The appetitive capacities 

a. The appetitive in general (Q80) 
b. Sensual ity (Q8 1 )  
c. Will (Q82) 
d. Free decision (Q83) 

III. The soul's operation 
A. How the intellect operates when connected to its body 

1 .  How it cognizes the bodily th ings that are below it 
a. What it cognizes these things through (Q84) 
b. How and in what order it cognizes (Q85) 
c. What i t  cognizes in bodily things (Q86) 

2 .  How it cognizes itself and things within it (Q87) 
3. How it cognizes immaterial substances above it (Q88) 

B. How the intellect operates when separated from its body (Q89) 

Th is, then , is how Aquinas sets about explaining what the human 
soul is. As noted already, this is to give an explanation in Aristotle's for
mal mode. But what about matter? For the Aristotel ian , all material 
substances can be understood as a composite of form and matter. A 
statue is composed of bronze (the matter) in a certain shape ( the 
form) . A house is  composed of wood and bricks according to a certain 
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design . A mouse is composed of flesh and bones able to function in a 
certa in mouse-l ike way. Aquinas' account of the soul aims at explain
ing what it is to function as a human being. But it is a notable fact 
about human beings that we have a certain sort of body. An explana
tion of human nature in the material mode would be an explanation of 
the human body. 

Aquinas is relatively uninterested in the human body. Like most 
other philosophers, he prefers the formal mode of explanation, con
cerning h imself with abstract questions of function in preference to 
mundane facts of physiology. Moreover, when it comes to explaining 
the human mind ( intellect and will ) ,  Aquinas has a special reason for 
ignoring the body, inasmuch as he believes that these capacities of the 
soul are entirely immaterial . Whereas the various nutritive and sensory 
capacities require the appropriate organ (s ight, for instance, requires 
an eye) ,  the mind is a power of the soul alone, to which the body 
( including the bra in)  makes only  an indirect contribution . 6 Th is 
arrangement makes for a fundamental divide between human beings 
and other animals. Of most importance, it means that our souls can 
endure beyond death, opening up the promise of human immortal ity 
(see 75 .6  [pp. 1 3-16 ] ) .  

This promise comes a t  a price, however, inasmuch as i t  saddles 
Aquinas with a specially puzzl ing version of the mind-body problem. 
The two principal accounts of the relationship between mind and body 
are material ism, according to which the mind is just a capacity of the 
brain, and dualism, according to which the mind is something entirely 
outside the physical realm. Evidently, Aquinas is a dual ist of some sort. 
But he is quite clear in rejecting the sort of substance dual ism proposed 
by Plato (and, in modern times, by Descartes),  which takes mind and 
body each to be full-fledged substances and which goes so far as to 
identify human beings with their souls alone, as if the body were a kind 
of cloth ing that we put on . Aquinas expl icitly rejects this kind of view 
(see, in particular, 75 .4 [pp. 9-1 0] ) :  he insists that we are a composite of 
soul and body, that a soul al l by itself would not be a human being, and 
that only the soul-body composite is a full-fledged substance. 

So what kind of dual ist is Aquinas? An Aristotel ian dualist, evidently. 
But this is a hard form of dual ism to make sense of, because on this 

6The argument for this crucial claim comes in 75 .2 (p. 5), reinforced by 75 . 5 
(p . 1 2) .  For Aquinas, it is important to allow that the body does make a contri
bution to the human mind, albeit an indirect one. He doesn't want to suggest 
that our minds would be just as well off, or even better off, without the body 
(see 84.7 [pp. 1 52-54]) . 
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view it must be true that the human soul is both separable from the 
body and, at the same time, the form of the body. It is not at all clear, on 
its face, how these two doctrines can coexist. Forms seem to be things 
l ike shape, structure, design, and function : the shape of a statue, for 
instance, or the design of a house. Forms of this sort cannot exist all by 
themselves, no more than a color can exist all by itself. Such forms, like 
colors ,  must inhere in some sub ject. But Aqu inas bel ieves that  the 
human soul is a special case. Because it has an operation that it per
forms without any matter, it can exist without any matter. Alone among 
forms in the natural world, the human soul is a freestanding entity, able 
to subsist on its own (see 7 5 . 2  [pp. 5-7] ) .  Aquinas ends the Treatise 
(Q89) with an extended discussion of how separated souls manage to 
function without any sensory input. 

3. Reading the Treatise 

Medieval philosophy is not popular, and never will be popular, mainly 
because it is not easy to read. Aquinas wrote in Latin,  in a technical 
manner not intended for a wide, nonspecialized audience. The Summa 
Theologiae was written for beginners, as Aquinas says in his prologue, 
but even so, the work presupposes considerable familiarity with Aristo
tel ian terminology. He expected h is readers to understand the bas ic 
philosoph ical framework of the time, a framework that endured for 
hundreds of years but that was largely abandoned in the 1 7th century. I 
have tried to supply information on these technical matters in the com
mentary that follows the translation . 

Quite apart from the technical terminology, modern readers are ini
tially put off by the distinctively medieval structure of Aquinas' work. 
He wrote in the prevail ing style of his day, using the scholastic form of 
the disputed question. At the time, this sleek and direct style must have 
seemed utterly modern and soph isticated . But it is ,  no  doubt, an 
acquired taste, and one needs an orientation to the form. 

Each of the Treatise's fifteen questions begins with a short prologue 
and then divides into two or more articles . Each article begins with a 
question. The first article of question 75 ,  for example, asks this ques
tion: Is the soul a body? Aquinas now considers a series of arguments, 
each of which concludes tha t  the soul is a body. But  th is is not  
Aquinas' own view, and these arguments are ones that he will eventu
ally rej ect. So after considering th is series of arguments ,  known as 
objections, Aquinas presents a brief argument to the contrary, known as 
the sed contra. In most cases, it is here that we begin to see what 
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Aquinas' own view is ,7 a view that he then sets out in detail, in the 
body of the article (known as the main reply, or the corpus of the arti
cle) .  Finally, Aquinas repl ies to each of the initial objections, arguing 
first aga inst the first obj ection, then aga inst the second,  and so on .  
These are known as ad 1 and ad 2, etc . Each article of the Summa 
Theologiae has precisely this structure. 

This structure is not nearly as confusing as it may sound at first. Let 
me say it again, then, in a somewhat different way. Here is the basic 
schema for any given article: 

Title 
A. It seems that . . .  : 

Objection 1 .  
Objection 2. 
Objection 3. 

B. On the contrary (sed contra) .  
C. Reply. 
D. Ad 1 .  

Ad 2 .  
Ad 3 .  

There are four stages to each article: the initial arguments on one side 
(A) , an argument to the contrary (B) ,  the long main reply (C, usually 
agreeing with B) ,  and finally the repl ies to those initial arguments that 
Aquinas re jects (0, rejecting A) . What may be initially puzzl ing is the 
way Aquinas begins by stating the opposite of h is own view and then 
returns at the very end of each article to address those initial arguments. 
The historical explanation for this oddity is that the structure is based 
on the form of oral debates in medieval universities, where the professor 
would initially collect various arguments on each side of the question 
in dispute (AB),  then would present his own solution to the question 
(C), and finally would reply to those initial arguments that went against 
h is own view (D). Aquinas dupl icates th is structure in miniature for 
each article he considers. 

Once this procedure becomes familiar, it is easy to admire the ele
gance and clarity for which Aquinas' prose is famous. Moreover, this 
terse and articulated style makes it easy to see the overall plan of the 
Treatise and to locate particular passages of interest. But the scholastic 
form poses two problems for someone reading it through from start to 

70ccasionally, as in 89. 3 ,  Aquinas will disagree with the initial arguments on 
both sides of the question. In those cases he replies both to the initial objections 
and to the argument(s) sed contra. 
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finish. F irst, Aquinas' most important cla ims typ ically come in the 
main reply (the corpus) to each article. So if one reads the article in 
order, beginning with the initial objections, it takes some time to reach 
the material that actually represents Aquinas' own view. Second, by the 
time one reaches the final section of the article, the repl ies to the initial 
arguments, it is virtually impossible to keep in mind the initial objec
tions. But there is not much point in reading the reply to an objection 
unless one knows what the objection is. 

There are two ways of coping with these frustrations. First, one can 
read these articles out of order, beginning with the sed contra and cor
pus of the article (BC) ,  then taking up objection 1 followed by ad 1 ,  
then objection 2 followed by ad 2 ,  and so on. Al ternatively, one can 
read in order through the end of the corpus, then go back and reread 
each initial objection (A) before reading the final repl ies (D). Before 
reading ad 1 ,  then, one would go back and reread objection 1 ,  and so 
on. Readers should experiment with these two strategies. Bear in mind, 
in any case, that the final repl ies (D) really cannot be understood apart 
from the initial objections (A) , and that these final repl ies often con
tain essential information that supplements the argument of the main 
reply (C).  

4. Features of This Translation 

The rigid structure of the Summa Theologiae makes it easy to refer to 
precise texts. The following citation, 

ST 1a 7 5 . 1  ad 3 

refers to the prima pars of the Summa Theologiae, to the first article of 
question 75 ,  to the reply to objection 3 .  Other standard forms are 

ST 1 a  7 5 . 1  obj .  3 [ referring to initial objection 3]  

ST 1 a 7 5 . 1  sc [referring to the sed contra] 

ST l a  75 . l c  [ referring to the corpus, or main reply] 

References to other passages within the Treatise usually omit the phrase 
'ST l a'. When useful , references provide the l ine numbers used in this 
translation, for instance: 

75 . l c5 1 
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Citations to other works of Aquinas follow the reference-scheme used 
in the best available translations. The bibl iography provides a key to the 
abbreviations used for the titles of Aquinas' works. 

Aquinas refers to a wide range of sources, some of them now rather 
obscure. Sometimes he refers to them by honorific title: "the Philoso
pher" is Aristotle;  "the Commentator" is Averroes. At other times he 
gives no names at all, remarking only that "some say . . . .  " In more than 
a few instances he doesn't know who the author of a work is, or he gets 
the author wrong. For information on all of these sources, see the 
"Guide to Sources" in the back of th is book. 

The second half of this book consists of a commentary that follows 
the Treatise article by article. A note at the outset of the commentary 
explains how it is organized. My comments are primarily directed at 
novice readers, although some remarks should be of in terest to more 
advanced students and teachers. I have made strenuous efforts to avoid 
tendentious remarks that reflect my own idiosyncratic readings of the 
text. To that end, I try to point out areas of controversy and uncertainty, 
without myself taking a stand on the appropriate interpretation. Where 
I do take a stand on issues, it indicates that in my view the claim is 
beyond dispute. For some readers, th is attempt at evenhandedness will 
make the commentary largely uninteresting; to them I recommend the 
monograph I have written in con junction with th is book: Thomas 
Aquinas on Human Nature (New York: Cambridge University Press , 
2002). There is virtually no overlap between that work and this one. 

Degree signs (0 ) within the main text direct the reader to discussion 
in the commentary. A dagger ( t) indicates that  the commentary 
explains the marked term or phrase. An asterisk ( * ) in the main text 
indicates that I have revised the underlying Latin text; for details, see 
the "Guide to Emendations" in the back of th is book. Each article 
begins with a footnote citing parall el passages from other Aquinian 
texts. One of Aquinas' distinctive traits as a philosopher is h is will ing
ness to revisit the same issue over and over, usually reaching the same 
conclusion, but often with interesting variations in emphasis and argu
ment. One of the best ways to appreciate Aquinas' philosophical depth 
is to explore these alternative passages. I have translated some of the 
most interesting and least accessible passages and included them as 
appendices, focusing in particular on issues that the Treatise does not 
cover in much deta il .  The notes call attention to these texts when 
appropriate. 
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2 Question 7 5. Article 1 .  

Question 75 

On Soul Considered in Its Own Right 

Having considered sp iritual and also corporeal creatures, we should 
now consider human beings, who are composed of a spiritual and cor
poreal nature. *o And first we should consider the nature of human 
beings [QQ75-89] ,  then second their production [QQ90-1 02] .  

5 Now it  is the theologian's role  to cons ider the nature of human 
beings with reference to the soul , not with reference to the body 
except in l ight of the relationship that the body has to the soul . And so 
our first consideration will be turned toward soul . And because, as 
Dionysius says in Celestial Hierarchy 1 1 . 2 ,  three things are found in 

10 spiritual substances-essence, power, and operation-we will consider 

• first, what pertains to the soul's essence [QQ75-76] ; 
• second, what pertains to its power or capacities [QQ77-83 ] ;  
• third, what pertains to its operation [QQ84-89] . 

Under the first heading, two kinds of considerations arise: 

15 • first, concerning the soul itself in its own right [Q75 ] ;  
• second, concerning its union with body [Q76] .  

Regarding the first of these, there are seven questions. 

a 1 .  Is the soul a body? 
a2. Is the human soul something subsistent? 

20 a3 .  Are the souls of brute animals subsistent? 
a4. Is the soul the human being, or is the human being rather some
thing composed of soul and body? 
a5 .  Is the soul composed of matter and form? 
a6. Is the human soul incorruptible? 

25 a7. Does the soul belong to the same species as an angel? 

Article 1 .  Is the soul a body?l 
It seems that the soul t is a body: 

1. The soul is what moves the body. But it does not produce motion 
without itself being in motion:0 first, because it seems nothing can pro
duce motion unless it is in motion, for the reason that nothing gives to 

5 another that which it does not have. (For example: that which is not hot 

lSCG 11.6 5; InDA 1 .3 ,  1 . 5 ; QDSC 2c, 5c; De unitate 3 .  
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does not produce heat. ) Also, if something produces motion without 
being in motion, then that causes a motion that lasts forever and contin
ues in the same way, as is proved in Physics VIII [ 259b32-260a5 ] .  We 
don't see th is in the motion of animals, which comes from the soul . 
Therefore the soul produces motion and is in motion . But every such 10 
thing is a body. Therefore the soul is a body. 

2. All cognition is brought about through some l ikeness. t But there can 
be no l ikeness between a body and a non bodily thing. Therefore if the 
soul were not a body, it could have no cognition of bodily things. 

3. There must be some contact between mover and moved. But contact 1 5 
occurs only between bodies. Therefore since the soul moves the body, 
it seems that the soul is a body. 

On the contrary. Augustine says in De trinitate VI [ vi. 8 ]  that the soul is 
sa id to be simple relative to the body "because it is not spread out in 
bulk over the space of some area."0 20 

Reply. In order to investigate the soul's nature one must start by point-
ing out that the soul (anima) is said to be the first principle of life in the 
th ings that are al ive around us. For we say that l iving things are ani
mate, whereas inanimate things are those without l ife. 0  Now l ife is dis-
played above all by two functions: cognition and movement.2 But the 25 
ancient philosophers, unable to transcend their imaginations,0 claimed 
that the principle behind these functions is a body. They said that the 
only things that exist are bodies, and that what is not a body is nothing. 
And, in keeping with this doctrine, they said that the soul is a body. 

Now although there are many ways in which this view can be shown 30 
to be false,0 we are going to employ one argument by which it is clear 
in a quite general and certain way that the soul is not a body. It is clear, 
first, that not just any principle of an operation associated with l ife is a 
soul . For if so then the eye would be a soul , since it is a principle of see-
ing, and the same would have to be sa id for the soul's other instru- 35 
ments .  But we say that the first princ iple of l ife is the soul .  Now 
although a body could be a principle of life, in the way that the heart is 
a principle of l ife in an animal, o nevertheless no body can be the first 
principle of l ife. For it is clear that to be a principle of l ife, or to be l iv-
ing, does not hold of a body as the result of its being a body: otherwise 40 
every body would be l iving, or a principle of life .  Therefore it holds of 
some body that it is l iving, or that it is even a principle of life, through 
its being such a body. But as for the fact that it is actually such, it has 

2Aristotle, De anima I 2 ,  403b2 5-27. 
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th is from a principle that is called its actuality. Therefore the soul , 
45 which is the first principle of l ife, is not a body but the actual ity of a 

body. o And this is so in just the way that heat, which is the principle of 
heating, is not a body, but a certain actual ity of a body. o 

Ad 1. Since everything that is in motion is in motion due to another,3 
and this cannot continue on into infinity, it is necessary to say that not 

50 every mover is in motion . For since to be in motion is to pass from 
potential ity to actuality, that which produces the motion gives what i t  
has to the thing in motion, insofar as it actual izes that thing. But, as 
Aristotle shows in Physics VIII [ ch. 6 ] ,  there is one mover that is com
pletely immobile- in motion neither per se nor per accidens -and 

55 such a mover can produce a motion that is always uniform. There is 
another mover that  is not  in motion per se,  but is in motion per 
accidens, and for that reason it does not produce a motion that is always 
uniform. The soul is such a mover. o There is still another mover that is 
in motion per se- the body. And because the ancient natural philoso-

60 phers bel ieved that nothing but bodies existed, they claimed that every
th ing producing motion is in motion, that the soul is in motion per se, 
and that it is a body. 

Ad 2. It is not necessary for a l ikeness of the thing cognized to exist 
actually in the nature of the thing that cognizes. But if there is some-

65 thing that is at first potentially cognizing and then later actually doing 
so, the l ikeness of the thing being cognized must be in the nature of the 
thing cognizing not actually, but only potentially. (In this way, color is 
in the pupil not actually, but only potentially. )  Hence there is no need 
for the l ikeness of bodily things to exist actually in the soul 's nature; 

70 instead, that nature must be in potentiality for likenesses of this sort.4 
But because the ancient natural philosophers did not know to distin
guish between actual ity and potentiality, they claimed that the soul is a 
body, so that it could cognize bodies. And, so that it could cognize all 
bodies, they claimed that it was composed out of the basic principles of 

75 all bodies. 5 

Ad 3. There are two kinds of contact: 0 that of quantity and that of 
power. In the first way, only a body touches a body. In the second way, a 
body can be touched by something non bodily that moves the body. 

3 Aristotle, Physics VII 1 ,  24 1 b34. 
479.2c53-6I · 
584.2cz7-40· 
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Article 2. Is the human soul something subsistent?6 
It seems that the human soul is not something subsistentt : 

5 

1. That which is subsistent is said to be a particular thing (hoc ali quid) . o 
It is not the soul that is a particular thing, however, but rather the com
posite of soul and body. Therefore the soul is not something subsistent. 

2. Everything that is subsistent can be said to engage in some operation. 5 
But the soul is not said to do so, because (as is said in De anima I 
[408b l l-1 3 ] )  to say that the soul senses or th inks t " is l ike someone's 
saying that it weaves or bu ilds." Therefore the soul is not something 
subsistent. 

3. If the soul were something subs istent, then some operation would 10 
belong to it without the body. But no operation does belong to it with-
out the body, not even understanding, because it is not poss ible  to 
understand without a phantasm, and there are no phantasms without 
the body? Therefore the human soul is not something subsistent. 

On the contrary. Augustine says in De trinitate X [vii. I 0] that "whoever 1 5  
sees that i t  is the nature of mind both to be a substance and not to be 
bodily, sees that those who take it to be bodily go wrong because they 
associate mind with the things that they depend on for conceiving of 
any nature" - namely, images of bodies. Therefore the nature of the 
human mind is not only non bodily, but also a substance- that is, some- 20 
thing subsistent. o 

Reply. It is necessary to say that the principle of intellectual operation, 
which we call the soul of a human being, is a non bodily and subsistent 
principle. o For it is clear that through the intellect a human being can 
cognize the natures of all bodies. But that which can cognize certain 25 
th ings must have none of those things in its own nature,0 because that 
which exists in it naturally would impede its cognition of other things. o 
In this way we see that a sick person's tongue, infected with a jaundiced 
and bitter humor, cannot perceive anything sweet; rather, all things 
seem bitter to that person. Therefore if the intellectual principle were 30 
to contain within itself the nature of any body, it could not cognize all 
bodies. But every body has some determinate nature. Therefore it is 
impossible for the intellectual principle to be a body. 

6QDA 1-2; InDA 1.2, 111.7; II Sent. 1 .2 .4, 17.2 . 1 ;  sec 11. 56--59; De unitate 3; 
QDSe 2; QDP 3.9; sec 11.49-5 1 ,  69. 
784.7. 
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It is l ikewise impossible for it to operate through a bodily organ,0 
35 because the determinate nature even of that bodily organ would pre

vent the cognition of all bodies. Analogously, a determinate color not 
just in the pupil, but even in a glass vase, makes liquid poured into that 
vase seem to be of the same color. 

Therefore this intellectual principle, which is called mind or intel-
40 lect, has an operation on its own (per se) that the body does not share in. 

But noth ing can operate on its own unless i t  subsists on i ts own , 
because every operation belongs to something actually existent, and so 
a thing operates in the same manner that it exists.8 (For this reason we 
say not that heat heats, but that the thing that is hot does so. 0) We can 

45 conclude, therefore, that the human soul , which is called intellect or 
mind, is something nonbodily and subsistent. 

Ad 1. The phrase 'particular thing' can be taken in two ways: first, for 
anyth ing subsistent; second, for something subsistent and complete 
within the nature of some species. o The first rules out something inher-

50 ing as an accident or a material form;o the second additionally rules out 
the imperfection associated with a part. A hand, then, could be called a 
particular th ing in the first way, but not in the second. 0  So therefore, 
since the human soul is part of the human species, it can be called a 
particular thing in the first way- in the sense of being subsistent- but 

5 5  not in the second. For i n  this latter way i t  is the composite of soul and 
body that is called a particular thing. 

Ad 2. Aristotle says those words not with respect to his own position, but 
with respect to the view of those that were claiming that to th ink is to be 
in motion. (So much is clear from the preceding remarks he makes 

60 there [408a34-b l l  ] . )  
Alternatively, one can reply that a thing's acting on its own holds of 

that which exists on its own . But a thing can sometimes be said to exist 
on its own if it does not inhere as an acc ident or a material form, even if 
it is a part.9 Still, a thing is said to be strictly subsistent on its own when 

65 it neither inheres in the way just stated nor is a part. In th is way one's 
eye or hand could not be sa id to subsist on its own, nor consequently to 
operate on its own . Thus even the operations of the parts are attributed 
to the whole, through the parts . For we say that human beings see 
through their eyes and touch through their hands. And this is different 

70 from how what is hot heats through heat: for there is no way in which 

8De anima I 1 ,  403a 1 0-1 1 .  
9Ad 149-5 1 · 
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heat makes things hot, strictly speaking. Therefore one can say that the 
soul thinks, just as the eye sees. But one speaks more strictly in saying 
that the human being thinks,  through the soul . 

Ad 3. The body is required for the intellect's action not as the organ 
through which such an action is carr ied out, but on account of i ts 75 
object. For a phantasm is related to intellect just as color is to sight. 10 
But needing a body in this way does not preclude intellect's being sub
sistent. Otherwise an animal would not be something subsistent, since 
it needs external sense objects in order to sense. o 

Article 3. Are the souls of brute animals subsistent?1 1  

It seems that the souls of brute animalst are subsistent: 

1. A human being shares its genus with other animals. But the human 
soul is something subsistent, as was just shown [75 . 2 ] .  Therefore the 
souls of other animals are also subsistent. 

2. The sensory capacity stands to sensible th ings just as the intellective 5 
capac ity stands to intell igible th ings .  But the intellect apprehends* 
intell igible th ings without the body. Therefore the senses also appre
hend sensible things without the body. But the souls of brute animals 
are sensory. Therefore they are subsistent, for the same reason that the 
intellective human soul is. 10 

3. The soul of a brute animal moves the body. The body, however, does 
not produce motion, but is instead put into motion. Therefore the soul 
of a brute animal has an operation without the body. 

On the contrary is what is said in On Church Dogma [ 1 6-17 ] :  "we 
bel ieve that only a human being has a substantive soul. . . .  The souls of 1 5  
animals, in contrast, are not substantive." 

Reply. The ancient philosophers drew no distinction between sense 
and intellect, and attributed each to a bodily principle, as we have 
said. 1 2 Plato, on the other hand, distinguished between intellect and 
sense, but he nevertheless attributed each to a nonbodily principle, 20 
claiming that sensing, just l ike thinking, holds of the soul in its own 

10 Aristotle, De an. III 7, 4 3 1  a 14-17; see 8 5 . 1  later. 

1 1SCG II.82; QQ 9. 5 . 1 ,  10 .4.2; QDA 19; QDP 3 . 1 1 ; ST 1a 70. 3c , IV Sent. 
44. 3 . 3 . 1  (= ST 3a supp. 70. 1 ) .  

l 2 1 a  50. lc ,  drawing on Aristotle, De an. III 3 ,  427a2 1 .  
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right. 13 And from this it followed that even the souls of brute animals 
are subsistent. 14 

But Aristotle held that, among the soul's functions, only thinking is 
25 carried out without a bodily organ.0 Sensation, on the other hand, and 

the resulting operations of the sensory soul , clearly do occur with some 
transformation to the body:0 1 5 in seeing, for instance, the pupil is trans
formed by the species of a color,0 and the same is evident in other 
cases. And so it is clear that the sensory soul does not have some special 

30 operation , on its own; rather, every operation of the sensory soul 
belongs to the compound. From th is it follows that since the souls of 
brute animals do not operate on their own, they are not subsistent.° For 
as a thing exists, so it operates. 

Ad 1. A human being, though sharing a genus with other animals, still 
3 5 differs in species. A difference in species, however, is marked by a differ

ence in form. And not every difference in form must yield a distinction 
in genus. 

Ad 2. In a way it is true that the sensory capacity stands to sens ible 
th ings just as the intellective capacity stands to intel l igibl e things -

40 inasmuch as each is in potential ity towards its objects. But in another 
way they stand differently- inasmuch as the sensory capacity is affected 
by something sensible with some transformation to the body. That is 
why excessive sensible objects harm a sense. This does not occur in the 
case of intellect, because after it thinks about the most intell igible of 

45 things, it becomes more able to think about what is less intell igible. 16 
And if thinking tires the body, this occurs accidentally, inasmuch as the 
intellect needs the operation of the sensory powers,  through wh ich 
phantasms are provided to it. 

Ad 3. There are two motive powers. 17 One, the appetitive power, com-
50 mands the motion, and the operation of this power within the sensory 

soul does not occur without the body. Instead, anger, joy, and all such 
passions occur with some transformation to the body. The other motive 
power is what carries out the motion; through it the body's parts are 

1 3Nemesius, De natura hominis ch. 6 (pp. 322-23); see Plato, Theaetetus 1 84c . 

14Nemesius, De natura hominis ch. 2 (p . 288); see Plato, Phaedrus 245c-246a. 

l 5For the case of intellect, see, e.g. , De an. I 1 0, 408b 5-l 8; III 4, 429a24-27, 
429b 5. For the senses, see De an. I l ,  403a l6-l7. 

l6De an. III 4, 429a29-b4. 

1778. 1 ad 4. 



Question 75. Article 4. 9 

made ready to obey appetite. Its act is not to produce motion but to be 
put into motion. So it is clear that producing motion is not an act of the 5 5  
sensory soul without the body. 

Article 4. Is the soul the human being, or is the human 
being rather something composed of soul and body?18 

It seems that the soul is the human being: 

1. It is said in II Corinth ians 4. 1 6  that though he who is our outward 
human being is corrupted, still he who is inside is renewed day by day. 
But that which is inside a human being is the soul . Therefore the soul 
is the inner human being. 5 

2. The human soul is a kind of substance. 19 But it is not a universal sub
stance. Therefore it is a particular substance. Therefore it is a hypostasis, 
a person. o But if so, then it is none other than a human person. Therefore 
the soul is the human being, since a human person is a human being. 10 

On the contrary. In City of God XIX [ 3 ] ,  Augustine praises Varro, who 
"held that a human being is neither the soul alone, nor the body alone, 
but the soul and the body together." 

Reply. There are two ways of understanding the claim that the soul is 
the human being. First, that human being is the soul ,0 but that a partie- 1 5 
ular human being- Socrates, say- is not the soul , but a composite of 
soul and body. I say th is because some have claimed that only form 
belongs to the defining account (ratione) of the species, whereas matter 
is part of the individual rather than the species .20  But this cannot be 
true. For the nature of a species consists in what its definition signifies. 20 
But in the case of natural things the definition signifies not the form 
alone, but the form and the matter. For this reason the matter is part of 
the species in natural th ings- not signate matter, t of course, which is 
the principle of individuation , but common matter. t For just as i t  
belongs to the account of th is human being to be composed of this 25 
soul, this flesh, and these bones, so it belongs to the account of human 
being to be composed of soul , flesh, and bones. For whatever belongs in 
common to the substance of all the individuals contained within a spe-
cies must belong to the substance of the species. o 

l 8SCG 11. 57, 11 .83; De unitate 3; De ente 2; InMet VII.9; QDP 3 . 1  0; InJob 4; III 
Sent. 5 .3 .2 ,  22. 1 . 1 .  

l975 .2sc, with note . 
20Averroes, Metaphysics VII.2 l ,  VII . 34. 



1 0  Question 75. Article 5. 

30 The cla im that the soul is the human being can be understood in 
another way, so that even a particular soul is a particular human being. 
And this could be mainta ined, if it were held that the sensory soul's 
operation belongs to it alone, without the body. For in that case all the 
operations assigned to a human being would hold of soul alone. o But 

3 5 any given thing is identified with what carries out the operations of that 
thing,2 1 and so a human being is identified with what carries out the 
operations of a human being. We have shown, however, that sensing is 
not the operation of the soul alone [75 .  3 ] .  Therefore, since sensing is 
one of the operations of a human being (even if not one unique to 

40 humans), it is clear that a human being is not a soul alone, but some
th ing composed of a soul and a body. Plato, however, since he claimed 
that sens ing belongs to the soul alone,22 could claim that a human 
being is a soul using its body. 23 

Ad 1. According to the Philosopher in Ethics IX [ 1 1 68b 32 ] ,  what any 
45 thing appears to be, most of all, is that which is foremost in it: a city, for 

instance, is said to do what the leader of the city does. It is in th is way 
that what is foremost in a human being is sometimes called the human 
being. Sometimes the intellective part is so called (and truly so) ; this is 
spoken of as the inner human being. Sometimes, on the other hand, the 

50 sensory part is so called, along with the body (on the view of those who 
concern themselves solely with sensory things) ; this is spoken of as the 
outer human being. 

Ad 2. Not every particular substance is a hypostasis or person , but only 
one that has the complete nature of the species.24 For th is reason a 

55 hand or a foot cannot be called a hypostasis or person, and l ikewise nei
ther can a soul , since the soul is part of the human species. 

Article 5. Is the soul composed of matter and form?25 
It seems that the soul is composed of matted and form t :  

2 1Aristotle, Meteorology IV 1 2 , 390a 10-1 1 .  
227 5 .3c2l-22· 
23Nemesius, De natura hominis ch. 1 (p. 225) ;  ch. 3 (p. 295) .  See Plato, Alcibi
ades 1 29e (authenticity doubtful) . 
247 5 .2 ad l .  

25SCG II . 50-5 1 ;  QQ 3 .8; QDSC 1,  9 ad 9; QDA 6; CT 1.74-7 5; De substantiis 
5-8, 1 8; De ente 4. For the similar case of angels : II Sent. 3 . 1 . 1 ; QQ 9 .4 . 1 ; 
InDDN IV. l .276-78; ST 1a 50.2; InDT 5 .4 ad 4; I Sent. 8 . 5 .2 ;  II Sent. 1 7. 1 .2 .  
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1 .  Potential ity is divided against actual ity. But each and every thing 
that is in actual ity participates in the first actual ity, which is God. It is 
through part icipation in h im (as Dionysius' teaching in Divine 
Names [ 5 . 5 ]  makes clear) that all things are good , are beings, and are 5 
l iving. Therefore everyth ing that is in potential ity participates in the 
first potential ity. But the first potential ity is prime matter. Therefore 
since the human soul is in potential ity in a certain way, as is evident 
from the fact that a human being is sometimes [only]  potential ly 
th inking, i t  seems that the human soul participates in prime matter as 10 
a part of itself. 

2. Wherever one finds features distinctive of matter, there one finds 
matter. But in the soul one does find features distinctive of matter: 
being a subj ect, and being changed .  For the soul is the subject of 
knowledge and virtue, and undergoes change from ignorance to knowl- 1 5  
edge, and from vice to virtue. Therefore there is matter in the soul . 

3. Th ings that do not have matter do not have a cause for their exist
ence, as is said in Metaphysics VIII [ 1 045a36-b7] .  But the soul has a 
cause for its existence, since it is created by God. Therefore the soul has 
��r. w 

4. That which does not have matter, but is solely form, is pure and infi
nite actual ity. But this holds only of God. Therefore the soul has matter. 

On the contrary. Augustine proves in De Genesi ad litteram VII [ vii-ix] 
that the soul is made neither from corporeal nor from spiritual matter. o 

Reply. The soul does not have matter, as can be observed in two ways. 25 
First, from the defining character (ratione) of soul in general. For it is 
part of the soul's defining character that it is the form of some body. o 
Therefore it is a form either in respect of its whole or in respect of some 
part of itself. 

• If in respect of its whole, then it is impossible for a part of it to be 30 
matter, assuming that matter is said to be solely a potential being. 
For form, considered as form, is actual ity, and that which is solely 
in potential ity cannot be part of an actuality, since potential ity is 
incompatible with actual ity, being divided against it. 

• If it is form in respect of some part of itself, then we will say that 35 
that part is the soul . As for the matter that it is the actual ity of first, 
we will say that that is what is first ensouled.26 
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Second, our conclusion can be observed in one specific case, from 
the defining character of the human soul, inasmuch as it is intellec-

40 tive. o For it is clear that everyth ing received in something is received in 
it according to the mode of the recipient. 27 But any given thing is cog
nized in keeping with how its form exists in the one cognizing. Now the 
intel lect ive soul cognizes a th ing in that  th ing's unconditioned*  
nature t -for instance, it cognizes a stone as it is a stone, without [mate-

45 rial ] conditions. Therefore the form of the stone exists in the intellec
tive soul w ithout conditions ,  in  terms of the s tone's own fo rmal 
character. Therefore the intellective soul is an unconditioned form, not 
something composed of form and matter. For if the intellective soul 
were composed of matter and form, then the forms of things would be 

50 received in it as individuals; then it would cognize only singular things, 
as happens in the sensory capacities, which receive the forms of things 
in a corporeal organ. For matter is the principle of individuation for 
forms. We can conclude, therefore, that the intellective soul -and 
every intellectual substance that cognizes forms unconditionallyo -

5 5  lacks composition of form and matter. 

Ad 1. The first actual ity is the universal principle of all actual ities , 
since it is infinite and virtually "prepossesses all things within itself," as 
Dionysius says. 28 Thus th ings participate in it, not as if it is a part [of 
them] ,  but in virtue of the diffusion of its procession .0  Now potential-

60 ity, since it is receptive of actual ity, must be proportioned to actual ity. 
But received actual ities, which proceed from the first infinite actual ity 
and are various participations in it, come in different kinds. So there 
cannot be one potential ity that receives all actual ities, in the way that 
there is one actual ity infusing all the participated actual ities. (If there 

65 were ,  then that* receptive potential ity would be equal to the active 
potentiality of the first actual ity. 0) The receptive potential ity in the 
intellective soul, however, is different from the receptive potential ity of 
prime matte r. o Th is is c l ear from the difference in th ings being 
received. For prime matter receives individual forms, whereas the intel-

70 lect  receives unconditioned forms. Hence the existence of such a 
potential ity in the intel lective soul does not show that the soul is com
posed of matter and form. 

Ad 2. Being a subject and being changed hold of matter inasmuch as it 
is in potential ity. Therefore j ust as intellect's potential ity is different 

27Liber de causis, proposition 24; Boethius, Consolation of Philosophy 5 prose 4. 
28Divine Names 5 .9. 
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from prime matter's,29 so too there is a different account of how it is a 75 
subject and how it is changed. For intellect is the subject of knowledge 
and undergoes change from ignorance to knowledge inasmuch as it is 
in potential ity for intell igible species. 30 

Ad 3. Form serves as a cause of existence for matter, but so too does an 
agent. Thus an agent, insofar as it brings matter to the actuality of form 80 
by changing it, is a cause of existence for it. But if something is a subsis-
tent form, it does not have existence through any formal principle, nor 
does it have a cause changing it from potential ity to actual ity. That is 
why, afte r the wo rds c i ted above,  the Ph il osopher  conc ludes 0 
[ 1 045b l 6-2 3 ]  that  in th ings that  are composed of matter and form, 85 
" there is no other cause except that which produces the movement 
from potential ity to actual ity. But those that do not have matter, they 
are all , without qual ification, truly particular beings."o 

Ad 4. Everything partic ipated in stands as actual ity relative to that 
which participates in it. But any created form that is held to be subsis- 90 
tent per se must participate in existence, since even "life itself," or any
th ing spoken of in th is way, "partic ipates in  ex istence i tself," as 
Dionysius says in Divine Names 5 . 5 .  But participated existence is l im-
ited to the capacity of what participates in it. Hence only God, who is 
his own existence, is pure and infinite actuality. In the case of intellec- 95 
tual substances, o in contrast, there is a composition of actual ity and 
potentiality: not that of matter and form, to be sure, but of form and 
participated existence. For this reason , some say that these substances 
are composed of that by which and that which , because existence itself 
is that by which a thing exists. 31 100 

Article 6. Is the human soul incorroptible?32 
It seems that the human soul is corruptiblet :  

1. Things that have a similar starting point and course seem to have a 
similar end. But human beings and beasts have a similar starting point 

29Ad l .  

3079.2 .  
3 1 Boethius, De hebdomadibus axiom 8 :  "For every composite, existence and it 
itself are different." 
32In 1C  1 5. 2  [Appendix 6] ;  CT 1 .74, 1 .84; QDA 14; ST 2a2ae 164 . 1  ad 1 ;  II Sent. 
1 9 . 1 . 1 ;  SCG 11 . 5 5 ,  1 1 .79-84; ST 1 a  9 . 2c ,  50 . 5 ;  QDIA; QQ 1 0 . 3 . 2 ;  InDA 
111. 1 0.202-49; InMet XII .3  § §2450-2453 .  
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for their generation ,  since they are made from earth. 33 There is also a 
5 similar course of l ife in each, since all things breathe alike, and a human 

being has nothing more than a beast, as is said in Ecclesiastes 3 . 19 .  
Therefore, as the text there concludes,0 there is a single death for humans 
and beasts, and an equal condition for both . But the soul of brute animals 
is corruptible. Therefore the human soul is also corruptible. 

1 0 2. Everything that comes from nothing can be turned back into noth
ing, since the end ought to match the start. But, as is said in Wisdom 
2 .2 ,  We are born from nothing, which is true not only as regards the 
body, but also as regards the soul. Therefore, as that passage concludes, 
After this we will be as if we had not been - even with regard to soul. 

1 5 3 .  Nothing exists without its proper operation. But the soul 's proper 
operation, to understand with phantasms, cannot take place without 
the body. For, as is said in the De anima, "the soul understands nothing 
without a phantasm" [43 1 a 1 6-1 7] ,  and there is no phantasm without 
the body [403a8-1 0 ] .  Therefore the soul cannot remain once the body 

20 is destroyed. 

On the contrary. Dionysius says in Divine Names 4.2 that because of 
divine goodness, human souls are " intellectual" and "have inexhaust
ible substantial l ife." 

Reply. It is necessary to say that the human soul , wh ich we call the 
25 intellective principle, is incorruptible. For there are two ways in which 

something is corrupted: either per se t or per accidens. t But it is impos
s ib le  for someth ing subsisten t  to be generated or corrupted per 
accidens-i .e . ,  by something [else's] being generated or  corrupted. For 
a thing is generated or corrupted in the same way that it exists- exist-

30 ence being what a thing acquires through generation and loses through 
corruption.  o Hence that which has existence per se can be generated or 
corrupted only per se. Things that do not subsist, on the other hand, 
such as accidents and material forms, are said to be made and cor
rupted through the generation and corruption of their composites. But 

3 5 it was shown above that the souls of brute animals are not subsistent* 
[75 .  3] and that only human souls are [75 . 2 ] .  So the souls of brute ani
mals are corrupted when their bodies are corrupted , whereas the 
human soul cannot be corrupted, unless it is corrupted per se. But this, 
to be sure, is entirely impossible- not only for it, but for any subsistent 

40 th ing that is wholly form. o For it is clear that what holds of something 
in its own right is inseparable from it. Existence, however, holds per se 

3 3Genesis 1 .24; see ad l .  
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of form, which is actuality. As a result, matter acquires actual existence 
in virtue of its acquiring form, whereas corruption results in virtue of 
the form's being separated from it. But it is impossible for a form to be 
separated from itself. As a result, it is impossible for a subsistent form to 45 
cease existing. 

Further, even if we were to suppose that the soul is composed of mat
ter and form, as some maintain,34 we would still have to hold that it is 
incorruptible. For corruption is found only where contrariety is found, 
since generation and corruption occur from one contrary to another. 50 
For that reason celestial bodies, which* do not have matter subj ect to 
contrariety, are incorruptible. o But there cannot be any contrariety in 
the intellective soul. For it receives in keeping with the mode of its exist
ence, and those things that are received in it are without contrariety. 
This is because even the concepts of contrary things are not contraries 55 
within intellect; instead, the same knowledge embraces contraries . o 
Therefore it is impossible for the intellective soul to be corruptible. 

One can also see an indication of this from the fact that each thing 
naturally desires existence in its own way. Now in the case of things that 
are cognitive, des ire depends on cognition.  o But the senses cognize 60 
only in terms of what is here and now, whereas the intellect apprehends 
existence unconditionally, according to all times. For this reason every
thing that has an intellect naturally desires to exist forever. But a natural 
desire cannot be pointless. o Therefore every intellectual substance is 
incorruptible. 65 

Ad 1. Solomon introduces th is argument in the voice of the fool ish, as 
is made clear in Wisdom 2.0 So the claim that human beings and other 
animals have a similar starting point for their generation is true as 
regards the body, s ince all animals have been made al ike from the 
earth. But the claim is not true as regards the soul . For the soul of brute 70 
animals is produced by a bodily power, whereas the human soul is pro
duced by God. 3 5 And to s ign ify th is it is sa id in Genes is [ 1 . 24] , as 
regards the other animals, Let the earth produce the living soul, while as 
regards human beings it is said [2 .  7] that He breathed into his face the 
breath of life. And so the last chapter of Ecclesiastes concludes that 75 
Dust reverts to the earth from where it came, and spirit returns to the God 
who gave it. 

Likewise, the course of life is similar as regards the body, and th is is 
what Ecclesiastes 3 . 1 9  refers to: All things breathe alike, and also Wis-

3475 . 5 .  
3 5 1 a  1 18 . 1-2. 



1 6  Question 75. Article 7. 

80 dom 2 .2 :  Smoke and breath are in our nostrils, etc . But as regards the 
soul the course is not similar, since human beings think and brute ani
mals do not. So it is false to say that a human being has nothing more 
than a beast. And so there is a similar death as regards the body, but not 
as regards the soul. 

8 5  Ad 2.  A th ing is  said to be able to be created not through a passive 
capacity, but only through the active capacity of a Creator who can pro
duce something from nothing. In just the same way, when it is said that 
something can be turned back into nothing, the creature is not being 
credited with the capacity for nonexistence; rather, the Creator is being 

90 credited with the capacity for not instil l ing existence. But something is 
said to be corruptible when the capacity for not existing is present in it. 

Ad 3 .  Understanding with phantasms is the soul's proper operation 
insofar as it is united to its body. Once separated from its body, however, 
it will have a different mode of understanding, l ike that of other sub-

95 stances that are separate from body. This will become clearer below 
[Q89] .  

Article 7. Does the soul belong to the same species as an angel?36 
It seems that the soul and an angel belong to a single species: 

1. Any given th ing is directed to i ts own distinctive end through the 
nature of its species, through which it has an incl ination toward its end. 
But the soul and an angel have the same end- namely, eternal blessed-

5 ness. Therefore they belong to a single species. 

2. The ultimate specific differentiat  is the one that is loftiest, s ince it 
fills in the defining character (rationem) of the species. But nothing is 
loftier in an angel and the soul than intellectual being. Therefore the 
soul and an angel agree in their ultimate specific differentia. Therefore 

10 they belong to a single species. 

3.  The soul seems to differ from an angel only through its being united 
to the body. But the body, since it is outside of the soul 's essence, does 
not seem relevant to its species. o Therefore the soul and an angel 
belong to a single species. 

1 5 On the contrary, things that have distinct natural operations differ in 
species. But souls and angels have distinct natural operations, because 
(as Dionysius says in Divine Names 7.2) angelic minds have simple and 

36SCG 11.94; QDA 7; II Sent. 3 . 1 .6. 
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blessed intellects; they do not accumulate their divine cognition from 
th ings that are visible. He later says the opposite of this, regarding the 
soul. o Therefore the soul and an angel do not belong to a single species. 20 

Reply. Origen claimed that all human souls and angels belong to a sin-
gle species; he supposed this because he claimed that the difference of 
levels found in such substances was accidental-stemming (as was said 
above [47.2c]) from free decision. 37 This cannot be, because incorporeal 
substances cannot differ numerically unless they differ in species, and 25 
unless their natures are unequal. For if they are not composed of matter 
and form, but are subsistent forms, then it will clearly be necessary for 
them to differ in species. For the existence of a separated form is intelligi-
ble only when there is one form for one species. o Likewise, if a separated 
whiteness existed, there could be just one of them: for one whiteness dif- 30 
fers from another only through its belonging to one thing or another. 
Specific difference, however, always implies a concomitant difference in 
nature, o just as among species of colors one color is more perfect than 
another, and l ikewise in other cases. The reason for this is that the differ-
entiae that divide up a genus are contraries. Contraries, however, are 35 
related in terms of being more and less perfect, because the basis of con
trariety is lacking and having,0 as is said in Metaphysics X [ 1 055a33 ] .  

The same conclusion would also follow if substances of  th is sort 
were composed of matter and form. For if the matter of one is distin-
guished from the matter of another, then necessarily either (i) the form 40 
is the principle distinguishing the matter (in such a way that matters are 
different because of a disposition for different forms) and then specific 
difference and inequal ity in nature still results; or ( ii) matter will be the 
principle distinguishing the forms. But one matter could be said to be 
different from another only with respect to quantitative division, which 45 
has no place in incorporeal substances l ike an angel and the soul . 
Therefore it cannot be the case that an angel and the soul belong to a 
single species. 

As for how there are many souls belonging to a single species, th is 
will be shown below [76.2 ad 1 ] .  50 

Ad 1. That argument holds for an end that is proximate and natural. 
But eternal blessedness is an end that is ultimate and supernatural . 

Ad 2. The ultimate specific differentia is loftiest inasmuch as it is the 
most determinate- in the way that actuality is loftier than potential ity. 
Yet it then follows that intellectual is not the most lofty, because it is 5 5  

370n First Principles 1 .6, 1 .8 ,  11.9, 111. 5 .  
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indeterminate and common to many levels of intellectual ity- just as 
sensory is common to many levels of being sensory. So just as not all 
sensory things belong to a single species, so too neither do all intellec
tual things. o 

60 Ad 3 .  The body does not belong to the soul 's essence, but the soul, due 
to the nature of its essence, is able to be united to the body. For this rea
son, it is not the soul that properly belongs to the species, but the com
pound. And the very fact that the soul in a certain way needs the body 
for its operation shows that the soul occupies a lower intellectual level 

65 than does an angel , which is not united to a body. 

Question 76 

The Soul's Union with the Body 

We should next consider the soul's union with the body. And in this 
connection there are eight questions. 

a l .  Is the in tellective principle united to the body as its form? 
a2. Is the intellective principle numerically mul tipl ied according to 
the number of bodies? Or is there a single intellect for all human 
beings? 
a3 .  Does a body whose form is the intellective principle have any 
other soul? 
a4. Is there any other substantial form in such a body? 
a5 .  What sort of body should have the intellective principle as its form? 
a6. Is the intellective principle united to such a body through the 
mediation of any accident?* 
a7. Is it united to the body through the mediation of any other body? 
a8. Is the soul whole in each part of the body? 

Article 1 .  Is the intellective principle united to the body as its fonn ?1 
It seems that the intellective principlet is not united to the bodyt as its 
form: 

1. The Philosopher says in De anima III that the intellect is separate 
[429b5 ] ,  and that it is the actual ity of no body [429a24-27] .  Therefore 

5 it is not united to the body as its form. 

1QDA 1-2;  SCG 11. 56--57, 59, 68-70; De unitate 3; QDSC 2;  InDA 11. 1-4, 
111.7-8; II Sent. 1 .2 .4 ad 3; InJob 4; QDV 5 .9 ad 14; InMet VIII . 5; CT 85 .  
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2. Every form is determined by the nature of the matter whose form it 
is; otherw ise no proportion would be requ ired between matter and 
form.2 Therefore if the intellect were united to the body as its form, 
then, since every body has a determinate nature,  it would follow that 
the intellect would have a determinate nature. And then it would not 10 
be capable of cognizing all th ings, as is clear from earl ier discussions 
[75 .2 ] ,  which is contrary to the nature of intellect. Therefore the intel-
lect is not united to the body as its form. 

3. Any receptive capacity that is the actual ity of a body receives a form 
materially and individually, since the thing received exists in the recipi- 1 5 
ent in keeping with the mode of the recipient. 3 But the form of a thing 
grasped by intellect is not received in intellect materially and individu-
ally, but instead immaterially and universally- otherwise the intellect 
would not be capable of cognizing immaterial and universal th ings, but 
only singular th ings, as the senses do .4 Therefore the intellect is not 20 
united to the body as its form. 

4. The capacity and the action belong to the same thing, because that 
which is capable of acting is the same as that which is acting. But intel
lectual action does not belong to any body, as is clear from earl ier dis-
cussions [75 . 2 ,  7 5 . 5 ] .  Therefore neither is the intellective capacity a 25 
capacity that belongs to a body. But no power or capacity can be more 
abstract or simple than the essence from which the power or capacity is 
derived. Therefore neither is the substance of intellect the form of the 
body. 0 

5. That which has existence on its own is not united to the body as its 30 
form. For a form is that by which a thing exists, and so the existence 
that belongs to a form does not belong to it in its own right. But the 
intellective principle has existence in its own right, and it is subsistent, 
as was sa id above [7 5 . 2 ] .  Therefore it is not united to the body as its 
form. 35 

6. That which holds of a thing in its own right always holds of it. But it 
holds of form in its own right to be united with matter, s ince it is the 
actual ity of matter through its essence, not through any accident. (Oth
erwise matter and form would make one th ing not substantially, but 
accidentally. )  Therefore a form cannot exist without its proper matter. 40 

285 .7c37-38· 
37 5 .  5c40-4 I · 
47 5 . 5c48-53 · 
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But the intellective principle, s ince it is  incorruptible (as was shown 
above [75 .6]) ,  remains when it is not united to the body, after the body 
has been corrupted. Therefore the intellective principle is not united to 
the body as its form. 

45 On the contrary. According to the Philosopher, in Metaphysics VIII 
[ 1 043a2-2 1 ] , a differentia is drawn from the form of a th ing. But the dif
ferentia that gives rise to human being is rational, which is ascribed to a 
human being on account of the intellective principle. Therefore the 
intellective principle is the form of a human being. 

50 Reply. It is necessary to say that the intellect, which is the principle of 
intel lectual operation ,  is the form of the human body. o For that 
through which a thing first operates is a form of that to which the oper
ation is attributed- e.g. , that through which the body is first heal ed is 
health; and that through which the soul first knows is knowledge. Thus 

5 5  health is a form of the body, and knowledge a form of the soul . And the 
reason for this is that nothing acts except insofar as it is in actual ity, and 
therefore it acts through that through which it is in actual ity. It is clear, 
however, that the first th ing through which the body l ives is the soul . 
And since l ife is displayed in different grades of l iving beings through 

60 different operations,5 the soul is that through which we first carry out 
any one of these operations of life . For the soul is the first thing through 
which we are nourished, through which we sense, through which we 
engage in locomotion, and-l ikewise- through wh ich we first th ink. 
Therefore th is principle through which we first th ink, whether it be 

65 called intellect or the intellective soul , is the form of the body. And this 
is Aristotle's demonstration in De anima II [4 14a4-1 8 ] .  

Now if someone wants to say that the intellective soul is not the form 
of the body, then it is incumbent on that person to find a way in which 
the action that is thinking is the action of a particular human being. o 

70 For each one of us experiences that it is oneself who thinks .  Now an 
action gets attributed to a thing in three ways, as is clear from the Phi
losopher in Physics V [224a2 1-34] .  For a thing is said to produce move
ment or to act either 

(a) in respect of its whole self, in the way that a doctor heals; or 

75 (b) in respect of a part, in the way that one sees through one's eyes; or 
(c) per accidens, in the way that something white is said to build, 

because the builder accidentally happens to be white. 
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Therefore when we say that Socrates or Plato thinks, we clearly are not 
attributing this to him (c) per accidens. For we are attributing it to him 
inasmuch as he is a human being, which is essentially predicated of him. so 
Therefore either we must say that (c ) Socrates thinks in respect of his 
whole self, as Plato claimed in saying that a human being is the intellec-
tive soul ; or we must say that (b) the intellect is a part of Socrates. And 
the fi rst surely cannot be ma intained, as was shown above [ 7 5 .4 ] ,  
because i t  is the very same human being who perceives himself both to 85 
think and to sense.0 Yet sensing does not occur without the body, and so 
the body must be a part of the human being. We can conclude, then, 
that the intellect by which Socrates th inks is a part of Socrates, and con
sequently the intellect is somehow united to Socrates' body. 

The Commentator, in De anima III [ 5 ] ,  says that this union takes 90 
place through intell igible species . o These species have two sub jects, 
one the possible intellect, the other the phantasms that exist in corpo-
real organs. In this way, then, the possible intellect is connected to the 
body of one or another human being though an intell igible species. 

But that connection or union is not sufficient for the intellect's 95 
action to be Socrates' action. This is clear through a comparison to the 
senses (which is how Aristotle goes about exploring the characteristics 
of intellect) :  for, as is said in De anima III [43 1 a 14] ,  phantasms are to 
intellect just as colors are to sight. Therefore just as the species of colors 
are in sight, so the species of phantasms are in the possible intellect. 1 00 
But it is evident that we do not attribute the action of sight to a wall just 
because that wall has the colors whose l ikenesses are in sight. For we do 
not say that  the wall sees, but rather that it is seen . Therefore j ust  
because the species of phantasms are in the possible intellect, i t  does 
not follow that Socrates (who has the phantasms) is thinking, but rather 1 05 
that he, or his phantasms, are being thought of. 

Now some have wanted to say that the intellect is united to the body 
as its mover,6 with the result that from intellect and body one th ing 
comes about, so that the action of intellect can be attr ibuted to the 
whole. But this is futile for a variety of reasons. 1 10 

1 .  The intellect moves the body only through appetite, and appe
ti te's movement presupposes the operation of intel lec t. Therefore 
Socrates does not think because he is moved by intellect, but rather the 
converse: because Socrates thinks, he is accordingly moved by intellect. 

2. Because Socrates is an individual in whose nature there is one 1 1 5 
essence, composed of matter and form, it follows that if the intellect is 

6The ancient source is Plato : see 76. 3c54. See also William of Auvergne (c . 
1 1 80-1 249), Tractatus de anima I 7 (pp. 72-73), VI 3 5  (pp. 194-95) . 
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not his form then it falls outside of his essence. And so the intellect will 
be related to the whole Socrates as mover is to moved. But thought is an 
action that stays with in the agent; it does not pass into another, as heat-

120 ing does.? Therefore thought cannot be attr ibuted to Socrates on 
account of his being moved by in tellect. 

3. We attribute a mover's action to the th ing being moved only as to 
an instrument- e.g. , the action of a carpenter, to his saw. Therefore if 
we attribute thought to Socrates because it is the action of what moves 

125 him, then it follows that we are attributing it to him as if to an instru
ment. This runs contrary to the Philosopher, who holds that thought 
does not occur through a corporeal instrument. 8 

4. Although we attribute the action of a part to the whole- e.g. , the 
eye's action to the person9- nevertheless we never attribute that action 

130 to a different part (unless perhaps per accidens) .  For we do not say that 
the hand sees as a result of the eye's seeing. Therefore if from intellect 
and Socrates one th ing comes about in the proposed way, then the 
intellect's action cannot be attributed to Socrates. If, on the other hand, 
Socrates is the whole composed of intellect's union with the rest of 

1 3 5 Socrates, o and nevertheless the intellect is united to the other parts of 
Socrates only as a mover, then it follows that Socrates is not uncondi
tionally one thing, and consequently that he is not unconditionally a 
being. For something is a being in just the way that it is one. o 

The only way that is left, then , is the way that Aristotle proposes: 
140 that this particular human being th inks because the intellective prin

ciple is h is form. In this way, then , from the intellect's very operation , 
it is evident that the intellective principle is united to the body as its 
form. 

The same can also be made clear from the defining character of the 
145 human species. For the nature of a thing is revealed by its operation . 

But the special operation of a human being, considered as a human 
being, is to think: for through this we transcend all animals. For this rea
son, too, Aristotle in the Ethics [ 1 1 77a l 2-1 9] founds our ultimate hap
piness on this operation -as on what is special to humans. A human 

1 50 being must obtain its species, then, in accord with the principle of this 
operation. But everything obtains its species from its own special form. 
It follows, then, that the intellective princ iple is the special form of a 
human being. 

78 5 .2c55-6l · 
8De an. III 4, 429a24-27. 
97 5 .2 obj . 2 & ad 2 .  
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It is important to consider, however, that to the extent a form is loft-
ier, to that extent i t  is more dominant over corporeal matter, less 1 5 5 
immersed in it, and more surpasses it in its operation or power. For this 
reason we see that the form of a mixed body has an operation that is not 
caused by the elemental qual ities . o And the farther we go in loftiness 
among forms, the more we find that the power of the form surpasses the 
elemental matter: the vegetative soul beyond the form of metal , and 1 60 
the sensory soul beyond the vegetative soul . But the human soul is the 
ultimate in loftiness among forms. Thus its power so surpasses corpo-
real matter that it has an operation and power that  it in no respect 
shares with corporeal matter. And this power is called the intellect. 

It is important to notice, however, that if someone were to claim that 1 65 
the soul is composed of matter and form, 1 0 then he could in no way say 
that the soul is the body's form. For since form is actuality, whereas mat-
ter is solely potential being, there is no way in which what is composed 
of matter and form can be the form of something else in respect of its 
whole. But if it is the form in respect of some part of itself, then we will 170 
say that the soul is that which is the form, and we will say that what it is 
the form of is what is first ensouled-as was said above [75 . 5c35_37] .  

Ad 1 .  As the Philosopher says in Physics I I  [ 1 94b8-1 5 ] ,  the last of the 
natural forms toward which natural philosophy* directs its attention -
that is, the human soul- is indeed separate, but is nevertheless in mat- 1 75 
ter. And he proves this from the fact that "a human being, together with 
the sun, generates a human being from matter." 0 The human soul is 
sepa rate, on the one hand, with respect to its intellective power, 
because its intellective power is not the power of any corporeal organ, 
in the way that visual power is the actuality of the eye. For thought is an 180 
actual ity that cannot be exercised through a corporeal organ, in the way 
that vis ion is. It is in matter, on the other hand, inasmuch as that soul to 
which th is power belongs is the form of the body, and the end product 
(terminus) of human generation. So the reason the Philosopher says in 
De anima III that the intellect is separate is that it is not the power of 185 
any corporeal organ . 

Ad 2 & 3 .  Through this the reply to the second and th ird objections is 
clear. For in order for a human being to be able to th ink about all 
things through intellect, and for the intellect to think about immaterial 
and universal things, it is enough for the intellective power not to be the 190 
actual ity of the body. 

107 5 . 5 .  
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Ad 4. The human soul, because of its perfection, is not a form that is 
immersed in corporeal matter or completely subsumed by it. And so 
there is nothing to stop one of its powers from not being an actual ity of 

195 the body- even though the soul is essentially the form of the body. 

Ad 5. The soul shares with corporeal matter the existence in wh ich it 
subs ists :  from that matter and from the intellective soul, one th ing 
comes about. This occurs in such a way that the existence that belongs 
to the whole composite also belongs to the soul itself, something that 

200 does not occur in the case of other forms, which are not subsistent. o 
And for this reason the human soul continues in its existence after the 
body is destroyed, whereas other forms do not. 

Ad 6. In its own right, the soul is suited to be united to a body, just as a 
l ightweight body is suited, in its own right, to be up high. And just as a 

205  l ight body remains l ight even after it has been separated from its proper 
place, and retains its readiness and incl ination for that proper place,0 so 
the human soul continues in its existence even after it has been sepa
rated from its body, and it maintains its natural readiness and inclina
tion for union with its body. 

Article 2. Is the intellective principle numerically 
multiplied according to the number of bodies? Or is there 

a single intellect for all human beings?l l 
It seems that the intellective principle is not multipl ied according to the 
number of bodies , but that there is a s ingle intellect for all human 
beings: 

1. No immaterial substance is multipl ied numerically within a s ingle 
5 species. But the human soul is an immaterial substance, since (as was 

shown above [75 . 5 ] )  it is not composed of matter and form. Therefore 
there are not multiple human souls with in a s ingle species. But all 
human beings belong to a single species. Therefore all human beings 
share a single intellect. 

10  2.  By removing the cause, one removes the effect. Therefore, if human 
souls were multiplied according to the number of bodies, it would seem 
to follow that by taking away the bodies , one would not be left with 
multiple souls. Instead, out of all those souls, only one thing would be 
left. This is heretical , because there would then be no difference in 

1 5  rewards and punishments. 

l 1SCG 11. 59, 73 ,  7 5; QDSC 9; QDA 3; CT 85; De unitate 3-5; InDA 111.7-8; I 
Sent. 8 . 5  .2 ad 6; II Sent. 1 7.2 . 1 .  
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3 .  If my intellect is different from your intellect, then my intellect is 
something individual , and l ikewise so is yours. For particulars are things 
that differ numerically and share in a single species. But everyth ing that 
is received in something exists in it according to the mode of the recipi-
ent. Therefore the species of things would be received individually in 20 
my intellect and in yours. This runs contrary to the nature of intellect, 
which is cognitive of universals. I 2 

4. That which is understood exists within the intellect of the one that 
understands it. Therefore if my intellect is different from yours, there 
must be one thing understood by me and another by you . As a result 25 
that th ing will be counted as an individual, and will be understood only 
potentially, and a common notion wil l  have to be abstracted from 
both -since a common intell igible object can be abstracted from any 
two different th ings . Th is runs contrary to the nature of intellect, 
because in that case the in tellect would not seem to be distinct from the 30 
imaginative power. o Therefo re i t  seems we can conclude that all 
human beings share a single intellect. 

5. When a student acquires knowledge from a teacher, it cannot be said 
that the teacher's knowledge generates the knowledge in the student, 
because then knowledge too would be an active form, l ike heat, which 35 
is plainly false. o Therefore it seems that numerically the same knowl-
edge that is in the teacher is imparted to the student, which can happen 
only if each shares in a single intellect. Therefore it seems that the stu-
dent and the teacher, and consequently all human beings, share in a 
single intellect. 40 

6. Augustine says in De quantitate animae [32 .69] that " if I were to say 
only that there are many human souls, I would laugh at myself." But it 
is with respect to intellect most of all that there seems to be a single 
soul. Therefore all human beings share in a single intellect. 

On the contrary. The Philosopher says in Physics II [ 1 9  5b2 5-28] that 45 
just as universal causes are related to universals, so particular causes are 
related to particulars. But it is impossible for animals that are different 
in species to share in a soul that is singular in species. Therefore it is 
impossible for things that are numerically different to share in an intel-
lective soul that is numerically one. 50 

Reply. It is entirely impossible for all human beings to share in a single 
intellect. This is obviously the case if, as Plato held, human beings are 
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their intellects. 1 3 For if Socrates and Plato share in just a single intel
lec t, then it would follow that Socrates and Plato are a single human 

5 5  being, and that they are distinguished from one another only through 
that which is outside the essence of each. Then the distinction between 
Socrates and Plato would be no different than that between a [single] 
person wearing a coat and a hat, which is entirely absurd. 

It is l ikewise clear that this is impossible if, in keeping with Aristotle's 
60 view, the intellect is held to be a part or capacity of the soul that is a 

human being's form. l4 For it is impossible that many numerically differ
ent things share in a single form- just as it is impossible that they share 
in a single existence. The reason is that form is the source of existence. o 

It is likewise clear that this is impossible no matter how one supposes 
65 that the intellect is united to this human being and that one. For it is 

clear that if there is one principal agent and two instruments, one can 
speak unconditionally of a single agent, but of several actions. (For 
instance, if one human being touches different things with each hand, 
there will be one person touching, but two contacts. * )  If, however, there 

70 is a single instrument and different principal agents, then there will be 
said to be several agents, certainly, but a single action. (For instance, if 
many people pull a ship with one rope, there will be many people pull
ing, but one act of pull ing. ) But if there is a single principal agent and a 
single instrument, we will say that there is a single agent and a single 

75 action. (For instance, when a blacksmith strikes with a single hammer, 
there is a single person striking and a single act of striking. ) 

Yet clearly, no matter how the intellect is either united or joined to 
this or that human being, the intellect is what is principal among the 
various things that pertain to a human being. For the sensory powers 

80 obey and serve the intellect. 1 5 Therefore if one were to imagine two 
human beings possessing distinct intellects but sharing a single sense 
e.g. , if two human beings had a single eye - then there would be more 
than one person seeing, but a single act of vision. But if there is a single 
intellect, then no matter how different all the other th ings are that the 

85 intellect uses as instruments, there is no way in which Socrates and 
Plato could be said to be anything other than a single thinker. o And if 
we add that this thinking, which is the action of intellect, comes about 
through no other organ than the intellect itself, I6 then it will further 

1 37 5 .4c41-43 · 
1476. 1 ad 1-4, 77. 1 ,  79. 1 .  

1 58 1 .3 .  

167 5 .2c34. 
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follow that there is both a single agent and a single action - i.e. ,  that all 
human beings are a single thinker and [have] a single thought (relative 90 
to the same object of thought) . 

Now my intel lectual action could be made different from yours 
through a difference in phantasms- viz. , by there being one phantasm 
of a stone in me, and another in you - if that phantasm, as it is one 
thing in me and another in you, were the form of the possible intellect. 95 
For the same agent brings about different actions in virtue of different 
forms. (The same eye, for instance, has different visions in virtue of the 
different forms of things . )  

But the possible intellect's form is not the phantasm but rather the 
intell igible species, which is abstracted from phantasms. And a single 1 00 
intellect abstracts only a single intelligible species from different phan
tasms of the same kind. This is evident in the case of a single human 
being, in whom there can be different phantasms of stone, though what 
is abstracted from all of them is a single intell igible species of stone, 
through which the intellect of a single human being, by a single opera- 1 05 
tion, understands the nature of stone -despite the difference in phan
tasms. Therefore if all human beings shared a single intellect, the 
difference in phantasms in this one and that one could not differentiate 
the intellectual operation of this human being and that one, as the 
Commentator supposes in De anima III [ 5 ] .  We can conclude, there- 1 10 
fore, that it is altogether impossible and unacceptable to claim that all 
human beings share a single intellect. 

Ad 1 .  Although the intellective soul has no matter from which it exists, 
as angels too do not, nevertheless it is the form of some matter, which is 
not the case for an angel. And so there are many souls belonging to a 1 1 5 
single species, corresponding to the divisions in matter. But there abso
lutely cannot be many angels belonging to a single species. 17 

Ad 2.  Any given thing has unity in just the way that it has existence. As 
a result, judgments about a th ing's number are the same as those about 
its existence. o It is clear, however, that the intellectual soul is, as regards 1 20 
its existence, united to the body as its form. Nevertheless, after the body 
is destroyed, the intellectual soul remains in existence. 18 For the same 
reason , the number of souls accords with the number of bodies; never
theless , after the bodies are destroyed, the souls remain in existence, 
multipl ied. o 1 25 

17 la 50.4. 

1 875 .6, 77.8, Q89. 
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Ad 3.  The individual ity of what thinks, or of the species through which 
it thinks, does not exclude its thinking about universals. If it did, then, 
since separate intellects are a kind of subsistent substance and as a 
result particular, they could not th ink about universals. But the materi-

130 al ity of what cognizes, and of the species through which it does so, does 
impede the cognition of a universal . For just as every action occurs in 
keeping with the mode of the form through which the agent acts (e.g. , 
heating, in keeping with the mode of heat) , so cognition takes place in 
keeping with the mode of the species by means of which the cognizer 

13 5 cognizes . It is clear, however, that a common nature is distinguished 
and mul tipl ied by individuating princi pies that come from matter. o 
Therefore if the form through which cognition comes about is mate
rial, and not abstracted from material conditions, then it will be a like
ness of the nature of the species or genus inasmuch as it is distinguished 

140 and multipl ied by individuating principles .  The th ing's nature, in its 
commonal ity, could not in that way be cognized. But if the species is 
abstracted from the individual conditions of matter, then it will be a 
l ikeness of the nature without the th ings that serve to distinguish and 
multiply it. In this way the universal will be cognized. And it does not 

145 matter, in this regard, whether there is a single intellect or many. For 
even if there were only one, it would still have to be a certain thing, as 
would the species through wh ich it thinks. 

Ad 4. Regardless of whether there is one or many intellects, that which 
is understood is one. For that which is understood is in intellect not in 

1 50 its own right, but in respect of its l ikeness. For, as is said in De anima III 
[43 lb29] ,  "it is not the stone that is in the soul , but the species" of the 
stone. Stil l ,  i t  is the stone that is understood, not the species of the 
stone, except when intellect reflects on itself. Otherwise, our knowl
edge would not be about things in the world (de rebus) , but about intel-

1 5 5  l igible species. 19 
Stil l ,  th ings that differ in having different forms can be made like the 

same th ing. And because cognition occurs in virtue of the cognizer's 
being made l ike the thing being cognized, it follows that the same thing 
can be cognized by different cognizers. This is plain in the sensory case: 

160 for many people see the same color in virtue of different l ikenesses, and 
l ikewise many intellects understand a single intellectual object. 

On Aristotle's view, this alone differentiates sense and intellect: that 
a th ing is sensed in keeping with the disposition that it has outside the 
soul , in its particularity, whereas the nature of the thing that is under-
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stood certainly does exist outside the soul, but without having the same 1 65 
mode of existence outside the soul as when it is understood. For what is 
understood is the common nature, putting to one side the individuating 
principles; but this is not the mode of existence that it has outside the 
soul . According to Plato's view, however, the thing understood exists 
outside the soul according to the same mode in which it is understood. 170 
For he held that the natures of th ings are separated from matter.20 

Ad 5. The knowledge in the student is different from that in the 
teacher. As for how it is caused, this will be made clear in what follows 
[ l a 1 1 7. 1 ] .  

Ad 6. Augustine means that it is not only the case that there are many 1 75 
souls-as if they were not made one in their one specific nature. 

Article 3 .  Does a body whose form is the 
intellective principle have any other soul?21 

It seems that beyond the intellective soul there are other, essentially dif
ferent souls in a human being- namely, the sensory and nutritive souls: 

1 .  That which is corruptible and that  which is incorruptible do not 
belong to a single substance. But the intellective soul is incorruptible, 
whereas the other souls (the sensory and nutritive) are corruptible, as is 5 
clear from earl ier claims [75 .6 ] .  Therefore in a human being the intel
lective, sensory, and nutritive souls cannot have a single essence. 

2. One might reply that the sensory soul in a human being is incorrupt
ible. 

On the contrary, the corruptible and the incorruptible differ in 10 
genus, as is said in Metaphysics X [ 1 0 58b26-59a l 0 ] .  But the sensory 
soul in a horse, a l ion , and other brute animals is corruptible. Therefore 
if it is incorruptible in a human being, then the sensory soul in humans 
and in brutes will not belong to the same genus. But something is said 
to be an animal as a result of its having a sensory soul. Therefore animal 1 5 
w ill not be a s ingle genus common to humans and other animals, 
which is unacceptable. 

3. The Philosopher says in The Generation of Animals [736a 3 5-b l 5 ]  
that an embryo is an an imal before it is a human being. But this could 
not  be the case if the sensory and intellective souls had the same 20 

2084. l cz8-30· 
2 1SCG 11 . 58; QDP 3 .9 ad 9; QDSC 3; QDA 1 1 ;  QQ 1 1 . 5; CT 90-92; In lC 
1 5 .6-7; InlTh 5 .2 .  
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essence, since it is an animal through the sensory soul and a human 
being through the intellective soul . Therefore in human beings the sen
sory and intellective souls do not have a single essence. 

4. The Ph ilosopher says in Metaphysics VIII [ 1 043a2-2 1 ]  that the 
25 genus is drawn from the matter, the differentia from the form .22 But 

rational, which is the constitutive differentia of human being, is drawn 
from the intellective soul . Something is said to be an animal, in con
trast, because of its having a body that is animated by a sensory soul . 
Therefore the intellective soul is related to a body animated by a sen-

30 sory soul just as form is related to matter. Therefore, in a human being, 
the intellective soul is not the same in essence as the sensory soul, but 
rather presupposes it, as a material subject. 

On the contrary is what is said in On Church Dogma [ 1 5 ] :  "We do not 
say that there are two souls in a single human being (as James and other 

3 5 Syrians write0 ) ,  one an animal soul , which animates the body and 
mixes with its blood, the other a spiritual soul , which is devoted to rea
son. We instead say that in a human being one and the same soul gives 
the body l ife,  by its affil iation, and manages itself, by its reason." 

Reply. Plato claimed that within a single body there are different souls, 
40 distinct even with respect to their organs. To these souls he attributed 

the different functions of l ife: the nutritive soul , he sa id, was in the 
l iver, the concupiscible in the heart, the cognitive in the brain.23 Aristo
tle discredits th is view in his De anima [ 4 1 3bl 3-24 ] ,  as regards those 
parts of the soul that use corporeal organs for their functions. For he 

45 shows that in the case of animals that l ive when cut apart,0 we find in 
each part the different operations of soul , such as sensation and appe
tite. But th is would not be the case if the different principles of the 
soul 's operations were spread over different parts of the body -as if 
those operations* were essentially distinct. As regards the intellective 

50 soul, however, Aristotle seems to leave room for doubt over whether it is 
separate from the soul's other parts only conceptually (ratione) , or also 
spatially (loco ) .24 

Plato's view certainly could be upheld if one were to suppose that the 
soul is united to the body not as its form, but as its mover-as Plato did 

2276. l sc .  
23See Averroes, De anima 1.90 (p. 1 2 1 ), and Plato, Timaeus 69c-72d, although 
the details there are quite different. See also Avicenna, Liber de anima V. 7 (p. 
1 57) . 
24De an. II 2 ,  4 1 3b24-29. 
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suppose.25 For nothing unacceptable seems to follow* if different movers 5 5  
move the same movable object, especially if they do so with respect to 
different parts. But if we suppose that soul is united to body as its form, 
then it seems entirely impossible for several , essentially different souls to 
be within one body. This can be shown through three arguments. 

First, an animal with several souls would not be one thing uncondi- 60 
tionally. For noth ing is unconditionally one except through the one 
form through which that thing has existence, because a thing's being 
existent and its being one thing come from the same source. For that 
reason, things that are characterized by different forms are not one 
thing unconditionally (e.g. ,  a wh ite human being) . 0  Therefore if a 65 
human being were to be living through one form (the vegetative soul) ,  
an animal through another (the sensory soul) ,  and human through a 
third (the rational soul),  then it would follow that a human being would 
not be one thing unconditionally. Aristotle argues l ike this against Plato 
in Metaphysics VIII [ 1 045a l4-20] . If the Idea of animal were different 70 
from the Idea of biped, then a biped animal would not be one thing 
unconditionally. For this reason , arguing in De anima I [4l l b6-1 4] 
against those who held that there are different souls in the body, Aristo-
tle asks "what contains" them- i.e. , what makes from them one thing. 
And it cannot be said that they are united by the body's unity. For it is 75 
the soul that contains the body, and that makes it be one thing, rather 
than vice versa. 

Second, this is shown to be impossible through modes of predica
tion. For things that are drawn from different forms are predicated of 
one another either ( i) per accidens, if the forms are not ordered to one 80 
another (e.g., when we say that white is sweet) ; or (ii) if the forms are 
ordered to one another, the predication will be per se- in the second 
mode of speaking per se, since the subject is contained in the definition 
of the predicate .  (A surface, for instance, is a prerequisite for color; 
therefore if we say that the body's surface is colored, this will be the sec- 85 
ond mode of per se predication. ) 0  Therefore if something were said to 
be an an imal because of one form, and sa id to be a human being 
because of another, then it would follow that either (i) one of the forms 
could be predicated of the other only per accidens, if the two forms did 
not have any order to one another; or ( ii) there would there be predica- 90 
tion in the second mode of speaking per se, if one of the souls were a 
prerequisite for the other. But each of these is clearly false. For ( i) ani-
mal is predicated of human being per se, not per accidens, and (ii) it is 
not the case that human being is contained in the definition of animal, 

25Aristotle, De an. I 3, 406b2 5-28; see Plato, Timaeus 34c-37c . 
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95 but vice versa . Therefore i t  must be the same form through which 
something is an animal, and through which something is a human 
being. Otherwise, the human being would not truly be that which the 
an imal is , in such a way that  animal would be predicated per se of 
human being. 

100 Third, this is shown to be impossible through the fact that one oper-
ation of the soul , when intense, impedes another. This could in no way 
occur if the source of the actions did not come from a single essence.26 

Accordingly, then, it must be said that the soul in a human being
sensory, intel lective, and nutritive - is numerically the same. Now, as 

105 for how that is the case, th is can be easily grasped if one pays attention 
to the differences among species and forms. For the species and forms 
of th ings are found to differ relative to one another in terms of being 
more and less complete. For example, th ings with souls are more com
plete than things without, in the order of things, whereas animals are 

1 10 more complete than plants , and human beings more complete than 
brute animals. There are also different levels among the individuals of 
these kinds. For this reason Aristotle, in Metaphysics VIII [ 1 04 3b 36-
44a2] ,  l ikens the species of things to numbers, which differ in species as 
a unit is added or subtracted. o Also , in De anima II [ 4 14b l 9-32] he 

1 1 5 compares the different souls to species of shapes, one of which contains 
another. Pentagon, for example, contains tetragon ,  and exceeds it. In 
this way, therefore, the intellective soul virtually containst whatever is 
possessed by the sensory soul of brute animals and the nutritive soul of 
plants. So a surface with a pentagonal shape is not tetragonal through 

120 one shape and pentagonal through another: for the tetragonal shape 
would be superfluous, being contained within the pentagonal. In the 
same way, Socrates is not a human being through one soul and an ani
mal through another; rather, through one and the same soul he is both. 

Ad 1 .  The sensory soul is not incorruptible because it is sensory. Rather, 
12 5 it is made incorruptible by being intellective. So when a soul is merely 

sensory it is corruptible, but when it has the intellective with the sen
sory, then it is incorruptible .  For although the sensory does not confer 
incorruptibil ity, nevertheless it cannot take incorruptibil ity away from 
the intellective. 

1 30 Ad 2. It is not the forms but the composite that is classified by genus or 
species. 27 But a human being is corruptible, just as other animals are. 

26Avicenna, Liber de anima V.7 (pp. 1 58-59). 
2775 .4 ad 2 ,  7 5.7 ad 3. 



Question 76. Article 4. 3 3  

Hence the difference in corruptible versus incorruptible, which con
cerns the form, does not make a human being differ in genus from 
other animals. 

Ad 3 .  An embryo first has a soul that is merely sensory. When that is 1 3 5 
displaced, a more complete soul arrives , one that is at the same time 
sensory and intellective. This will be expla ined more fully below [ l a 
1 1 8.2  ad 2 ] .  

Ad 4. I t  is not required that one treat diversity among natural things in 
terms of the diverse accounts or logical conceptions (rationes vel inten- 140 
tiones logicas) that result from how one understands them. For reason 
can grasp one and the same th ing in different ways. So, as was said 
[c 1 17] ,  the intellective soul virtually contains whatever the sensory soul 
has, and more stil l .  It follows, then, that reason can consider separately 
that which involves the power of the sensory soul - taken as something 145 
incomplete and material . And because reason finds th is to be common 
to humans and other animals, it forms on th is basis an account of the 
genus. Meanwhile, reason takes that in which the in tellective soul 
exceeds the sensory as something formal and perfecting, and on that 
basis it forms the differentia of human being. 1 50 

Article 4. Is there any other substantial 
form in the human body?28 

It seems that in a human being there is another form beyond the intel
lective soul: 

1. The Philosopher says in De anima II [41 2a27-28] that "the soul is 
the actual ity of a physical body potentially having l ife." Therefore the 
soul is related to the body as form to matter. But a body has a substantial 5 
form t through which it is a body. Therefore the body has some substan-
tial form that precedes the soul . 

2.  A human being, l ike any animal, is self-moving. But, as is proved in 
Physics VIII [ 2  57b6-1 3 ] ,  everyth ing self-moving is divided into two 
parts, one producing the motion , the other moved. Now the part that 10 
produces the motion is the soul . Therefore the other part must be such 
that it can be moved. But prime matter cannot be moved, as is said in 
Physics V [ 22 5a20-3 1 ] , because it is a being only in potential ity, 
whereas everything that is moved is a body. Therefore a human being, 

28CT 90; QQ 1 .4. 1 ,  1 2 .7. 1 ;  QDA 9; QDSC 3; SCG 11 . 58, IV.8 1 ;  InDA 11 . 1 .242-
88; IV Sent. 44. 1 . 1 . 1  ad 4 (= ST 3a supp. 79. 1  ad 4). 
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1 5  and every animal , must have another substantial form, one that gives 
rise to the body. 

3. The ranking of forms is determined by their relationsh ip to prime 
matter, since prior and posterior are specified by comparison to some 
starting point. Therefore if in a human being there were no substantial 

20 form beyond the rational soul , and instead it inhered in prime matter 
without any intermediary, then as a result it would rank among the 
most imperfect of forms, those that inhere in matter without any inter
mediary. 

4. The human body is a mixed body.29 But mixture does not occur with 
25 respect to the matter alone, because that would be merely corruption. o 

Therefore the forms of the elements must remain in the mixed body, 
and these are substantial forms. Therefore the human body has other 
substantial forms beyond the intellective soul . 

On the contrary, for one thing there is one substantial being. But a sub-
30 stantial form gives substantial being. Therefore for one thing there is 

only one substantial form. But the soul is the substantial form of a 
human being. Therefore it is impossible for a human being to have a 
substantial form other than the intellective soul. 

Reply. If it were supposed that the intellective soul is not united to the 
3 5 body as its form, but only as its mover, as the Platonists supposed,30 then 

it would be necessary to say that there is another substantial form in a 
human being, giving rise to the existence of the body that is moved by 
the soul . But if the intellective soul is united to the body as its substan
tial form, as we have already said above [76. 1 ] ,  then it is impossible for 

40 any other substantial form beyond it to be found in a human being. 
To see th is, consider that a substantial form t differs from an acciden

tal form t as follows: an accidental form does not give being uncondi
t ionally,  but  being such . ( So hea t  does not  make its sub j ec t  be  
unconditionally, but be  hot. ) And so  when an accidental form is added, 

45 we do not say that something is made or is generated unconditionally, 
but that it is made such or that it stands in some way. Likewise, when an 
accidental form departs,* we do not say that something is corrupted 
unconditionally, but in a certain respect (secundum quid) . 

A substantial form, on the other hand, gives being unconditionally. o 
50 So something is said to be generated unconditionally through its addi-

2976. 5 .  
3076. l c 107, 76.3c54. 
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tion and, through its removal , to be corrupted unconditionally. That is 
why the ancient natural ists, who supposed that prime matter is some
thing that actually exists (fire, air, or some such th ing) ,  said that noth
ing is generated or corrupted unconditionally, but that all "coming to 
be consists in being altered," as is said in Physics I [ 1 87a30] .  Therefore 55  
if i t  were the case that prior to the intellective soul there were also some 
other substantial form in the matter, through which the soul's subject 
were actually existent, then as a result the soul would not make a thing 
be unconditionally. Consequently it would not be a substantial form, 
and through the addition of soul there would not be generation uncon- 60 
ditionally, nor through its removal corruption unconditionally, but only 
in a certain respect. These consequences are clearly false. 

One must say, then, that a human being has no substantial form 
other than the intellective soul alone, and that just as it virtually con-
tains the sensory and nutritive souls,3 1 so it virtually contains all its 65 
lower forms, o and that it alone brings about whatever it is that less per-
fect forms bring about in other things. And the same must be said for 
the sensory soul in brutes, and the nutritive soul in plants, and generally 
for all more perfect forms with respect to the less perfect. 

Ad 1 .  Aristotle does not say that the soul is the actual ity of body alone, 70 
but "the actuality of a physical body with organs" [ 4 1 2b5-6] ,  "poten-
tially having l ife" - and it is such a potential ity that he says "does not 
rule out soul" [4 1 2b2 5 ] .  On this basis it is clear that the soul too is 
included in that of which it is said to be the actual ity. This is said in the 
same way in which heat is said to be the actual ity of what is hot, and 75 
l ight the actual ity of what is luminous. It is not that something lumi-
nous exists apart from light, but that it is luminous through l ight. And 
the soul is l ikewise said to be "the actual ity of a body," etc . ,  because 
through the soul it is a body, it has organs, and it is potentially having 
l ife. But first actual ity is spoken of as potential with respect to second 80 
actual ity, which is the operation. o For such a potentiality "does not rule 
out soul"- i.e. , it does not exclude soul. 

Ad 2. The soul moves the body not through its existence, in virtue of 
which it is united to the body as its form, but through its potential for 
producing movement, the actual ization of which presupposes a body 85 
already actual ized by soul. In this way, then, the soul is the part produc-
ing motion as regards its motive power, whereas the ensouled body is 
the part that is moved. 
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Ad 3. There are different levels of perfection to be considered in mat-
90 ter, such as existing, l iving, sensing, and thinking. But a second thing 

added onto its predecessor is always more perfect. Therefore a form that 
provides only the first level of perfection to matter is the most imper
fect, whereas a form that provides the first, second, and third degrees 
(and so on) is the most perfect, and nevertheless [ inheres] in matter 

95 without any intermediary. 

Ad 4. Avicenna claimed that the substantial forms of the elements 
remain whole in something mixed, and that mixture occurs inasmuch 
as the contrary qual ities of the elements are brought down to a mean 
state . 32 But th is is impossible. For the different forms of the elements 

100 cannot exist except in different parts of the matter, and th is difference 
among parts must be understood as involving dimensions, without 
which there can be no divis ibl e matter. But matter subj ected to 
dimension is found only in a body. Different bodies, however, cannot 
be in the same place. So it follows that the elements in something 

105 mixed would have distinct locations. As a result, this will not be a true 
mixture, one that occurs throughout the whole, but an apparent mix
ture, one that occurs through minute [parts ] being positioned next to 
one other. 

But Averroes, in De caelo III [67 ] ,  claimed that the forms of the ele-
1 10 ments, because of their imperfection , fall in between acc idental and 

substantial forms: hence they are susceptible to more and less, and 
hence they are attenuated in the mixture and brought down to a mean 
state, and out of them flows forth a single form. But this is even more 
impossible.  For the substantial being of any thing l ies in something 

1 1 5  indivisible; every addition and subtraction changes its species (l ike the 
case of numbers,  as is said in Metaphysics VIII [ 1 043b36-1 044a2 ] ) .  
That is why it is impossible for any substantial form to take on  more 
and less. 33 Also, it is no less impossible for something to fall in between 
substance and accident. And so we must say, in accord with the Philos-

120 opher in De generatione I [ 327b29-3 1 ] , that in something mixed the 
forms of the elements remain virtually, not actually. For the distinctive 
qual ities of the elements remain,  although attenuated, and in these 
qualities is the power of the elemental forms. This sort of quality of the 
mixture is its distinctive disposition for the substantial form of a mixed 

125 body- e.g. , the form of stone, or any soul. 

32As characterized by Averroes, De generatione 1 .90. 
3 3Aristotle, Categories 5, 3b32-4a9. 
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Article 5. What sort of body should have the 
intellective principle as its form?34 

37 

It seems inappropriate for the intellective soul to be united to such a 
[mixed ] body. o 

1 .  Matter should be proportioned to its form. But the intellective soul is 
an incorruptible form. Therefore it is not appropriate for it to be united 
to a corruptible body. 5 

2.  The intellective soul is the most immaterial of forms, an indication 
of which is that it has an operation that bodily matter does not share in. 
But the less a body has of matter, the more refined it is . Therefore the 
soul should be united with the most refined of bodies (say, fire) and not 
with a body that is mixed and more terrestrial . o 10 

3.  Since the form is the basis of the species,35 different species do not 
come from a single  form. But the intellective soul is a s ingle form. 
Therefore, it should not be united to a body composed of parts belong-
ing to dissimilar species. 

4. A more perfect form should be received in something more perfect. 1 5 
But the intellective soul is the most perfect of souls. Now the bodies 
of other animals are naturally endowed with protective coverings such 
as hair in place of cloth ing, and hoofs in place of shoes . They also 
have weapons naturally given to them- claws, teeth , and horns, for 
instance. So for th is reason it seems that the intellective soul should 20 
not have been united to a body that is imperfect in that it lacks such 
tools. 

On the contrary. The Philosopher says in De anima II [4 1 2a27-28 ,  
b5-6] that "the soul is the actual ity of  a physical body with organs, 
potentially having l ife." 25 

Reply. Form does not exist for the sake of matter; instead, matter exists 
for the sake of form. o Therefore, the reason why matter is such as it is 
must be drawn from the form, not vice versa. But, as was establ ished 
above [ 5 5 .2c] ,  the intellective soul holds the lowest rank among intel-
lectual substances, in terms of natural order. This is so inasmuch as it 30 
does not have knowledge of the truth naturally given to it, in the way 
that the angels do. Instead, it must accumulate such knowledge from 

3411 Sent. 1 .2 .4-5; QDM 5. 5; QDA 8; SCG 11.90; QDSC 6-7. 
3 57 5 .3  ad 1 ,  76. l sc. 
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divisible th ings, through sensory means,36 as Dionysius says in Divine 
Names 7 .2 .  But when it comes to what is necessary, nature neglects 
nothing. For th is reason the intellective soul needed to have not only 

3 5 the power for thought but also the power for sensation.  But sensory 
action does not occur without a bodily instrument. 37 Therefore the 
intellective soul needed to be united to a body of the sort that could 
serve as an appropriate organ for sensation. 

Now all the other senses are founded on touch. o But the organ of 
40 touch is required to be intermediary between the contraries that touch 

apprehends: hot and cold, wet and dry, and so on. For in this way it is in 
potentiality for these contraries, and can sense them. So the more the 
organ of touch has been brought to a balanced complexion, the more 
touch will be able to perceive. Now the intellective soul possesses the 

45 power of sensation most completely, because that which is inferior exists 
already, and more perfectly, in that which is superior, as Dionysius says 
in Divine Names [ 5 . 3 ] . So the body to which the intellective soul is 
united had to be a mixed body, t and one that, more than any other, 
developed a balanced complexion. That is why a human being, among 

50 all animals, has the best sense of touch, and why, among human beings, 
those that have a better sense of touch have a better intellect. An indica
tion of this is that we observe that "those with soft flesh are mentally well 
fit,"0 as is said in De anima II [42 l a26] .  

Ad 1 .  One might perhaps want to evade this objection by saying that 
5 5  the human body was incorruptible before original sin. But th is reply 

does not seem adequate, because the human body was immortal before 
original sin not by nature, but by a gift of divine grace. Otherwise its 
immortal ity would not have been removed by sin , just as the immortal
ity of demons was not. o 

60 So we should reply differently, by saying that one finds two kinds of 
conditions in matter: one selected because it is appropriate to the form, 
the other following of necess ity from a prior disposition. A craftsman, 
for example, selects iron for the form of a saw, a material that is suited 
for cutting hard things. But that the teeth of the saw can become dull 

65 and rusty, th is results of necessity from the matter. In this same way, 
then, the intellective soul should have a body that has a balanced com
plexion. But it follows from this, due to necessity on the part of the mat
ter, that it is corruptible. 

3684 .3 , 84.6. 
377 5. 3cz5-29· 
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Now if someone wants to say that God could have escaped th is 
necessity, we should say that as regards the makeup of natural things, 70 
one does not consider what God could do, but what is appropriate given 
the nature of things (as Augustine says in De Genesi ad litteram II [ i .2 ] ) .  
Nevertheless ,  God provided [for us ] by supplying a remedy against 
death, through the gift of grace. 

Ad 2.  The body is suited to the intellective soul not on account of the 75 
intellectual operation considered in its own right, but on account of the 
sensory power, which requires an organ of balanced complexion. This 
is why the intellective soul had to be united to a body of that sort, and 
not with a s imple element or with a mixed body in which fire is the 
dominant quantity. For [ in that case] there could be no balanced com- 80 
plexion, because fire's active power would be dominant. But this body, 
with its balanced complexion, does possess a kind of excellence, in that 
it is far removed from contraries. In this respect it is in a certain way 
similar to a celestial body. 

Ad 3. It is not the parts of an animal (the eyes, hands, flesh, and bones, 85 
etc.) that are in a species, but the whole. For this reason it cannot be said, 
strictly speaking, that they belong to different species, only that they are of 
differen t dispos itions. And th is is true of the intellective soul . For 
although it is one in essence, nevertheless, due to its perfection, it has 
multiple powers. 38 Hence for its various operations it needs various dispo- 90 
sitions in the parts of the body to which it is united. This is why we see 
that perfect animals have a greater diversity of parts than do imperfect ani-
mals, and that imperfect animals have a greater diversity than do plants. 

Ad 4. The intellective soul , because it is capable of grasping universals, 
has the power for an infinite number of things. 39 For th is reason nature 95 
could not have l imited it to determinate natural judgments40 or even to 
determinate tools, whether they be defenses or protective coverings .  
Other animals were limited in this way: their souls apprehend and have 
power over certain l imited particulars. But in place of all these, human 
beings naturally have reason and their hands, which are the organs of 1 00 
organs;4 1 for through them human beings can equip themselves with 
instruments of infinitely many kinds, for infinitely many purposes. 

3877.2 . 
39ST la  7.2 obj . 2 & ad 2 .  
4082.2 .  
41Aristotle, De an. III 8, 432a l-2 .  
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Article 6. Is the intellective soul united to its 
body through the mediation of any accident?42 

It seems that the intellective soul is united to its body through the medi
ation of certa in accidental dispositions: 

1 .  Every form is in matter that is appropriate to it and disposed for it. 
But dispositions for a form are accidents of a certa in kind. Therefore 

5 certain accidents must be conceived of in matter before the substantial 
form, and thus before the soul , since the soul is a substantial form. 

2.  Different forms belonging to a single species require different parts of 
matter. But different parts of matter can be conceived of only in virtue 
of a division in dimensive quantities. t Therefore dimensions must be 

10 conceived of in matter before substantial forms that are multipl ied 
with in a single species. 

3.  The spiritual is l inked to the bodily through the contact of power.43 
But the soul's power is its capacity. Therefore it seems that the soul is 
united to its body through the mediation of a capacity, which is a kind 

1 5  of accident. 44 

On the contrary. Accident comes after substance both temporally and 
conceptually (ratione) , as is said in Metaphysics VII [ 1 028a32-3 3 ] .  
Therefore a n  accidental form cannot be conceived of in matter before 
the soul , which is a substantial form. 

20 Reply. If the soul were united to its body only as a mover,45 then noth
ing would prevent there from being- indeed, it would be necessary for 
there to be- certain dispositions serving as intermediaries between the 
soul and its body. On the soul's side there would have to be a capacity 
through which it would move the body; on the body's side there would 

25 have to be an aptitude of some sort, through which the body would be 
able to be moved by the soul . 

But if the intellective soul is united to the body as its substantial 
form, as was claimed earl ier [76. 1 ] , then it is impossible for any acci
dental disposition to lie as an intermediary between body and soul - or 

30 between any* form and its matter. The reason for th is is as follows.  
Because there is  a certa in order in which matter is in potential ity for all 

42SCG 11.7 1 ;  QDA 9; InDA 11. 1 . 366-92; InMet Vlll . 5 § § 1765-67; QDV 1 3 .4c . 
437 5 . 1  ad 3 .  
4477. 1 ad 5 .  
4576. l c l07· 
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actual ities, it must be that which is unconditionally first among actual i
ties which is conceived of first in matter. o But the first among all actual
ities is existence. t Therefore it is impossible to conceive of matter as 
hot or extended before conceiving of it as actually existing. But it has 35 
actual existence through its substantial form, which (as was said earl ier 
[76.4c49] )  provides existence unconditionally. For th is reason it is 
impossible for any accidental dispositions to exist in matter before the 
substantial form, and consequently not before the soul either. 

Ad 1 .  As is clear from things said already [76. 3c 1 17, 76.4c64-66] ,  a more 40 
perfect form virtually contains whatever belongs to its lower forms. 
While rema ining one and the same, then,  it perfects matter with 
respect to different degrees of perfection. For it is essentially one and 
the same form through which a human being is an actual being, a 
body, a l iving thing, an animal , and a human being. It is clear, however, 45 
that, for each genus, the proper accidents follow from the genus. o Mat-
ter, then, is conceived of as complete in being before it is conceived of 
as bodily, and so on for the other cases. Likewise, those accidents that 
are proper to being are conceived of before matter is conceived of as 
bodily. And in th is way dispositions are conceived of in matter before 50 
form: not with respect to every effect that the form has, but with respect 
to those that are posterior. o 

Ad 2.  Quantitative dimensions are acc idents that follow from being 
bodily, which holds of all matter. Thus matter that is already conceived 
of as bodily and dimensional can be conceived of as distinct in its differ- 55 
ent parts, so that as a result, it takes on different forms in accord with sub
sequent degrees of perfection . For although it is essentially the same 
form that assigns different degrees of perfection to matter, as we have said 
[ad 1 ], nevertheless it differs with respect to how it is conceptual ized. 

Ad 3. A spiritual substance that is united to a body only as a mover is 60 
united to it through a capacity or power. But the intellective soul is 
united to its body as a form, through its existence. Still, it governs and 
moves the body through its capacity and power. 

Article 7. Is the soul united to the body 
through the mediation of any other body?46 

It seems that the soul is united to the body of an animal through the 
mediation of a body: 

46QDA 9; II Sent. 1 .2.4 ad 3 .  
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1 .  Augustine says in De Genesi ad litteram VII [xix. 2 5 ]  that "the soul 
governs the body through l ight ( i .e . ,  fire) and air, which are the [ ele-

5 ments] most similar to spirit." But fire and air are bodies. Therefore the 
soul is united to the human body through the mediation of a body. 

2. That seems to be an intermediary between things which, when it is 
taken away, the union is broken up between th ings that had been 
united. But when spirit is gone, the soul is separated from the body. 

10  Therefore spirit, which is  "a kind of subtle body," is  an intermediary in 
the union between body and soul . o 

3.  Things that are quite distant are united only through a medium. But 
the intellective soul is distant from the body, both because it is non
bodily and because it is incorruptible. Therefore it seems to be united 

1 5  to the body through the mediation of something that is an incorruptible 
body. This seems to be some kind of celestial l ight that draws the ele
ments together and makes them one. 

On the contrary. The Philosopher says in De anima II [ 41 2b6-8] that 
"one need not ask whether the soul and the body are one, just as one 

20 does not ask about wax and its shape." But a shape is united to the wax 
without any intervening body. Therefore so is the soul united to the 
body. 

Reply. If the soul were united to the body only as its mover, as the Pla
tonists say,47 then it would be appropriate to say that other intermediary 

25 bodies intervene between the human soul (or that of any animal) and 
its body. For it is appropriate that what moves something distant does so 
through much closer intermediaries. 

If, on the other hand, the soul is united to the body as its form, as has 
already been claimed [76. 1 ] , then it is impossible for it to be united to 

30 the body through the mediation of a body. The reason for this is that a 
th ing is said to be one in just the way it is said to exist. o But a form all by 
itself, because it is essentially actual ,48 makes a thing actually exist; it 
does not provide existence through an intermediary. Thus the unity of a 
th ing composed of matter and form comes from the form, which is in 

3 5 its own right united to the matter, as its actuality. Nor is there anything 
else that unites, except the agent that makes the matter actually exist (as 
is said in Metaphysics VIII [ 1 045b2 1-2 3] ) .  

4776.3c54· 
487 5 .6c4l-42· 
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Thus i t  is clearly false to pos it bodies as  intermediaries between a 
human being's soul and body. Among those who have made th is claim, 
some Platonists held that the intellective soul has an incorruptible body 40 
that is natural ly un ited to it, from which it is never separated, and 
through whose mediation it is united to the corruptible human body.49 
Others held that it is united to the body through the mediation of a 
bodily spirit. 5° Still others held that it is united to the body through the 
mediation of a l ight, which they hold to be a body and to have the 45 
nature of the fifth essence. 05 1 On th is view, the vegetative soul is united 
to its body through the mediation of l ight from the sidereal heaven, the 
sensory soul through the mediation of l ight from the crystall ine heaven, 
and the intellectual soul through the mediation of l ight from the Empy-
rean heaven . 0  This is obviously a laughable invention : first, because 50 
l ight is not a body;o also, because the fifth essence, being unalterable, 
does not enter into the compos ition of a mixed body materially, but 
only virtually; finally, because the soul is immediately united to its body 
as form to matter. 

Ad 1 .  Augustine is speaking of the soul insofar as it moves the body, and 55 
consequently he uses the word "governing." And it is true that it moves 
the denser parts of the body through the more refined parts. And spirit 
is the first instrument of the power for movement, as the Philosopher 
says in De motu animalium [703a9-28] . 

Ad 2. When spirit is taken away, then the union between soul and body 60 
is gone: not because spirit is an intermediary, but because the disposi-
tion is removed by which the body is disposed for such a union. On the 
other hand, spirit is an intermediary in the production of movement, as 
the first instrument of movement. 

Ad 3. The soul is exceedingly distant from the body, if one considers 65 
the conditions of each one apart from the other. So if each of them 
were to have existence separately, then many intermediaries would 
have to intervene. But inasmuch as the soul is the body's form, it does 
not have existence apart from the body's existence. Rather, by its own 
existence the soul is immediately united to the body. For in this same 70 
way every other form, if considered as an actual ity, is also at a great dis
tance from matter, which is a being solely in potentiality. 

49See la 5 1 . 1  obj . l & ad l ,  where Aquinas criticizes Origen and clarifies a 
statement made by Bernard of ClaiiVaux. 
50Qbj . 2, with note. 
5 1Qbj . 3 .  
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Article 8. Is the soul whole in each part of the body?52 
It seems that the soul is not whole in each part of the body. 

1 .  The Philosopher says, in De motu animalium [703a36-b2] ,  "there is 
no need for the soul to be in each part of the body. As long as it exists in 
some principal [part] of the body then the other parts have l ife, inas-

5 much as they are at the same time naturally suited to carry out their 
own movement." 

2. The soul exists in the body it actual izes. 5 3 But it is the actual ity of a 
body that has organs. 54 Therefore i t  exists only in a body that has 
organs. But not every part of the human body has organs. Therefore the 

10 soul is not whole in each part of the body. 

3 .  It is said in De anima II [ 4 1 2b 17-2 5 ]  that just as a part of the soul is 
related to a part of the body (e.g. , sight to the pupil) , so the whole soul 
is related to the animal 's whole body. Therefore, if the whole soul 
exists in each part of the body, it follows that each part of the body is 

1 5 an animal . 

4. All of the soul's powers are grounded in the soul's very essence. 5 5  
Therefore, if the soul is whole in each part of the body, i t  follows that all 
of the soul 's powers exist in each part of the body. As a result, there will 
be sight in the ear and hearing in the eye, which is absurd. 

20 5. If the whole soul existed in each part of the body, then each part of 
the body would be immediately dependent on the soul . Therefore it 
would not be the case that one part depends on another, or that one is 
more prominent than another, which is pla inly false. Therefore the 
soul is not whole in each part of the body. 

25 On the contrary. Augustine says in De trinitate VI [ vi .8] that a soul, "in 
any given body, is whole in the whole body, and whole in each part of it." 

Reply. If the soul were united to the body only as its mover, then one 
could say that it does not exist in each part of the body but only in one 
part, and that through th is part it moves the other parts. (This point was 

30 made earl ier. 560) But because the soul is united to the body as its form, 

52QDA 1 0; QDSC 4; SCG 11.72; InDA 1 . 14; ST 1a 8.2 ad 3; I Sent. 8 . 5 . 3 . 
5 376.4 ad l .  

54De an. II 1 ,  4 12b5-6; see 76. 5sc . 
5 577.6. 
5676.3c53_57, 76.4c34_38, 76.6c20_z6, 76.7cz3_z7 · 
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it necessarily exists in the whole body and in each part of the body. For 
it is not one of the body's accidental forms, but its substantial form. A 
substantial form, however, perfects not only the whole, but each part. o 
For since the whole is made up of parts, a form of the whole that does 
not give existence to the individual parts of the body is a form that is a 35 
composition and ordering (e.g. ,  the form of a house) and such a form is 
accidental . The soul, on the other hand, is a substantial form, and so it 
must be the form and actual ity not only of the whole, but of each part. 
And for th is reason, just as one does not speak of an an imal and a 
human being once the soul has left- unless equivocally, in the way we 40 
speak of a painted or sculpted animal -so too for the hand and eye, or 
flesh and bones, as the Philosopher says. 57 An indication of this is that 
no part of the body has its proper function once the soul has left, 
whereas anything that retains its species retains the operation belonging 
to that species. An actuality, however, exists in what it actual izes. 58 As a 45 
result the soul must be in the whole body and in each of its parts. 

That the soul is whole in each part of the body can be viewed in the 
following l ight. Because the whole is that which is divided into parts, 
there are three ways of being whole, in keeping with the three kinds of 
divis ion. 50 

• There is one kind of whole that is divided into quantitative parts, 
such as a whole l ine or a whole body. 

• There is also the kind of whole that is divided into the parts of its 
account and essence: as something being defined is divided into 
the parts of its definition, and something composite is analyzed 55 
into matter and form. 

• A third kind of whole, that of capacity, is divided into parts based 
on power. 

The first way of being whole is not appl icable to forms, unless per-
haps accidentally, and then only to those forms that are related to the 60 
whole quantity no differently than they are to its parts. This is so for 
whiteness, which is equally disposed, as regards its defining account, to 
be in the whole surface and in each part of that surface. o For this reason, 
if the surface is divided, then whiteness is divided accidentally. But a 
form that requires diversity among its parts, such as a soul (especially the 65 
soul of complete animals), is not equally disposed toward the whole and 
its parts.° For this reason it is not accidentally divided by a quantitative 

57E.g., De anima II 1 ,  41 2b19-22 .  
5876.4 ad  1 .  
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division. So it is, then, that being a quantitative whole can be attributed 
to the soul neither per se nor accidentally. But the second way of being 

70 whole ,  wh ich is associated w ith the perfection of its account and 
essence, is properly and per se applicable to forms. The same is true for 
being whole in terms of power, since form is the principle of operation. 

So if one asks, with respect to whiteness, whether it is whole in the 
whole surface and in each part of that surface, then one has to draw a 

75 distinction. For if one refers to the quantitative whole that whiteness has 
accidentally, then it would not be whole in each part of the surface. 
And the same should be said for being whole in power, since the white
ness of the whole surface is more able to move sight than is the white
ness in any one section of the surface. But if one is referring to being 

80 whole in species and essence, then the whiteness is whole in each part 
of the surface. 

Now because the soul is not a whole in the quantitative sense, neither 
per se nor accidentally (as we have said [ c59-69] ), it is enough to sayo that 
the soul is whole in each part of its body in terms of the wholeness asso-

85 cia ted with its perfection and essence. It is not whole in each part, how
ever, with respect to being whole in power, because it is not in each part 
of the body with regard to each of its capacities. Rather, with regard to 
sight it is in the eye, with regard to hearing it is in the ear, and so on. 

Nevertheless it is important to take note that because the soul 
90 requires diversity among its parts , it is not related to the whole body and 

to its parts in the same way. Rather, it is related to the whole first and 
per se, as to the thing it is properly and proportionately suited to perfect. 
It is related to the parts of that body secondarily, in virtue of their being 
associated with the whole. 

95 Ad 1 .  The Philosopher is talking about the soul's capacity for producing 
movement. 

Ad 2. The soul is the actual ity of a body that has organs, inasmuch as 
that is what is first and proportionately suited to being perfected. 

Ad 3. The animal is what is composed of the soul and the whole body, 
100 which is what is first and proportionately su ited to being perfected by 

the soul . But in this sense the soul is not in a part of the body, and for 
that reason it need not be the case that part of an animal is an animal. 

Ad 4. Among the soul's capacities, some (namely, intellect and will ) are 
in the soul insofar as it exceeds every capabil ity of the body. Such 

105 capacities are consequently said to be in no part of the body. Other 
capacities are common to the soul and the body, and so it need not be 
the case that each of these capacities is wherever the soul is . They need 
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be only in that part of the body that is proportioned to the operation of 
such a capacity. 

Ad 5 .  One part of the body is sa id to be more prominent than another 1 10 
on account of the different capacities for which the body's parts serve as 
organs. For a part of the body is more prominent when it is the organ of 
a more prominent capacity, or else when it serves the same capacity in a 
more prominent way. 

Question 77 

The Capacities of the Soul in General 

We should next consider the characteristics of the soul's capacities: first 
in general [Q77] and then specifically [QQ78-83] .  With regard to the 
first there are eight questions. 

a l .  Is the soul's essence its capacity? 
a2. Does the soul have only one capacity, or more than one? 
a3 .  How are the soul 's capacities distinguished? 
a4. On the order of these capacities to one another. 
a5 .  Is the soul the subject of all its capacities? 
a6. Do the soul 's capacities flow from its essence? 
a7. Does one capac ity originate in another? 
a8. Do all the soul's capacities remain in it after death? 

Article 1 .  Is the soul's essence its capacity?1 
It seems that the very essencet of the soul is its capacity t :  

1 .  Augustine says in De trinitate IX [ iv. 5 ]  that mind, knowledge, and 
love exist "substantially in the soul - or, to say the same th ing, essen
tially." And in Book X [xi. l 8 ] he says that memory, intell igence, and 
will are "one life, one mind, one essence." 5 

2.  The soul is loftier than prime matter. But prime matter is its own 
capacity. Therefore so, a fortiori, is the soul . 

3 .  A substantial form is simpler than an accidental form. An indication 
of this is that a substantial form is neither intensified nor diminished, 
but l ies in something indivisible.2 An accidental form, however, is its 10 

1ST 1a  54.3 ,  79. 1 ;  QDSC 1 1 ; QQ 1 0.3 . 1 ;  QDA 12 ;  I Sent. 3 .4.2 . 
2Aristotle, Categories 5 ,  3b32-4a9; see 76.4 ad 41 14- 1 5 · 
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own power. Therefore so, a fortiori, is a substantial form, which the 
soul is. 

4. The sensory capacity is that by which we sense, and the intellective 
capacity is that by which we think. But according to the Philosopher in 

1 5  De anima I I  [ 414a 1 2-1 3 ] ,  that by which we first sense and think is the 
soul . Therefore the soul is its capacities. 

5. Everyth ing that is not part of the essence of a thing is an accident. 
Therefore, if a capacity of the soul is outside of the soul's essence, it fol
lows that it is an accident. This contradicts Augustine in De trinitate IX 

20 [ iv. 5 ] ,  where he says that mind, knowledge, and love "are not in the 
soul as if in a subject, as color or shape are in a body, or as any other 
qual ity or quantity is. For whatever such a th ing is , it does not go 
beyond the subject in which it exists, whereas the mind can also love 
and cognize things other than itself." 

25 6. A simple form cannot be a subject. 3 The soul , however, is a simple 
form, since it is  not com posed of matter and form, as was said above 
[75 .  5 ] .  Therefore a capacity of the soul cannot exist in the soul as its 
subject. 

7 .  An accident is not the basis for a substantial differentia. But sensory 
30 and rational are substantial differentiae, and they are taken from sense 

and reason, which are capacities of the soul. Therefore the capacities of 
the soul are not accidents, and so it seems that the essence of the soul is 
. . * 1ts capactty. 

On the contrary. Dionysius says in Celestial Hierarchy 1 1 . 2  that the 
3 5 celestial spirits are divided into essence, power, and operation . So a for

tiori, in the soul, its essence is one th ing and its power or capacity is 
another. 

Reply. It is imposs ible to say that the soul 's essence is its capacity, 
although some have made th is claim.°  For now, this is shown in two 

40 ways. First, since being and every genus of being divides into potential
ity and actual ity,4 potential ity and actual ity must be attributed to the 
same genus. Consequently, if an actual ity is not in the genus of sub
stance, then the potential ity correlated with that actuality cannot be in 
the genus of substance. But the soul's operation is not in the genus of 

3Boethius, De trinitate ch. 2: "A form that is without matter could not have 
been a subject." 
4Aristotle, Met. IX 1 ,  1045b32-36; XII 5 107 l a4-16. 
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substance. The only exception is God, whose operation is his sub- 45 
stance;5 so God's power, which is the basis of his operation, is God's 
very essence. o This cannot be true in the soul's case, or in the case of 
any creature,  as was said earl ier, too, with regard to angels [Q54 ] .  

Second, there is a further way in which this appears impossible in the 
soul's case. o For the soul, in terms of its essence, is an actuality. There- 50 
fore if the very essence of the soul were the immediate basis of its opera-
tion, then anything that has a soul would always actually have the 
operations associated with life- just as anything that has a soul is always 
actually l iving. For the soul, insofar as it is a form, is not an actual ity 
directed at some further actuality, but is the ultimate aim of generation.6 55 
Consequently, its having the capacity for yet another actual ity holds not 
with respect to its essence (insofar as it is a form), but with respect to its 
capacity. And it is in this way- insofar as it underlies its own capacity-
that the soul is said to be a first actuality,? directed at a second actual ity. 
One finds, however, that what has a soul is not always in actual ity as 60 
regards the operations associated with life. For this reason, Aristotle also 
says in his definition of the soul that it is "the actuality of a body capable 
of having l ife" -a capacity that "does not rule out soul."80 We can con
clude, then, that the soul's essence is not its capacity. For nothing has a 
capacity in virtue of its actuality, when considered as an actual ity. o 65 

Ad 1 .  Augustine is speaking of the mind inasmuch as it knows itself and 
loves itself. In such a case, then, knowledge and love, when related to 
the mind as to that which is cognized and loved, exist in the soul "sub
stantially" or "essentially," because the very substance or essence of the 
soul is cognized and loved. 70 

The remark he makes elsewhere, that [memory, intell igence, and 
will ]  are "one life, one mind, one essence," should be understood in the 
same way. Alternatively, as some say,9 this claim is true in terms of how 
a whole capacity is predicated of its parts. Such a capacity-whole falls in 
between a universal-whole and an integral-whole. For a universal-whole 75 
appl ies to each part in virtue of its whole essence and power (as animal 
applies to a human being and a horse) ,  and so it is predicated strictly of 

5 1a 14.4. 
6Aristotle, Met. V 4, 1 0 1 5a 10-l l ;  VIII 4, 1 044b 1 ;  Phys. II 7, 198a2 5-27; II 8, 
199a3 l .  
7 Aristotle, De an. I I  1 ,  4 12a27, b5 .  
8De an. I I  1 ,  4 12a20-2 1 ,  a27-28, b2 5-26. 
9AJbert the Great, Sentences 1 . 3 . 34 (vol. 25 ,  p. 140) . 
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its individual parts. An integral-whole, in contrast, is not i n  each part: 
neither in virtue of its whole essence, nor in virtue of its whole power. 

80 Consequently, it is not in any way predicated of its individual parts. But 
it is in a certa in way predicated of them all at once, al though not 
stricti y. (This would be as  if  we were to say that the walls, roof, and 
foundation are the house.) A capacity-whole, finally, appl ies to the indi
vidual parts in virtue of its whole essence, but not in virtue of its whole 

85 power. And so in a certain way it can be predicated of each part, but not 
as strictly as a universal-whole can. And th is is how Augustine says that 
memory, intelligence, and will are the soul 's "one essence." 

Ad 2. The actuality for which prime matter is in potentiality is a sub
stantial form. That is why the potential ity of matter is nothing other 

90 than its essence. 

Ad 3 .  An action belongs to the compos i te, j ust as existence does, 
because acting belongs to that which exists. But the composite exists as 
a substance through its substantial form, whereas it operates through 
the power that results from the substantial form. As a result, an acciden-

95 tal active form is related to the substantial form of the th ing acting (e.g. , 
heat to the form of fire) in the same way that a capacity of the soul is 
related to the soul . 

Ad 4. It is because of the substantial form that an accidental form is the 
basis of an action. As a result, the substantial form is the first basis of the 

100 action, but not the proximate basis. It is in accord with this that the Phi
losopher says, that by which we think and sense is the soul . 

Ad 5. If accident is taken as divided against substance, then nothing can 
fall midway between substance and accident, because they are divided 
by affirmation and negation:  namely, by being in a subject and not 

105 being in a subject. o If accident is taken in this way, then since a capacity 
of the soul is not its essence, it must be an accident, and be in the sec
ond species of qual ity. On the other hand, if accident is taken as one of 
the five universals ,0 then something does fall midway between sub
stance and accident. For the substance encompasses whatever is essen-

1 10 tial to the th ing; yet not everyth ing outside the essence can in this way 
be called an accident, but only that which is not caused by the essential 
principles of the species. For a proprium is not part of the essence of a 
th ing, but it is caused by the essential principles of the species . As a 
result, it falls midway between essence and accident, when they are so 

1 1 5  described. And in this way the soul's capacities can be said to fall mid
way between substance and accident, given that  they are the soul 's 
proper natural attributes. o 



Question 77. Article 2. 5 1  

Augustine's claim, however, that knowledge and love are not in the 
soul as accidents in a subject, is to be understood in the way described 
earl ier [ad 1 ] .  He is comparing them to the soul not as to that which is 1 20 
loving and cognizing, but as to that which is loved and cognized. And 
in this way the argument holds. For if love were to be in the soul loved 
as its subject, then it would follow that an accident would transcend its 
subject. For the soul also loves things other than itself. o 

Ad 6. The soul, although it is not composed of matter and form, never- 1 25 
theless contains some potential ity (as was said above [75 . 5  ad 4]) ,  and 
consequently it can be the subj ect of an accident. The claim intro
duced does apply to God, however, who is pure actual ity, and Boethius 
introduces the claim in that context. 

Ad 7 .  Rational and sensible, considered as differentiae, are not taken 1 30 
from the capacities of sense and reason , but from the sensory and ratio-
nal soul itself. Nevertheless, because substantial forms, which consid-
ered by themselves are unknown to us, become known through their 
accidents, noth ing stands in the way of accidents at times being put in 
place of substantial differentiae. 1 3 5 

Article 2. Does the soul have only one capacity, or more than one? 
It seems that the soul does not have more than one capacity: 

1. The intellective soul comes closest to a l ikeness of the divine. But in 
God there is one simple capacity. Therefore in the intellective soul, too. 

2.  The more superior a power is , the more it becomes one. But the 
intellective soul exceeds all other forms in power. Therefore it, above 5 
all , ought to have one power or capacity. 

3.  Operations belong to what actually exists. But, as was establ ished 
above [76.6 ad 1 ] , a human being has existence at different levels of 
perfection through the same essence of the soul .  Therefore a human 
being operates in various ways, at various levels, through the same 10 
capacity of the soul. 

On the contrary. In De anima II [ 4 14a29-32 ] ,  the Philosopher posits 
more than one capacity of the soul . 

Reply. It is necessary to posit more than one capacity of the soul . To 
make this clear, consider that, as the Philosopher says in De caelo II 1 5 
[292a22-b l 7 ] ,  the lowest members of real ity cannot attain perfect 
goodness, but attain some imperfect goodness through few motions . 
Th ings superior to these ach ieve perfect goodness th rough many 
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motions, whereas even more superior th ingso achieve perfect goodness 
20 through few motions. The highest perfection is found in th ings that 

possess perfect goodness without motion. For example, someone is least 
disposed for health if he cannot attain perfect health ,  but atta ins some 
degree of health through a few remedies. Someone is better disposed, 
however, if he can atta in perfect health, but through many remedies. 

25  Someone is  still better disposed if he does so through a few remedies, 
and someone is disposed best of all if he has perfect health without any 
remedy. 

We should say, then, that things beneath human beings attain some 
particular goods, and so have a few l imited operations and powers. A 

30 human being, however, can attain universal and perfect goodness, 
because he can attain beatitude. o But human beings are by nature at 
the outmost reaches among those to whom beatitude is given. As a 
result, the human soul needs many different operations and powers. 
Angels, however, require less variety in their capacities, whereas in God 

3 5  there is no capacity o r  action beyond his essence. 1 0 
There is another reason why the human soul is so well suppl ied in 

its various powers: namely, because it is at the boundary between spiri
tual and corporeal creatures, and consequently  the powers of both 
come together in it. 

40 Ad 1 .  The intellective soul comes closer than lower creatures to a like
ness of God, insofar as it can atta in perfect goodness. But it does so 
through many different [ powers ] ,  and in th is respect it falls short of 
superior creatures. 

Ad 2. A power that is one is superior if it reaches an equal number [of 
45 objects] . But a divers ified power is superior if more [objects] are subject 

to it. 1 1  

Ad 3. One thing has just one substantial existence, but can have more 
than one operation . And so the soul has one essence, but more than 
one capacity. 

Article 3. How are the soul's capacities distinguished?12 
It seems that capacities are not distinguished by their acts and objects: 

lO l a  Q54 (angels); la 3 . 1-2, 2 5. 1  (God). 
1 1 77.3 ad 4. 

l 2ST la 59.4c; QDA 1 3 ; InDA 1.8 .39-73 ,  11.4. 1 20-29, 11. 5 .43-1 3 1 , 11.6, 
111. 1 .267-86; II Sent. 44.2 . 1 ;  InMet IX.7 § 1 846. 
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1 .  Nothing is assigned its species by something posterior or extrinsic . 
But an act is posterior to the capacity, and an object is extrinsic. There
fore capacities are not distinguished in species by these. 

2 .  Contraries are things that are maximally different. Therefore , if 5 
capacities were distinguished by reference to objects, it would follow 
that the same capacity would not concern contraries. It is clear that this 
is false in nearly all cases: for the same visual capacity concerns white 
and black, and the same taste concerns sweet and bitter. 

3.  Take away the cause and you take away the effect. Therefore, if the 10 
difference in capacities were to come from a difference in objects, then 
the same object would not belong to distinct capacities. This is clearly 
false, since a cognitive capacity cognizes the same thing that an appeti-
tive capacity desires. 

4. That wh ich is the per se cause of a th ing causes it in all cases. But 1 5 
there are distinct obj ects that belong to distinct capacities and also 
belong to a single capacity: sound and color, for example, belong to 
s ight and hearing, which are distinct  capacities, and yet they also 
belong to a single capacity, the common sense. 13  Therefore capacities 
are not distinguished in terms of a difference in objects. 20 

On the contrary, the posterior is distinguished in terms of the prior. But 
the Philosopher says in De anima II [ 4 1 5a 1 8-20] that "acts and opera-
tions are conceptually prior to capacities, and still prior to these are 
their counterparts," their objects. Therefore capacities are distinguished 
in terms of their acts and objects. 25 

Reply. A capacity, considered as a capacity, is directed toward an act. o 
Consequently, one must derive the nature (rationem) of a capacity from 
the act toward which it is directed, and as a result the nature of the 
capacity must differ as the nature of the act differs. But the nature of an 
act differs according to the differing nature of i ts object. For every 30 
action belongs to either an active t or a passivet capacity. An obj ect is 
related to the act of a passive capacity as its source and moving cause: so 
color, inasmuch as it moves sight, is the source of seeing. An object is 
related to the act of an active capacity as its outcome and end: in th is 
way the object of the power for growth is the full size that is the end of 35 
growth.0 Now an action takes its species from these two things: from its 
source and from its end or outcome. For heating differs from cool ing 
inasmuch as the former goes from something hot (the active source) 

1 378.4 ad 1-2 .  



54 Question 77. Article 3. 

toward something hot, whereas the latter goes from something cold 
40 toward something cold. o Consequently, it is necessary for capacities to 

be differentiated in terms of their acts and their objects. 
It is important to notice,  however, that what is acciden tal (per 

accidens) does not make a difference to the species. For the species of 
an animal is not made to differ by a difference in color, just because the 

45 animal accidentally has some color. The species is made to differ, 
instead, by a difference in what holds of the animal per se: a difference, 
namely, in sensory soul , which sometimes comes with reason and 
sometimes without. As a result, rational and nonrational are the distin
guish ing differentiae of an animal, and they form distinct species. It fol-

50  lows, therefore, that not every distinction among objects differentiates 
the soul's capacities. The difference that matters is in that which the 
capacity is concerned with per se. Sense, for example, is concerned per 
se with affective qual ity,0 which is divided per se into color, sound, and 
the l ike. And thus one sensory capacity, sight, has to do with color, 

5 5  whereas another, hearing, has to do with sound. But it is accidental to 
an affective qual ity (to something colored, for instance) that it is musi
cal or grammatical , large or small, a human being or a stone. And so 
the soul's capac ities are not distinguished by reference to those sorts of 
differences. 

60 Ad 1 .  An act, although posterior to the capacity in existence, is never
theless prior in plan (intentione) and conceptually- just as an end is, 
for an agent. And* an object, although extrinsic, is nevertheless the 
source or end of the action. To th is source and end, the intrinsic fea
tures of a thing are proportioned. 

65 Ad 2.  If some capacity were to be concerned per se with one of two con
traries as its object, then the other contrary would have to belong to a 
different capac ity. But a capacity of the soul is concerned per se not 
with the distinctive character (rationem) of one contrary, but with a 
characteristic that is common to both contraries. Thus sight is con-

70 cerned per se not with the character of white, but with the character of 
color. And the reason for this is that one contrary has in a certain way 
the character that the other has, since their relationship to one another 
is that of the complete to the incomplete. o 

Ad 3. Nothing prevents that which is the same in subject from being 
75 distinct in character. Consequently, [ the same object] can belong to dis

tinct capacities of the soul . 14 

1480. 1 ad 2 .  
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Ad 4. Compared to a lower capacity, a higher capacity is concerned per 
se with a characteristic of its obj ect that is more universal . For the 
higher a capacity is, the more things i t  extends itself toward. o As a 
result, many share in the one characteristic of an object that the higher so 
capacity is concerned with per se. They differ, however, relative to the 
characteristics that the lower capacities are concerned with per se. This 
is why different objects belong to different lower capacities and yet fall 
within the scope of a single higher capacity. 

Article 4. The order of the soul's capacities to one another. 1 5 
It seems that there is no order among the soul's capacities: 

1 .  There is no prior and posterior among th ings that fall within a single 
divis ion; instead, they naturally occur together. But the soul's capacities 
are divided against one another. Therefore there is no order between 
them. 5 

2.  The soul's capacities are related to their objects, and also to the soul 
itself. But there is no order between them as regards the soul, because 
the soul is just one th ing. Nor, l ikewise, is there an order as regards their 
objects, because these are distinct and entirely dissimilar, as is clear in 
the case of color and sound. Therefore there is no order among the 10 
soul's capacities. 

3 .  One finds among ordered capaci ties that the operation of one 
depends on the operation of another. But the act  of one capacity of the 
soul does not depend on the act of another: sight, after all , can perform 
i ts act without hearing, and vice versa . Therefore there is no order 1 5 
between the soul's capacities. 

On the contrary. In De anima II [414b20-3 1 ] , the Philosopher com
pares the parts or capacities of the soul to shapes. But shapes have an 
order to one another. o Therefore so do the soul 's capacities. 

Reply. Since the soul is one, its capacities several , and many things 20 
come from one in an ordered sequence, there is necessarily an order 
between the soul's capacities. There are, however, three sorts of order 
that we can identify among them. Two of these are characterized in 
terms of the dependence of one capacity on another, whereas the third 
is drawn from the order among objects. 25 

The dependence of one capacity on another can be understood in 
two ways. First, in terms of the order of nature, inasmuch as the perfect 

1 5QDA 1 3  ad 1 0. 
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are prior by nature to the imperfect. Second, in terms of the order of 
generation and time, inasmuch as things go from being imperfect  to 

30 being perfect. With respect to the first ordering of capacities, then, the 
intellective capacities are prior to the sensory; as a result, they direct 
and command them. I6 Likewise, the sensory capacities are prior, in 
terms of this ordering, to the capacities of the nutritive soul . As regards 
the second ordering, however, the situation is reversed. For the capaci-

3 5 ties of the nutritive soul are prior, in the process of generation, to the 
capacities of the sensory soul ; as a result they prepare the body for sen
sory activities. The same is true for the sensory capacities, with respect 
to intellective ones. I 7 

As regards the third ordering, some of the sensory powers are ordered 
40 to one another- namely, s ight, hearing, and smell .  For the visible is 

prior by nature, since it is common to higher and lower bodies. Sound, 
in contrast, becomes audible in the air, and air is prior by nature to a 
mixture of the elements, from wh ich odor results. o 

Ad 1 .  The species of any genus are related to one another in terms of 
45 prior and posterior ( just as numbers and shapes are) with respect to 

their being. But they are said to occur together inasmuch as a common 
genus is predicated of them. 

Ad 2.  This order among the soul 's capacities holds both as regards the 
soul (which, even though it is one in terms of its essence, has a disposi-

50 tion for various acts, in a certain order) and as regards objects. It also 
holds as regards acts, as has been said [ c3o_33] .  

Ad 3 .  That argument holds for those capacities in which only the third 
sort of order is present. Capacities that are ordered in the other two 
ways are related so that the act of one depends on the other. 

Article 5. Is the soul the subject of all its capacities?18 

It seems that all the capacities of the soul exist in the soul as their 
subj ect: 

1 .  The capacities of the soul are related to the soul in just the way that 
the capacities of the body are related to the body. But the body is the 

5 subject of its bodily capacities. Therefore the soul is the subject of its 
capacities. 

16 la2ae Ql7 .  

1776.3 ad  3 .  

l 8QDSC 4 ad 3 ;  CT 89. 
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2.  The operations of the soul's capacities are attributed to the body on 
account of the soul. For, as is  said in De anima II  [4 14a l 2-1 3 ] ,  "the 
soul is that by which we first sense and think." But the proper bases of 
the soul's operations are its capacities. Therefore these capacities are 10 
already in the soul . 

3 .  Augustine says in De Genesi ad litteram XII [ vii . 24] that the soul 
senses some things not through the body, but without the body (such as 
fear and the like) whereas it senses other things through the body. But if 
the sensory capacity were not in the soul alone as its subject, then it 1 5 
could not sense anything without the body. Therefore the soul is the 
subject of the sensory capacity and, by the same reasoning, of all the 
other capacities. 

On the contrary. The Philosopher says in On Sleep [454a7] that "sens-
ing is proper neither to the soul nor to the body," but to the compound. 20 
Therefore the sensory capac ity exists in the compound as its subject. 
Therefore it is not the soul alone that is the subject of all its capacities. 

Reply. The subject of an operative capacity is that which is capable of 
operating, because every accident refers back to its proper subject. o But 
that wh ich is capable of operating is the same as that wh ich operates. 25 
Consequently, a capacity must belong to that, as its subject, to which its 
operation belongs-as the Philosopher also says, at the start of On Sleep 
[454a8-l l ] .  

But it is clear from things said above [75 .2 ]  that the soul has some 
operations that are carried out without a bodily organ: in particular, the 30 
operations of intellect and will .  o Consequently, the capacities that are 
the bases of these operations are in the soul as their subject. But the 
soul has other operations that are carried out through bodily organs, 
such as seeing (through the eye) and hearing (through the ear) . And the 
same is true for all the other operations that belong to the nutritive and 35 
sensory parts. As a result, the capacities that are the bases of these oper
ations are in the compound as their subject, not in the soul alone. o 

Ad 1 .  All the capacities are said to belong to the soul , not as their sub
ject but as their source. 19 For it is through the soul that the compound 
is capable of carrying out such operations. 40 

Ad 2.  All capacities of this sort, before existing in the compound, exist 
in the soul- not as their subject but as their source. 

1977.6. 
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Ad 3 .  Plato's view was that sensing is the proper operation of the soul 
alone, just as thought is. 20 Augustine makes use of Plato's views in many 

45 philosophical matters: not asserting them, but merely reporting. Still , as 
far as we are now concerned, this claim that the soul senses some things 
with the body and some th ings without the body can be understood in 
two ways. First, that the words 'w ith the body' or 'without the body' 
apply to the act of sensing insofar as it proceeds from the one sensing. 

50 And in this way one senses noth ing without the body, because the 
action of sensing can come from the soul only through a bodily organ. 
Second, the claim can be understood so that the above words apply to 
the act of sensing with respect to the object that is sensed. And in this 
way one does sense some th ings with the body (i .e . ,  things existing in 

5 5  the body, as when one senses a wound or  something of that sort) and 
some th ings without the body (i .e . ,  things that do not exist in the body 
but only in the soul's apprehension, as when one senses one's sadness or 
joy about something heard) .  

Article 6. Do the soul's capacities flow from its essence?21 
It seems that the soul's capacities do not flow from its essence: 

1. Diverse things do not come from one simple th ing. But the soul's 
essence is one and simple. Therefore, since the soul 's capacities are 
many and diverse, they cannot come from its essence. 

5 2.  That from which something comes is the cause of it. But the soul's 
essence cannot be called the cause of its capacities, as is clear when one 
runs through each kind of cause. o Therefore the soul's capacities do not 
flow from its essence. 

3. 'Emanation' refers to a kind of motion.  But noth ing is moved by 
10 itself, as is proved in Physics VII [241 b24-242al4] ,  unless perhaps by 

one of its parts. (An animal is said to be moved by itself in that way, 
because one part of it is the mover, the other part moved. 0) Nor is the 
soul even moved, as is proved in De anima I [408a34-b3 1 ] . Therefore 
the soul does not cause within itself its own capacities. 

1 5  On the contrary, the soul's capacities are its proper natural attributes.22 
But a subject is the cause of its proper accidents-hence it is included in 
the definition of an accident, as is clear in Metaphysics VII [ 1 029b30-

207 5 .3c2l-22· 
2 1 J Sent. 3 .4.2; II Sent. 17. 1 .2 ad 6. 
2277. 1 ad 5. 
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1 030a 16] .  Therefore the soul's capacities come from the soul's essence, 
as their cause. 

Reply. Substantial and accidental forms are partly al ike, partly differ- 20 
ent. They are al ike in that each is an actual ity and in virtue of each, 
something is somehow in actual ity. They differ, however, in two ways. 

First, a substantial form brings about being unconditionally, and its 
subject is only potentially a being. o An accidental form, in contrast, 
does not bring about being unconditionally, but being such , or so 25 
much, or in some sort of relationship. o For its subject is an actual being. 
It is clear, then, that actual ity is found in a substantial form before it is 
found in the subject of that form. And since, in any genus, that which is 
first is the cause, the substantial form is the cause of actual being in its 
subject. Conversely, actual ity is found in the subject of the accidental 30 
form before it is found in the accidental form. As a result, the actuality 
of an accidental form is caused by the actual ity of the subject: thus the 
subject, insofar as it is in potential ity, is capable of receiving the acc i
dental form, while insofar as it is in actuality, it is capable of producing 
it. (Here I am speaking of a proper and per se accident. With respect to 35 
an external accident, the subject is merely capable of receiving; it is the 
extrinsic agent that is capable of producing such an accident. ) 

Substantial and accidental forms differ in a second way. Since what 
has less priority exists for the sake of what has more, matter exists for the 
sake of the substantial form, whereas conversely an accidental form 40 
exists for the sake of completing the subject. 

It is clear from what has been said [77. 5 ] , however, that the subject 
of the soul's capacities is either ( 1 )  the soul itself alone, which can be 
the subject of an accident inasmuch as it has some degree of potential-
ity,0 as was said above [77 . 1 ad 6] ,  or (2) the composite. But the com- 45 
pos ite is actual ized by the soul . I t  is clear, then,  that all the soul 's 
capacities, whether their subj ect is the soul alone or the composite, 
flow from the essence of the soul as their source. For it was said already 
[ c32_35 ] that an accident is caused by its subject inasmuch as that sub-
ject is in actual ity, and is received in it insofar as it is in potential ity. 50 

Ad 1 .  Many things can come naturally from one simple thing, [both ]  
when there is an order of  some kind, and also as the result of  variety 
among the recipients .  Therefore, many diverse capacities come from 
the soul 's one essence both as a resul t  of how the capac ities are 
ordered,23 and also in virtue of the variety of bodily organs. 5 5  

2377.4. 
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Ad 2 .  A subject is both the final and in a way the active cause of its 
proper acc ident. It  also serves as the material cause, inasmuch as it is 
capable of receiving the accident. And we can infer from th is that 
the soul 's essence is the cause of all its capacities as their end and 

60 their active source,  and the cause of some of i ts capac ities as their 
recipient. 

Ad 3.  The emanation of proper accidents from a subject does not take 
place through any transformation, but through natural succession . *  In 
th is way, one th ing naturally proceeds from another- color, for exam-

65 pie, from l ight. o 

Article 7. Does one capacity of the soul originate in another?24 
It seems that one capacity of the soul does not originate in another: 

1 .  Of th ings that begin to exist at the same time, one does not originate 
in another. But all the soul's capacities are created at the same time as 
the soul . Therefore one does not originate in another. 

5 2.  A capacity of the soul originates in the soul just as an accident origi
nates in its subject. But one capacity of the soul cannot be the subject 
of another, because acc idents do not have accidents. Therefore one 
capacity does not originate in another. 

3 .  Opposite does not originate in opposite; rather, everything originates 
10  in what is  like it in species. But the soul's capacities are divided as oppo

sites, in the way that different species are. Therefore one does not come 
from another. 

On the contrary, capacities are cognized through acts. 25 But the act of 
one capacity is caused by another: an act of phantasia, for example, by 

1 5  a n  act of sense. Therefore one capacity of the soul is caused by another. 

Reply. In cases where many things come from one in a natural order, 
just as the first is the cause of them all , so that which is closer to the first 
is in a way the cause of those that are more distant. But it was shown 
above [77.4] that the soul's capacities are ordered in various ways. As a 

20 result, one capacity of the soul comes from the soul's essence mediated 
by another. 

Now the soul's essence is related to its capacities both as their active 
and final principle, and as their receptive principle (either separately 

24J Sent. 3 .4.3; II Sent. 24. 1 .2; QDA 1 3  ad 7-8. 
2577.3 , Q87. 
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on  its own, o r  else together with the body) . 0  But agents and ends are 
more perfect, whereas a receptive principle, considered as such, is less 25 
perfect. It follows, then, that the capacities of the soul that are prior in 
order of perfection and nature serve as principles for the others by 
being their end and active principle. For we see that the senses exist for 
the sake of intellect, not vice versa . Also, the senses have a kind of defi-
cient participation in intellect,0 and so in terms of their natural origin 30 
they in a certain way come from intellect, as the imperfect comes from 
the perfect. 

Conversely, by way of receptive principle, the less perfect capacities 
are identified as principles with respect to the others .  Thus the soul, 
considered as having the sensory capac ity, is viewed as the subject and a 35 
kind of material for intellect. And for this reason the less perfect capaci-
ties are prior in the process of generation, since the an imal is generated 
prior to the human being.26 

Ad 1. Just as a capacity of the soul flows from the soul 's essence through 
a certain natural process rather than through a transformation,27 and 40 
[yet] exists at the same time as the soul , so too for one capacity relative 
to another. 

Ad 2 .  One accident cannot be the subject of another per se, but one 
accident is received in a substance prior to another- e.g. , quantity prior 
to quality. o In this way, one accident is said to be the subject of another 45 
(as a surface is the sub ject  of a color) , inasmuch as the substance 
receives one accident mediated by another. Something similar can be 
said about the soul's capacities. 

Ad 3. The soul's capacities are contrasted with one another by the con-
trast between perfect and imperfect, just as are the species of numbers 50 
and shapes.28 But this contrast does not prevent one from having its ori-
gin in another, because the imperfect naturally come from the perfect. 

Article 8. Do all the soul's capacities remain in it after death?29 

It seems that all the soul 's capacities remain in the soul once it is sepa
rated from the body: 

2676.3 ad 3, 77.4c34_38. 
2777.6 ad 3 .  
2877 .4sc, ad l .  
29QDA 19; QQ 10.4.2; SCG 11. 8 1 ;  QDVCard 4 ad 1 3; ST 1a2ae 67. 1 ;  CT 92; 
IV Sent. 44.3 . 3 . 1-2 (= ST 3a supp. 70. 1-2) , 50. 1 . 1 .  
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1 .  It is said in the book De spiritu et anima [ 1 5 ] that the soul leaves the 
body, "taking with it sense and imagination, reason, intellect and intel-

5 l igence, and also the concupiscible and irascible powers." 

2. The soul's capacities are its proper natural attributes. 30 But a pro
prium is always present, and never separated from that of which it is a 
proprium. Therefore the soul's capacities are in it after death. 

3 .  The soul's capacities, even the sensory ones, are not weakened when 
10  the body is  weakened. For, as is  said in De anima I [ 41 8b20-2 1 ] , " if an 

old man were to receive the eye of a young man, he would see the way 
a young man does." But weakness is a step on the way toward corrup
tion. Therefore the capacities of the soul are not corrupted when the 
body is corrupted; instead, they remain in the separated soul . 

1 5  4 .  Memory i s  a capacity o f  the sensory soul ,  as the Phi losopher 
proves.3 1 But memory remains in the separated soul . For at Luke 1 6. 2 5  
i t  is said to the rich glutton whose soul is in  hell: remember that you 
have received good things in your life. Therefore memory remains in 
the separated soul , and consequently so do the other capacities of the 

20 sensory part. 

5. Joy and sorrow are in the concupiscible power, which is a capacity of 
the sensory part. 32 But i t  is obvious that  separated souls sorrow and 
rejoice over the rewards and punishments they are given . Therefore the 
concupiscible power remains in the separated soul . 

25  6.  Augustine says in De Genesi ad litteram XII [xxxii.60] that just as the 
soul sees things through an imaginary vis ion when the body l ies "sense
less but not completely dead," so too when it has been entirely sepa
rated from the body by death. But the imagination is a capacity of the 
sensory part. Therefore a capacity of the sensory part remains in the sep-

30 arated soul, and consequently so do all the other capacities. 

On the contrary is what is said in On Church Dogma [ 1 9] :  "a human 
being consists of only two substances: soul, including reason, and flesh, 
including the senses." Therefore, once the flesh dies, the sensory capac
ities do not remain. 

3 5 Reply. As was said already, all the soul's capacities are related to the 
soul alone as their source [77.6 ] ,  whereas some are related to the soul 

3077. 1 ad 5, 77.6sc. 
3 1De memoria 1 ,  450a9-14. 
328 1 .2 .  
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alone as their subject- namely, intellect and will [77 .5  ] .  Capacities of 
the latter sort necessarily remain in the soul after the body is destroyed. 
But other capacities are in the compound as their subject-as are all 
the capacities of the sensory and nutritive parts. Now once a subject is 40 
destroyed, its accidents cannot remain . Thus, once the compound has 
been corrupted, such capac ities do not actually remain,0 al though 
they do virtually remain in the soul, as in their source or root. o And so 
it is false to claim, as some do, that such capacities remain in the soul 
even after the body has been corrupted. And it is even more false to 45 
claim that the acts of these capacities also remain in the separated 
soul . 33 For the action of such capacities occurs only through a corpo-
real organ. 

Ad 1. That book has no authority, and so what was written there can be 
dismissed as easily as it is stated. o Nevertheless, it can be said that the 50 
soul takes these capacities with itself virtually, although not actually. 

Ad 2.  Those capacities that we say do not actually remain in the sepa-
rated soul are proper attributes not of the soul alone, but of the com
pound. 

Ad 3. The reason such capacities are said not to be weakened when the 55  
body is  weakened is  that the soul remains unchangeable, and it is the 
virtual source of such capacities. 

Ad 4. Such remembering is taken as the memory that Augustine locates 
in the mind, not as the memory that is located as part of the sensory 
soul. 34 60 

Ad 5. Sorrow and joy are in the separated soul not because of sensory 
appetite but because of intel lective appetite-as is also the case for 
angels. 35 

Ad 6. Augustine is speaking there by way of inquiry, not assertion ;  
hence he rethinks some of what he said there. 36 

33That the capacities remain, see De spiritu et anima 1 5, as quoted in obj . l .  
That the acts of  the capacities remain a s  well, see De spiritu et anima 30 :  "a  soul 
stripped of its body lives, sees, hears, and holds onto all of its senses and traits in 
full." Compare the view ascribed to Plato in 7 5 .3c 19_22• 
3478.4, 79.6sc . 
3582 . 5  ad 1 .  
36Retractations 11 .24. 
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Question 78 

The Soul's P re-Intellective Capacities 

Next we must consider the soul 's specific capacities. Now a theologian, 
in h is investigations, has to be concerned with making a specific 
inquiry only into the intellective and appetitive capacities; it is here that 
the virtues are found. But because a cognition of these capac ities 
depends in a certain way on the others, our consideration of the soul's 
specific capacities will have three parts. For we must consider 

• first, the capacities that come before intellect [Q78];  
• second, the intellective capacities [Q79] ;  
• third, the appetitive capacities [QQ80-83] .  

As regards the first, there are four subjects of inquiry: 

a l .  The kinds of capacities belonging to the soul. 
a2. The species of the vegetative part. 
a 3. The external senses. 
a4. The internal senses. 

Article 1 .  The kinds of capacities belonging to the soul. 1 
It seems that we should not distinguish five kinds of capacities belonging 
to the soul-vegetative, sensory, appetitive, locomotive, and intellective: 

1 .  The soul's capacities are sa id to be its parts. 2 But only three parts of 
the soul are generally assigned by everyone: the vegetative soul , the sen-

5 sory soul, and the rational soul . Therefore there are only three kinds of 
capacities belonging to the soul , not five.  

2.  The soul's capacities are the bases for the functions associated with 
l ife. But a thing is said to be l iving in four ways. For the Philosopher 
says in De anima II [ 4 1 3a22-2 5 ]  that "because living is spoken of in 

10 many ways, we say that a th ing l ives even if only one of these is present: 
intellect, sense, local movement and rest, and finally the movement 
involved in feeding, decay, and growth ." There are, then, only four 
kinds of capacities belonging to the soul- leaving out the appetitive. 

3 .  No specific kind of soul should be devoted to that which is common 
1 5  to all capacities. But appetite belongs to each of the soul's capacities. 

1ST 1a 1 8 .3 ;  QDV 10 . 1  ad 2; QDA Be; InDA 1. 14, 11. 3 ,  11 . 5 .  
ZE .g., Aristotle, De anima I 5 ,  4 1 1a26-b30. 
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For sight has an appetite for an agreeable visible object; so  it is sa id in 
Eccl esiasticus 40 .22 that  the eye will desire grace and beauty and, 
beyond this, green sown fields. Every other capacity, for the same reason, 
desires an object agreeable to it. Therefore appetite should not be held 
to be a single specific kind among the soul 's capacities. 20 

4. The basis of movement in animals is either sense, intellect, or appetite, 
as is said in De anima III [433a9-1 0] .  Therefore the motive power should 
not be held to be a specific kind of soul beyond the ones just l isted. 

On the contrary. The Philosopher says in De anima II [ 4 14a3 1-32 ] ,  
"we say that these capacities are the vegetative, sensory, appetitive, loco- 25 
motive, and intellective." 

Reply. There are five kinds of capacities belonging to the soul , as just 
l isted. Three [of these] are called souls, whereas four are called modes 
of living. 

The reason for th is discrepancy is that different souls are distin- 30 
guished0 in keeping with the different ways a soul's operation surpasses 
the operation of corporeal nature. For all corporeal nature l ies under 
the soul , and is related to it as its matter and instrument. o So there is 
one operation of the soul that exceeds corporeal nature to such an 
extent that it is not even exercised through a corporeal organ. 3 This is 3 5 
the operation of the rational soul. There is another operation of the 
soul, below that one, wh ich is brought about through a corporeal 
organ , but not through any corporeal quality. This is the operation of 
the sensory soul. For even if hot and cold, wet and dry, and other such 
corporeal qualities are required for a sense to operate, still th is is not in 40 
such a way that the sensory soul's operation gets carried out mediated 
by the power of such qual ities; they are instead required only for the 
proper disposition of the organ . Finally, the lowest of the soul's opera-
tions is that which is brought about both* through a corporeal organ 
and by the power of a corporeal quality. o Still, it surpasses the operation 45 
of corporeal nature, because the motions of bodies come from an exter-
nal source ,  whereas operations of th is sort come from an internal 
source. (For this is common to all the soul's operations; for everything 
with a soul moves itself in some way.) The operation of the vegetative 
soul is of this lowest kind. For digestion and the operations that follow, 50 
such as the absorption of food and the release of waste,* are* brought 
about instrumentally through the action of heat, as is said in De anima 
II [4 1 6b27-29] .  
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The kinds of capacities belonging to the soul are distinguished in 
5 5  terms of their objects.4 For to the extent that a capacity is loftier, to that 

extent it is concerned with a more universal object, as was said above 
[77. 3 ad 4 ] .  But there are three levels at which the objects of the soul's 
operations can be considered. For the object of one capacity of the soul 
is only the body united with the soul. Th is kind of capacity of the soul is 

60 called the vegetative; for the vegetative capacity acts only on the body to 
which the soul is united. There is another kind of capacity belonging to 
the soul , a kind concerned with a more universal object- namely, with 
every sensible body, and not only with the body united to the soul . 
There is still another kind of capacity belonging to the soul , one that is 

65  concerned with a still more universal object- namely, not only with 
sensible bodies, but universally with all being. 

From this it is clear that these latter two kinds of capacities of the 
soul have an operation that concerns not only a connected object, but 
also an extrinsic one. But because that which operates must somehow 

70 be connected to the object it operates on, an extrinsic thing that is the 
obj ect of an operation of the soul must be related to the soul in two 
respects. 

• First, inasmuch as it is suited to be connected to the soul , and to 
be in the soul through its likeness. There are, in this respect, two 

75 kinds of capacities :  the sensory, which concerns a less common 
object, a sensory body, and the intellective, which concerns the 
most common of objects, universal being. 

• Second, inasmuch as the soul is inclined and tends toward an 
external thing. And in regard to this relationship as well , there are 

80 two kinds of capacities belonging to the soul : One is the appeti
tive, in virtue of which the soul is related to an extrinsic thing as to 
its end, which comes first in its intention. o The other is the loco
motive, inasmuch as the soul is related to an external th ing as to 
the end point of its operation and movement. For every animal 

85 that moves does so in order to pursue someth ing des ired and 
intended. 

Modes of living are distinguished in terms of the grades of l iving 
beings .  For there are some l iving beings that have only the vegetative 
power, as plants do. Then there are some that have the sensory power as 

90 well as the vegetative, but not the locomotive. (This is the case for 
immobile animals l ike shellfish. )  Some, beyond this, have locomotion, 

477.3 .  
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as do complete animals, which need many things for their l ives and so 
need to move so that they can search out the necessities of life that are 
not placed right at hand. Finally, there are some living beings in which, 
along with these, there is the intellective power- namely, human beings. 95 
The appetitive does not make up a grade of l iving beings, because what-
ever has sense also has appetite, as is said in De anima II [ 414bl ] .  

This solves the first two objections. 

Ad 3. Natural appetite is the incl ination of any given thing, of its own 
nature, for some thing. Thus any capacity desires, by natural appetite, 100 
that which is agreeable to it. But animal appetite is the result of a form 
that has been apprehended. 5 This sort of appetite requires a specific 
capacity of the soul : the apprehension alone is not enough. For one has 
an appetite for a thing as that thing is in its nature, whereas the thing is 
not in an apprehensive power in virtue of its nature, but in virtue of its 1 05 
l ikeness. It is clear, then , that sight has a natural appetite for a visible 
object only as regards its act- namely, as regards seeing. The animal , 
on the other hand, has an appetite for the thing seen through its appeti-
tive power-not only as regards seeing, but also as regards other uses. 
However, if the soul were to have no need for the things perceived by 1 10 
the senses, except for the sake of the actions of those senses (namely, so 
that it would sense them), then we would not have to posit the appeti-
tive as a specific kind among the soul's capacities. For then the natural 
appetite of the capacities would be adequate. 

Ad 4. Although sense and appetite are the bases of movement in com- 1 1 5 
plete animals, nevertheless these powers, considered as such, are not suf
ficient for producing movement unless another power is added to them. 
For there is sense and appetite in immobile animals, and yet they lack 
motive power. This motive power is not only in sense and appetite so as 
to command movement, but also in the relevant parts of the body, so that 1 20 
they are ready to obey the appetite of the soul that produces the move
ment. 6 An indication of this is that when one's l imbs are taken out of 
their natural disposition, they do not obey the appetite for movement. o 

Article 2. The capacities of the vegetative part. 7 

It seems that the parts of the vegetative soul -the powers for nutrition,  t 
growth, t and generation t -are incorrectly set out: 

580. l c39-4 l · 
67 5. 3  ad 3 .  
7SCG IV. 58;  QDA l 3c; InDA 11 .5 ,  11 .9. 
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1 .  Powers of this sort are said to be natural . But the soul's capacities are 
above the natural powers. 8 Therefore powers of this sort should not be 

5 posited as capacities of the soul . 

2.  That which is common to the l iving and the nonl iving should not be 
counted as one of the soul's capacities. But generation is common to all 
generable and corruptible things, both living and nonl iving. Therefore 
the generative power should not be posited as a capacity of the soul. 

10  3 .  The soul is  more powerful than corporeal nature .9 But corporeal 
nature, through the same active power, gives [a thing] both its species 
and its proper size. Therefore, a fortiori, so does the soul . Therefore the 
soul's capacity for growth is no different than its capacity for generation. 

4. Each thing is maintained in existence through that through which it 
1 5  has existence. But it is through the generative capacity that a l iving 

th ing acquires its existence. Therefore a l iving th ing is maintained 
through that same capacity. But it is the nutritive power that is directed 
at the maintenance of a living thing, as is said in De anima II [41 6b l 8 ] ,  
since it i s  "a  capacity capable of preserving that which receives it." 

20 Therefore the nutritive capacity should not be distinguished from the 
generative. 

On the contrary. The Philosopher says in De anima II that the func
tions of th is soul are to generate [ 4 1 5a22-26] , to make use of food 
[ 4 1 5b2 3-28] ,  and also growth* [ 41 3a25-3 1 ] .  

2 5 Reply. There are three capacities of the vegetative part. For, as was said 
[78 . 1 c58-6 1 ] ,  the vegetative has for an object the body itself that l ives 
through the soul . With respect to th is body, three operations of the soul 
are necessary: o 

• one through which it acquires existence; the generative capacity is 
30 directed at this; 

• a second through which the l iving body acquires the appropriate 
size; the power for growth is directed at this; 

• a third through which the body of the living thing is preserved, as 
regards both existence and proper size; the nutritive power is 

3 5 directed at this. 

There is, however, a notable difference among these capacities. For 
the capacities for nutrition and growth have their effect on that in which 

878. l c3 l-33 · 
978. l c32-33 · 
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they exist, because the body united to the soul grows and is maintained 
through the powers for growth and nutrition that are in that same soul. 
The generative power, in contrast, has its effect not on the same body 40 
but on another one: for nothing generates itself. And so the generative 
power in a certain way approaches the stature of the sensory soul, which 
has its operation on external things, though in a more excellent and uni
versal way. For the highest of lower natures touches the lowest of those 
higher,0 as Dionysius makes clear in Divine Names 7. 3. Consequently, 45 
the generative capacity is the one that is final, chief, and most complete 
of the three, as is said in De anima II . For it belongs to that which is 
already complete "to produce another such as it is" [ 41 5a26-29] . Also, 
the capacities for growth and nutrition serve the generative capacity, 
whereas the nutritive capacity serves the capacity for growth. 50 

Ad 1 .  Powers of this sort are called natural both because they have an 
effect l ike that of nature, which also supplies existence, size, and main
tenance ( though these powers have th is effect in a loftier way) , and 
because these powers carry out their actions instrumentally through the 
active and passive qual ities, which are the principles of natural actions. o 5 5  

Ad 2.  In the case of things without souls, generation comes entirely 
from without. But the generation of living things occurs in a loftier way, 
through something that belongs to the l iving th ing, its seed, which con-
tains the basis for forming the body. o Consequently, a living thing must 
have a capacity that prepares th is seed-and this is its generative power. 60 

Ad 3 .  Because the generation of l iving th ings comes from a seed, an 
animal must be small in size at the start. For th is reason it is necessary 
that the animal have a capacity of the soul through which it reaches the 
proper size. A body without a soul, in contrast, is generated from deter-
minate matter by an outside agent, and so it receives its species and its 65 
size all at once, in keeping with the state of its matter. 

Ad 4. As was already said [78. 1 c52] ,  the operation of the vegetative prin
ciple is completed through heat, which consumes moisture . So in order 
to restore the lost moisture, it is necessary for it to have a nutritive capac-
ity, through which food is converted into the body's substance. This is 70 
also necessary for the action of the powers for growth and generation. 

Article 3. The external senses) o 
It seems that the five external senses are incorrectly distinguished: 0 

lOfnDA 11. 1 3  [Appendix 1 ] , 11 . 14, 11.2 1-22 ,  11 .24, 111. 1 ;  QDA 1 3 ; InDSS 1 ;  II 
Sent. 2 .2.2 ad 5. 
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1 .  The senses cognize accidents. But there are many kinds of accidents. 
Therefore, since capacities are distinguished by their objects, 1 1  it seems 
that the senses are multipl ied according to how many kinds of accidents 

5 there are. 

2.  Size, shape, and others that are called common sensibles are not sen
sible per accidens, but are divided aga inst these in De anima II [ 4 1 8a8-
20] .  It is the difference in per se ob jects, however, that differentiates 
capacities . 1 2 Now size and shape are more different from color than 

10 sound is. Therefore it seems that  there should be a different sensory 
capacity for cognizing size or shape, much more than there should be 
for color and sound. 

3 .  There is a single  sense for a s ingle  contrary pa iring-s ight, for 
instance, has to do with white and black. But touch cognizes many con-

1 5  trary pairings, such as hot and cold, wet and dry, etc. Therefore it is not 
a single sense, but many. I 3 Therefore there are more than five senses. 

4. Species is not divided against genus. But taste is a kind of touch. 
Therefore it should not be posited as a different sense from touch. 

On the contrary. The Philosopher says in De anima III [ 424b22-
20 425b3] that there is no other sense beyond the five. 

Reply. Some have wanted to derive an account of the distinction and 
the number of the external senses from (a) their organs, in which one of 
the elements is predominant (water, air, etc . ) .  Others have looked to (b) 
the medium, either connected or extrinsic (the latter being either air or 

25  water, or both*) . 0  Still others have looked to (c)  the differing nature of 
the sensible qual ities, according to whether it is the qual ity of a simple 
body or the result of a mixture. o 

None of these is correct. For (a) capacities do not exist on account of 
organs, but organs on account of capacities. As a result, the different 

30 capac ities do not  exist on account of the different organs; instead, 
nature has established this difference in organs so as to match with the 
difference in capacities. Likewise, (b) nature has assigned the different 
media to the different senses according to what was right for the acts of 
the capacities. And (c) it belongs not to sense but to intellect to cognize 

3 5  the natures of sensible qualities. 

1 1 77.3 .  

1 277.3c42-59· 

1 3Aristotle , De anima I I  1 1 , 422b2 3-27; Avicenna, Liber de anima I 5 ,  pp. 
8 3-8 5 . 
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We should, then, derive an  account of the number and distinction of 
the external senses on the basis of what pertains to the senses properly 
and per se .  The senses, however, are passive capacities,0 naturally 
suited to be impressed upon by an external sensible quality. Therefore 
the external th ing making the impression is what the senses perceive 40 
per se,0 and the sensory powers are distinguished in terms of how that 
cause differs. 

There are, however, two kinds of impressions, one natural t and the 
other spiritual t : 0  

• A natural impression occurs inasmuch as the form of what does 45 
the impressing is received in the thing impressed upon according 
to i ts natural existence,  as heat is received in the th ing being 
heated. 

• A spiritual impression occurs inasmuch as the form of what does 
the impressing is received in the thing impressed upon according 50 
to its sp iritual existence, as the form of color is received in the 
pupil, which is not by this made colored. 

Sensory operation requires a spiritual impression through which an 
intention of the sensible form is produced in the organ of sense. Other-
wise, if an entirely natural impression were to suffice for sensation, then 5 5  
all natural bodies would sense when they are altered. o But  in  certain 
senses, like sight, there is a spiritual impression only. In others there is a 
natural impression along with the spiritual impression - either on the 
part of the object alone, or also on the part of the organ .  

• On the part of  the object, a natural transformation in  location 60 
occurs in the case of sound (the object of hearing) . For sound is 
caused by the air's being struck and put in motion.  In the case of 
odor (the ob ject of smell ) ,  th is transformation occurs by alter
ation. For a body must in some way be altered by heat if it is to 
give rise to an odor. 65 

• On the part of the organ, there is a natural impression in the cases 
of touch and taste: the hand, when it touches things that are hot, 
is made hot too, and the tongue is made moist by the moisture of 
flavors. In contrast, the organ of smell or hearing receives no natu-
ral impression while sensing, except incidentally. 70 

Sight, because it occurs without any natural impression to either the 
organ or the object, is the most spiritual and perfect of all the senses, 
and the most common. o After this comes hearing and then smell,  the 
senses that involve a natural impress ion on the part of their obj ect. 
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75 (Local motion is more perfect and naturally prior to the motion of alter
ation, as is establ ished in Physics VIII [260a26-b7] . )  Touch and taste, 
finally, are the most material (the distinction between them will be dis
cussed shortly [ad 3-4 ] ) .  This is why the other three senses do not work 
through a connected medium; it is so that no natural transformation 

so reaches their organs, as happens in the case of these two senses. 

Ad 1 .  Not all accidents have the power in their own right to make an 
impress ion. This is the case only for qual ities of the th ird species,0 in 
virtue of which alteration takes place . As a result, only qualities of this 
sort are the objects of the senses. For as is said in Physics VII [244b5-

85 45al 0] ,  the same th ings alter the senses that alter inanimate bodies. 

Ad 2. Size, shape, and the l ike, which are called common sensibles, t 
fall in between per accidens sensibles and proper sensibles. t These last 
are the objects of the senses: for the proper sensibles make an impres
sion on the senses primarily and per se, since these are the qual ities that 

90 produce alterations. All common sensibles, in contrast, are reduced to 
quantity : 0  it is clear that both size and number are kinds of quantity, 
whereas shape is the qual ity that encompasses quantity. (For shape is 
defined as the l imitation of size. 14) Further, motion and rest are sensed 
inasmuch as the subject stands in either one or several ways relative to 

95 (a) the subject's s ize or (b) the s ize of the local distance (as regards 
growth and local motion [ respectively]) or else relative to (c) its sensible 
qual ities ( in the case of alteration) .  To sense motion and rest is there
fore in a way to sense one thing and many. o Quantity, however, is the 
proximate subject of those qualities that produce alteration, as a surface 

100 is the subject of a color. And so the common sensibles do not move the 
senses primarily and per se, but on account of a sensible quality, as a 
surface does on account of its color. 

Neither, on the other hand, are they sensible per accidens, since the 
common sensibles make a difference in the impression received by the 

105  senses. o For a large surface makes a different kind of impression on the 
senses than does a small surface: even whiteness itself, after all, is said to 
be large or small, o and so is differentiated in virtue of its proper subject. 

Ad 3. As the Philosopher seems to say in De anima II [422bl 7-23a2 1 ] , 
the sense of touch is one in genus, but is divided into many senses as 

I I O regards spec ies. For th is reason it concerns different contrary pa irs .  
These senses are not separated from one other in  terms of  organ, but 
accompany each other throughout the whole body, and as a result it is 

l4Euclid, Elements Bk. I def. 14. 
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not obvious that  they are distinct. Taste, however, which perceives 
sweet and bitter, accompanies touch in the tongue, but not throughout 
the whole body, and so it is easily distinguished from touch. It could be 1 1 5  
said about all of these contrary pairs, however, that each individual pair-
ing belongs to one proximate genus, and that they all belong to one 
common genus wh ich is the obj ect of touch, in terms of its common 
account. But that common genus has no name, just as the proximate 
genus of hot and cold has no name.0 1 20 

Ad 4. The sense of taste, according to what the Philosopher says, 1 5 is a 
certain species of touch found only in the tongue. It is distinguished 
from touch not in genus, but in respect of those species [of touch] that 
are spread throughout the whole body. If, on the other hand, touch is 
only one sense, in terms of the one common account of its object, then 1 25 
we will have to say that taste is distinguished from touch in terms of the 
differing character of the impression. For touch is affected not only by a 
spiritual impression but by a natural one, as regards its organ, in virtue 
of the quality that is its proper object. The organ of taste, however, is 
not necessarily affected by a natural impression in virtue of the quality 1 30 
that is its proper object-so that the tongue becomes sweet or bitter-
but in virtue of the prel iminary qual ity that supports the flavor- i.e . ,  in 
virtue of moistness, which is the object of touch. 

Article 4. The internal senses. 16 
It seems that the internal senses are incorrectly distinguished:0 

1. That which is common is not divided aga inst that which is proper. 
Therefore the common sense should not be counted among the inter
nal sensory powers, as something beyond the external proper senses. 

2. No internal apprehensive power needs to be posited for something 5 
for which an external proper sense suffices. But the external proper 
senses suffice for making judgments about sensible things, since each 
sense makes judgments about its proper object. They l ikewise seem to 
suffice for perceiving their own acts. For since the action of a sense is in 
a certain way in between the capacity and the object, it seems that sight 10 
could perceive its own vision much more than it could color, given that 
the vision is closer to it . And the same is true for the other proper 
senses. Therefore there was no necessity in positing for this purpose the 
internal capacity that is called the common sense. 

l 5De anima II 9, 42 1 a 1 8-19; II l l ,  423a 1 7-2 l .  

16InDA II . B  [Appendix 1 ] , III . l-6, III . 1 2; InDMR 2-3; InDSS 18 ;  QDA 1 3c .  
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1 5  3 .  According to the Philosopher, the capacities for phantasia and mem
ory are states of the first sensory capacity. I 7 But no state is divided 
against its subject. Therefore memory and phantasia should not be held 
to be distinct capacities beyond sense. 

4. The intellect depends on the senses less than does any capacity of the 
20 sensory part. But the intellect cognizes nothing it does not take in from 

the senses; thus it is said in Posterior Analytics I [ 8 l a38] that whoever 
lacks one of the senses lacks one branch of knowledge. All the less , 
therefore, should we posit a capacity of the sensory part for perceiving 
intentions that the senses do not perceive, a capacity they call the esti-

25  mative.0 

5. The act of the cogitative power (adding, composing, and dividing) 
and the act of the recollective power (making use of syllogisms in 
inquiry) are no more distant from the act of the estimative and memory 
powers than the act of the estimative is distant from the act of phanta-

30 sia. Therefore either the cogitative and recollective powers should be 
held to differ from the estimative and memory powers, or the estimative 
and memory powers should not be held to differ from phantasia. 

6. Augustine, in De genesi ad litteram XII [vi-vii ] ,  posited three kinds of 
vis ion :  bodily, which occurs through sense, spiritual ,  wh ich occurs 

3 5  through imagination or phantasia ,  and intel lec tual ,  which occurs 
through intellect. Therefore no internal power comes between sense 
and intellect, except for the imaginative power alone. 

On the contrary. Avicenna, in his Liber de anima [I. 5, IV. I ] , posits five 
internal sensory capacities: common sense, phantasia,  the imaginative 

40 capacity, the estimative capacity, and memory. 

Reply. Because nature does not fail in necessary things, there must be 
as many actions on the part of the sensory soul as are adequate for the 
l ife of a complete animal . o And all of those actions that  cannot be 
reduced to a single principle require distinct capacities: for a capacity of 

45 the soul is nothing other than the proximate principle of an operation 
belonging to soul . 

One must recognize, however, that the l ife of a compl ete animal 
requires that it apprehend a thing not only when that which is sensible 
is present, but also when it is absent. Otherwise, since the movement 

50 and action of an animal follow apprehension, the animal would not be 
moved to seek* anything absent. The opposite of th is is evident above 

17De memoria 1 ,  450a l 0-14. The "first sensory capacity" is the common sense . 
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all in  complete animals, which move from place to place: for they are 
moved toward something absent that has been apprehended. There
fore, through the sensory soul an animal must not only receive the spe-
cies of th ings that are sens ible when they, being presen t, make an 55 
impression on that animal , but it must also retain and preserve these 
species. But in the case of corporeal things, receiving and retaining are 
traced to different principles, o since wet th ings are good at receiving 
and bad at retaining, whereas the opposite is true for dry things. Conse-
quently, since a sensory capacity is the actual ity of a corporeal organ , 60 
there must be one capacity that receives the species of th ings that are 
sensible, another that preserves them. 

One must further recognize that if an animal were moved only by 
what is pleasant and painful to the senses, it would be necessary to posit 
in an animal only the apprehension of forms perceived by the senses, in 65 
which it would take pleasure or fright. But it is necessary for an animal 
to seek or flee from th ings not only because they are or are not agree-
able to the senses, but also for the sake of some further benefits and 
uses, or harms. Thus the sheep flees when it sees the wolf,* not because 
its color or shape is unattractive, but as if because the wolf is harmful to 70 
the sheep's nature. o Likewise, a bird collects straw, not because that 
pleases its senses, but because it is useful for nest building. Therefore it 
is necessary for an animal to perceive intentions of this sort, which the 
external senses do not perceive .  o And there must be some other princi-
ple for th is perception, since the perception of sensible forms is the 75 
result of an impression from something sensible, whereas the percep-
tion of these intentions is not. 

So the proper senses and the common sense are directed at receiving 
sensible forms; the difference between the two will be discussed below 
[ad 1-2 ] .  Phantasia or imagination (the two are the same) is directed at 80 
the retention or preservation of these forms. For phantasia (or imagina-
tion) serves as a kind of treasury for forms grasped through the [exter-
nal] senses. The estimative power is directed at apprehending intentions 
that are not grasped through the [external] senses. And the power for 
memory, which is a kind of treasury for inten tions of th is kind, is 85 
directed at their preservation. An indication of this is that the principle 
for remembering is  formed in animals from an intention of this kind -
for instance, that a th ing is harmful or agreeable. And the very charac-
ter of being in the past, with which memory is concerned, is counted 
among intentions of this kind. 90 

One must recognize, however, that with regard to sensible forms 
there is no difference between a human being and other animals. For 
they receive a similar impression from external sensible things. But there 
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is a difference with regard to the intentions under discussion. For other 
95 animals perceive these intentions only through a kind of natural instinct, 

whereas a human being also makes a kind of comparison. And so that 
which in other animals is called the natural estimative power is called 
the cogitative power in a human being; it discovers such intentions 
through comparison. Hence it is also called particular reason (to which 

100 physicians have assigned a definite organ, the middle part of the head) ,0 
because it compares individual intentions just as intellective reason com
pares universal intentions. Also, with regard to the power for memory, a 
human being has not only memory, as do other animals, in the direct 
recall of past events, but also recollection, which inquires as if syllogisti-

105  cally into memories of past events, in light of individual intentions. 1 8 
Avicenna, however, posits a fifth capacity in between the estimative 

and imaginative powers,  one that  composes and divides imagined 
forms. o An example is when from the imagined form of gold and the 
imagined form of a mountain we compose the s ingle form of a gold 

1 10 mountain, something we have never seen. But this operation appears in 
no animals other than human beings, in whom the imaginative power 
suffices to do th is. 19 And Averroes too attributes th is action to that 
power, in his De sensu [ 40-41 ] . 

Consequently, i t  is not necessary to posit more than four internal 
1 1 5  powers of the sensory part: 

• common sense 
• imagination 
• the estimative power 
• memory. 

120 Ad 1 .  An internal sense is called common not by way of predication, as 
a genus is common [ to many particulars ] ,o but as the common root and 
principle of the external senses. 

Ad 2 .  A proper sense makes judgments about its proper sensible, dis
cern ing it from others that fall under the same sense- discerning white 

12 5  from black or green , for example. But neither s ight nor taste can dis
cern white from sweet, because that which discerns between two things 
must cognize both. Consequently, this discerning judgment must per
tain to the common sense, to which all sensory apprehensions are con
veyed, as to their common terminus. The common sense also perceives 

l 8Aristotle, De memoria 453a 5-14. 

1984.6 ad 2 .  
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sensory intentions, for example when someone sees that he is seeing. 1 30 
For this cannot take place through a proper sense, because* it cognizes 
only the form of the sensible thing that makes an impression on it. In 
this impression seeing is completed, and as a result of this impression 
another impression follows in the common sense, which perceives the 
seemg. 1 3 5  

Ad 3 .  Just as one capacity originates in  the soul , mediated by another 
(as was said above [77.7c]) ,  so too the soul is the subject of one capacity, 
mediated by another. It is in th is way that the capacities for phantasia 
and memory are sa id to be states of the first sensory capacity. 

Ad 4. Although the operation of intellect originates in the senses, nev- 140 
ertheless the intellect cognizes much in a thing apprehended by sense 
that the sense cannot perceive . The same is true for the estimative 
power, though in a lesser way. 

Ad 5 .  The cogitative and memory powers have their superiority in a 
human being not through something proper to the sensory part, but 145 
through a kind of affinity and closeness to universal reason , in virtue of 
some kind of spillover. Consequently they are not different powers, but 
the same ones, more perfect than in other animals. 

Ad 6. Augustine says that spiritual vision is what takes place through the 
l ikenesses of bodies, in the absence of those bodies. And so clearly this 1 50 
is common to all inner apprehensions. 

Question 79 

The Soul's Intellective Capacities 

The next question concerns the intellective capacities, and here there 
are th irteen points of inquiry: 

a l .  Is the intellect a capacity of the soul, or the soul's essence? 
a2. If it is a capac ity, is it a passive capacity? 
a3 .  If it is a passive capacity, should we posit an agent intellect? 
a4. Is the agent intellect part of the soul? 
a5 .  Is there one agent intellect for everyone? 
a6. Is memory in intellect? 
a7. Is it a different capacity from intellect? 
a8. Is reason a different capacity from intellect? 
a9. Are higher and lower reason distinct capacities? 
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a 10 .  Is intell igence a different capacity from intellect? 
a 1 1 .  Are speculative and practical intellect distinct capacities? 
a 1 2 .  Is synderesis a capacity of the intellective part? 
a 1 3 . Is conscience a capacity of the intellective part? 

Article 1 .  Is the intellect a capacity of the soul, or the soul's essence ?1 
It seems that the intellect is not one of the soul's capacities, but instead 
the soul 's very essence: 

1 .  Intellect seems to be the same as mind. But mind is not a capacity of 
the soul, but its essence. For Augustine says in De trinitate IX [ i i. 2 ]  that 

5 "'mind' and 'spirit' are not relational terms, but pick out the essence." 
Therefore the intellect is the soul's very essence. 

2. Different kinds of capacities of the soul are united not in any one 
capacity, but only in the soul 's essence. But the appetitive and the intel
lective are different kinds of capacities of the soul, as is said in De 

10  anima II [4 14a3 1-32 ] .  They are, however, both found in the mind: for 
in De trinitate X [ xi. 1 8 ] ,  Augustine locates intell igence and will in the 
mind. Therefore mind (and intellect) is the soul's very essence, not one 
of its capacities. 

3 .  According to Gregory, in h is homily on the ascension,2 a human 
1 5  being uses intellect "with the angels." But angels are called minds and 

intellects. 3 Therefore the human mind and intellect is not one of the 
soul's capacities, but rather the soul itself. 

4. A substance is intellective as a result of being immaterial . But the 
soul is essentially immaterial .4 Therefore it seems that the soul is essen-

20 bally intellective. 

On the contrary. The Ph ilosopher treats the intellective part as a 
capacity of the soul, as is clear in De anima II [4 14a3 1-32 ] .  

Reply. It is necessary to say, in keeping with earlier claims [Q77] ,  that 
the intellect is one of the soul's capacities and not the soul 's very 

25 essence. For the essence of the thing operating is the immediate basis of 
its operation° only when that operation is its existence. For just as a 

lQDV 10. 1 .  
2Homiliae in evangelia 29.2 (PL 76, l 2 14b) . Cf. 84. 3 obj . l .  
379. 1 Oc 3 l-32· 
47 5 .2c22_33, 7 5 . 5c38_5 5, 84.2c57-73 · 
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capacity is related to its operation as to its actual ity, so essence is related 
to existence. o But only in God's case is his intellective operation the 
same as h is existence. 5 Consequently, it is only in God's case that his 
intellect is h is essence; in created intellectual beings, the intellect is a 30 
capacity of the creature using it. 

Ad 1 .  'Sense' is sometimes taken for the capacity, sometimes for the 
sensory soul itself. For the sensory soul is named after its most promi
nent capacity, which is sense. Likewise, the in tellective soul is some-
times given the name 'intellect,' inasmuch as this is its most prominent 35 
power. (So it is said in De anima I [408bl 8] that the intellect is a sub
stance.) It is also in th is way that Augustine says that the mind is the 
"spirit" or "essence." 

Ad 2. The appetitive and the intellective are different kinds of capaci-
ties of the soul in virtue of their objects' different characters.6 But the 40 
appetitive goes in part with the intellective and in part with the sensory, 
depending on whether it operates through a corporeal organ or without 
such an organ. For appetite follows apprehension.  Accordingly, August-
ine locates will in the mind, and the Philosopher locates it in reason? 

Ad 3. There are no other powers in angels except for the intellective 45 
power and will , which follows from intellect. 8 And so an angel is called 
a mind or an intellect because its entire power consists in this. But the 
soul has many other powers, such as the sensory and the nutritive, and 
so the cases are not similar. 

Ad 4. The immaterial ity of a created intellective substance is not its 50 
intellect. Rather, it has the power of intellect because of its immaterial-
ity. As a result, the intellect need not be the soul 's substance; instead, it 
is the soul 's power and capacity. 

Article 2. Is the intellect a passive capacity?9 

It seems that the intellect is not a passive capacity: 

1. Everything is acted on with respect to its matter and acts because of 
its form. But the intellective power is a result of the immateriality of the 

5 1 a 14.4, 54 .2 .  
680. 1 ad 2. 
7De anima III 9, 432b5; see 87 .4cz5-26· 
8 1a 19. lc ,  59. l c .  
9QDV 16. 1  ad  1 3 ; InDA III .7.7 5-90, III.9; III Sent. 14. 1 . 1 .2 .  
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substance that possesses it. 1 0 Therefore it seems that the intellect is not 
. * 

5 a pass ive power. 

2. The intellective capacity is incorruptible, as was said above [75 .6 ] .  
But the intellect, if i t  is passive, is corruptible, as is said in De anima III 
[430a24-2 5 ] .  Therefore the intellective capacity is not passive. 

3 .  That which acts is loftier than that which is acted on, as Augustine 
10 says in De Genesi ad litteram XII [xvi. 3 3] and Aristotle says in De anima 

III [430a l 8-19] . But all the capacities of the vegetative part are active, 1 1  
and they are the lowest of the soul's capacities. Therefore, a fortiori, the 
intellective capacities, the highest of the soul 's capacities, are all active. 

On the contrary. The Philosopher says in De anima III [429b2 5 ]  that 
1 5  the operation of intellect consists in being acted on in a certain way. 

Reply. There are three ways in which a thing can be said to be acted 
on. The first way, the strictest, is when a thing has something removed 
from it that su its it by nature or by its own proper tendency. Examples 
are when water loses its coldness by being heated, and when a person 

20 becomes sick or sad. o 
In a second, less strict way, someone is said to be acted on as a result 

of something's being removed from him, regardless of whether that 
th ing suits him. In this way, not only is someone who becomes sick said 
to be acted on, but also someone who is made well ,  and not only some-

25  one who is made sad, but also someone who is made cheerful .  This 
applies to any way in which something is altered or moved. 

In a third, broad way, a thing is said to be acted on simply because 
that which is in potential ity for something receives what it was in poten
tiality for, without anything's being taken away. In this way, everything 

30 that goes from potentiality to actuality can be said to be acted on, even 
when it is being completed. 

It is in this th ird way that the operation of our intellect consists in 
being acted on, as is evident through the following argument: 

The operation of intellect, as was stated above [78 . 1  c66] ,  concerns 
3 5  universal being. Therefore one can determine whether the intellect is 

in actuality or potentiality by determining how the intellect stands rela
tive to universal being. For there is one intellect that stands to universal 
being as the actual ity of all being- this is the divine intellect, the 
essence of God. All being preexists here, originally and virtually, as in 

1079. 1  ad 4. 

l l 77.3c33_36, with note . 
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its first cause. Consequently, the divine intellect is not in potential ity, 40 
but is pure actuality. But no created intellect can stand as actuality rela-
tive to all universal being; for, if so, then it would have to be an infinite 
being. And so every created intellect, by virtue of its very existence, is 
not the actual ity of all intelligible th ings, but relates to those intell igi-
bles as potentiality to actual ity. 45 

But potential ity stands to actual ity in two ways. One kind of potenti
ality is always perfectly actual ized; this is how we described the matter 
of celestial bodies . o J Z  The other kind of potential ity is not always in 
actual ity, but goes from potential ity to actual ity, as do th ings that 
undergo generation and corruption. So an angel ic intellect is  always in 50 
actual ity with respect to its intelligible objects, 1 3 on account of its close-
ness to the first intel lect, which is pure actual ity (as was sa id above 
[ c41 ] ) .  But the human intellect, which is ranked the lowest of intellects 
and is the most remote from the divine intel lect's perfection, is in 
potentiality with respect to intell igible things. It is at first l ike a tablet* 55  
on wh ich nothing has been written, t as the Philosopher says in De 
anima III [ 430a1 ] .  This is clearly evident from the fact that we under
stand only potentially at first, whereas later we are made to understand 
actually. It is clear, therefore, that our intellect's operation consists in 
being acted on in a certain way: in the third way of being acted on . Con- 60 
sequently, the intellect is a passive capacity. 

Ad 1 .  That objection holds of being acted on in the first and second 
ways, wh ich are characteristic of prime matter. But the th ird way of 
being acted on belongs to anyth ing existing in potential ity that is 
brought to actuality. 65 

Ad 2.  Some say that the passive intellect is sensory appetite, where the 
soul's passions are found. 14 In Ethics I [ 1 1  02b2 5 ] ,  as well , sensory appe-
tite is said to be rational by participation, because it "obeys reason ." 1 5 
Others say that the pass ive intellect is the cogitative power, which is 
call ed particular reason . 1 6 E ither way, it can be considered passive 70 
according to the first two ways of being acted on, inasmuch as this so
called intellect is the actuality of a bodily organ. But the intellect that is 

l 2 1 a  58. 1c, 58.3c. 

1 3 1 a  58. 1 .  

l4Themistius, De anima 111 . 5  ( 1 0 5 . 1 3-109.3) ;  see Averroes, De anima 111 .20 
(p. 446). 

1 58 1 .3 .  

l6Averroes, De anima 111.20 (p. 449). See 78.4c99. 
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in potential ity for intelligible things, which Aristotle for this reason calls 
the possible intellect, t 1 7 is passive only in the th ird way, because it is 

75 not the actual ity of a corporeal organ. And as a result it is incorruptible. 

Ad 3. That which acts is loftier than that which is acted on, if the acting 
and the being acted on concern the same object. This is not always the 
case, however, if they concern different objects. Now the intellect is a 
power that is passive with respect to all universal being, whereas the 

so vegetative is active with respect to one particular being: the body that 
forms a composite with the soul . 1 8 As a result, nothing prevents th is sort 
of passive power from being loftier than that kind of active power. 

Article 3. Should we posit an agent intellect?19 
It seems that we should not posit an agent intellectt :  

1 .  Just as the senses are related to sensible th ings, so our intellect is 
related to intell igible things. But because the senses are in potentiality 
for sensible things, we do not posit an agent sense, but only a passive 

5 sense. Therefore, s ince our intellect is in potential ity for intell igible 
things, it seems that we should not posit an agent intellect, but only a 
possible intellect.20 

2.  Suppose someone says that there is an agent in the sensory case as 
well, namely, l ight. 

1 0 On the contrary, l ight is required for sight inasmuch as it makes the 
medium actually luminous. For color is capable in its own right of mov
ing a luminous medium. But in the case of the intellect's operation, no 
medium is posited that needs to be actual ized. Therefore there is no 
need to posit an agent intellect. 

1 5  3 .  An agent's l ikeness is received in the thing affected according to the 
mode of the thing affected.2 1 But the possible intellect is an immaterial 
power. Therefore its immaterial ity suffices for forms to be received in it 
immaterially. But a form is actually in telligible as a result of its being 
immaterial . Therefore there is no need to posit an agent intellect for 

20 actual iz ing intell igible species. 

l7De an. III 4, 429a22 .  

l 878. l c60-61 · 

19ST la  54.4; SCG 11 .77; QDSC 9; CT 83, 87--88; QDA 4; InDA 111 . 10 .  
20This and the next argument appear in William of Auvergne, Tractatus de 
anima Vll.4 (207ab ). 
2 1 84 .l c67-68· 
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On the contrary. The Philosopher says in De anima III [430a l 0-1 5 ]  
that, as in every nature, so too i n  the soul there is something "with 
which all th ings are made" and something "with which it makes all 
things."0 Therefore we should posit an agent intellect. 

Reply. On Plato's view,22 there is no need to posit an agent intellect for 25 
actual iz ing intell igible things, although perhaps it is needed for supply-
ing an intell igible l ight to someone using his intellect, as will be said 
below [79.4 ] .  For Plato claimed that the forms of natural things subsist 
without matter, and as a consequence he claimed that they are intell igi-
ble, since a thing is actually intell igible as a result of being immaterial . 30 
Forms of this sort he called Species or Ideas. He said that by partic ipa-
tion in these, corporeal matter is formed, so that individuals are estab
l ished naturally in their proper genera and species. By this, too,  our 
intellects [are formed] ,  so that we have knowledge of the genera and 
species of things. 35 

But because Aristotle did not claim that the forms of natural things 
subs ist without matter, and because forms existing in matter are not 
actually intelligible, t it followed that the natures or forms of sensible 
th ings (the th ings that intellect understands) are not actually intell igi-
bl e .  But noth ing is brought  from potential i ty to actual ity except 40 
through something that is actual t -as the senses are actual ized by 
something actually sensible. Therefore he needed to postulate a power 
on the side of intellect to actual ize intell igible things by abstracting the 
species from material conditions. o And th is is why it is necessary to posit 
an agent intellect. 45 

Ad 1 .  Sensible things occur in actuality outside the soul , and so there 
was no need to posit an agent sense. And in th is way it is clear that in 
the nutritive part all the capacities are active,23 whereas in the sensory 
part they are all passive,24 and in the intellective part there is an active 
and a passive component. 50 

Ad 2 .  There are two views on the effect of l ight. o Some say that l ight is 
required for s ight in order to make colors actually visible. On this view, 
an agent intellect would be required for th inking in the same way and 
for the same reason that l ight is required for seeing. According to oth-
ers, l ight is required for seeing not because it makes colors actually vis- 5 5  
ible ,  but because it makes the medium actually luminous, as the 

2284. l cz8-37' 84.4c34-50· 
2377.3c33_36, with note . 
2478.3c38· 
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Commentator says in De anima II [67 ] .  On this view, the likeness that 
Aristotle draws between agent intellect and light is to be considered as 
follows: Just as the one is necessary for seeing, so the other is necessary 

60 for thinking, but not for the same reason . 

Ad 3. Supposing there is an agent, then it is indeed the case that the 
agent's l ikeness is differently received in different th ings on account of 
their different states. But if the agent does not already exist, then the 
state of the recipient will do nothing in this regard. o Now nothing exis-

65 tent in the natural world is actually intell igible (speaking of the nature 
of sensible th ings, which do not subsist outside of matter) . As a result, 
the possible intellect's immaterial ity does not suffice for thought unless 
there is an agent intellect, which actualizes intelligible things by means 
of abstraction. 

Article 4. Is the agent intellect part of the soul?25 
It seems that the agent intellect is not part of the* soul : 

1 .  The effect of agent intellect is illumination for the sake of under
standing. But th is is done through something higher than the soul , 
according to John 1 .9:  it was the true light that illuminates every human 

5 being coming into this world. Therefore it seems that the agent intellect 
is not part of the soul. 

2 .  The Ph ilosopher says of the agent  intel l ec t, i n  De anima I I I  
[430a22 ] ,  that " it is not sometimes thinking, sometimes not thinking." 
But our soul is not always thinking: sometimes it thinks and sometimes 

10 it does not. Therefore the agent intellect is not part of our soul . 

3. The agent and the thing acted on suffice for acting. Therefore if the 
possible intellect, a passive power, is part of our soul, and likewise for 
agent intellect, an active power, then it follows that a human being 
could always understand when he wished, which is clearly false. There-

1 5  fore the agent intellect is not part of our soul .26 

4. The Philosopher says in De anima III [430a l 8] that the agent intel
lect is " in substance an actual being." But nothing is both in actuality 
and in potential ity in the same respect. Therefore if the possible intel
lect, which is in potential ity for all intell igible things, is part of our soul , 

20 then it seems impossible for the agent intellect to be part of our soul. 

25ST 1a 84.4c, 88. lc ;  II Sent. 17.2 . 1 ,  28. 1 . 5; SCG 11.76, 78; QDSC 1 0; QDA 5; 
QDV 1 0.6; CT 86; InDA 111 . 1  0; De unitate. 
26William of Auvergne, Tractatus de anima VII .3 (206a), VII.4 (208ab). 
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5 .  If the agent intellect is part of our soul, i t  must be  a capacity. For i t  is 
neither a passive alteration (passio)0 nor a disposition, since dispositions 
and alterations do not play the role of an agent with respect to our soul 's 
alterations. (Rather, a passive alteration is the action itself of a passive 
capacity, whereas a disposition is something that follows from acts.) But 25 
every capacity flows from the soul's essence.27 Therefore it would follow 
that the agent intellect comes from the soul's essence, and so is not in 
the soul through participation from some higher intellect. That is unac
ceptable.28 Therefore the agent intellect is not part of our soul . 

On the contrary. The Philosopher says in De anima III [430a l 3-14] 30 
that " it is necessary for there to be these differences in the soul "
namely, a possible and an agent intellect. 

Reply. The agent intellect that the Philosopher describes is part of the 
soul. To make th is clear, keep in mind that it is necessary to posit, 
above the human intellective soul, a higher intellect from which the 35 
soul receives the power to understand.  For i t  is always the case that 
what ( 1 )  participates in something, (2 ) is movable, and ( 3) is incom
plete, presupposes someth ing prior that is (a) essentially such , (b) 
unmovable, and (c) complete. But ( 1 ) the human soul is said to be 
intellective by participating in an intellective power.29 An indication of 40 
th is is that i t  is intellective not as a whole, but in part. o Also, (2 )  it 
reaches an understanding of the truth through inference and motion, 
by framing arguments. 30 Also, (3 )  it has an incomplete understanding, 
both because it does not  understand all th ings, and because with 
respect to what it does understand, it goes from potential ity to actual- 45 
ity. 3 1 So there must be some higher in tellect by which the soul is 
helped to understand. 

Some, then , have claimed that th is intellect, separate in substance, 
is the agent intellect that by (as it were) illuminating phantasms makes 
them actually intell igible. o But, given that there is some such separate 50 
agent intellect, one must still posit in the human soul itself a power 
taken by participation from that h igher intellect, and through which 
the human soul actual izes intelligible things. In th is case as with other 
complete natural things, in addition to the universal causal agents, dis-

2777.6. 
2884. 5c63-65 · 
2984. 5c63-65 · 
3079.8c. 
3 1 79.2c. 
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5 5  tinct powers have been given to complete individuals, powers that have 
been derived from those universal agents. o For it is not the sun alone 
that generates human beings: 32 humans themselves possess the power 
to generate human beings, and the same holds true for other complete 
animals. 33 But, in this lower world, nothing is more complete than the 

60 human soul . It must be maintained, then, that the soul has a power 
derived from a higher intellect, through which it can illuminate phan
tasms. This is something we recognize through experience, when we 
perceive ourselves abstracting universal forms from particular condi
tions, which is to make things actually intelligible. An action belongs to 

65 something, however, only on the basis of some principle that inheres in 
it formally, as was said above when discussing the possible intellect. 34 
Therefore the power that is the principle of this action must be some
thing in the soul. 

Aristotle, accordingly, compared the agent intellect to l ight, which is 
70 something received in the air,0 whereas Plato compared the separate 

intellect influencing our souls to the sun. (Themistius makes this point 
in his commentary on De anima 111 . ) 35 But according to the teachings 
of our fa ith ,  the separate intellect is God himself, the creator of the 
soul , in whom alone it  ach ieves happiness, as wil l  be clear below 

75 [ l a2ae 3 .7 ] .  Accordingly, the human soul participates in intellectual 
l ight through God, as is said in Psalm 4.7: The light of your face, Lord, is 
imprinted on us. 

Ad 1 .  That true l ight illuminates as a universal cause from which the 
human soul derives through participation one particular power, as was 

80 said [ c34-37 ] .  

Ad 2 .  The Philosopher says those words not about the agent intellect 
but about the intellect in actual ity. o It was of it that he had j ust  
remarked, "actual ized knowledge is the same as the thing" [ 4 30a 1 9-
20] .  Alternatively, if these words are taken to refer to the agent intellect, 

85 then they are said because the fact that we are sometimes thinking and 
sometimes not th inking is due not to the agent intellect, but to the 
intellect that is in potentiality. 

327 6. 1 ad 1 ,  with note. 
3378.2c47-48· 
3476. l c5 l-5 3 · 
35 III . 5 ( 1 03 . 34-36) . See Plato, Republic VI (508b-9b), and Aristotle, De anima 
III 5, 430a14-17. 
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Ad 3. If the agent intellect were related to the possible intellect as an 
active object is related to a capacity (e .g. , as something actually visible, 
to sight) , then it would follow that we would immediately understand 90 
all th ings, s ince the agent intellect is " that with which it makes all 
things."36 In fact, however, the agent intellect is not the object, but that 
which actual izes the objects. In addition to the presence of the agent 
intellect, this requires (a) the presence of phantasms, (b) the good con-
dition of the sensory powers, and (c) practice in activity of this sort-for 95 
one thing grasped by intellect leads to others, as terms lead to proposi-
tions and first principles lead to conclusions. o And in th is connection it 
makes no difference whether the agent intellect is part of the soul or 
separated. 

Ad 4. The intellective soul is actually immaterial, but is in potentiality 1 00 
for the determinate species of things. Phantasms, in contrast, are the 
actual likenesses of certain species, but are potentially immaterial . As a 
result, there is nothing that prevents one and the same soul, inasmuch 
as it is actually immaterial , from having one power through which it 
makes things actually immaterial by abstracting from the conditions of 1 05 
individual matter, a power that is called the agent intellect, and another 
power that receives such species, wh ich is called the possible intellect 
inasmuch as it is in potential ity for species of this sort. 

Ad 5 .  Since the soul 's essence is immaterial and was created by the 
supreme intellect, there is nothing to prevent the power it participates 1 10 
in through that supreme intellect ( the power by means of which it  
abstracts from matter) from coming from the soul's essence, just as the 
soul's other capacities do. 

Article 5. Is there one agent intellect for everyone?37 

It seems that the agent intellect is one in everyone: 

1. Nothing separate from body is multipl ied by multiplying bodies. But 
the agent intellec t is separate, as is said in De anima III [430a22 ] .  
Therefore it is not multipl ied in the multiple bodies of human beings, 
but is one in everyone. 5 

2.  The agent intellect makes the universal ,  which is one in many. But 
that which is the cause of oneness must itself, even more, be one th ing. 
Therefore there is one agent intellect in everyone. 

36Aristotle, De an. III 5 ,  430a l 5 .  
37See parallel passages for 79.4 (note 2 5) .  
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3. All human beings share their first intellectual conceptions. 38 But 
10 they assent  to these through agent intellect. Therefore they all share 

one agent intellect. 

On the contrary. The Philosopher says in De anima III [ 4 30a 1 5-17 ]  
that the agent intellect is l ike l ight. But different subjects of  illumina
tion do not have the same l ight. o Therefore different human beings do 

1 5  not have the same agent intellect. 

Reply. The truth of this question rests on earl ier claims [79.4 ] .  For if 
the agent intellect were not part of the soul, but were some kind of sep
arate substance, then there would be one agent intellect for all human 
beings. And this is what those who posit the unity of agent intellect have 

20 in mind. 39 If, however, the agent intellect is part of the soul , as a kind of 
power belonging to it, then it is necessary to say that there are many 
agent intellects, inasmuch as there are many souls, which are multi
plied according to the number of human beings, as was sa id above 
[76. 2 ] .  For it cannot be that numerically one and the same power 

25 belongs to different substances. 

Ad 1 .  The Philosopher proves that  the agent intel lect  is separate 
through the fact that the possible intellect is separate. For, as he says, 
"the agent is worthier than the patient."40 But the possible intellect is 
said to be separate because it is not the act of any corporeal organ.41 

30 And in th is way the agent intellect too is said to be separate- not as if it 
is a separate substance. 

Ad 2. The agent intellect causes the universal by abstracting from mat
ter. But this does not require that it be one in all things having an intel
lect. Instead, it must be one* with regard to its relationship to all the 

3 5 things from which it abstracts the universal, relative to which the univer
sal is one. And this holds of the agent intellect insofar as it is immaterial. o 

Ad 3 .  All members of a single species share in [any] action that is due to 
the nature of that species. As a result, they share in the power that is the 
principle of that action , although not in such a way that it is numeri-

40 cally the same power in all . But to cognize the first objects of intellect0 

38Avicenna, Metaphysics 1 . 5 .  
39AJexander of  Aphrodisias, De intellectu; Avicenna, Liber de anima V. 5, pp. 
1 26-27 (see 79.6c34, 84.4cs3-60); Averroes, De anima 111. 18-19  (see 88 . lc5 1_54) .  
40De an. III 5 ,  430a1 8-19. 
41 76. 1 ad l .  
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is an action that is due to the human species. So all human beings must 
share in the power that is the principle of this action: this is the power 
of agent intellect. It does not have to be numerically the same in every
one, but it does,  in everyone, have to be derived from one principle. 
Thus the fact that human beings share in the first objects of intellect 45 
demonstrates the unity of the separate intellect (which Plato compares 
to the sun ) ,  but not the unity of the agent intellect (which Aristotle 
compares to l ight) .42 

Article 6. Is memory in intellectfl3 
It seems that memory is not in the intellective part of the soul: 

1 .  Augustine says in De trinitate XII [ i i .2 ]  that things pertain to the 
h igher part of the soul that "are not  shared by human beings and 
beasts." But memory is shared by human beings and beasts. For he says 
in  the same place that "beasts can sense bodily th ings through the 5 
body's senses, and can commit those th ings to memory." Therefore 
memory does not pertain to the intellective part of the soul. 

2.  Memory concerns things past. But the past is spoken of with refer
ence to some determinate time. Therefore memory cognizes a thing 
under the aspect of a determinate time, which is to cognize something 10 
under the aspect of the here and now. But this is the role of sense, not 
of intellect. Therefore memory is not in the intellective part, but only 
in the sensory part. 

3. Memory preserves the species of th ings that are not actually being 
considered. But this cannot possibly happen in intellect, because the 1 5  
intellect is actual ized through being informed by an  intell igible spe-
cies, and the intellect's actuality is its actually thinking. Thus the intel-
lect is actually thinking about all the things whose species it has within 
it. Therefore memory is not in the intellective part.44 

On the contrary. Augustine says in De trinitate X [xi . l 8] that "memory, 20 
intell igence, and will are one mind." 

Reply. It is the nature of memory to preserve the species0 of things that 
are not actually being apprehended. So we must first consider whether 

4279.4c69· 
43ST 1a2ae 67.2; I Sent. 3 .4. 1 ;  III Sent. 26. 1 . 5 ad 4; IV Sent. 44.3 . 3 .2 ad 4 (= ST 
3a supp. 70.2 ad 4), 50. 1 .2; SCG 11 .74; QDV 1 0.2, 19. 1 ;  QQ 3 .9. 1 ,  12 .9. 1 ;  In l C  
1 3.3 ;  InDMR 2 [Appendix 3 ] .  

44Avicenna, Liber de anima V.6 (pp. 14 7-48) . 
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intell igible species can be preserved in this way in intellect. Avicenna 
25  claimed that this was impossible. For he said that th is occurs in the sen

sory part, with respect to certain capacities, inasmuch as they are the 
actual ities of corporeal organs that can preserve some species without 
any ac tual apprehension . But  in intel lec t, which lacks a corporeal 
organ, nothing exists unless intell igibly, and so that whose l ikeness 

30 exists in intel lect must be actually thought about.45 So in th is way, 
according to Avicenna , as soon as someone actually ceases to th ink 
about a thing, the species of that thing ceases to be in intellect. If some
one wants to think about that thing another time, he must turn toward 
the agent intellect (which he pos ited to be a separate substance), so 

3 5  that intell igible species flow from that intellect to the possible intel
lect.46 According to h im, training and practice in turning toward the 
agent intellect leaves one with a certain aptitude in the possible intel
lect for turn ing toward the agent intellect, and he cla imed that th is 
aptitude is dispositional knowledge. 47 So on this view, nothing is pre-

40 served in the intellective part that is not being actually thought. Hence 
memory could not be located in the intellective part, when considered 
in th is way. 

But th is view is clearly incompatible with what Aristotle says. For in 
De anima III [ 4 29b 5-9] he  says that "when the poss ible intel lect  

45 becomes the singulars in such a way as to be knowing, it is said to be 
actualized," and he says that "this happens when it can operate on its 
own. So even then it is in potentiality in a certain way, but not as it was 
even* before learning or discovering." But the possible intellect is said 
to become the singulars inasmuch as it receives the species of singulars. 

50 Therefore, because it receives the species of intell igible things, it has 
the abil ity to operate whenever one wants, but it is not the case that it is 
always operating. For even then it is in potentiality in a certa in way
not as i t  was before being engaged in thought, but in  the way in  which 
someone with dispos itional knowledge is in potential ity for actually 

55  considering [a th ing] .  
The position described above is also incompatible with reason . For 

that which is received in a th ing is received according to the mode of 
the rec ipient. But the intel lect is more stable and unmoving in its 
nature than is corporeal matter. Therefore if corporeal matter holds 

60 onto the forms that it receives not only while  i t  is actually acting 

45Liber de anima V.6 (pp. 147-48) .  Cf. obj . 3 .  
46Liber de anima V.6 (pp. l48-49). Cf. 84 .4c64_66. 
47Liber de anima V.6 (pp. 149-50). 
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through them, but also after i t  has ceased acting through them, then 
the intellect receives intell igible species all the more unmovably and 
enduringly- regardless of whether they are received from sensible  
things or  from the influence of some higher intellect. So consequently, 
if memory is taken only as the power of preserving species, then one 65 
must say that memory is in the intellective part. On the other hand, if 
the nature of memory is that its object be past, as past, then memory 
will not be in the intellective part, but only in the sensory part, the part 
that apprehends particulars. For the past, as past, since it signifies exist-
ence under the aspect of a determinate time, pertains to a condition of 70 
the particular. 

Ad 1. Memory, considered as preserving species, is not [entirely] shared 
by us and by beasts. For species are preserved not in the sensory part of 
the soul alone, but rather in the compound, since the power of memory 
is the actual ity of a particular organ . But the intellect is in its own right 75 
capable of preserving spec ies, without an accompanying corporeal 
organ . And so the Philosopher says in De anima III [429a27-28] that 
"the soul is the locus of species- not the whole soul, but the intellect." 

Ad 2. Being past can refer to two things: to the object that is cognized 
and to the act of cognition. These two are joined together at once in 80 
the sensory part, wh ich apprehends a th ing through receiving an 
impression from something sensible that presently exists. As a result, an 
animal remembers having sensed in the past at the same time that it 
remembers having sensed some past sensible thing. But with respect to 
the intellective part, being past appl ies accidentally to an ob ject of 85 
intellect and does not hold per se. For the intellect th inks about a 
human being qua human being, whereas it is acc idental to a human 
being, qua human being, to be in either the present, the past, or the 
future. 

Yet even in the intellect's case, being past can be taken per se with 90 
regard to its act, just as in the case of the senses. For our soul 's th inking 
is a particular act  existing at one time or another, depending on 
whether someone is  said to be th inking now, yesterday, or tomorrow. 
This is not incompatible with its being intellectual , because although 
such thinking is something particular, it is nevertheless an immaterial 95 
act, as was said above about intellect [76. l c 162_64] .  So just as the intel-
lect thinks about itself, even though it itself is a particular intellect, so it 
th inks about its own thinking,48 wh ich is a particular act existing in 
either the past, the present, or the future. So in this way the nature of 

4887.3 .  



92 Question 79. Article 7. 

100 memory, inasmuch as it concerns things past, is preserved in intellect 
inasmuch as it thinks that it has previously thought. But it is not pre
served with respect to thinking about the past considered as here and 
now.0 

Ad 3. An intelligible species is sometimes only potentially in the intel-
105 lect, and then the intellect is said to be in potentiality. Sometimes it is 

there inasmuch as the act is entirely complete, and then the intellect is 
actually thinking. Sometimes it stands midway between potential ity 
and actual ity, and then the intellect is said to have a disposition. t It is in 
this way that the intellect preserves species, even when it is not actually 

1 10 thinking. 

Article 7. Is intellective memory a different capacity from intellectr9 

It seems that intellective memory is one capacity, intellect another: 

1 .  Augustine, in De trinitate X [xi. l 7] ,  locates memory, intell igence, 
and will in the mind. But it is clear that memory is a different capacity 
from will . Therefore it is likewise different from intellect. 

5 2.  The basis for distinguishing the sensory part's capacities is the same 
as that for distinguish ing the intellective part's capacities. But memory 
in the sensory part is a different capacity from sense, as was sa id above 
[78 .4c85 ] .  Therefore the intellective part's memory is a different capac
ity from intellect. 

10 3 .  According to Augustine, memory, intell igence, and will are the 
equals of each other, and one originates in another. 5° But th is could not 
be, if memory were the same capacity as intellect. Therefore it is not 
the same capacity. 

On the contrary, it is the nature of memory to be the treasury or locus 
1 5  for preserving species .  But in De anima III [ 429a27-28] the Philoso

pher attributes th is to intellect, as was said [79.6 ad 1 ] .  Therefore mem
ory and intellect are not different capac ities in the intellective part. 

Reply. As was sa id above [77 . 3c30 ] ,  the soul's capac ities are distin
gu ished by the differing natures (rationes) of their obj ects :  for the 

20 nature of any capacity consists in its relationship to that toward which it 
is ordered, which is its object. It was also said above [ 59.4c ]  that if a 
capacity in respect of its own nature is related to an object in respect of 

49QDV 10. 3; ST la 93 .7 ad 3; I Sent. 3.4. 1 ;  SCG 11.74. 
50 De trinitate X.xi. l 8. 
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the common nature of that object, then that capacity will not be made 
to differ by differences between particular differentiae. The visual 
capacity, for example, which relates to its object in respect of the nature 25 
of being colored, is not made to differ by the difference between white 
and black. The intellect, however, relates to its object in respect of the 
common nature of being: for the possible intellect is "that with which 
all things are made."5 1 Consequently, the possible intellect is not differ-
entiated by any differentia among beings. 30 

But the capacities of agent intellect and possible intellect are differ
entiated. For with respect to the same object, there must be one princi
ple that is the active capacity, which makes the object actually exist, 
and another that is the passive capacity, which is moved by the actually 
existing object. So the active capacity is related to its object as actual 35 
being to potential being, whereas conversely the passive capacity is 
related to its object as potential being to actual being. 

Accordingly, then, there can be no other difference of capacities in 
intellect, other than that between possible and agent. o And so it is clear 
that memory is not a different capacity from intellect. For it belongs to 40 
the nature of a passive capacity to preserve, as well as to receive. 

Ad 1 .  Although it is said in Sentences I, distinction 3 ,  that memory, 
intell igence, and will are three "powers," 52 this nevertheless does not 
accord with Augustine's view. He expressly says in De trinitate XIV 
[vii. I 0] that if memory, intell igence, and will are taken as always being 45 
present in the soul, then "whether or not they are being thought about, 
they seem to pertain only to memory. But I am now speaking of the 
intell igence by which we understand when thinking, and of the will 
that is the love or delight joining child and parent together." From this 
it is clear that Augustine does not take these three for three capacities, so 
but takes memory for the soul 's dispositional retention , intell igence for 
the act of intellect, and will for the act of will . 

Ad 2. Past and present can be the proper differentiae distinguishing the 
sensory capacities, but they do not distinguish the intellective capaci-
ties, for the reason given above [c27_30; 79.6 ad 2 ] .  5 5  

Ad 3 .  Intell igence originates in memory as an act does in a disposi-
tion. 5 3 And in this way, too, they are equals, but not as one capacity to 
another. 

5 1 De an. III 5 ,  430al4-1 5 .  
52Peter Lombard, Sent. l .iii .2 . 
5 379.6 ad 3. 
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Article 8. Is reason a different capacity from intellect?54 
It seems that reason t is a different capacity from intellect: 

1 .  It is sa id in the book De spiritu et anima [ 1 1 ] that "when we want to 
ascend from lower to higher th ings, we are presented first with sense, 
then imagination , then reason , then intellect." Therefore reason is a 

5 different capacity from intellect, just as imagination is different from 
reason . 

2.  Boeth ius says in  The Consolation of Philosophy [ IV prose 6]  that 
intellect is  related to reason as eternity to time. But existing in eternity 
and existing in time do not belong to the same power. Therefore reason 

10  and intellect are not the same capacity. 

3 .  A human being has intellect in common with angels, and the senses 
in common with brute an imals. But reason,  wh ich is the special 
attribute of a human being in virtue of which he is called a rational ani
mal , is a different capacity from sense. Therefore, by similar reasoning, 

1 5  it is a different capacity from intellect, which is attributed specially to 
angels and is why they are called intellectual . 

On the contrary. Augustine says in De Genesi ad litteram III [xx. 30]  
that "that by which a human being surpasses nonrational animals is rea
son, mind, intell igence, or whatever other term there is that more aptly 

20 picks it out." Therefore reason, intellect, and mind are one capacity. 

Reply. Reason and intellect cannot be distinct capacities in a human 
being. This is clearly recognized, if the act of each one is considered. 
For intellection (intelligere) is the apprehending of intell igible truth 
directly, o whereas to reason is to advance from one intellectual object 

25  to another so as to cognize the intell igible truth.  And thus the angels, 
because* they completely possess the cognition of in tell igible truth (in 
keeping with the state of their nature) ,  have no need to advance from 
one object to another; they directly and without inference apprehend 
the truth about things (as Dionysius says in Divine Names 7.2) .  Human 

30 beings, on the other hand, attain the cognition of intell igible truth by 
advancing from one object to another (as is said in the same passage) ,  
and so  they are called rational . t 

It is clear, then , that reasoning is related to intellection as moving is 
related to resting, or acquiring to having- one of these is complete, the 

3 5  other incomplete. And because motion always advances from some
th ing immovable and stops at some resting point, so it is that human 

54QDV 1 5. 1 ;  III Sent. 3 5.2 .2 . 1 ;  ST 1a 83 .4c; InDDN 7.2 § 7 1 3 .  



Question 79. Article 9. 95 

reasoning, in  the course of  investigation and discovery, advances from 
certain things that are grasped directly by intellect; these are first princi
ples. Then, in the course of judgment, it returns by analysis to those 
first principles, and relative to these it examines its discoveries. 40 

It is clear, however, that resting and moving are not traced back to 
distinct capacities, but to one and the same, even in the case of natural 
things. For it is through the same nature that a th ing is moved to a place 
and rests in that place. A fortiori , then, it is through the same capacity 
that we engage in intellection and reasoning. And so it is clear that in a 45 
human being reason and intellect are the same capacity. 

Ad 1 .  That l ist corresponds to the order of acts, not to the difference in 
capacities. Anyway, that book has no great authority. 

Ad 2 .  The reply is clear from what was said. For eternity is related to 
time as the immovable to the movable. That is why Boethius related 50 
intellect to eternity and reason to time. 

Ad 3. Other animals are so beneath human beings that they cannot 
reach any cognition of the truth, which is what reason investigates. o A 
human being, in contrast, does reach a cognition of the intell igible 
truth that  angels cognize, but incompletely. And thus the cogni tive 55  
power of angels is not of a different genus from the cognitive power of 
reason , but is related to it as the complete to the incomplete. 

Article 9. Are higher and lower reason distinct capacities?55 
It seems that highert and lowed reason are distinct capacities: 

1 .  Augustine says in De trinitate XII [ vi i . l 2 ] that an image of the Trinity 
is in the higher part of reason, not in the lower. But the soul's parts are 
its capacities. Therefore higher and lower reason are two capacities. 

2. Nothing originates in itself. But lower reason originates in h igher, 5 
and is regulated and directed by it. Therefore higher reason is a differ-
ent capacity from lower reason. 

3 .  The Philosopher says in Ethics VI [ 1 1 39a5-1 5 ]  that the soul 's 
capacity for knowledge, by which the soul cognizes necessary th ings, is 
a different principle and a different part of the soul from the capacity 10 
for forming opinions and for [ practical ] reasoning, by which it cog-
nizes contingent things. He proves th is through the fact that "sections 
of the soul are different in genus if they are directed to th ings different 

5 5QDV 1 5.2;  ST la2ae 74.9; II Sent. 24.2 .2 .  
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in genus." The contingent and the necessary, however, are different in 
1 5  genus, just as the corruptible and the incorruptible are .  Now s ince the 

necessary is the same as the eternal , and the temporal the same as the 
contingent, it seems that what the Philosopher calls the capacity for 
knowledge is the same as the higher part of reason , which, according 
to Augustine ,  is a imed at "con templating and consul ting the eter-

20 nal."56 It also seems that what the Philosopher calls the capacity for 
[practical] reasoning or forming opin ions is the same as lower reason , 
which, according to Augustine [ ibid. ] ,  is aimed at managing temporal 
affairs. Therefore h igher and lower reason are different capacities of 
the soul .  

2 5 4. Damascene says that "opinion comes from imagination; then mind, 
j udging whether the opinion is true or false, judges the truth (and 
hence the mind is named after measuring0); therefore, regarding things 
that it has already made a judgment and true determination about, it is 
called intellect." 57 So therefore the capacity for forming opin ions, 

30 which is lower reason, is different from mind and intellect, which can 
be understood as h igher reason. 

On the contrary. Augustine says in De trinitate XII [ iv.4] that h igher 
and lower reason are not distinguished, "except through their func
tions." Therefore they are not two capacities. 

3 5 Reply. Higher and lower reason, as they are taken by Augustine, cannot 
in any way be two capacities. * For he says that higher reason is what 
aims at "contemplating and consulting the eternal": 58 contemplating, 
inasmuch as it considers eternal things in themselves; consulting, inas
much as it draws rules of action from them. Lower reason, in contrast, is 

40 what he says is aimed at temporal things. These two - temporal and 
eternal things- relate to our cognition in this way: that one of them is a 
means of cogniz ing the other. For in the course of discovery, o we 
achieve a cognition of eternal things through temporal th ings-as the 
Apostle writes in Romans 1 . 20: the invisible things of God are clearly 

45 seen, understood through the things that have been made. In the course 
of judgment,0 in contrast, we make j udgments about the temporal 
through what we have already cognized of the eternal , and we manage 
the temporal in accord with our conceptions of the eternal. 

56 De trinitate XII. vii. l 2. 
57 De fzde orthodoxa 11 .22. 
58De trinitate XII.vii. l 2. 
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Now it can happen that  the means, and that which is reached 
through the means, pertain to different dispositions. For example, inde- 50 
monstrabl e first princ iples perta in to a dispos ition of intellec tion ,  
whereas conclus ions derived from these pertain to a dispos ition of 
knowledge. o Also,* from the principles of geometry someone can reach 
conclusions in another area of knowledge, such as the science of per-
spective. But both the means and the ultimate conclusion pertain to 55  
the same capacity, reason . For the act of reason serves as a kind of 
movement reach ing from one th ing to another,59 and it is the same 
movable th ing that crosses through the medium and reaches the end 
point. And so higher and lower reason are one and the same capacity of 
reason . But they are distinguished, according to Augustine, by the func- 60 
tions of their acts and by their different dispositions. For wisdom is 
attributed to higher reason, knowledge to lower reason . 060 

Ad 1 .  One can speak of parts according to any method (rationem) of 
partition. Higher and lower reason , then, are said to be partitioned inso-
far as reason is divided into different functions, and not because they 65 
are different capacities. 

Ad 2. Lower reason is said to be derived from higher reason, or to be 
regulated by it, inasmuch as the principles that lower reason uses are 
derived and guided by the principles of higher reason. 

Ad 3. The capacity for knowledge that the Philosopher refers to is not 70 
the same as higher reason, since necessary obj ects of knowledge are 
found even in the temporal , which is what natural and mathematical 
knowledge concerns. But the capacity for forming opinions and for 
[practical ] reasoning extends to less than does lower reason, because it 
concerns only contingent things. 75 

Furthermore, we should not maintain absolutely that there is one 
capacity by which the intellect cognizes necessary th ings and another 
by which it cognizes contingen t things . For it cognizes both with 
respect to the same aspect of the object: being and true.6 1 And so the 
intellect has a complete cognition of necessary things, which have com- so 
plete existence in truth ,  because i t  reaches their quiddity, through 
which it picks out their proper accidents. On the other hand, it has an 
incomplete cognition of contingent th ings, just as they have incomplete 
existence and truth. But being complete and incomplete in actuality do 

5979 .8c33-34· 
60 De trinitate Xll.xiv.22. 
61 79. 1 1 ad 2, with note. 
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85  not  make the capacity differ, but make the act differ, as regards the 
manner of acting, and consequently make the principles of the acts dif
fer, as well as the dispositions themselves. 

So the Philosopher posited two sections of the soul , the capacity for 
knowledge and the [practical ] reasoning capacity, not because they are 

90 two capacities, but because they are differentiated by their different 
aptitudes for receiving different dispositions. It is this difference that he 
means to investigate there. For contingent and necessary things, even if 
they differ in their proper genera, still agree in the common nature of 
being, which is what the intellect is concerned with .62 They relate to 

95 this being in different ways, as complete and incomplete. 

Ad 4. Damascene's distinction holds in terms of a difference in acts, not 
a difference in capacities. For opinion signifies an act of intellect that 
arrives at one of two contradictory views with misgivings about the 
other.63 Judging or measuring is an act of intellect that appl ies princi-

100 pies that are certain to an examination of the th ings proposed. (The 
term 'mind' comes from this . )  Intellection, finally, consists in adhering 
with a kind of approval to things already judged. 

Article 1 0. Is intelligence a different capacity from intellect?64 
It seems that intelligencet is a different capacity from intellect: 

1 .  It is sa id in the De spiritu et anima [ 1 1 ] that "when we want to cl imb 
from lower to h igher things, we are presented first with sense, then 
imagination, then reason, then intellect, and finally intelligence." But 

5 imagination and sense are distinct capacities. Therefore so are intellect 
and intell igence. 

2. Boethius says in The Consolation of Philosophy V [prose 4] that "a 
human being is viewed by sense in one way, imagination in another, 
reason in a third,  and intelligence in still one more." But intellect is the 

10  same capacity as reason.65 Therefore it seems that intell igence is  a dif
ferent capacity from intellect, just as reason is a different capacity from 
imagination and sense. 

3. Acts are prior to capac ities, as is sa id in De anima II [41 5a l 8-1 9 ] .  
But intell igence is an  act that is separate from the other acts attributed 

6278. l c66, 79.7c27_28. 
63 Avicenna, Liber de anima V. l (p. 79) . 
64JnDA 1.8; sec 111.42. 
6579.8. 
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to the intellect. For Damascene says that "the first motion [of intellect] 1 5  
is called intelligence; intell igence concerning something is labeled 
intention; that which endures and shapes the soul to what is understood 
is called contemplation; contemplation that dwells on the same th ing, 
and examines and judges itself, is called phronesis ( i .e. , wisdom); phro-
nesis when expanded produces thought, i. e. , the speech ordered in ter- 20 
nally, from which they say comes the speech put forth by the tongue."66 
Therefore it seems that intelligence is a specific kind of capacity. 

On the contrary. The Philosopher says in De anima III [430a26-27] 
that " intell igence concerns indivisible things, in which there is nothing 
false." But th is sort of cognition pertains to intellect. Therefore intell i- 25 
gence is not a different capacity from intellect. 

Reply. The term 'intell igence,' strictly speaking, signifies the act of intel
lect that is intel lection. But in various books translated from Arabic , 
the separate substances that we call angels are called intelligences67-
perhaps because substances of this sort are always actually engaged in 30 
intellection68-whereas in books translated from Greek they are called 
intellects or minds.69 It follows, then, that intell igence is distinguished 
from intellect not as one capacity from another, but as an act from a 
capacity. For the philosophers do also identify this sort of division.7° For 
they sometimes posit four intellects: agent intellect, possible intellect, 35  
dispositional intellect, and achieved intellect. Of these four, agent and 
possible intellect are distinct capacities ,  j ust as in all cases an active 
capacity is different from a passive oneJl The other three are distin
guished in terms of being three states of possible intellect. Sometimes it 
is merely in potential ity, and so it is called the possible intellect; some- 40 
times it is in first actual ity (knowledge), and then it is called disposi
tional in tellect; sometimes it is in second actual ity (considering) , and 
then it is called actualized intellect or achieved intellect.72 

66De fzde orthodoxa II .22. 
67E.g., Avicenna, Metaphysics X. l (p. 522) . 
68 la 58. 1 .  
69E .g . , Pseudo-Dionysius, Celestial Hierarchy ch. 2 .  
70E.g., Alexander of Aphrodisias, De intellectu, l 06--7 ( cf. Summa contra gen
tiles 111.42); Avicenna, Liber de anima 1. 5 (pp. 94-100); Anonymous, "The Soul 
and Its Powers," pp. 32-3 3. 
7 1 79.7c32-37· 
7279.6 ad 3 .  
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Ad 1 .  If that authority is to be acknowledged, then intell igence is being 
45 treated as an act of intellect. o In this way it is divided against intellect, 

just as act is divided against capacity. o 
Ad 2. Boethius takes intell igence for an act of intellect that transcends 
the act of reason . Thus he says in the same place [prose 5 ]  that "reason 
belongs only to the human kind, just as intell igence belongs solely to 

50 the divine." For it is distinctive of God that without any investigation he 
understands all th ings. 73 

Ad 3 .  All those acts that Damascene l ists belong to one intel lective 
capacity. This capacity first apprehends something directly,74 and this 
act is what he is call ing intelligence. Second, it relates what it appre-

5 5  hends to cognizing or doing something else, and th is is what he labels 
intention. When it persists in exploring what it intends, this is labeled 
contemplation. And when it examines what it had contemplated in l ight 
of things that are certain, th is is called knowing or being wise, which 
belongs to phronesis or wisdom. (For judging belongs to wisdom, as is 

60 sa id in Metaphysics I [982a 1 8] .  )75 Then, as a resul t of holding some
th ing for certa in ,  as already examined, it th inks about how it could 
make that clear to others. This is the ordering of internal speech, from 
which comes external speech. 

For not every difference in acts produces a difference in capacities, 
65 but only those that cannot be reduced to a single principle, as was said 

above [78.4c43_44] .  

Article 1 1 .  Are speculative and practical intellect distinct capacities?76 
It seems that speculativet and practical t intellect are distinct capacities: 

1 .  The capacities for apprehending and for moving are distinct kinds of 
capacities, as is clear in De anima II [4 14a3 1-32] .  But speculative intel
lect is for apprehending only, whereas practical intellect is for moving. 

5 Therefore they are distinct capacities. 

2. The distinct character (ratio) of the object distinguishes the capac
ity.77 But the object of speculative intellect is what is true, whereas the 

73 1 a  14.7, 79.2c37-4 l .  
7479 .8cz3-Z4· 
7579 .8c35-40· 
76QDV 3 .3 ;  InNE Vl.2;  InDA 1 . 1 . 56--62 , 111 . 1 5; InPA 1 .4 1 . 1 36-45 ( § 362); III 
Sent. 2 3.2 .3 .2 .  
7777. 3cz7 -30· 
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object of practical intellect is what is good, and these differ i n  character. 
Therefore speculative and practical intellect are distinct capacities. 

3. In the intellective part, practical intellect is related to speculative just 10 
as the estimative power is related to the imaginative in the sensory part. 
But the estimative differs from the imaginative as one capacity from 
another, as was said above [78.4c ] .  Therefore so does practical intellect 
differ from speculative. 

On the contrary. It is said in De anima III [ 433a14-1 5 ]  that speculative 1 5  
intel lect i s  made practical by  its extension. Bu t  one capacity is not 
changed into another. o Therefore speculative and practical intellect are 
not distinct capacities. 

Reply. Practical and speculative intellect are not distinct capacities. 
The reason for th is is that (as was said above [77. 3c42_59] )  something 20 
does not make a capacity differ when it is accidentally related to that 
feature of an object that the capacity is concerned with .  For it holds 
accidentally of something colored that it is a human being, or is large or 
small, and so all things of this sort are apprehended by the same visual 
capacity. Now it holds accidentally of something apprehended by intel- 25 
lect that it is or is not related to a task; it is in this connection that spec
ulat ive and  pract ical  i n te l lec t  d iffer .  Fo r speculat ive intel l ec t  
apprehends something without relating it to a task, but only to a consid
eration of its truth. Practical intellect, in contrast, is sa id to be what 
relates to a task the thing it apprehends. This is what the Philosopher 30 
says in De anima III [ 433a1 5 ] ,  that speculative intellect differs from 
practical "in terms of its end." And so each is denoted by its end: the 
one speculative and the other practical - i.e. ,  task oriented. 

Ad 1 .  Practical intellect is for moving not in that it carries out the 
movement, but in that i t  d irects the movement, which it  can do 35  
because of the way in which it  apprehends th ings. 

Ad 2. What is true and what is good include one another. For what is 
true is something good, otherwise it would not be worthy of appetite 
(appetibile) , and what is good is something true, otherwise it would not 
be intelligible. o Therefore, just as an object of appetite can be true inso- 40 
far as it has the character of a good (for example, when someone has an 
appetite to cognize the truth) , so an object of practical intellect is a 
good that can be related to a task under its aspect as someth ing true. For 
practical intellect cognizes the truth, just as speculative intellect does, 
but it relates that cognized truth to a task. 45 
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Ad 3 .  There are many differentiae distinguishing the sensory capacities 
that do not distinguish the in tellec tive capacities, as was said above 
[77 . 3  ad 4] .  

Article 1 2. Is synderesis a capacity of the intellective part?78 
It seems that synderesis t is a specific capacity distinct from others: 

1 .  Things that fall under a s ingle division seem to belong to a s ingle 
genusJ9 But in Jerome's gloss on Ezekiel 1 ,80 synderesis is divided from 
the irascible, concupiscible, and rational , which are capacities. There-

5 fore synderesis is a capacity. 

2. Opposites belong to a single genus. But synderesis and sensual ity8 1 
seem to be opposed, since synderesis always incl ines toward what is 
good, whereas sensual ity always incl ines toward what is bad. (That is 
why it is signified by the serpent, as Augustine makes clear in De trini-

10  tate XII [xii-xiii] . )  Therefore it seems that synderesis is a capacity just as 
sensuality is. 

3. Augustine says in De libero arbitrio [ II.x.29] that in our natural power 
for judgment there are certain "rules and seeds of the virtues, both true 
and unchangeable." But th is is what we call synderesis . Therefore, 

1 5  since the unchangeable rules by which we judge belong to reason in its 
higher part, as Augustine says in De trinitate XII [ ii. 2 ] ,  it seems that syn
deresis is the same as reason. And so it is a capacity. 

On the contrary. Rational capacities are open to opposites, according 
to the Philosopher.82 Synderesis, however, is not open to opposites, but 

20 incl ines one only to what is good. Therefore synderesis is not a capacity. 
For if it were a capacity then it would have to be a rational capacity, 
since it is not found in brute animals. 

Reply. Synderesis is not a capacity, but a dispos ition - even though 
some have claimed that synderesis is a capacity higher than reason,83 

25  and others have said that i t  is  reason itself, not qua reason but qua 

78QDV 1 6; II Sent. 24 .2 .3 . 
798 1 . 1  obj . 2 & ad 2, with note .  
8°Commentaria in Ezechielem 1. 1 .7 (PL 2 5, 22ab)-cf. Glossa ordinaria, vol. 3 
p. 224a. 
81 Sensual appetite; see 8 1 . 1 .  
82Met. IX 2, 1 046b4-5; see 82 . 1  obj . 2 .  
83William of Auxerre, Summa aurea 11. 1 2. 
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nature.84 To make this clear we must take into account, as was said 
above [79 .8c35_40 ] ,  that human reasoning, since it  is a kind of motion, 
sets off from an intellection of some things (those naturally known with
out rational investigation) ,  as from a certain immovable principle, and 
also ends up at an intellection insofar as, through principles naturally 30 
known per se, we make judgments about things that we discover by rea
soning. It is plain, however, that just as speculative reason reasons about 
speculative matters, so practical reason reasons about poss ible actions 
(operabilibus) . Therefore, just as principles about speculative matters 
are naturally imparted to us, so are principles about possible actions. 3 5 
But the first principles about speculative matters naturally imparted to 
us do not belong to any specific capacity, but to a specific disposition 
which is called the intellection of principles85 (as is clear in Ethics VI 
[ 1 140b 3 1-4 la8]) .  Accordingly, principles concerning possible actions 
that are naturally imparted to us belong not to a specific capacity, but to 40 
a specific natural disposition, which we call synderesis. Thus synderesis 
is said to incite us toward what is good, and to scold us about what is 
bad, inasmuch as through first principles we move on to discover things 
and we make judgments about those discoveries. Therefore it is clear 
that synderesis is not a capacity, but a natural disposition. o 45 

Ad 1 .  Jerome's division is concerned with the distinction among acts, 
not the distinction among capacities. But a single capacity can have dis-
tinct acts. 

Ad 2. The opposition between sensual ity and synderesis is l ikewise con-
cerned with the opposition between acts-not between distinct spec ies 50 
of a single genus. 

Ad 3. Unchangeable reasons of this sort are the first principles of possible 
actions; with respect to these it is not possible to err. They are attributed 
to reason as their capacity, and to synderesis as their disposition.  That is 
why we naturally make judgments through both reason and synderesis. 55  

Article 1 3. Is conscience a capacity of the intellective part?86 
It seems that conscience t is a capacity: 

1. Origen says that conscience is "the correcting and guiding spirit asso
cia ted with the soul , by wh ich it is separated from bad th ings and 

84Followers of Alexander of Hales, Summa theologica 11. 1 .4 1 8  (vol. 2, p. 493 ) .  
8579.9c5 1 > with note. 
86QDV 17; II Sent. 24.2 .4. 
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adheres to good th ings."87 But 'spirit in the soul' refers either to some 
5 capacity, or to the mind itself (as in Ephesians 4.23 :  be renewed in the 

spirit of your mind) , or to the imagination (and so an imaginary vision is 
call ed sp iritual , as is clear in Augustine,  De Genesi ad litteram XII 
[ xii .2 5-26] ) .  Therefore conscience is a capacity. 

2 .  Nothing is sub ject to s in except a capacity of the soul . But con-
10 science is subject to sin . For it is said of some in Titus 1 . 1 5  that their 

mind and conscience are defiled. Therefore it seems that conscience is a 
capacity. 

3. It is necessary for conscience to be either an act, a disposition, or a 
capacity. But it is not an act, since then it would not always remain in a 

1 5  human being. Nor is it a disposition, since then conscience would not 
be some one th ing, but many. For we are guided in our actions through 
many cognitive dispositions. Therefore conscience is a capacity. 

On the contrary, conscience can be set aside, whereas a capacity can
not. Therefore conscience is not a capacity. 

20 Reply. Conscience, properly speaking, is not a capacity but an act. This 
is clear both ( 1 ) on the basis of its name and (2) from the th ings we 
attribute to conscience in our common ways of speaking. 

( 1 )  For conscience, in terms of the word's own proper character, 
implies the relationsh ip of knowledge to something: for 'conscience' 

25 means knowledge with another (cum alio scientia). But the application 
of knowledge to something takes place through some act. So it is clear 
from the very nature of its name that conscience is an act. 

(2) The same is evident from the things that are attributed to con
science. For conscience is said to bear witness, to bind, to incite, and 

30 also to accuse, to torment, or to rebuke. And all of these follow the 
appl ication of some of our cognition or knowledge to the things that we 
do. This application occurs in three ways: 

• First, inasmuch as we recognize that we have or have not done 
something. As Ecclesiastes 7.2 3 says: your conscience knows that 

3 5  you have often spoken evil of others. In  this regard, conscience is 
said to bear witness. 

• It is appl ied in another way inasmuch as we judge through our 
knowledge* that something should or should not be done. In this 
regard, conscience is said to incite or to bind. 

87[n Romanos 11.9 (PC 14, 893B). 
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• I t  is applied i n  a third way inasmuch as we  judge through know]- 40 
edge* that something that was done was or was not done wel l .  
And in th is way conscience is said either to excuse or  to accuse or 
torment. 

It is clear, however, that all of these result from an actual appl ication of 
knowledge to the th ings that we do. Properly speaking, then , 'con- 45 
science' refers to an act. 

But because a dispos ition is the basis for an act, the term 'con
science' is sometimes attributed to the first natural disposition , syndere
sis .  Thus Jerome, in h is gloss on Ezekiel 1 ,  refers to synderes is as 
"conscience,"88 Basil refers to conscience as " the natural power for so 
judgment,"89 and Damascene says that it is "the law of our intellect."90 
For it is not unusual to refer to causes and effects through each other. 

Ad 1 .  Conscience is said to be a sp irit insofar as 'spirit' is used for mind. 
For it is a kind of dictate of the mind. 

Ad 2. Defilement is said to be in conscience not as its subject, but as 5 5  
something cognized is in the cognition- inasmuch , that is, as someone 
knows himself to be defiled. 

Ad 3. An act, even if it does not always remain in its own right, still 
always remains in its cause, which is the capacity and its dispositions. 
But the dispositions that inform conscience, even if there are many of 60 
them, all draw their efficacy from one first disposition - namely, from 
the disposition for first principles that is called synderesis.91 Hence this 
disposition especially is sometimes referred to as conscience, as was said 
above [ c47_49] .  

Question 80 

The Appetitive in General 

Next we must consider the appetitive capacities .  And here there are 
four th ings to be considered: 

Q80. The appetitive in general. 
Q8 1 .  Sensuality. 

88Commentaria in Ezechielem I 1 .7 (PL 2 5, 22c )-cf. Glossa ordin. (IV, 2 1 0  F). 
S9Homily 1 2  (PC 3 1 ,  40 5C) . 
90De fzde orthodoxa IV.22. 
9 1 79. 1 2c .  
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Q82 . Will. 
Q83 .  Free decision. 

As regards the first there are two questions: 

a l .  Should appetite be treated as a special capacity of the soul? 
a2. Should appetite be divided into sensory and intellective appetite, 
as distinct capacities? 

Article 1 .  Should appetite be treated 
as a special capacity of the soul?1 

It seems that appetite t is not a special capacity of the soul: 

1. No capacity of the soul should be assigned to things common to both 
the l iving and the nonliving. o But to have appetites is common to both 
the l iving and the nonl iving, since the good is what all things have an 

5 appetite for, as is sa id in Ethics I [ 1 094a2-3 ] .  Therefore appetite is not a 
special capacity of the soul. 

2. Capacities are distinguished in terms of their objects. 2 But we cog
nize and have appetites for the same th ing. Therefore there is no need 
for an appetitive power to be anyth ing other than an apprehensive 

10  power. 

3. The general (commune) is not distinguished from the individual (pro
prium) . But every capacity of the soul has an appetite for some particu
lar object of appetite- namely, the object that is su ited to it. Therefore, 
with respect to th is general object of appetite ,  o there is no need to 

1 5  admit a capacity distinct from the others, a so-called appetitive capacity. 

On the contrary. In De anima II [414a3 1-32 ] ,  the Philosopher distin
guishes the appetitive from other capacities. Damascene too, in Book 
11,3 distinguishes the appetitive from the cognitive powers. 

Reply. It is necessary to posit a capacity of the soul that is appetitive. To 
20 make this clear, consider that every form has some incl ination that fol

lows from it.4 Fire, for example, is incl ined by its form toward a higher 
place, and toward generating that which is l ike it. o But th ings that par
ticipate in cognition are found to have forms in a more elevated way 

1ST la 78. 1 ad 3; QDV 22 . 3; III Sent. 27. 1 .2 . 
277.3 , esp. obj . 3 . 
3 De fzde orthodoxa 11 .22. 
4 I a  19. lc ,  59. l c .  



Question 80. Article 1 .  1 07 

than are those that lack cognition. For in those that lack cognition one 
finds only a form determining each to its one proper being, the being 25 
that is natural to each thing. Therefore a natural incl ination, t which is 
called natural appetite, follows from this natural form. In cognitive 
th ings,  however, each is determined to i ts natural proper being 
through a natural form, but in such a way that it is capable of receiving 
the species of other th ings. The senses, for example, receive the species 30 
of all sensible th ings, and the intellect the species of all intell igible 
th ings. Accordingly, the human soul, in virtue of sense and intellect, is 
" in a certain way all th ings." 5 In th is certain way, cogn itive things 
come close to a l ikeness of God, in whom all things preexist, as Diony-
sius says.6 3 5 

Therefore, just as forms have a more elevated mode of existence in 
cognitive things, above the mode of natural forms, so there must be an 
inclination in them above a natural incl ination (the so-called natural 
appetite) . This higher incl ination perta ins to the soul 's appetitive 
power, through wh ich an an imal can have an appetite for the things 40 
that it apprehends, not just for the things toward which it is incl ined by 
its natural form. So it is necessary, therefore, to posit a capacity of the 
soul that is appetitive. o 

Ad 1 .  As was said [ c36-42] ,  cognitive things have appetites in a way that 
is above the common way that appetite is found in all th ings. So for this 45 
a capacity of the soul must be assigned. 

Ad 2. An object of both apprehension and appetite is the same in sub
ject, but differs in character (ratione) . For it is apprehended insofar as it 
is a sensible or an intell igible being, whereas it is the object of appetite 
insofar as it is suitable or good.  But a distinction among capac ities so 
requires a distinction in character between objects, not a material dis
tinction. 

Ad 3. Each capacity of the soul is a certain form or nature and has a 
natural inclination for something. Accordingly, each one has a natural 
appetite for the object that is suited to it. Above this is animal appetite, 5 5  
which follows apprehension . Something is the object of animal appe-
tite not because it is suited to the act of one capacity or another-as 
sight has an appetite for seeing, and hearing for hearing-but because 
it is suited to the animal as a whole. o 

5 Aristotle, De an. III 8, 4 3 1  b2 1 .  
6Divine Names 5 . 5 .  



1 08 Question 80. Article 2. 

Article 2. Should appetite be divided into sensory and 
intellective appetite, as distinct capacities?7 

It seems that sensory and intellective appetite are not distinct capacities: 

1 .  Capacities are not distinguished by accidental differences, as was said 
above [77.  3c42_59] .  But it is accidental to an object of appetite that it is 
apprehended through sense or intellect. Therefore sensory and intellec-

5 tive appetite are not distinct capacities. 

2. Intellective cognition concerns universals, and is accordingly distin
guished from sensory cognition, which concerns singulars. 8 But th is 
distinction has no place with regard to the appetitive. For appetite is a 
movement from the soul toward th ings ,  wh ich are singulars, and so 

10 every appetite seems to concern something singular. Therefore intellec
tive appetite should not be distinguished from sensory appetite. 

3. Just as the appetitive is placed beneath the apprehensive, as a lower 
capacity,9 so too is the motive capacity. 0 But in human beings there is 
no motive capac ity that follows intellect, other than the one that, in 

1 5  other animals, follows sense. Therefore, by the same reasoning, there is 
also not another appetitive capacity. 

On the contrary. In De anima III the Philosopher distinguishes two 
appetites and says that the higher appetite moves the lower [432b5-6; 
43 3a23-26; 434a l 2-1 5 ] .  

20 Reply. It is necessary to say that intellective appetite is a different capac
ity from sensory appetite. For an appetitive capacity is a passive capacity 
that is natu rally suited to be moved by something apprehended. o 
Hence something apprehended that is the object of appetite is an 
unmoved mover, whereas appetite is a moved mover, as is said in De 

25 anima III [43 3b l 6-1 8] and Metaphysics XII [ 1 072a26-30 ] .  But passive, 
movable things are distinguished according to the distinctions that hold 
among the things that act on them and move them: for (a) mover must 
be proportioned to movable, and active to passive; and (b) a passive 
capacity takes its proper nature from its relationship to what acts on it. 

30 Therefore, since what is apprehended by intellect is of a different genus 
from what is apprehended by sense, o it follows that intellective appetite 
is a different capacity from sensory appetite. 

7ST la  59. 1 ;  QDV 22 .4, 2 5 . 1 ;  InDA 111 . 14 . 1 20-3 3 .  
886. 1 .  
9See 82.3 for the case of will and intellect. 
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Ad 1 .  Being apprehended through sense or intellect is not accidental to 
an object of appetite .  Rather, this appl ies to it per se, because an object 
of appetite moves the appetite only insofar as it is apprehended. As a 35  
result, differences in what is apprehended are per se differences in the 
obj ect of appetite. As a result, appetitive capacities are distinguished 
according to the difference between the things apprehended-which is 
just as to be distinguished according to their proper objects. 

Ad 2. Intellective appetite, even if it is drawn to things outside the soul 40 
that are singulars, is nevertheless drawn to them in virtue of some uni
versal character-as when it has an appetite for someth ing because it is 
good. Thus the Philosopher says in the Rhetoric [ 1 382a5-7] that hatred 
can concern someth ing universal - for example, when we hate every 
kind of th ief. Likewise, too, we can have an intellective appetite for 45 
immaterial goods, which the senses do not apprehend, such as knowl
edge, the virtues, and other such th ings. 

Ad 3. As is said in De anima III [4 34a l 6-2 1 ] , universal opinion pro
duces movement only through the mediation of particular opinion, and 
l ikewise higher appetite produces movement through the mediation of 50 
lower appetite. o This is why there are not different motive powers that 
follow intellect and sense. 

Question 8 1  

Sensuality 

Next we must consider sensual ity. There are three subjects of inquiry: 

a l .  Is sensual ity solely an appetitive power? 
a2. Is sensual ity divided into the irascible and the concupiscible, as 
distinct capacities? 
a3 .  Do the irascible and concupiscible obey reason? 

Article 1. Is sensuality solely an appetitive power?1 
It seems that sensual ityt is not just appetitive, but also cognitive: 

1 .  Augustine says in De trinitate XII [ xii . l 7 ] that "the soul's sensual 
movement, which extends to the body's senses, is common to us and to 
beasts." But the body's senses are classified as cognitive powers. There-
fore sensual ity is a cognitive power. 5 

lQDV 2 5. 1 ;  II Sent. 24.2 . 1 .  



1 1 0 Question 8 1 .  Article 1 .  

2. Things that fall under a single division seem to be part of a single 
genus. But Augustine, in De trinitate XII [ xii. 1 7] divides sensuality from 
higher and lower reason,2 which pertain to cognition. Therefore sensu
ality is also a cognitive power. 

10  3. In human temptation, sensuality takes the place of the serpent. 3 But 
when our first ancestors were tempted, the serpent was what announced 
and proposed the sin, which is what a cognitive power does. Therefore 
sensual ity is a cognitive power. 

On the contrary. Sensual ity is defined as "the appetite for things per-
1 5  taining to the body."4 

Reply. The term 'sensuality' seems to have been taken from the sensual 
movement that Augustine discusses in De trinitate XII [xii. l 7] .  This is 
to take the name of a capacity from its act, just as 'sight' is taken from 
seeing. Now sensual movement is the appetite that follows sensory 

20 apprehension. For the act of an apprehensive power is not cal led a 
movement in as strict a sense as the action of appetite is, since the oper
ation of an apprehensive power is completed when the things appre
hended are within that which apprehends, whereas the operation of an 
appetitive power is completed when that wh ich has the appetite is 

25 incl ined toward the object of its appetite. As a result, the operation of 
an apprehensive power is l ike rest, whereas the operation of an appeti
tive power is more l ike movement. Accordingly, sensual movement is 
understood as the operation of an appetitive power. So 'sensual ity' is a 
term for sensory appetite. 

30 Ad 1 .  When Augustine says that "the soul's sensual movement extends 
to the body's senses," we are meant to think not that the body's senses 
are included in sensual ity, but rather that the movement of sensual ity is 
a certain incl ination toward the body's senses-namely, when we have 
an appetite for the things apprehended by the body's senses. And so the 

3 5 body's senses serve as preliminaries to sensuality. 

Ad 2. Sensual ity is divided from higher and lower reason insofar as they 
share in the act of motion . °  For the cognitive power, which includes 
higher and lower reason, produces motion, and so too does the appeti
tive, including sensual ity. 

279.9. 
379. 1 2  obj . 2 .  
4Peter Lombard, Sentences 11 .24.4. 
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Ad 3 .  The serpent not only showed them the sin and proposed it, but 40 
also inclined them to carry it out. And it is in this respect that the ser-
pent signifies sensuality. 

Article 2. Is sensuality divided into the irascible 
and the concupiscible, as distinct capacities?5 

It seems that sensory appetite is not distinguished into the irasciblet 
and concupiscible, t as distinct capacities: 

1 .  The same capacity of the soul is concerned with a single contrary 
pairing: sight, for example, is concerned with white and black, as is said 
in De anima II [422b23-24] . But the agreeable and the harmful are 5 
contraries. Therefore, since the concupiscible deals with what is agree-
able, and the irascible with what is harmful , it seems that the irascible 
and concupiscible are the same capacity of the soul . 

2. Sensory appetite concerns only things that are agreeable to sense. 
But what is agreeable to sense is the object of the concupiscible. There- 10 
fore there is no sensory appetite differing from the concupiscible. 

3.  Hatred is in the irascible . For Jerome, in h is Commentary on Mat
thew [ 1 3. 3  3 ] ,  speaks of our possessing in the irascible a hatred of vice. 
But hatred , since it is the contrary of love, is in the concupiscible. o 
Therefore the concupiscible and irascible are the same power. 1 5 

On the contrary. Gregory of Nyssa and Damascene posit two powers, 
the irascible and the concupiscible, as parts of sensory appetite.6 

Reply. In genus, sensory appetite is one power, which is called sensu
al ity. But it is divided into two capac ities that are species of sensory 
appetite: the irascible and the concupiscible. To make this clear, con- 20 
sider that in natural corruptible th ings there must be an incl ination 
not only for pursu ing what is agreeable and fleeing what is harmful , 
but also for resisting corrupting and contrary forces that impede the 
agreeable and infl ic t  the harmful . Fire , for example, has a natural 
inclination not only to draw back from lower places, which do not agree 25 
with it, and to aim at the higher places agreeable to it, but also to resist 
corrupting and impeding forces. o Therefore, since sensory appetite is 

5ST 1a 82. 5, 1a2ae 2 3 . 1 ,  2 5 . 1 ;  III Sent. 26. 1 .2; QDV 2 5 .2; QDM 8. 3c ;  InDA 
111. 14. 1 20-62; QDA 1 3c .  
6De natura hominis ch. 15  (p. 92), ch. 16  (p. 95); Damascene, De fzde ortho

doxa Il . 1 2 . See also Plato, Republic IV 43 5-45, which is the ultimate source for 
this distinction. 
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an incl ination that follows sensory apprehension, just as natural appe
tite is an incl ination following a natural form/ there are necessarily 

30 two appetitive capac ities in the sensory part. Through the first, the 
soul is inclined simply to pursue what is agreeable to the senses and to 
flee what is harmful : this is called the concupiscible. Through the sec
ond, an an imal res ists those forces that combat the agreeable and 
bring harm: th is power is called the irascible. And thus its object is 

3 5 said to be the arduous:8 for it aims at overcoming contrary forces and 
rising above them. 

These two incl inations do not reduce to a s ingle principle. For 
sometimes the soul applies itself to painful things, contrary to the incl i
nation of the concupiscible, so that in keeping with the incl ination of 

40 the irascible it combats contrary forces. Hence the passions of the irasci
ble also seem to be at odds with those of the concupiscible: for in many 
cases when concupiscence is inflamed, it allays anger (iram) ,  and when 
anger is inflamed, it allays concupiscence. 

From this it is also clear0 that the irascible serves as the champion 
45 and guardian of the concupiscible :  when it r ises up aga inst what 

impedes the agreeable things that the concupiscible has an appetite for, 
and against what inflicts the harmful th ings that  the concupiscible 
flees. For this reason, all the passions of the irascible begin from the pas
sions of the concupiscible, and reach their end there. Anger, for exam-

50 pie, is born from the occurrence of sorrow and, once vengeance occurs, 
ends in joy. o For this reason, too, battles between animals are over the 
objects of concupiscence- namely, over food and sex, o as is said in De 
animalibus VIII.9 

Ad 1 .  The concupiscible power concerns both the agreeable and the 
5 5  disagreeable. But the role of the irascible is to resist the disagreeable, 

which it combats. 

Ad 2. Just as in the case of the apprehensive powers there is an estima
tive power in the sensory part, one that perceives things that do not 
make an impression on the senses (as was said above [78.4c83] ) ,  so too 

60 in the case of sensory appetite there is a power with an appetite for 
th ings agreeable not because they please the senses, but rather because 
they are useful to the animal for its defense. This is the irascible power. 

780. lc ,  8 1 . 1  ad l .  
8See, e.g., Anonymous ,  De potentiis animae et obiectis (c . 1 2 30), pp. 1 59, 1 64; 

Bartholomew of England, De proprietatibus rerum 111.6 (p. 26). 
9In fact, see IX 1, 608b 19-610a3 5; VI 18, 571b7-572a 5 .  
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Ad 3 .  Speaking absolutely, hatred pertains to the concupiscible. But 
because of the combativeness caused by hatred, it can pertain to the 
irascible. 65 

Article 3. Do the irascible and concupiscible obey reason?10 
It seems that the irascible and concupiscible do not obey reason: 

1. The irascible and concupiscible are parts of sensual ity. But sensuality 
does not obey reason, which is why it is s ignified by the serpent, o as 
Augustine says in De trinitate XII [xii. l 7, xiii. 20] .  Therefore the irasci-
ble and concupiscible do not obey reason . 5 

2. That which obeys a thing does not clash with it. But the irascible and 
concupiscible clash with reason , according to the Apostle in Romans 
7 .2 3 :  I see another law in my members, clashing with the law of my 
mind. Therefore the irascible and concupiscible do not obey reason. 

3.  Just as the appetitive power is lower than the rational part of the soul , 10 
so too is the sensory power. But the sensory part of the soul does not 
obey reason: for we do not hear or see when we want to . Likewise, 
therefore,  the sensory powers of appetite, the irascible and concupisci-
ble, do not obey reason either. 

On the contrary. Damascene says that "what obeys and can be per- 1 5  
suaded by reason is divided into concupiscence and anger" (iram) . 1 1 

Reply. There are two ways in which the irascible and concupiscible 
obey the higher part containing intellect (or reason) and will : first with 
respect to reason, second with respect to will. 

They obey reason with respect to their very acts. The explanation for 20 
th is is that in other animals sensory appetite is naturally moved by the 
estimative power- just as a sheep, when it judges the wolf to be hostile, 
is afraid. But in place of the estimative power, human beings have a 
cogitative power, as was said above [78.4c98] ,  which some call particu-
lar reason inasmuch as it compares individual intentions. So in the 25 
human case sensory appetite is naturally moved by it. But particular 
reason is naturally moved and directed by universal reason; thus singu-
lar conclusions are reached syllogistically from universal propositions. o 
In this way it is clear that universal reason commands sensory appetite, 
distinguished into the concupiscible and irascible, and th is appetite 30 

10ST 1a2ae 9.2 ad 3, 1 0.3, 17.7; QDV 24. 12 ,  2 5 .4; SCG 11 . 30; InNE 1.20; QDV 
22.9 ad 3 & 6. 

l lDe fzde orthodoxa 11 . 1 2 . 
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obeys it. And because the deduction of universal principles into singu
lar conclusions is not the work of simple intellection but of reason,12 so 
the irascible and concupiscible are said to obey reason rather than intel
lect. And this is something anyone can experience for h imself: for by 

3 5  adducing certa in universal considerations, one calms (or else incites) 
one's anger, fear, etc .  

Sensory appetite i s  also subject to will. This is so with respect to exe
cution, which occurs through the motive power. For in other animals 
movement follows immediately at the appetite of the concupiscible and 

40 i rascible- the sheep, for example ,  afra id of the wolf, immediately 
flees - because they have no higher appetite to clash [with sensory 
appetite] . A human being, however, is not immediately moved by the 
appetite of the irascible and concupiscible, but waits for the command 
of will , the higher appetite. For in all capacities ordered toward move-

45 ment, the second mover acts only in virtue of the first. Thus a lower 
appetite is sufficient to produce movement only if the h igher capacity 
consents .  o And th is is what the Ph ilosopher says in De anima III 
[434a 1 2-14 ] :  that a h igher appetite moves a lower appetite j ust as a 
h igher sphere moves a lower one. So in this way the irascible and the 

50 concupiscible are subject to reason.  

Ad 1 .  Sensual ity is signified by the serpent in view of what is  proper to 
sensual ity with respect to the sensory part. But 'irascible' and 'concupis
cible' refer to sensory appetite more with respect to their act, toward 
which they are drawn by reason, as was said [ c20 ] .  

5 5  Ad 2. As the Philosopher says i n  Politics I [ 1 2 54b2-6] , "one finds in 
animals both a despotic rule and a pol itic one. For the soul dominates 
the body by a despotic rule, whereas the intellect dominates appetite 
by a politic, royal rule ." For a rule is called despotic when someone 
rules over slaves who have no ability, in any respect, to resist the com-

60 mand of the ruler, because they have nothing of their own. A rule is 
called politic and royal, however, when someone rules over free sub
jects who, even if they are subject to the governance of a leader, still 
have something of their own through which they can resist the ruler's 
command. 

65 In th is way, then, the soul is said to dominate the body by a despotic 
rule,  because the body's l imbs can in no way resist the soul 's com
mands. Instead, the hand and foot and all the other l imbs that are by 
nature moved voluntarily are moved immediately at the appetite of the 
soul. But intellect (or reason) is said to rule the irascible and concupis-

1 279.8 .  
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cible by a pol itic rule, because sensory appetite has something of its 70 
own, and so it can resist the command of reason. For the sensory appe-
tite is naturally moved not only by the estimative (in other animals) and 
by the cogitative ( in humans) , which is directed by universal reason, 
but also by the imaginative power and by sense. Thus we experience 
that the irascible or concupiscible clash with reason as a result of our 75 
sensing or imagining something pleasant that reason forbids, or some
th ing unpleasant that reason demands. So the fact that the irascible and 
concupiscible clash with reason in some respect does not preclude 
their obeying it. 

Ad 3.  The external senses require for their actions the external sensible 80 
objects that make an impression on them, and their presence is not 
under the control of reason. But the internal powers, both appetitive 
and apprehensive, need no external objects. So they are subject to the 
command of reason , which can not only incite or calm the feel ings 
(affectus) of the appetitive power, but can also form the phantasms of 85 
the imaginative power. o 

Question 82 

Will 

Next we must consider the will. Here there are five questions: 

a l .  Does the will have appetites for anyth ing of necessity? 
a2. Does it have appetites for all things of necessity? 
a3 .  Is it a loftier capacity than intellect? 
a4. Does it* move the intellect? 
a5 .  Is the will distinguished into the irascible and the concupiscible? 

Article 1 .  Does the will have appetites 
for anything of necessity?1 

It seems that the will has appetites for nothing of necessity: 

1 .  Augustine says in City ofGod V [ 1 0] that if something is necessary t it 
is not voluntary. t But everything that the will has an appetite for is vol
untary. Therefore nothing that the will has an appetite for is necessarily 
desired. 5 

1QDM 6 [Appendix 2 ] ,  16.4 ad 5; ST 1a 19 .3 ,  4 1 .2 ad 5, 60 . 1-2; 1a2ae 1 0. 1 ;  
QDV 22 .5 ;  De principiis 4 ;  I I  Sent. 2 5 . 1 .2; III Sent. 27. 1 .2 .  
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2 . Rational capacities, according to the Philosopher, are open to oppo
sites. 2 But the will is a rational capacity, since (as is said in De anima III 
[432b5 ] )  the will is in reason. Therefore the will is open to opposites. 
Therefore it is determined to nothing of necessity. 

10  3 .  We are in control of our acts because of the will. But we are not in 
control of that which occurs of necessity. Therefore an act of will can
not occur of necessity. 

On the contrary. Augustine says in De trinitate XIII [ iv. 7]  that everyone 
has an appetite for happiness with a single will . If this were not neces-

1 5  sary, but contingent, then there would be a t  least a few exceptions. o 
Therefore there is something that the will wills of necessity. 

Reply. Necessity is spoken of in a number of ways. For the necessary is 
that which cannot not be. This holds of a thing in one way as the result 
of an internal principle: 

20 • either material, as when we say that everything composed of con-
traries is necessarily corrupted;3 

• or formal, as when we say that it is necessary for a triangle to have 
three angles equal to two right angles. 

This is natural and absolute necessity. o That a th ing cannot not be 
25 holds in another way as the result of an external principle, either an end 

or an agent: 

• It holds as the result of an end when, for instance, someone can
not pursue some end without this, or cannot effectively pursue 
some end -as food is said to be necessary for l ife, and a horse for a 

30 journey. This is called the necessity of the end, which is sometimes 
also called utility. 

• It holds as the result of an agent when, for instance, someone is 
forced by some agent in such a way that he cannot do the oppo
site. This is called the necessity of force. 

3 5 So th is necessity of force is entirely incompatible with the will . For 
we call that violentt that is contrary to the incl ination of a th ing.4 But 
the will's motion is itself a certain inclination toward something. And so 
just as that which* occurs in keeping with the incl ination of nature is 

2Metaphysics IX 2 ,  1046b5 .  
375 .6c49. 
4 1 a2ae Q6; Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics III 1 ,  1 1 1  Oa 1-3, b1 5-1 6. 
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called natural, so that which* occurs in keeping with the incl ination of 
will is called voluntary. o So just as it is impossible for someth ing to be at 40 
once violent and natural , so it is impossible for something to be, with-
out qualification, forced or violent and also voluntary. 

Necessity of the end is not incompatible with the will ,  when one 
can reach the end in only one way. As a result of will ing to cross the 
sea, for instance, the necessity arises in will of wanting a boat. Like- 45 
wise, natural necess ity is also not incompatible with wil l .  I t  is in fact 
necessary that just as the intellect adheres of necessity to first princi
ples,0 so the will adheres of necessity to its ultimate end, which is hap
piness (beatitudo ) . o For in practical matters the end stands just as a 
principle does in speculative matters (as is said in Physics II  [ 200a 1 9- 50 
22 ] ) .  For that wh ich holds of a thing naturally and immovably must 
be the foundation and principle of all the rest, since the nature of a 
th ing comes fi rst in all th ings, and every movement comes out of 
something immovable. 

Ad 1 .  Augustine's claim should be understood to concern the necessity 5 5  
of force. Natural necessity, on the other hand, does not take away the 
will's freedom, as he himself says in the same book [V.x]. 

Ad 2. The will , considered as it naturally wills a th ing, corresponds 
more to the intellection of natural principles than to reason, which is 
open to oppos ites. 5 Considered in th is way, then, it is an intellectual 60 
capacity more than a rational one. 

Ad 3.  We are in control of our acts inasmuch as we can choose this or 
that. But choice concerns not the end, but the things that are for the 
end,6 as is said in Ethics III [ 1 1 1 1  b26-29] .  So our appetite for our ulti-
mate end is not one of the th ings we are in control of. 65 

Article 2. Does the will have appetites for all things of necessity?7 

It seems that whatever the will wills, it wills it all of necessity: 

1 .  Dionysius says in Divine Names 4. 32  that what is bad is "beyond 
will ." Therefore the will tends of necessity to the good proposed to it. 

579.8, 83 .4c20_3 1 . 
683 .4c3 1_34. 
7QDM 3 .3 ,  6 [Appendix 2] ;  ST 1a 60. 5  ad 5 ,  1a2ae 10.2; QDV 22.6; InPH 

1. 14; I I  Sent. 2 5 . 1 .2 .  
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2 .  The will's object is related to the will as mover to movable.8 But the 
5 movement of the movable follows necessarily from the mover. o There

fore it seems that the will's objects move* it of necessity. 

3. Just as what is apprehended by sense is the object of sensory appetite, 
so what is apprehended by intellect is the object of intellective appetite, 
which is called the will. But what is apprehended by sense moves sen-

10  sory appetite of necessity: for as Augustine says in De Genesi ad litteram 
[ IX.xiv.24] , animals "are moved by the th ings they see." Therefore it 
seems that th ings apprehended by intellect move* the will of necessity. 

On the contrary. Augustine says that "the will is that by which one sins 
and l ives rightly,"9 and so it is open to opposites. Therefore it does not 

1 5  will of necessity all that it wills. 

Reply. The will does not will of necessity all that it wills. To make this 
clear, consider that just as the intellect adheres naturally, of necessity, to 
first principles, so the will adheres to its ultimate end (as was already said 
[ 82 . 1 c48] ) .  There are some objects of intellect, however, that have no 

20 necessary connection to first principles -such as contingent proposi
tions, from whose denial the denial of first principles does not follow. The 
intellect does not assent to these of necessity. Other propositions are nec
essary; these have a necessary connection with first principles-such as 
demonstrable conclusions from whose denial the denial of first principles 

25 follows. To objects of th is sort the intellect* does assent of necessity, once 
it grasps the necessary connection of the conclusions to the principles by 
deducing a demonstration. But it does not assent of necessity before it 
grasps through a demonstration this sort of necessary connection. 

Much the same holds in the case of the will . For there are some par-
30 ticular goods that have no necessary connection with happiness , 

because a person can be happy without these. The will does not adhere 
to such th ings of necessity. Other things have a necessary connection 
with happiness: those through which a human being adheres* to God, 
in whom alone true happiness consists. Stil l ,  before the necessity of 

3 5  such a connection is demonstrated through the certainty of the divine 
vision, the will adheres of necessity neither to God nor to things involv
ing God. But the will of one who sees God through the divine essence 
adheres to God of necess ity, j ust as we now will of necess ity to be 
happy. o Therefore it is clear that the will does not will of necessity all 

40 that it wills. o 

880.2cz3-24· 
9Retractations 1.9. 
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Ad 1 .  The will can tend toward a th ing only under the aspect of the 
good. But because the good is multifaceted, it follows that the will is not 
determined of necessity to one thing. 

Ad 2. The mover causes movement in the movable of necessity when 
the power of the mover exceeds the movable, so that its entire potential 45 
(possibilitas) is subject to the mover. But because the will's potential 
extends to the universal and complete good, its entire potential is not 
subject to any particular good. And thus it is not moved by it of necessity. 

Ad 3 .  A sensory power is not a power that compares various things, in 
the way that reason does. It rather apprehends without distinction a sin- 50 
gle thing, and so in respect of that one thing it moves the sensory appe-
tite in a determinate way. But reason compares several things, and so 
the intellective appetite, will , can be moved by several th ings, not by 
one of necessity. 1 0 

Article 3. Is the will a loftier capacity than intellect?1 1 
It seems that the will is a higher capacity than intellect: 

1 .  The will's objects are what is good and the will's end. But its end is 
the first and highest of causes. 12 Therefore the will is the first and high
est of capacities. 

2. Natural things are found to progress from the less to the more per- 5 
feet. This is also evident in the soul's capacities , which progress from 
sense to intellect, the superior capacity. But there is a natural progres-
sion from an act of intellect to an act of will . Therefore the will is a 
more perfect and superior capacity than intellect. 

3 .  Dispos itions are proportioned to capacities as perfections to the 10 
things they perfect. But the disposition by which the will is perfected, 
charity, is superior to the dispositions by which the intellect is per
fected. o For it is said in I Corinthians 1 3.2  that even if I were to know all 
mysteries, and even if I were to have all faith, still if I do not have charity, 
I am nothing. Therefore the will is a higher capacity than intellect. 1 5 

On the contrary. The Philosopher holds in Ethics X [ 1 1 77a20] that the 
intellect is the highest capacity of the soul. 

108 3 . 1  c38-48· 
l lST 1a 82 .4 ad 1 ,  2a2ae 23 .6 ad 1 ;  QDV 22 . 1 1 ; QDC 2 .3  ad 1 2-1 3 ;  SCG 
III.26; II Sent. 2 5 . 1 .2 ad 4; III Sent. 27 . 1 .4. 

l 2Avicenna, Metaphysics VI. 5. 
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Reply. The loftiness of one th ing compared to another can be viewed 
in two ways : either absolutely (simpliciter) or relatively (secundum 

20 quid) . A thing is considered to be such absolutely inasmuch as it is such 
in its own right, whereas it is considered to be such relatively inasmuch 
as it is sa id to be such with respect to another. 

So if intellect and will are considered in their own right, then the 
intellect is found to be loftier. This is evident from comparing their 

25 objects to one other. The obj ect of intel lectt is s impler and more 
unconditioned than the object of will t : for the object of intellect is the 
nature of what is good and worthy of appetite, whereas the object of will 
is what is good and worthy of appetite, the th ing whose nature is in 
intellect. But a thing is superior and higher in its own right to the extent 

30 that it is simpler and more abstract, and so the object of intellect is 
h igher than the object of will . o Therefore, since the proper nature of a 
capacity is determined by its relationship to its object, 1 3 it follows that 
the intellect is in its own right and absolutely higher than and superior 
to the will . 

3 5 Relatively, however, and by association with another, will is some-
times found to be higher than intellect- namely, as a result of the will 's 
object being found in a thing that is higher than what the intellect's 
object is found in . I might say, for example, that hearing is superior to 
sight relatively, inasmuch as the thing that has sound is superior to the 

40 thing that has color- even though color is superior to and simpler than 
sound. For, as was said above [ 8 1 . 1 c20_25 ] ,  the action of intellect con
sists in th is, that the nature of the th ing understood is within the one 
understanding, whereas an act of will is completed by the will's being 
incl ined to that  thing as it is in itself. Thus the Philosopher says in 

45 Metaphysics VI [ 1 027b25-27] that good and bad, the objects of will ,  
are in things, whereas true and false, the objects of intellect, are in the 
mind. Therefore when the thing that has goodness within it is superior 
to the soul that has the understood nature within it, then will is higher 
than intellect, by association with that th ing. When, in contrast, the 

50 th ing that has goodness with in it is beneath the soul , then intellect is 
higher than will ,  even by association with that thing. Thus the love of 
God is better than the cognition of God, whereas the cognition of cor
poreal things is better than the love of such things .  Absolutely, however, 
intellect is superior to will. 

5 5  Ad 1 .  The nature of  a cause is taken from the relationship of one thing 
to another, and in such a relationship the character of goodness is 

1 377.3c. 
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found to be preeminent. o But truth is spoken of more uncondition
ally, 14 and it signifies the character of that goodness. Thus what is good 
is something true. On the other hand, what is true itself is also some-
thing good, inasmuch as the intellect is a certain thing, and what is true 60 
is its end. 1 5 And compared to other ends, th is one is more excellent, just 
as the intellect is, compared to other capacities. 

Ad 2. That which is prior in generation and time is less perfect, because 
in one and the same thing, potential ity temporally proceeds actuality, 
and imperfection proceeds perfection. But what is prior absolutely and 65 
with respect to the order of nature is more perfect: for th is is how actual-
ity is prior to potential ity. And in this way the intellect is prior to the will, 
just as what produces movement is prior to the movable, and the active 
to the passive. For the good that is an object of intellect moves the will . o 
Ad 3.  That argument holds for the will in virtue of its assoc iation with 70 
what is above the soul. For the virtue of charity is that by which we love 
God. 

Article 4. Does the will move the intellect?16 
It seems that the will does not move the intellect: 

1 .  That wh ich moves is super ior and prior to the th ing it moves, 
because that which moves is the agent, and an agent is superior to what 
it acts on, as Augustine says in De Genesi ad litteram XII [ xvi. 3 3 ]  and 
the Philosopher says in De anima III [430a 1 8-19 ] .  But the intellect is 5 
prior and superior to the will , as was said above [ 82 . 3 ] .  Therefore the 
will does not move the intellect. 

2. That wh ich moves is not moved by the th ing it moves, except per
haps accidentally. But the intellect moves the will , because an object of 
appetite apprehended by intellect is an unmoved mover, whereas the 10 
appetite is a moved mover. 1 7  Therefore the intellect is not moved by 
the will . 

3 .  We can will only what has been thought. Therefore if the will moves 
the intellect to think by will ing the thinking, then that act of will too 
will have to be preceded by another thought, and that thought  by 1 5 

14 1a 1 6.4. 

1 579. 1 1 ad 2, 82.4 ad l .  

16QDM 6 [Appendix 2 ] ;  ST 1a 1 07. 1 ,  1a2ae 9. 1 ;  SCG 111 .26; QDV 22. 1 2. 
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another act of will , and so on to infinity, which is impossible. Therefore 
the will does not move the intellect. 

On the contrary. Damascene says " it is up to us to acquire or not  
acquire whatever skill we want." 1 8 But someth ing is "up to us" through 

20 the wil l ,  and we acquire skills through the intellect. Therefore the will 
moves the intellect. 

Reply. There are two ways in which a th ing is said to move another. 
First, there is the way an end t moves - as the end is said to move an 
efficient cause. This is how the intellect moves the will : for something 

25 good grasped by intellect is the object of the will, and moves it as an 
end. Second, a thing is said to move another in the way that an agentt 
moves - as that  which alters moves that which is altered , and that 
which pushes moves that which is pushed. o This is how the will moves 
the intellect and all the soul's powers, as Anselm says in De similitudini-

30 bus [2-4] . 19 
The reason for this is that in all ordered active capacities, the capac

ity that concerns the universal end moves the capacities that concern 
particular ends. This is clear in both nature and pol itics. For the heav
ens, which act for the universal preservation of generable and corrupt-

3 5 ible th ings, move all lower bodies, each one of which acts to preserve 
either its own species or else the individual . o Also, a king who aims at 
the common good of his whole kingdom moves by his command the 
individual governors of the cities, who exert the government's control 
over their individual cities. Now the will's object is what is good and the 

40 will's end in general, whereas each capacity is related to one specific 
good that suits it-sight, for example, to the perception of color, and 
intellect to the cognition of what is true. So the will, as an agent, moves 
all the soul 's capacities to their acts, except for the natural powers of the 
vegetative part, which are not subject to our decisions. 

45 Ad 1 .  The intellect can be considered in two ways: first, in terms of its 
apprehending universal being and truth;20 second, in terms of its being a 
certain thing and a particular capacity with a determinate act. The will 
can likewise be considered in two ways: first, in terms of the general ity of 
its object- inasmuch,  that is, as it has an appetite for what is good in 

50 general; second, in terms of its being a certain determinate capacity of 
the soul, with a determinate act. Therefore if intellect and will are to be 

l 8De fzde orthodoxa 11 .26. 

l9In fact, the author is not Anselm but his disciple, Eadmer (c . 1 064-c. 1 1 24) . 
2078. l c66, 79.2c34_35 . 
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compared in terms of the general notion of each of their objects, then 
(as was said above [82 .  3c23_34] )  the intellect, absolutely, is higher and 
superior to the will. If the intellect is considered in terms of the general-
ity of its object and the will in terms of its being a certain determinate 55  
capacity, then again the intellect is  higher and prior to the will , because 
the will itself, and also its act and object, is contained under the notions 
of being and what is true, which is what the intellect apprehends. Thus 
the intellect thinks about the will , its act, and its object, just as it does the 
other specific objects of intellect, l ike stone or wood, which are con- 60 
tained under the general notions of being and what is true. 

If, in contrast, the will is considered in terms of the general nature of 
its object (what is good), and the intellect in terms of its being a certain 
thing and a specific capacity, then the intellect itself, and also its act of 
thought and its object (what is true) are contained under the general 65 
nature of what is good, as a certa in specific th ing. Each one of these is a 
certain specific good. So considered, the will is higher than the intel-
lect and can move it. These considerations explain why these capacities 
encompass with in each other their acts: for the intellect thinks about 
the will's will ing,2 1 and the will wills the intellect's thinking. And for a 70 
similar reason what is good is contained under what is true, inasmuch 
as it is a certain true object of intellect, and what is true is contained 
under what is good, inasmuch as it is a certain good object of desire.22 

Ad 2. The way the intellect moves the will is different from how the will 
moves the intellect, as was already said [ c22_30] .  75 

Ad 3 .  There is no need to proceed to infinity; instead, [ the regress] stops 
at intellect, which comes first. For it is necessary that every motion of 
the will be preceded by an apprehension, but not that every apprehen-
sion be preceded by the will's motion. But the source of counsel and 
thought is an intellective principle that is h igher than our intellect- so 
God, as Aristotle too says in Eudemian Ethics VII [ 1 248a24-29] .  In th is 
way he shows that there need not be an infinite regress. 

Article 5. Is the will distinguished into 
the irascible and the concupiscible?23 

It seems that the irascible and concupiscible ought to be distinguished 
in the higher appetite, the will: 

2 1 87.4. 
2279. 1 1 ad 2 .  
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1 .  The concupiscible power is so-called from wanting (concupiscendo ) , 
and the irascible power from being angry (irascendo ) .  But there is some 

5 concupiscence that cannot pertain to sensory appetite, but only to intel
lective appetite, the will . There is, for example, the concupiscence for 
wisdom, concerning which Wisdom 6.2 1  says , the concupiscence for 
wisdom leads to the eternal kingdom. There is also a kind of anger (ira) 
that cannot pertain to sensory appetite, but only to intellective-when, 

10 for example, we are angry about vice. Thus Jerome, in h is Commentary 
on Matthew [ 1 3 . 3 3 ] ,  warns us to maintain within the irascible a hatred 
of vice. Therefore the irascible and the concupiscible ought to be dis
tinguished in the intellective appetite, as in the sensory. 

2. According to what is commonly said, charity is in the concupiscible, 
1 5  hope in the irascible. o But these virtues cannot be within sensory appe

tite , because they do not have sensory objects, but rather intell igible 
ones. Therefore the concupiscible and irascible must be placed within 
the intellective part. 

3. It is said in the book De spiritu et anima [ 1 3 ] that "the soul has these 
20 capacities ( irascible, concupiscible, and rational) before it is joined 

with the body." But no capacity of the sensory part belongs to the soul 
alone, but to the compound, as was said above [77. 5 ] .  Therefore the 
irascible and concupiscible are in the will, the intellective appetite .  

On the contrary. Gregory of Nyssa says that the nonrational part of the 
25 soul is divided into the desiring and the irascible, and Damascene says 

the same in Book II .  24 The Philosopher too says in De anima III 
[432b5-6] that the will is in reason, whereas in the nonrational part of 
the soul there is "concupiscence and anger" (ira) - or desire and spirit 
(animus) . 

30 Reply. The irascible and concupiscible are not parts of the intellective 
appetite, which is called the will . For, as was said above [79.7 c21_24] ,  a 
capacity that is related to some object in respect of that object's com
mon nature is not made to differ by specific differences conta ined 
within that common nature. For example, since sight is concerned with 

3 5  the visible in  respect of the nature of being colored, visual capacities are 
not multipl ied by the different spec ies of colors . But if there were a 
capacity that were of white things considered as white, and not consid
ered as colored, then it would be made to differ from a capacity that was 
of black th ings considered as black. 

24Nemesius, De natura hominis ch. 1 6  (p. 348) , ch. 1 7  (p. 3 50) ; John Dama
scene, De fide orthodoxa 11 . 1 2. 
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Now sensory appetite is not concerned with the common nature of 40 
the good, because the senses do not apprehend what is universal . So the 
parts of sensory appetite are made to differ by the different natures of 
their particular goods: for the concupiscible concerns the proper nature 
of the good insofar as it is pleasant to the senses and agreeable to one's 
nature (naturae) , whereas the irascible concerns the nature (rationem) 45 
of the good by being resistant and combative toward that which brings 
harm.2 5 The will, in contrast, concerns the good under the common 
nature of the good. o Accordingly, this intellective appetite does not con-
tain several different appetitive capacities-so that in the intellective 
appetite there would be one irascible capacity and another concupisci- 50 
ble capacity. (Similarly, in the case of intellect as well there are not 
multiple apprehensive powers, even though in the case of the senses 
there are multiple powers.26) 

Ad 1 .  Love, concupiscence, and the l ike are taken in two ways. Some-
times they are taken as a sort of passion , the sort that appears along with 55 
a certain arousal of the spirit (animi) .  Taken this way, which is how they 
are generally taken , they are found solely in the sensory appetite. o 
Taken another way, they signify a simple affect, without any passion or 
arousal of the spirit. Taken th is way, they are acts of the will, and also 
are attributed to the angels and to God.27 But when so taken, they do 60 
not pertain to different capacities , but to j ust one capacity, wh ich is 
called the will. 

Ad 2. The will can be called irascible inasmuch as it wills to combat 
the bad- not through a passionate impulse, but through a rational 
judgment. It can in the same way be called concupiscible, because of 65 
its desire for what is good. It is in this way that charity and hope are in 
the irascible and concupiscible - i .e . ,  they are in the will, inasmuch as 
it has a tendency (ordinem) for acts of th is sort. o In this way we can also 
understand what is said in the De spiritu et anima, that the irascible and 
concupiscible belong to the soul before it is united to the body (under- 70 
standing th is in terms of natural order, not temporal) .  o But it  is not nec
essary to put any faith in the words of that book. 

Thus the solution ad 3 is clear. 

258 1 .2 .  
2677.3 ad  4 ,  79.7c . 
27 1a  59.4 ad 2-3 (angels); 1a 20 . 1  ad 1 (God). 
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Question 8 3  

Free Decision 

Question 8 3 .  Article 1 .  

Next we must consider free decision (libero arbitrio) . And here there are 
four points of inquiry: 

a l .  Do human beings have free decision? 
a2. What is free decision : a capacity, an act, or a disposition? 
a3 .  If it is a capacity, is it an appetitive or a cognitive capacity? 
a4. If it is appetitive, is it the same capacity as the will or a different 
capacity? 

Article 1 .  Do human beings have free decision?1 
It seems that human beings do not have free dec ision : t  

1 .  Whoever has free decision does what he wills. But a human being 
does not do what he wills. For Romans 7 . 1 5  says, for this good that I 
will, I do not do; but that evil that I hate, I do. Therefore human beings 

5 do not have free decision. 

2. It belongs to anyone with free decision to will and not to will, to act 
and not to act. But this does not belong to human beings. For Romans 
9. 1 6  says, it does not belong to him who wills (to will ) ,  nor to him who 
runs (to run) .  Therefore human beings do not have free decis ion.  

10  3 .  That is free that is by cause of itself, as is  said in Metaphysics I 
[982b2 5-26] .  Therefore, that which is moved by another is not free. 
But God moves the will. For Proverbs 2 1 . 1  says, the heart of the king is 
in the hand of God, and he turns it wherever he likes. Also, Philippians 
2 . 1 3 ,  it is God who works within us to will and to achieve. Therefore 

1 5  human beings do not have free decision. 

4. Whoever has free decis ion is in control of h is acts. But a human 
being is not in control of his acts. For as Jeremiah 1 0.2 3 says, a person's 
way is not up to him, nor does it belong to a man to direct his steps. 
Therefore human beings do not have free decision. 

20 5 . The Philosopher says in Ethics III, "of whatever sort one is, so the end 
seems to h im" [ 1 1 14a32 ] .  But it is not in our power to be of a certain 
sort; rather, this comes to us by nature. Therefore it is natural for us to 
follow a certain end, and therefore this does not come by free decision. 

1QDM 6 [Appendix 2], 1 6.5 ;  QDV 23 . 1 ,  24. 1-2; ST 1a 59.3 ,  1a2ae 1 3 .6; CT 
76; I I  Sent. 2 5 . 1 . 1 ;  SCG 1.88, 11 .47-48. 
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On the contrary is what is said in Ecclesiasticus 1 5 . 14: God established 
human beings from the start, and left them in the hands of their own 25 
counsel- i . e .  (according to the Gloss2) with free decision. 

Reply. Human beings have free decis ion. o Otherwise counsel and 
encouragement, commands and prohibitions, reward and punishment 
would all be pointless. o 

To clarify this, it is important to consider that some things act with- 30 
out judgment, t as a stone is moved downward- and all things lacking 
cognition do l ikewise. Other things act with judgment, but not free 
judgment, as do brute animals. For when a sheep sees a wolf, it judges 
by a natural judgment, not a free one, that the wolf should be fled. For 
it makes this judgment through a natural instinct, not through a com- 35 
parison. And th is is l ikewise true for every judgment made by brute 
animals. 3 

A human being acts by j udgment because through h is cognitive 
power he judges that something should be fled or pursued. But because 
this judgment occurs from a certain rational comparison, and not from 40 
a natural impulse for a particular course of action, he thus acts by free 
judgment,0 being capable of being drawn toward different th ings. For 
reason is open to opposites, as regards contingent things. (This is clear 
in dialectical syl logisms and rhetorical persuasion .t But particular 
courses of action are contingent things, and so in their case the judg- 45 
ment of reason is open to various outcomes, and is not determined to 
one. Accordingly, human beings necessarily have free decision, from 
the very fact that they are rational . o 
Ad 1 .  As was said above [ 8 1 .  3 ad 2 ] ,  sensory appetite, even if it obeys 
reason , can still clash in part, by desiring (concupiscendo) the contrary 50 
of what reason dictates. This, then, is the "good" that one does not do 
when one wills- namely, not to desire contrary to reason,0 as Augustine 
says in his gloss on the same passage.4 

Ad 2. The Apostle's claim should be understood as meaning not that a 
person does not will and run by free decision, but rather that free deci- 55 
sion is not sufficient for this unless moved and aided by God. 

Ad 3. Free decis ion is the cause of its motion, because through free 
decis ion a human being moves himself to act. But freedom does not 

2Glossa ord .  (III, 40 lv) .  
378.4c66-7Z· 
4Sennones ad populum 1 54. 3 (cf. Glossa ord .  VI, 1 7r) . 
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necessarily require that what is free be  the first cause of itself, just as one 
60 thing's being the cause of another does not require that it be the first 

cause of that other. God, then, is the first cause, moving both natural 
and voluntary causes. And just as h is moving natural causes does not 
take away from their acts' being natural , so his moving voluntary causes 
does not take away from their actions' being voluntary. Instead, he 

65  makes th is be so for them, because he works with in each th ing in 
accord with its own character. 

Ad 4. A person's way is said to be "not up to h im" with regard to carry
ing out his choices. In this respect a person can be impeded, whether 
he wills it or not. But the choices themselves are up to us, assuming that 

70 God assists us. 

Ad 5 .  There are two kinds of human qual ities, one natural and the 
other acquired (superveniens) . Natural qual ities can pertain either to 
the intellective part or to the body and the powers attached to the body. 
So because a human being is of a certain sort due to a natural quality 

75 associated with the intellective part, a human being has a natural appe
tite for his ultimate end, happiness. This is of course a natural appetite, 
and is not subject to free decision, as is clear from things said above 
[ 82 . 1  c48] .  

With respect to the body and the powers attached to the body, a 
80 human being can be of a certain sort due to a natural qual ity inasmuch 

as he is of such a constitution or state. This is the result of some impres
sion from bodily causes, wh ich cannot make an impression on the 
intellective part because it is not the act of any body.5 Therefore, of 
whatever sort anyone is with respect to bodily qual ity, so the end seems 

85 to him: for it is from a state of this sort that a human being is incl ined to 
choose or reject a thing. But these inclinations are subject to rational 
judgment, which lower appetite obeys, as was sa id [ 8 1 . 3 ] .  As a result, 
th is is not prejudicial to free decision . 

Examples of acqu ired qual ities are dispositions (habitus) and pas-
90 sions, in virtue of which someone is more inclined toward one th ing 

than toward another. Still, these incl inations are also subject  to rational 
judgment. And even such qual ities are subject to judgment inasmuch 
as it is up to us either to acquire such qual ities, causally or disposition
ally,o or else to expel them from ourselves. And so there is nothing here 

95 that is incompatible with free decision. 

57 5 .2 .  
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Article 2. What is free decision: a capacity, an act, or a disposition?6 
It seems that free decision is not a capacity: 

1 .  Free decision is noth ing other than free judgment. But ' judgment' 
refers to an act, not a capacity. Therefore free decision is not a capacity. 

2. Free decision is said to be "an abil ity of will and reason ."7 But 'abil ity' 
refers to the capabil ity of a power, which comes from a dispos ition.  5 
Therefore free decision is a disposition. Also , Bernard says that free 
decision is "a disposition of the soul , free on its own."8 Therefore it is 
not a capacity. 

3 .  No natural capacity is removed by sin. But free decision is removed 
by sin. For Augustine says that "a human being who abused free deci- 10 
sion destroyed* both himself and it."9 Therefore free decision is not a 
capacity. 

On the contrary. It seems that nothing is the subject of a disposition 
except a capacity. But free decision is the subject of grace, with whose 
assistance it chooses the good. Therefore free decision is a capacity. o 1 5  

Reply. According to the proper sign ification of  the phrase, 'free deci-
sion' refers to an act. Nevertheless, according to our common way of 
speaking, we say that free decision is the basis of this act-namely, that 
by which a human being judges freely. o But the bases of an act within 
us are both capacities and dispos itions: for we are said to cognize a 20 
th ing both through knowledge and through the intellective capacity. 
Therefore free decision must be either a capacity, or a disposition , or a 
capacity with some disposition. o 

It is clear for two reasons that it is neither a disposition nor a capacity 
with a disposition. 25 

First, if it is a disposition, it must be a natural disposition, because 
having free decision is natural to human beings. But we have no natu
ral disposition for the things that come under free decision, because 
the things we have natural dispositions for are the things we are natu-
ral ly incl ined toward (such as assenting to first princ ipl es) ,  and the 30 
things we are naturally incl ined toward do not come under free deci-
sion (as was said of the appetite for happiness [ 82 . 1 ] ) .  So it goes against 

6QDV 24.4; II Sent. 24. 1 . 1 .  
7Peter Lombard, Sentences 11 .24. 3 .  
8Tractatus de gratia et libero arbitrio chs. 1 ,  2 .  
9Enchiridion ix.30 .  
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the distinctive character of free decision for it to be a natural dispos i
tion, and goes against its naturalness for it to be a nonnatural disposi-

3 5  tion. So what remains is that i t  is not a disposition at all . 
Second, as is said in Ethics II [ 1 1  05b2 5-26] , we speak of dispositions 

" inasmuch as we are in good or bad standing relative to our passions" or 
acts. For through temperance we are in good standing relative to our 
wants (concupiscentias) , whereas through intemperance we are in bad 

40 standing. o Also, through knowledge we are in good standing relative to 
the act of intellect (when we cognize what is true), whereas through the 
contrary disposition we are in bad standing. Free dec ision, however, 
stands indifferent to choosing well or badly. Thus it is impossible for free 
decision to be a disposition. What remains, then, is that it is a capacity. 

45 Ad 1. It is customary for a capacity to be signified by the name of its act. 
So the capacity that is the basis of the act that is free judgment is named 
for this act. Otherwise, if 'free decision' were to refer to an act, it would 
not always remain within someone. 

Ad 2. Sometimes 'ability' refers to a power that is all set to function, and 
50 it is in this sense that 'abil ity' is included in the definition of free deci

sion. Bernard, however, takes disposition not as it is divided aga inst 
capacity, but as it signifies someone's standing disposed in a certain way 
relative to an act. This occurs through both a capacity and a disposition. 
For through a capacity one stands able to function, whereas through a 

5 5  disposition one is suited to function well o r  badly. 

Ad 3 .  Human beings, by sinning, are said to have destroyed free deci
sion not with respect to natural freedom -freedom from force i O_ but 
with respect to freedom from fault and misery. o This will be discussed 
below in the treatise on morals. *  I I 

Article 3 .  Is free decision an appetitive or a cognitive capacity?12 
It seems that free decision is a cognitive capacity, not an appetitive one: 

1. Damascene says that "free decision is in the immediate company of 
the rationai ." I 3 But reason is a cognitive capacity. 14 Therefore free deci
sion is a cognitive capacity. 

1082 . 1  c35-42· 
l l la2ae QQ8 1-89. 
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1 3De fzde orthodoxa 11 .27. 
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2. 'Free decision' is used in the sense of free judgment. 1 5 But judging is 5 
an act of a cogni tive power. Therefore free decision is a cogn itive 
capacity. 

3 .  It is choice, t above all else, that perta ins to free decision. But choice 
seems to pertain to cognition, since 'choice' impl ies relating one thing 
to another, which is distinctive of a cognitive power. Therefore free 10 
decision is a cognitive capacity. 

On the contrary. The Philosopher says in Ethics III [ 1 1 1 3a 1  0-1 1 ]  that 
choice is "the desire for things that are up to us." But desire is an act of 
an appetitive power. Therefore so is choice. Free decision , however, is 
that in virtue of wh ich we choose. Therefore free decision is an appeti- 1 5  
tive power. 

Reply. What is distinctive of free decision is choice. For we are said to 
have free decision as a resul t of being able to take one thing while refus
ing another- this is to choose. And so one must get at the nature of free 
decision through choice. 20 

Both a cognitive and an appetitive component come together in 
choice. On the cognitive side, counsel t is required, through which one 
judges that one thing is preferable to another. 16 On the appetitive side, 
one is required to accept, by appetite,  that which is judged through 
counsel . This is why Aristotle leaves it open to question in Ethics VI 25 
[ 1 1 39b4-5 ] whether choice pertains primarily to the appetitive or the 
cognitive power. For he says that "choice is either appetitive intellect or 
intellective appetite." But in Ethics III [ 1 1 1 3a 1 1 ]  he incl ines to the 
view that it is intellective appetite, referring to choice as "desire based 
on counsel." The reason for this is that the proper object of choice is 30 
that which is for an end. 17 But this object, so considered, has the char-
acter of being good. (It is said to be useful. ) 0  So since it is the good, as 
such, that is the object of appetite, it follows that choice is primarily an 
act of an appetitive power. And so free decision is an appetitive capacity. 

Ad 1 .  Appetitive capacities accompany apprehensive ones. It is in this 35  
respect that Damascene says that free decision is  in the immediate 
company of the rational . 

Ad 2. Judgment serves as the conclusion and completion of counsel . 
But counsel is completed first by the assertion of reason, and second by 

1 583 .2 obj . 1 ,  83 .2c 1 8-19• 

l6 Ia2ae Ql4.  

l783 .4c3 l-34· 
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40 the acceptance of appetite. This is why the Philosopher says in Ethics 
III [ 1 1 1 3a l l -1 2 ]  that "when we make a judgment based on counsel , 
our desires accord with that counsel." In this way choice itself is sa id to 
be a sort of judgment, and this is how free decision gets its name. 

Ad 3.  The comparison impl ied in the term 'choice' perta ins to the pre-
45 ceding counsel , that of reason. For although appetite does not compare, 

still, insofar as it is moved by a cognitive power that does compare, it 
does something l ike comparison , when it opts for one th ing over 
another. 0 

Article 4. Is free decision the same capacity 
as the will or a different capacity?18 

It seems that free decision is a different capacity from the will : 

1 .  Damascene says, in Book II,  19 that thelesis is one th ing, boulesis 
another. o But thelesis is will , whereas boulesis seems to be free decision. 
For boulesis, according to Damascene, is the will that concerns a thing 

5 in cases where the one is compared to another. Therefore it seems that 
free decis ion is a different capacity from the will . 

2. Capacities are cognized through acts.20 But choice, which is the act 
of free  dec ision ,  21 is different  from wi l l ,  as is sa id  in Ethics I I I  
[ 1 1 1 1  b26-27] . For will concerns the end, whereas choice concerns 

10 things that are for the end. Therefore free decision is a different capac
ity from will. 

3.  The will is an intellective appetite. But with respect to intellect there 
are two capaci ties: agent  and poss ible intel lec t. 22 Therefore with 
respect to intellective appetite, too, there should be another capacity in 

1 5  addition to will .  This seems to be noth ing other than free decision . 
Therefore free decision is a different capacity from will . *  

O n  the contrary. Damascene says in  Book III23 that "free decis ion is 
nothing other than will ." 

l 8ST 3a 1 8 .3-4; QDV 24.6; II Sent. 24. 1 .3 .  

l9De fzde orthodoxa 11.22. 
20Q87. 
2 1 83 .3c l7-20· 
2279.2-4. 
23De fzde orthodoxa 111. 14. 
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Reply. Appeti tive capacities must be proportioned to apprehens ive 
capacities, as was said above [ 80 .2 ] .  And just as in intellective appre- 20 
hension there is intellect and reason, so in intellective appetite there 
is will and free decision, which is noth ing other than the power of 
choice.24 This is clear from the relationsh ip between their objects and 
acts. For intellection impl ies the simple grasp of a thing, which is why 
the objects of intellection, strictly, are said to be principles :  things 25 
cognized per se, without comparison.  But to reason, strictly speaking, 
is to go from the cognition of one thing to the cognition of another.25 
This is why, strictly speaking, we reason about conclusions, which are 
made known through principles. Likewise, with respect to appetite,  
will ingt impl ies a s imple appetite for a thing. This is why the will is 30 
sa id [ obj .  1-2 ]  to concern an end that is desired for its own sake. To 
choose, however,  is to des i re one th ing for the sake of pursuing 
another, wh ich is why strictly speaking it concerns things that are for 
the end. 

Now just as in the cognitive realm a princ iple is related to a con- 35 
elusion, to which we assent on account of the principles, so in the 
appetitive realm an end is related to th ings that are for the end, which 
one desires on account of the end. And so it is clear that just as intel-
lect is related to reason ,  so will is related to the power of choice - that 
is, to free decision. But it was shown above [79 .8 ]  that intellection and 40 
reasoning belong to the same capacity, j ust as resting and moving 
belong to the same power. Thus will ing and choosing also belong to 
the same capacity. Therefore will and free decision are not two capac-
ities, but one. 

Ad 1. Boulesis is distinguished from thelesis not because of a difference 45 
in capacities, but because of a difference in acts. 

Ad 2 .  Choice and will (i. e. , the willing itself) are different acts, but still 
they concern a single capacity, just as do intellection and reasoning, as 
was said [ c20_23 38-44] .  

' 

Ad 3 .  The intellect is related to the will as i ts mover. 26 As a resul t, 50 
there is no need in the will's case to distinguish an agent and a possi-
ble will . o 

2483 .3c l7-20· 
2579.8. 
2682.3 ad 2 ,  82.4c24. 
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Question 84 

What Does the Soul Cognize Bodies Through? 

Next we must consider the soul 's acts, with respect to the intellective 
and appetitive capacities. For the soul's other capacities do not directly 
concern the investigations of the theologian. 1 But the acts of the appet
itive part are the concern of an investigation into the science of moral-

5 ity, and so we will take up these matters in the second part of this work, 
where we will need to investigate moral questions . For now, we will 
deal with the acts of the intellective part. 

In investigating its acts, we will proceed in th is way: First, we must 
consider how the soul understands when connected to its body; second, 

10  how it  does so when separated from its body [Q89] .  The first investiga
tion will have three parts: First we will investigate how the soul under
stands the bodily th ings below it; second, how it understands itself and 
the th ings with in it [Q87] ; th ird, how it  understands the immaterial 
substances above it [Q88] .  

1 5  As regards the cognition of bodily things, there are three subjects of 
investigation: First, what it cognizes these things through; second, how 
and in what order [Q85 ] ;  third, what it cognizes in them [Q86] .  

As regards the first, there are eight points of inquiry: 

a l .  Does the soul cognize bodies through intellect? 
20 a2. Does it understand them through its essence or through species? 

a3 .  If through species, are the species of all intell igible things natu
rally innate in it? 
a4. Do they emanate from certain separate immaterial forms, into 
the soul? 

25  a5 .  Does our soul see all the things that it understands in their eter
nal natures? 
a6. Does it acquire intelligible cognition from sensation? 
a7. Does it need phantasms in order actually to understand?* 
a8 .  Is the intellect's judgment impeded by an impediment to the 

30 sensory powers? 

Article 1 .  Does the soul cognize bodies through intellect?2 
It seems that the soul does not cognize bodies through intellect: 

1 78pr. 
2ST la 76.2 ad 3; QDV 10 .4; SCG 11 .75 ;  De unitate 5; InDA 111.8; QDSC 9 
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1 .  Augustine says in Soliloquies II [ iv.6] that "bodies cannot be grasped 
by intellect . . .  nor can anything bodily be seen, except by the senses." 
He also says, in De Genesi ad litteram XII [xxiv. 50 ] ,  that in tellectual 
vision is of those things that are in the soul in their own right (per essen- 5 
tiam suam).  But bodies are not l ike that. Therefore the soul cannot cog-
nize bodies through intellect. 

2. Just as sense is related to intell igible things, so intellect is related to 
sens ible th ings . But the soul can in no way cognize spiritual things, 
which are intell igible, through sense. Therefore it can in no way cog- 10 
nize bodies, which are sensible, through intellect. 

3 .  The intellect concerns th ings that are necessary and always disposed 
in the same way. But all bodies are changeable0 and not disposed in the 
same way. Therefore the soul cannot cognize bodies through intellect. 

On the contrary. Science is in intellect. o Therefore, if the intellect 1 5 
were* not to cognize bodies, it would* follow that there is no science of 
bodies. And so natural science, which concerns changeable bodies, will 
cease to exist. 

Reply. To clarify this question it should be said that the first philoso-
phers , who investigated the natures of th ings, bel ieved that there is 20 
nothing in the world except for* bodies. 3 And because they saw that all 
bodies are changeable, and they bel ieved them to be in constant flux, 
they judged that we could have no certainty about the truth of things. o 
For that which is in constant flux cannot be apprehended with cer-
tainty, since it sl ips away before it can be assessed by the mind. Thus 25 
Heracl itus said that it is not possible to touch the water in a flowing 
river twice (as the Philosopher reports in Metaphysics IV [ 1 0 1 0a l 4] ) .  

Mter these philosophers came Plato. In order to be  able to ensure 
that our intellect had certain cognition of the truth, he posited, beyond 
the bodily, entities of another sort, separate from matter and motion. He 30 
named these Species or Ideas . Through participation in them, each 
and every s ingular and sens ible  th ing is sa id to be either a human 
being, a horse, or some other such th ing. o In this way, then, he said that 
the sciences, definitions, and whatever pertains to the act of intellect 
refer not to bodily* sensible things, but to those immaterial and separate 35  
Ideas, so that as a result the soul understands not those bodily things, 
but the separate Spec ies of bodily things. 

It is apparent in two ways that this is false. First, since those Spec ies 
are immaterial and unchangeable, we would have to exclude from the 

37 5 . 1  cz5-Z9· 
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40 sciences (a) the cognition of motion and matter (which is what distin
guishes natural science) and (b) demonstration through moving and 
material causes. Second, it seems ridiculous that, in seeking knowledge 
of th ings that are evident to us, we should introduce other intervening 
entities that cannot be their substances, since they differ from them in 

45 being. o The result would be that even if we were to cognize those sepa
rate substances, we could not on that basis make any judgment about 
sensible things. 

It seems that Plato strayed from the truth in this way: since he took 
all cognition to occur by means of some l ikeness,4 he bel ieved that the 

50 form of the thing cognized must necessarily be in the one cognizing in 
the way it is in the thing cognized. But he recognized that the form of 
the th ing understood is in intel lect universal ly, immaterial ly, and 
unchangeably, a fact that is apparent from the operation of intellect, t 
which understands universally, in a certain necessary mode. For an 

5 5  agent's mode of  action accords with the mode of its form. As a result, 
Plato held that the things understood must have th is mode of subsisting 
in their own right- that is, immaterially and unchangeably. 

But th is is not necessary. For even in sensible things themselves, we 
see that a form is in one sensible differently than it is in another. For 

60 instance, in one thing whiteness is more intense, in another it is less 
intense; in one thing whiteness comes with sweetness, in another with
out sweetness. And in th is way, too, a sensible form is in the thing out
side the soul differently than it is in a sense, which receives the forms of 
sensible things without their matter (l ike the color of gold, without* the 

65 gold0) .  In the intellect, l ikewise, the species of bodies, which are mate
rial and changeable, are received immaterial ly and unchangeably, 
according to the intellect's own mode. For that wh ich is received is in 
the recipient according to the mode of the recipient. t Therefore it must 
be said that the soul , through intellect, cognizes bodies by means of a 

70 cognition that is immaterial , universal, and necessary. 

Ad 1 .  Augustine's claim should be understood with respect to the things 
by which the intellect cognizes, not with respect to the things that it 
cognizes. For in understanding the intellect does cognize bodies, but 
not through bodies , nor through material and bodily l ikenesses, but 

75 through spec ies that are immaterial and intell igible,  which can be in 
the soul in their own right. 5 

4Aristotle, De an. I 2 ,  404bl6-18 .  
584.2 .  
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Ad 2. As Augustine says in City of God XXII [29 ] ,  it should not be said 
that, just as the senses cognize only bodily things, so the intellect cog
nizes only spiritual things-for then it would follow that God and the 
angels would not cognize bodily things. The reason there is this differ- 80 
ence is that a lower power does not extend itself to the things belonging 
to a higher power. But a higher power carries out in a superior way the 
operations of a lower power. 

Ad 3 .  Every change (motus) presupposes something unchangeable. For 
when the change involves qual ity, the substance remains unchange- 85 
able. And when it is the substantial form that undergoes change, the 
matter remains unchangeable .  Also, things that are changeable have 
unchangeable relationships (habitudines) . For instance, even though 
Socrates is not always sitting, it is still unchangeably true that when he 
is sitting, he stays in one place. And for th is reason nothing prevents us 90 
from having unchangeable knowledge of changeable things. 06 

Article 2. Does the soul understand bodies 
through its essence or through species?7 

It seems that the soul understands bodies through its essence: 

1. Augustine says in De trinitate X [ v.7]  that the soul "weaves together 
and seizes the images of bodies, images that have been made in itself, 
from itself. For it gives to them, in forming them, something of its own 
substance." But the soul understands bodies through their l ikenesses. 5 
Therefore it cognizes bodies through its essence, wh ich it "gives to" 
such likenesses in forming them, and "from" which it forms them. 

2. The Philosopher says in De anima III [ 43 1 b2 1 ]  that "the soul is in a 
certa in way all th ings." Therefore,  s ince l ike is cognized by l ike, it 
seems that the soul cognizes bodies through itself. 10 

3 .  The soul is higher than bodily creatures . But lower th ings are in 
higher things in a more eminent way than they are in themselves, as 
Dionysius says.8 Therefore all bodily creatures exist in a loftier way in 
the soul's substance than in themselves. Therefore the soul can cognize 
bodily creatures through its substance. t 1 5  

On the contrary. Augustine says in De trinitate IX [ i ii . 3 ]  that "the mind 
gathers knowledge about bodily things through the body's senses." But 

686.3c 17_20. 
7ST 1a  14. 1 ;  InDA III.7; II Sent. 3 .3 . 1 ;  III Sent. 14. 1 .2; SCG II.98; QDV 8.8. 
8Celestial Hierarchy 1 2 .2 .  
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the soul itself cannot be cognized through the body's senses. Therefore 
the soul does not cognize bodies through its substance. o 

20 Reply. The ancient philosophers cla imed that the soul cognizes bodies 
through its essence. For it was a general presupposition, in the minds of 
everyone, that l ike is cognized by l ike, t and they further held that the 
form of the cognized thing is in the one cognizing in the very way it is 
in the thing cognized. The Platonists, however, argued for the opposite 

25 [of what the others maintained] .  o For Plato, since he recognized that 
the intellective soul is immaterial and cognizes immaterially, claimed 
that the forms of the things cognized subsist immaterially.9 Earl ier nat
ural philosophers, in contrast, since they held that the things cognized 
are bodily and material , 1 0 claimed that those things must exist materi-

30 ally even in the soul that is cognizing. Accordingly, in order to attribute 
cognition of all things to the soul , they claimed that it has a nature com
mon to all things. And because the nature of th ings formed out of prin
ciples is made up of those principles, they attributed to the soul the 
nature of a principle . 1 1  Thus he who said that fire is the principle of all 

3 5 things claimed that the soul has the nature of fire, and l ikewise for air 
and water. 1 2 But Empedocles, who claimed that there were four mate
rial elements and two moving elements, said that the soul is made up of 
these. 1 3 Accordingly, s ince they claimed that things ex ist in the soul 
materially, they claimed that all of the soul 's cognition is material , not 

40 distinguishing between intellect and sense. 14 
This view can be disproved. 
1 .  Things made up from a material principle (which is what they 

were discussing) exist in that principle only potentially. But something 
is cognized not insofar as it is in potential ity, but only insofar as it is in 

45 actual ity (as is clear in Metaphysics IX [ 1 05 1a22-33 ] ) .  As a result, the 
potential ity itself is cognized only through actual ity. o So therefore it 
would not suffice to attribute the nature of principles to the soul , in 
order for it to cognize all things, unless it were to contain the natures 
and forms of their individual effects, such as flesh , bones, and others of 

984. l c5 l-57· 

1084. l c l9-Z l · 
l lAristotle, De an. I 2 ,  404b8-l l .  

l 2Aristotle asc ribes these theories, in turn, to Democritus (De an. I 2 ,  405a 5-
1 3) ,  Diogenes of Apollonia (ibid. , 405a2 1-25) ,  and H ippo (ibid . , 405b l-5) .  

1 3 Aristotle, De gen. et cor. I 1 ,  3 14a l 5-1 7; De an. I 2 ,  404bl l-1 5 .  
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this sort. (This is how Aristotle argues against Empedocles in De anima 50 
I [409b2 5-1 0a l 3 ] . )  

2 .  If a th ing cognized had to exist materially in  the one cognizing, 
then there would be no reason why things that subsist materially out
side the soul would lack cognition.  For instance, if the soul were to cog-
nize fire through fire, then even the fire that is outside the soul would 5 5  
cognize fire. 1 5 

We can conclude, then, that material things, when cognized, must 
exist in the one cognizing not materially, but instead immaterially. And 
the reason for this is that an act of cognition extends to things that are 
outside the one cognizing. For we cognize even those things that are 60 
outside us. But matter limits the form of a thing to one particular. Thus 
it is clear that the nature of cognition is inversely correlated with the 
nature of material ity. t So things that only materially receive forms, like 
plants, are in no way cognitive,  as is said in De anima II [424a32-b3 ] .  
But the more immaterially that something has the form of the thing 65 
cognized, the more perfect! y it cognizes. This is why the intellect, 
which abstracts the species not only from matter, but also from its indi
vidual material conditions, cognizes more perfectly than does sense, 
which takes on the form of the thing cognized without the matter, of 
course, but along with the material conditions. And among the senses, 70 
sight is the most cognitive, because it is the least material , as was said 
above [78.3c72] .  And among intellects, the more immaterial that each 
one is, the more perfect it is. o 

From all of th is, then, it is clear that if there is some intellect that 
through its essence cognizes all things, its essence must have all things 75 
within itself, immaterially (just as the ancients posited that the essence 
of the soul was actually composed of the principles of all material 
th ings, so that it could cognize all things). But th is is unique to God, 
that h is essence contains all things immaterially, in the way that an 
effect preexists, virtually, in its cause. Therefore only God understands 80 
all things through his essence. 1 6 The human soul does not, nor even 
does an angel . 1 7o 

Ad 1 .  Augustine speaks there of an imaginary vision, which is brought 
about through the images of bodies. In forming these images, the soul 
does "give something of its own substance," as a subject is given so as to 85 
be informed by a form. And so it makes images of this sort "from itself," 

l 578.3c54-56· 
l679.2c37-40· 
17 l a  5 5. 1-2 . 
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not that the soul or any part of the soul is  converted to being this or that 
image, but in the way that a body is said to become something colored 
when it is informed by color. And th is meaning is evident from what 

90 follows. For he says that " it serves something" (something not informed 
by such an image) "that freely judges the appearance of such images," 
and he says that "th is is the mind" or intellect. As for the part that is 
informed by images of this sort (the imaginative part) , he says that this is 
"common" to us and to beasts. 

95 Ad 2.  Aristotle did not claim that the soul is actually composed of all 
things, as the ancient natural philosophers did. Rather, he said that the 
soul is in a certain way all th ings, inasmuch as it is in potentiality for all 
th ings : for sensible th ings, through sense, and for intell igible things, 
through intellect. 

100 Ad 3. Every creature has a finite and determinate existence. So the 
essence of a higher creature, even if it is somewhat like a lower creature 
insofar as they share a genus, is still not completely l ike it, because the 
species of the lower creature is outside the species that the higher crea
ture is determined to. But the essence of God is a perfect likeness of all 

105  th ings, with respect to all things that are found in real ity, as the univer
sal principle of all things. 

Article 3.  Are the species of all intelligible 
things naturally endowed to the soul?18 

It seems that the soul understands all th ings through species naturally 
endowed to it: 

1 .  Gregory, in h is homily on the ascension, I9 says that human beings 
"have understanding in common with the angels ." But the angels 

5 understand all things through naturally endowed forms. Thus it is said 
in the Liber de causis [ 1 0]  that every intell igence is filled with forms. 
Therefore the soul also has the species of th ings endowed by nature, 
and with these it understands bodies. 

2. The intellective soul is loftier than bodily prime matter. But prime 
10  matter was created by God beneath the forms it is  in potential ity for. 

Therefore, a fortiori, the intellective soul was created by God beneath 

1 8ST 1a 5 5 .2, 89. lc ,  1 1 7. 1 ,  1a2ae 5 1 . 1 ;  SCG 11.83; QDV 10.6, 1 1 . 1 ,  1 8.7, 19. l c; 
QDA 1 5; QQ 3 .9. 1c .  For the parallel case of innate virtues, see ST 1a2ae 63 . 1 ,  
QDVCom 8 ,  III Sent. 3 3 . 1 .2 . 1 .  

l9Homiliae in evangelia 29.2 (PL 76, 1 2 14B) . 
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intell igible species. Accordingly, the soul understands bodies through 
naturally endowed species.*  

3 .  One can make a true reply only about that which one knows. But 
even someone without any education, having no acquired knowledge, 1 5 
makes a true reply about particular facts, if he is questioned in the right 
order. (Plato's Meno [ 82a-86b] describes doing this with someone.) 
Therefore someone has a cognition of th ings before he acquires the 
knowledge, o which would not be the case if the soul did not have natu-
rally endowed species. So the soul understands bodies through natu- 20 
rally endowed species. 

On the contrary. The Philosopher says in De anima III [430a1 ] ,  speak
ing of the intellect, that it is "l ike a tablet on which nothing has been 
written."0 

Reply. Since the principle of an action is a form, a thing must be related 25 
to the form that is the principle of its action in the same way that it is 
related to its action. For example, if a thing is moved upward because of 
being l ight, then* what is only potentially l ifted upward is* only poten-
tially l ight, whereas what is actually lifted upward is* actually l ight. But 
we see, in the case of both sense and intellect, that a human being is 30 
sometimes only potential ly cognizant. From th is potential ity, one is 
brought to actuality ( i) in sensing, through the actions of sensible things 
on the senses; ( ii) in understanding, through instruction or discovery. So 
a cognitive soul must be said to be in potential ity both for the l ikenesses 
that are the principles of sensing and for the l ikenesses that are the prin- 35 
ciples of understanding. This is why Aristotle claimed that the intellect, 
with which the soul understands, does not have any naturally endowed 
species, but is initially in potential ity for all such species. 20 

But sometimes, because of some impediment, that which actually 
has a form is unable to act in accord with that form- as when some- 40 
thing l ight is impeded from being l ifted upward. On th is basis, Plato 
claimed that the human intellect is naturally filled with all intelligible 
species, but is impeded by its union with the body, with the result that it 
cannot become actual ized.2 1 But this claim does not seem acceptable: 

• First, if the soul has a natural knowledge of all things, it does not 45 
seem possible that it should be made so forgetful of this natural 
knowledge as not to know that it has such knowledge. For no one 

20De anima III 4, 430b30-3 l .  
2 1 84.4c84_86, 89. lc35 , with note. 
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forgets the th ings that he naturally cognizes, such as that every 
whole is greater than its part, and others of that sort. o This seems 

50 especially absurd if it is held to be natural to the soul to be united 
to its body, as was established above [76. l c67_89] .  For it is absurd 
that a thing's natural operation be entirely impeded by something 
natural to it. 

• Second, the falseness of this view is clearly apparent from the fact 
5 5  that when one lacks a sense, one lacks knowledge of the things 

apprehended by that sense.22 Someone born bl ind, for example, 
can have no knowledge of colors. This would not be the case if 
the concepts (rationes) of all in tell igible th ings were naturally 
endowed to the soul . And so it must be said that the soul does not 

60 cognize bodies through naturally endowed species. 

Ad 1 .  Human beings do have understanding in common with the 
angels, but fall short of the eminence of their intellect- just as lower 
bodies , which for Gregory merely exist, fall short of the existence of 
higher bodies. For the matter of lower bodies is not entirely completed 

65 by their forms,* but is in potentiality for forms that it does not possess. 
The matter of the celestial bodies, in contrast, is entirely completed by 
their form, and so it is not in potentiality for another form, as was said 
above [66.2c] . Likewise, the intellect of an angel is perfected by intell i
gible species as part of i ts nature, whereas the human intellect is in 

70 potentiality for such species. 

Ad 2. Prime matter has substantial existence through a form, and so it 
had to be created beneath some form- otherwise it would not actually 
exist. o Still, what exists beneath one form is in potential ity for others. 
Intellect, in contrast, does not have substantial existence through an 

75 intell igible species, and so there is no comparison.  

Ad 3 .  A series of questions asked in the proper order goes from com
mon principles known per se to specific propositions. Such a process 
causes there to be knowledge in the soul of the one learning. So when 
someone gives a true reply to the questions he is subsequently asked, it 

80 is not that* he grasped them beforehand, but because he is then learn
ing them for the first time. For it makes no difference whether the per
son teaching goes from common principles to conclusions by making 
assertions or by asking questions . For, in each case, the mind of the 
one l istening is made certain of the later propositions through the ear-

85 l ier ones. 

22Aristotle, Post. an. I 18 ,  8 la38-39. 
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Article 4 .  Do intelligible species emanate from 
certain separate immaterial forms, into the soul?23 

It seems that intelligible species emanate from certain separate forms, 
into the soul : 

1 .  Everything that is such through participation is caused by something 
that is essentially such -something on fire, for instance, is traced back 
to fire as its cause. o But the intellective soul, inasmuch as it actually 5 
understands, participates in the intell igibles themselves, since the intel-
lect, when actual ized, in a certain way is the actual ized object of intel-
l e c t. 24 Therefore th e causes of the i n te l l ec tive soul 's a c tual ly  
understanding are th ings that are in their own right, essentially, the 
actual ized objects of intellect. But the essential actual ized objects of 10 
intellect are forms existing without matter. Therefore the intell igible 
species by which the soul understands are caused by certa in separate 
forms. 

2. Intell igible things are related to intellect as sensible things to sense. 
But the causes of the sensible species that are in sense, by which we 1 5 
sense, are sensible th ings that are actual outside the soul .  Therefore 
the intell igible species by which our intellect understands are caused 
by certa in actually intel l igible th ings that exist outside the soul . But 
the only th ings of this sort are forms separate from matter. Therefore 
the intell igible forms of our intellect emanate from certain separate 20 
substances. 

3. Everything in potentiality is brought to actuality through that which 
is in actual ity. Therefore if our intellect existed first in potentiality and 
later were actually to understand, this would have to be caused by an 
intellect that is always in actual ity. But th is is a separate intellect. 25 
Therefore the intell igible species by which we actually understand are 
caused by certain separate substances. 25 

On the contrary. On this view we would not need the senses in order to 
understand. Th is is clearly false, above all because someone who lacks 
one of the senses can in no way have knowledge of the sensible qual i- 30 
ties related to that sense. 26 

23ST 1a 65 .4, 79.4, 79.6; QDA 1 5; QDV 10.6, 1 1 . 1 ;  SCG Il.74. 
24Aristotle, De anima III 4, 430a4. See 80. 1cz7-35 · 
25 Avicenna, Liber de anima V. 5 (p. 1 26). 
26Aristotle, Post. an. I 18 ,  8 1a38-39. 
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Reply. Some have claimed that the intelligible species of our intellect 
come from certain separate forms or substances. There are two versions 
of this theory. Plato, as was said [79. 3c28-35 , 84. 1 c28_37] ,  posited Forms 

3 5 of sensible things subsisting on their own (per se) without matter- e.g. , 
the Form of a human being, which he named Human Being per se, 
and the Form or Idea of a horse, which he named Horse per se, and so 
on in other cases. He claimed, then, that these separate Forms are par
ticipated in both by our soul and by corporeal matter: by our soul for 

40 cognition , and by corporeal matter for existence. So just as corporeal 
matter, by participating in the Idea of stone, is made th is particular 
stone, so too our intellect, by participating in the Idea of stone, is made 
to understand stone. But participation in Ideas occurs* through a like
ness of that Idea in that which participates in it. (It is in th is way that an 

45 exemplar is participated in by what it exempl ifies. )0 Therefore just as he 
claimed that sensible forms that are in corporeal matter emanate from 
Ideas as l ikenesses of them, so he claimed that the intell igible species of 
our intellect are likenesses of the Ideas from which they emanate. And 
for this reason, as was said above [84. l c33_37] ,  he made the sciences and 

50 definitions refer to Ideas. 
But it is contrary to the nature (rationem) of sensible things for their 

forms to subsist without their matters, as Aristotle proves in a number of 
ways.27 Accordingly, Avicenna, after ruling out this view,28 posited not 
that the intelligible species of all sens ible th ings subsist on their own 

5 5  without matter, but that they preexist immaterially i n  separated intel
lects. Such species are derived from the first of these separated intel
lects into the next one, and so on down to the final separated intellect, 
which he named the Agent Intellect. From this intellect, as he says, 
intell igible species emanate into our souls, and sensible forms into cor-

60 poreal matter. 29 
So Avicenna agrees with Plato that our intellect's intelligible species 

emanate from certain separate forms. But Plato says that these forms 
subsist on their own, whereas Avicenna locates them in an agent intell i
gence. o They also differ in that Avicenna holds that intell igible species 

65 do not remain in our intellect after it ceases to understand actually, but 
that it needs to turn once more to receive them anew. 30 So he does not 

27Metaphysics VII 14-16. 
28Liber de anima V.6 (pp . 146-48); Metaphysics VII.2 (pp. 3 58-60) . 
29Avicenna, Metaphysics IX.4; Liber de anima V. 5 (pp. 1 26-28), V.6 (pp. 143-
44).  
30Liber de anima V.6 (pp. 146-1 50). See 79.6cz4-42· 
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hold that knowledge is naturally endowed to the soul , as does Plato,3 1 
who holds that our participation in the Ideas remains unchangeably in 
the soul . 

But on this view no good reason can be provided for why our soul is 70 
un ited to its body. For i t  cannot be said that the intel lective soul is 
united to its body for the sake of that body, since a form is not for the 
sake of its matter, nor a mover for the sake of what it moves, but rather 
conversely. 32 But a body seems necessary for the intellective soul above 
all for its proper operation , which is to understand. For the soul does 75 
not depend on the body for its existence.33 But if the soul were natu-
rally suited to receive intell igible species solely through an influx from 
certain separate principles, and if it did not take in spec ies through the 
senses, then it would not need a body in order to understand and so it 
would be pointless for it to be united to its body. o 80 

Now it might be said that our soul, in order to understand, does 
need the senses, which somehow arouse it to consider the things whose 
intell igible species it receives from the separated principles. 34 But th is 
does not seem adequate, because being aroused in this way seems nec-
essary to the soul only inasmuch as it is stupefied, according to Pia- 85 
tonists, and somehow made forgetful by its union with the body. 3 5 So 
the senses would do nothing for the intellective soul other than remov-
ing the impediment that affected the soul because of its union with the 
body. Therefore the reason for the soul's un ion with its body remains to 
be found. 90 

It might be said, however, in line with Avicenna, that the senses are 
necessary to the soul because they arouse it to turn toward the Agent 
Intelligence, from which it receives species. 36 But th is is not adequate. 
For if it belongs to the soul's nature to understand through species ema-
nating from the Agent Intell igence, then it would follow that the soul 95 
could sometimes turn toward the Agent Intell igence out of the incl ina-
tion of its own nature, or even that, aroused by one sense, i t  turns 
toward the Agent Intelligence to receive the species of sensibles belong-
ing to a sense that the person does not have. In this way, someone born 

3 1 84. 3c4l-43 · 
327 6. 5cz6-Z7· 
3375 .2c. 
3484 .6c50-6l · 
3584.3c43_44, 89. lc35 , Avicenna, Liber de anima V. 5 (pp. 1 3 1-32). 
36Liber de anima V. 5 (pp. 127-28). 
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100 bl ind could have knowledge of colors, which is clearly false . 37 Accord
ingly, it must be sa id that the intelligible species by which our soul 
understands do not emanate from separate forms. 

Ad 1 .  The intell igible species that our intellect participates in are 
traced back, as to their first cause, to a principle that is essentially intel-

105 l igible- God. But they proceed from that principle by means of the 
forms of sensible and material th ings, from which we collect knowl
edge, as Dionysius says. 38 

Ad 2.  Material things, in virtue of the existence that they have outside 
the soul, can be actually sensible but not actually intelligible. So the 

1 10 cases of sense and intellect are not similar. 

Ad 3. Our possible intellect is brought from potential ity to actual ity 
through some actual being- that is, through the agent intellect, which 
is a power that belongs to our soul , as was said [79 .4 ] .  It is not brought 
to actual ity through some separated intellect serving as the proximate 

1 1 5  cause, though perhaps it is through one serving as the remote cause.39 

Article 5. Does our soul see all the things that 
it understands in their eternal natures flO 

It seems that the intellective soul does not cognize material things in 
their eternal natures: t o  

1 .  That in which a thing is cognized is itself cognized better and in 
advance. But the human intellective soul , in its state of l ife at present, 

5 does not cognize e ternal natures, because it  does not cognize God 
h imself, in whom the eternal natures exist. (The soul is instead joined 
to h im as to the unknown, as Dionysius says in Mystical Theology 
1 .  3 . )  Therefore the soul does not cognize all things in their eternal 
natures. 

10  2.  It  is  said in Romans 1 .20, the invisible things of God are clearly seen 
through the things that have been made. But included among the invisi
ble things of God are the eternal natures. Therefore the eternal natures 
are cognized through material creatures, not conversely. 

3784.3c54-57· 
38Divine Names 7 .2 .  
3979 .4c34-47' 84. 5c63-65 · 
40ST 1a  1 2 . 1 1  ad 3 ,  88 . 3, 1 a2ae 1 09. 1 ;  QDV 10.6 ad 6, 1 l . 1 c; SCG 111.47; QQ 
3 .9. 1c ,  1 0.4. 1 ;  CT 129; InDT 1 . 1 ;  II Sent. 28. 1 . 5 .  
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3.  Eternal natures are noth ing other than ideas. For Augustine says in 
his book On 83 Questions [46 ] that ideas are the stable natures of 1 5 
th ings existing in the divine mind. So if it is said that the intellective 
soul cognizes all th ings in their eternal natures, then we are returning 
to the view of Plato, who held that  all knowledge is derived from 
Ideas.41 

On the contrary is what Augustine says in Confessions XII [xxv. 3 5 ] :  " if 20 
we both see that what you say is true, and we both see that what I say is 
true, then where do we see that? Not I in you, nor you in me, but both 
of us in that unalterable truth that is above our minds." But unalterable 
truth is conta ined in the eternal natures. Therefore the intellective soul 
cognizes all true things in their eternal natures. 25 

Reply. As Augustine says in On Christian Doctrine II [xl .60] , " if the so
called philosophers happened to say anything true and befitting our 
faith, we should appropriate that for our own use, taking it from them as 
if they were its unjust possessor. For the teachings of the pagans contain 
a number of spurious and superstitious inventions, which each one of 30 
us who is leaving pagan society has to avoid." So Augustine, drenched 
as he was in the teachings of the Platonists, if he found anything in their 
words befitting the faith, he took it, whereas the things he found con-
trary to the faith he changed into something better. Now Plato, as was 
said above [ 84. l c28_37, 84.4c34-38] ,  posited that the Forms of th ings sub- 35 
sist on their own (per se) , separate from matter. He called these Ideas, 
and said that through participation in them our intellect cognizes all 
things. So just as corporeal matter is made to be a stone through partic
ipation in the Idea of Stone, so our intellect has a cognition of stone 
through participation in that same Idea. But it seems foreign to the faith 40 
that the forms of things should subsist on their own outside of things, 
without matter, in the way that the Platonists maintained, saying that 
Life per se or Wisdom per se are certain creative substances (as Diony-
sius says in Divine Names 1 1 .6) .  So in place of these Ideas that Plato 
had introduced, Augustine posited in his book On 83 Questions [ 46] 45 
that the natures of all creatures exist in the divine mind; in virtue of 
these all things are formed, and in virtue of these the human soul has 
cognition of all things. 

So when one asks whether the human soul cognizes all things in 
their eternal natures, the reply should be that a thing is said to be cog- 50 
nized in something in two ways: 
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• First, in an object that is itself cognized, as someone sees in a 
mirror the th ings whose images are reflected in the mirror. In this 
way the soul, in its present state of l ife, cannot see all things in 

5 5  their eternal natures, whereas the blessed do in th is way cognize 
all th ings in their  eternal natures . They see God and see all 
th ings in God. 

• Second, something is said to be cognized in something as in the 
source of the cognition -as when we say that things are seen in 

60 the sun that are seen through the sun. And in this way it is neces
sary to say that the human soul does cognize all things in their 
eternal natures: we cognize all th ings through participation in 
these eternal natures. For the intellectual l ight that is in us is 
nothing other than a certa in participating l ikeness of the uncre-

65 ated l ight,42 in which the eternal natures are contained. Thus it is 
said in Psalm 4.6, many say, Who shows us good things? To this 
question the Psalmist repl ies, saying the light of your face, Lord, is 
imprinted upon us. This is as if to say, through that seal of the 
divine l ight on us, all things are displayed to us. o 

70 Still, in order to have knowledge about material things, we require,  
in addition to the intellectual light with in us, intell igible spec ies taken 
from things . 0  As a result, we do not have knowledge of material things 
solely through participation in their eternal natures, in the way that 
the Platonists held that mere participation in the Ideas suffices for hav-

75 ing knowledge. Thus Augustine says in De trinitate IV [xvi. 2 1 ] , "since 
the ph ilosophers establ ish through the most certain proofs that all 
temporal things are brought about by their eternal natures, could they 
on that account perceive in these natures, or infer from these natures, 
how many kinds of an imals there are, and what the origins are of 

80 each? Have they not sought all of these out through the history of 
places and times?" 

That Augustine did not understand all things to be cognized in 
their eternal natures (or in the unalterable truth) in such a way that the 
eternal natures themselves are seen , is clear from what he h imself says 

85 in On 83 Questions [ 46] ,  that not each and every ra tional soul is 
asserted to be worthy of that vision (that is , a vis ion of the eternal 
natures) but only those that have been holy and pure-as the souls of 
the blessed are. 

From th is* the reply to the obj ections [ad l-3 ]  is clear. 
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Article 6. Does the soul acquire 
intelligible cognition from sensation?43 

It seems that intellective cognition is not drawn from sensible things: 

I .  Augustine says in On 83 Questions [9] that pure truth should not be 
looked for from the senses of the body. He proves this in two ways. First, 
because everything that the bodily senses reach is changing without a 
moment's rest, and what does not remain still cannot be perceived. Sec- 5 
ond, because even when all of the th ings that we sense through the 
body are not present to the senses, we are nevertheless affected by 
images of them- in dreams or delusions, for instance. But we are not 
able through the senses to distinguish whether we are sensing the sensi-
ble things themselves or false images of them, and nothing can be per- 10 
ceived that is not distinguished from what is false. So he concludes that 
the truth should not be looked for from the senses. But intellectual cog
nition apprehends the truth . Therefore intellectual cognition should 
not be looked for from the senses. 

2. Augustine says in De Genesi ad litteram XII [xvi. 3 3 ]  that "one should 1 5  
not bel ieve that a body produces something within a spirit, as if the 
spirit were subject to the producing body, in the place of matter. For 
that which produces is in every way more excellent than the thing from 
which it produces something." Thus he concludes, "a body does not 
produce an image of a body in the spirit; rather, spirit does so in itself." 20 
Therefore intellectual cognition is not derived from sensible things. 

3 .  An effect does not extend beyond the power of its cause. But intellec
tual cognition extends beyond sensible things: for we understand things 
that cannot be perceived by sensation. Therefore intellectual cognition 
is not derived from sensible things. 25 

On the contrary. The Ph i losopher establ ishes in Metaphysics I 
[980a28-8 1a2] and at the end of the Posterior Analytics [ 1 00a3-14] that 
our cognition has its source in sensation.  

Reply. Philosophers have held three views on th is question. Democri-
tus claimed that "there is no cause for any of our cognitions other than 30 
that images come from the bodies we are thinking about, and that they 
enter into our soul ," as Augustine reports in his epistle to Dioscorus 
[ 1 1 8 .4] . Aristotle too says in the De somno [464a5 ]  that Democritus 
supposed cognition to occur through " images and emanations ." The 
reason for th is view was that both Democr itus himself and other 35 

43QDV 10.6, 19. 1 ;  QDA 1 5; QQ 8.2 . 1 ;  CT 8 1-83 .  
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ancient natural philosophers did not claim that intellect differs from 
sense (as Aristotle says in the De anima [427al 7-29] ) .  As a result, since 
a sense receives an impression from something sensible, they held that 
all of our cognition comes entirely from an impression from sensible 

40 th ings. Democritus claimed that th is impress ion occurs through the 
emanation of images. 

Plato, in contrast, claimed that intellect differs from sense, and that 
the intellect is an immaterial power not using a bodily organ for its 
act.44 And because something bodily cannot make an impression on 

45 something nonbodily, he cla imed that intellectual cognition is not 
brought about through an impression on intellect from sensible things, 
but through its participation in separate intell igible Forms, as was said 
[ 84.4c34_50, 84. 5c34_40] .  He also claimed that sense is a power operating 
on its own (per se) :45 so not even sense itself, since it is a spiritual power, 

50 receives an impression from sensible things. Rather, the organs of the 
senses receive an impression from sensibles, and because of this impres
sion, the soul is somehow aroused to form in itself the species of sensi
ble th ings . Augustine also seems to come close to th is view in De 
Genesi ad litteram XII [xxiv. 5 1 ] , where he says that " it is not the body 

5 5  that senses, but the soul through the body, using the body as a messen
ger in order to form within itself the message received on the outside." 
On Plato's view, then, it is true neither that intellectual cognition pro
ceeds from the sens ible, nor even that sensible cognition proceeds 
entirely from sensible things. Rather, sensible things arouse the sensory 

60 soul so that it senses, and l ikewise the senses arouse the intellective soul 
so that it understands. 

Aristotle took the middle route. For he cla imed, with Plato ,  that 
intellect differs from sense.46 But he denied that sense has a proper 
operation not shared with the body. As a result, sensing is the act not of 

65 the soul alone,  but of the compound .47 And the same is true,  he  
claimed, for all the operations of  the sensory part.48 Therefore, since 
there is nothing unacceptable about sensible th ings outside the soul 
causing something within the compound,0 Aristotle agreed with Dem
ocritus that the operations of the sensory part are caused by the impres-

70 sion of the sens ibles on a sense- not in the form of an emanation, as 

4475 .3c 19_20, 84 .2c25_26. 
457 5 .3c l9-22· 
46De an. III 3 ,  427b6-l4. 
47De somno l, 454a7-l l .  
48De an. I l ,  403a5-l0. 
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Democritus claimed, but through some kind of operation. (For Dem
ocritus cla imed that all action occurs through an influx of atoms,0 as is 
clear in De generatione I [ 324b25-2 5a2) .  

Aristotle claimed that the intellect, in contrast, has an operation that 
it does not share with the body.49 But noth ing bodily can make an 75 
impress ion on someth ing nonbodily. t And so in order to cause an intel
lectual operation, it is not enough ,  on Aristotle's view, to have the 
impress ion of sensible bodies . Instead, something loftier is required, 
given that* "that which acts is loftier than that which is acted on," as he 
says. 5° But it is not that the intellectual operation is caused in us solely so 
from the impression of certain higher th ings, as Plato claimed; rather, 
that higher and loftier agent that Aristotle calls the agent intellect (of 
which we have already spoken above [79 . 3-4]) makes phantasms drawn 
from the senses be actually intel l igible, by way of a certain abstrac-
tion. 5 1 So in this regard, intellectual operation is caused by sensation ,  85 
in respect of phantasms. But because phantasms are not sufficient to 
make an impression on the possible intellect, but must be made actu-
ally intell igible through the agent intellect, it cannot be said that sensi-
ble cognition is the whole and complete cause of intellectual cognition, 
but rather in a certain way the material of the cause. 90 

Ad 1 .  From those words of Augustine we are given to understand that 
truth is not entirely to be looked for from the senses. For we require the 
l ight of agent intellect, through which we unchangeably cognize the 
truth in changeable things, and we distinguish the th ings themselves 
from the likenesses of things. o 95 

Ad 2.  Augustine is speaking there not of intellectual cognition, but of 
imaginative. 52 Now on Plato's view, the power of imagination has an 
operation that  bel ongs to the soul alone .  Th is is whyo Augustine 
showed that bodies do not impress their l ikenesses on the power of 
imagination , and that the soul itself does this. He even used the same 1 00 
argument that Aristotle uses to prove that the agent intellect is some
th ing separate - namely, that " that wh ich acts is l oftier than tha t 
which is acted on." And there is no doubt that on this view one must 
posit in the power of imagination not only a passive capacity but also 
an active one. 1 05 

49De an. III 4, 429a l 8-27. 
50 De an. III 5 ,  430a l 8-l9. 
5 1 8 5 . 1 .  
5284.2 ad l .  
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But if, in keeping with Aristotle's view,53 we hold that the action of 
the power of imagination belongs to the compound, then no difficulty 
follows. For a sensible body is loftier than the animal's organ inasmuch 
as it is related to the organ as an actual being to a potential being-as 

1 10 something actually colored is related to the pupil, wh ich is colored 
potentially. 

Nevertheless, one could say that although the first impression on the 
power of imagination is brought about* through the movement of sensi
ble things (since phantasia is a movement made by sense, as is sa id in 

1 1 5  the De anima [429a l-2] ) ,  still there is a certain operation of the soul in 
a human being that forms various images of th ings by dividing and 
composing, even ones that are not drawn from the senses . 54 And the 
words of Augustine can be understood* in this way. 

Ad 3 .  Sensory cognition is not the whole cause of intellectual cogni-
120 tion, and so it is not surprising if intellectual cognition extends* beyond 

the sensory. 

Article 7. Does the intellect need phantasms 
in order actually to understand? 55 

It seems that the intellect, through the intell igible species that it has 
within itself, can actually understand without turning toward phan
tasmst :  

1 .  The intellect is actual ized through the intell igible spec ies that 
5 informs it. But the intellect's being actualized is its very understanding. 

Therefore intel l igible species suffice for the intellect to understand 
actually, without its turning toward phantasms. 

2. Imagination depends on sense more than intellect depends on imag
ination. But imagination can actually imagine in the absence of any-

10 th ing sens ibl e .  Therefo re ,  a fortiori , the in tel lec t  can ac tually 
understand without turning toward phantasms. 

3. There are no phantasms of incorporeal things, because imagination 
does not transcend the temporal and continuous. o Therefore, if our intel
lect cannot* actually understand anything without* phantasms, it would 

5 3  De an. I 1 ,  403a8-10. 
5478.4c l06-IO· 
5 5ST 1a  1 2.4c, 85 . l c ,  89. 1 ;  SCG 11.73 ,  11.80-8 1 ;  QDV 10.2 ad 7; InDMR 2-3 
[Appendix 3 ] ;  QDA 1 5; InDA 111. 1 3; Inl C 1 3 .3 ;  II Sent. 20.2.2 ad 3 ;  III Sent. 
3 1 .2 .4. 
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follow that it could not understand anything incorporeal . This is clearly 1 5 
false, since we understand the truth itself,56 as well as God and angels. 

On the contrary. The Philosopher says in De anima III [43 l a l 6-1 7] 
that "the soul understands noth ing without a phantasm." 

Reply. It is impossible for our intellect, in its present state of l ife (while 20 
connected to a body capable of being acted on),0 actually to under
stand anything without turning toward phantasms. There are two indi
cations that make this clear. 

First, s ince the intellect is a power that does not use a corporeal 
organ,57 it would in no way be impeded in its act by damage to any cor- 25 
poreal organ, unless its act required the act of a capacity that uses a cor
poreal organ.  But sense, imagination ,  and the other powers of the 
sensory part do use a corporeal organ. 58 Consequently, it is clear that 
intellect's actually understanding- not just taking in knowledge anew, 
but also using knowledge already acquired- requires an act of imagina- 30 
tion and of the other powers. For we see that when the power for imagi
nation has its action impeded by damage to the organ (as happens to 
the phrenetic0), and l ikewise when the power for memory has its action 
impeded (as happens to the lethargic0) , the person is impeded from 
actually understanding even the th ings he has already acquired knowl- 35 
edge of. 

Second, everyone can experience with in oneself that  when one 
tries to understand something, one forms certain phantasms for one
self by way of examples, in which one examines,  as it were, the thing 
one is striving to understand. o And so it is that even when we wish to 40 
make someone else understand a th ing, we propose examples to 
h im,  through which he can form phantasms for h imself in order to 
understand. 

The reason this is S0 ° is that a cognitive capacity is proportioned to 
what it cognizes .0  As a resul t an angel ic intellect, which is entirely 45 
separate from any body, has as its proper obj ect an intell igible sub
stance separate from body. Through such an obj ect* it cognizes mate-
rial things . 59 In contrast, the human intellect, which is connected to 
a body, has as its proper object a quiddity or nature existing in corpo-
real matter. t Through such natures of vis ible th ings it rises even to 50 

5679.8 ad 3 .  
577 5 .2 .  
5 87 5 .3 ,  77. 5 .  
59 l a  QQ56-57. 
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some cognition of invis ible th ings.60 By its definition (ratione) , how
ever, this nature exists in some individual , because* it does not occur 
without corporeal matter. The nature of a stone, for example, is by 
definition in this stone; and the nature of a horse is by definition in 

5 5  this horse, and so forth. Accord ingly, the nature of a stone, o r  of any 
material th ing, cannot be completely and truly cognized except by 
being cognized as existing in a particular. But we apprehend the par
ticular through sense and imagination . And so i t  is necessary, in order 
for intellect actual ly  to understand its proper obj ect, that it turn 

60 toward phantasms so as to examine the universal nature exist ing in 
the particular. 

If, on the other hand, the proper object of our intellect were a sepa
rate form (or if the natures of sensible th ings were subsistent and not in 
particulars, as the Platonists held61 ) ,  then our intellect, in understand-

65 ing, would not always have to turn toward phantasms. 

Ad 1 .  The species preserved in the possible intellect exist there disposi
tionally when it is not actually understanding, as was said above [79 .6] .  
So in order for us to understand actually, that preservation of species is 
not sufficient; rather, we must use those species as is appropriate for the 

70 things they are species of- the natures existing in particulars. 

Ad 2. The phantasm itself is also the likeness of a particular thing. As a 
result, imagination needs no other l ikeness of a particular, in the way 
that the intellect does. 

Ad 3 .  Incorporeal things, of wh ich there are no phantasms, are cog-
75 nized by us through a comparison to sens ible corporeal th ings, of 

which there are phantasms. So we understand the truth by considering 
the thing with reference to which we are looking into the truth. God, 
however, we cognize as a cause, and through the methods of exceeding 
and subtracting (as Dionysius says62) .  o Also, in our present state of l ife, 

so we can cognize other incorporeal substances only through subtracting, 
or through some comparison to corporeal th ings.63 Consequently, 
when we understand anything of that sort, we necessarily have to be 
turned toward phantasms of corporeal things, even though there are no 
phantasms of incorporeal things. 

60Romans 1 .20 (see, e.g. , 79.9c44-45 ' 84. 5 obj . 2) .  
61 84 .4c34-38· 
62Divine Names 1 . 5-8. 
6388. 1-2 .  



Question 84. Article 8. 

Article 8. Is the intellect �s judgment impeded 
by obstruction to the sensory powers?64 

1 5 5  

It seems that the intellect's judgment is not impeded by obstruction to 
the senses: 

1 .  That which is higher does not depend on something lower. But the 
intellect's judgment is h igher than sense. Therefore the intellect's judg-
ment is not impeded by obstruction to the senses. 5 

2. Syllogizing is an act of intellect. But the senses are obstructed while 
one sleeps, as is said in the De somno [454b 1 0] . Still , it does sometimes 
happen that a person syllogizes while sleeping. Therefore the intellect's 
judgment is not impeded by obstruction to the senses. 

On the contrary. Illicit events that occur in sleep do not count as sins, as 10 
Augustine says in De Genesi ad litteram XII [ xv. 3 1 ] .  But this would not be 
so if a human being, while asleep, had free use of reason and intellect. 
Therefore one's use of reason is impeded by obstruction to the senses. 

Reply. As was sa id [ 84. 7 c48_50 ] ,  our intellect's proper, proportionate 
object is the nature of sensible things. But no complete judgment about 1 5 
a th ing can be rendered unless all that pertains to that th ing is cog
nized- especially if one fails to grasp that which is the terminus and 
end of the judgment. But the Philosopher says in De caelo III [ 306a 16-
1 7] that just as the end of pragmatic knowledge is its use, so the end of 
natural knowledge is that which the senses see first. For a workman 20 
seeks to cognize a knife only for the sake of its use-so as to use th is par
ticular kn ife .  Likewise, a natural ph ilosopher seeks to cognize the 
nature of a stone and a horse only so as to know the natures (rationes) of 
things seen by the senses. But it is clear that the workman cannot make 
a complete judgment about the knife if he doesn't know its use, and 25 
l ikewise with natural knowledge there can be no complete judgment 
about natural things if their sensible features are not known. But all the 
things we understand in our present state are cognized by us through a 
comparison to natural sensible things. o As a result, it is impossible for 
us to have complete intellectual judgment when there is an obstruction 30 
to the senses through which we cognize sensible things. 

Ad 1 .  Although the intellect is higher than the senses, it still in a way 
receives from the senses, and its first and principal objects are grounded 
in sens ibl e th ings .  And so the intellec t's judgment is necessarily 
impeded when the senses are obstructed. *  3 5 

64ST 1a  1 2 . 1 2 , 1 0 1 .2 ,  2a2ae 1 54. 5, 3a 1 1 . 1  ad 3; QDV 12 . 3  ad 1-3, 28 .3  ad 6. 
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Ad 2. The senses are obstructed in people who are asleep because of 
certain vapors and fumes that have been released, as is said in the De 
somno [4 5 6b l 7-2 8 ] .  And so , depending on the condition of such 
vapors, the senses may be more or less obstructed. For when there is a 

40 great deal of motion on the part of the vapors, then not only the senses 
but also the imagination is obstructed, and so* no phantasms appear. 
This especially occurs when someone begins to sleep after a lot of food 
and drink. If the motion of the vapors is relaxed just a l ittle, then phan
tasms appear, but distorted and disorderly, as occurs in people with 

45 fevers. If the motion is calmed still more, then orderly phantasms 
appear. This tends to happen especially at the end of sleep, and in peo
ple who are sober and have a strong imagination. If the motion* is mod
erate , then not only does the imagination remain free, but also the 
common sense itself is partly released, so that  a person sometimes 

50 judges* while sleeping that the th ings he is seeing are dreams, as if he 
were discerning between real ity and l ikenesses of reality. Still, the com
mon sense remains partly obstructed, and so although it distinguishes 
some l ikenesses from real ity, it is always deceived in some respects.65 In 
th is way, then, just as the senses and imagination are released while one 

5 5  sleeps, s o  too the judgment of in tellect is freed. But i t  is not freed 
entirely: as a result, those who form syllogisms while sleeping always 
real ize when awakened that they have gone wrong in some respect. o 

Question 85 

How the Intellect Understands Bodily 

Things, and in What Order 

Next we must consider how the intellect understands, and in what 
order. And here there are eight points of inquiry: 

a l .  Does our intellect understand by abstracting species from phan
tasms? 
a2. Are the intell igible species abstracted from phantasms related to 
our intellect as that which is understood or as that by which some
thing is understood? 
a 3. Does our intellect naturally understand the more universal first? 
a4. Can our intellect think about more than one thing at the same 
time? 

65Aristotle, De somniis 2, 460b l6-l 8. 



Question 8 5. Article 1 .  1 57 

a 5 .  Does our intellect's th inking occur through compos ition and 
division? 
a6. Can the intellect err? 
a7. Can one person understand the same thing better than another? 
a8. Does our intellect cognize the indivisible prior to the divisible? 

Article 1 .  Does our intellect understand 
by abstracting species from phantasms?1 

It seems that our intellect does not understand bodily and material 
things through abstraction from phantasms: 

1 .  Any intellect that understands a thing otherwise than it is is false. But 
the forms of material things do not exist abstracted from the particulars 
that phantasms are l ikenesses of. Therefore if we understand material 5 
th ings by abstracting species from phantasms, there will be falseness in 
our intellect. 

2. Material things are natural things, which contain matter in their def
inition.2 But nothing can be understood without what is contained in 
its definition. Therefore material th ings cannot be understood without 10 
matter. But matter is the principle of individuation. t Therefore mate-
rial things cannot be understood by abstracting the universal from the 
particular, which is to abstract intell igible species from phantasms. t o  
3.  It is said i n  De anima III [43 l a l 4-1 5 ]  that phantasms are related 
to the intellective soul as colors are related to sight. But sight occurs 1 5 
not  th rough the abstrac tion of certa in  species from colors ,  but  
through the colors' making an impression on sight. 3 Therefore under
standing comes about not through something's being abstracted from 
phantasms, but through the phan tasms' making an impression on 
intellect. 20 

4. As is said in De anima III [430a l 3-1 5 ] ,  the intellective soul has two 
components, the possible and the agent intellect. But abstracting intel
l igible species from phantasms is not the role of the possible intellect: it 
receives species already abstracted.4 Neither does abstraction seem to 
be the role of the agent intellect: it is related to phantasms as l ight is to 25 

1ST 1a  1 2 .4, 1 3 . 1 2  ad 3 ;  SCG 11.77; InMet 11. 1 ;  InDA 11. 1 2 , 111.8, 111. 1 2. 
Z75 .4czi-29· 
378. 3c38-39· 
479.2c59-6l · 
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colors ,5 and l ight does not abstract anything from colors, but instead 
issues toward them. Therefore there is no way in which we understand 
by abstracting from phantasms. 

5 .  The Philosopher says in De anima II I  [4 3 1 b2 ]  that the intellect 
30 "understands species in phantasms," and therefore not by abstracting 

species from phantasms. 

On the contrary. I t is said in De anima I I I  [429b2 1-2 2 ]  that  "as 
th ings are sepa rabl e from matter, so do they concern in tel l ec t." 
Therefore it must be that material things are understood to the extent 

3 5 that they are abstracted from matter and from material l ikenesses , 
which are phantasms. 

Reply. As was said above [84.7c44-45 ] ,  the object of cognition is propor
tioned to the cognitive power. There are, however, three levels of cogni
tive powers. One kind of cognitive power, sense, is the actual ity of a 

40 bodily organ,6 and so the object of any sensory capacity is a form as it 
exists in bodily matter. And because this sort of matter is the principle of 
individuation, every capacity of the sensory part is cognitive of particu
lars only. There is another kind of cognitive power that is neither the 
actual ity of a bodily organ, nor in any way connected to bodily matter-

45 this is what an angelic intellect is .  So the object of this cognitive power 
is a form subsisting without matter. o For even if angels cognize material 
th ings ,  still this is so only if they intu it them in immaterial things 
either in themselves or in God. 

The human intellect falls in between. For as is clear from things said 
50 above, it is not the act of any organ [75 .2 ] , but yet it is one of the powers 

of the soul [79. 1 ] , which is the form of a body [76. 1 ] .  And so it is proper 
to it to cognize a form existing individually in bodily matter, but not as 
it is in such matter. But to cognize that which is in individual matter, 
not as it is in such matter, is to abstract the form from the individual 

5 5  matter that the phantasms represent. And so  it is necessary to say that 
our intellect understands material th ings by abstracting from phan
tasms. And through material things considered in th is way we come to 
some degree of cognition of immaterial th ings- just as, conversely, 
angels cognize material things through immaterial things.? 

60 Plato, however, focusing only on the immaterial ity of the human 
intellect, and not on the fact that it is in some way united to a body, 

579.3 ad 2 .  
67 5 .3cz5-3 I · 
7 la 57. 1 .  
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cla imed that separated Ideas are the object of intel lect, and that we 
understand not by abstracting, but rather by participating in abstract 
things, as was said above [ 84.4c] .  

Ad 1 .  Abstracting takes place in two ways . First, by way of composi- 65 
tion and divis ion,  as when we understand someth ing not to be in 
another or to be separated from it .  Second,  by way of a s imple and 
uncondit ioned considera tion ,  as when we understand one th ing 
while not cons idering the other at all . So to abstract through intellect 
th ings that are not abstract in real ity- by abstracting in the first way- 70 
is not without falseness. But there is noth ing false in the second way 
of abstracting through intellect things that are not abstract in reality, 
as is clearly apparent in sensory cases. For if we understand or say that 
a color is not present in a colored body, or is separate from it, there 
will be falseness in the opinion or the statement. If, on the other 75 
hand,  we consider the color and its characteristics , considering the 
colored apple not at all ,  or even if we verbally express what we under
stand in this way, there will be noth ing false in the opinion and state
ment. For the apple is not part of the nature (ratione) of the color, and 
so noth ing prevents one from understanding the color while under- so 
standing noth ing about the apple. Likewise, I say that what pertains to 
the nature of the species of any material th ing (of a stone, a human 
being, or a horse, for example) can be cons idered without the individ-
ual principles, which do not belong to the nature of the species .  And 
th is is to abstract the universal from the particular, or an intell igible 85 
species from phantasms: to consider the nature (naturam) of the spe-
cies without considering the individual principles that are represented 
by the phantasms. 

Therefore, when it is said that an intellect that understands a thing 
otherwise than it is is false,8 this is true if 'otherwise' refers to the thing 90 
being understood. For the intellect is false when it understands a thing 
to be otherwise than it is . Thus the intellect would be false if it were to 
abstract the stone's species from matter in such a way as to understand it 
not to be in matter (as Plato cla imed) .  But the assertion is not true if 
'otherwise' is taken with reference to that which understands. For there 95 
is nothing false in one's having a manner of understanding that differs 
from the thing's manner of being. For that which is understood exists in 
that which understands immaterially (in the manner of intellect) rather 
than materially (in the manner of a material th ing) .  

80bj . 1 .  The objection, and the following reply, closely follow Boethius' Sec
ond Commentary On Porphyry's Isagoge, 1. 1 0-1 1 (tr. Spade, pp. 2 3-24). 
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100 Ad 2. Some claimed that the species of a natural thing is its form alone, 
and that the matter is not part of the species.9 But on this view, matter 
would not be included in the definitions of natural things. So we should 
say instead that there are two kinds of matter: common matter and sig
nate or individual matter. 1 ° Common matter is, for instance, flesh and 

105  bones, whereas individual matter is this flesh and these bones. Therefore 
the intellect abstracts the species of a natural thing from sensible individ
ual matter, but not from sensible common matter. It abstracts the spe
cies of a human being, for instance, from th is flesh and these bones, 
which do not belong to the nature of the species but are parts of the indi-

1 10 vidual (as is said in Metaphysics VII [ 1 03 5b28-36a 1 1 ] ) and so [the spe
cies] can be considered without them. But the intellect cannot abstract 
the species of a human being from flesh and bones. 

Intellect can abstract mathematical species from sensible matter
not just from individual but also from common sensible matter. Yet it 

1 1 5  cannot abstract such species from common intell igible matter, but only 
from individual intell igible matter. For sens ible matter is sa id to be 
bodily matter as it underl ies sensible qualities such as hot and cold, hard 
and soft, etc. Intell igible matter, on the other hand, is said to be the sub
stance as it underl ies quantity. But it is clear that quantity is in the sub-

120 stance before the sensible qualities are .  o As a result, quantities such as 
numbers and dimensions, and also shapes (which are the l imits of quan
tities) 1 1  can be considered without their sensible qual ities, which is for 
them to be abstracted from sensible matter. But they cannot be consid
ered without understanding the substance underlying the quantity, 

12 5 which would be for them to be abstracted from common intell igible 
matter. Stil l ,  they can be considered without th is or that substance, 
which is for them to be abstracted from individual intell igible matter. 

Now there are some [species] that can be abstracted even from com
mon intell igible matter, such as being, one, potential ity and actual ity, 

1 30 and others of th is sort. These can exist without any matter at all ,  as is 
clear in immaterial substances .  And because Plato did not consider 
what was said [ad 1 ]  about the two ways of abstracting, he claimed that 
all the th ings we have said are abstracted by intellect are abstract in 
real ity. 

1 3 5 Ad 3 .  Colors, as they are in individual bodily matter, have the same 
manner of existence as does the visual capacity, and so they can impress 

975 .4c l7-19· 
1075 .4cz3-27· 
1 1 78.3 ad 29o_93 . 
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their l ikeness o n  sight. But phantasms, since they are the l ikenesses of 
individuals, and exist in bodily organs, do not have the same manner of 
existence that the human intellect has, as is clear from what has been 
said [ c39_59] .  So they cannot, through their own power, make an impres- 140 
sion on the possible intellect. But through the power of the agent intel-
lect a certain l ikeness occurs in the possible intellect, as a result of the 
agent intellect's turning toward the phantasms; this l ikeness represents 
what the phantasms represent only with respect to the nature of the spe-
cies. And in this way an intell igible species is said to be abstracted from 145 
phantasms. It is not that numerically the same form that once was in the 
phantasms is later made in the possible intellect, in the way that a body 
is taken from one place and transferred to another. 

Ad 4. The agent intel lect both illuminates phantasms and abstracts 
intel l igible species from phan tasms. Phantasms are i lluminated, 1 50 
because just as the sensory part is made more powerful by its connec-
tion to the intellective part, 12 so phantasms, through the power of the 
agent intellect, are made ready to have intell igible concepts abstracted 
from them. The agent intellect abstracts intell igible species from phan
tasms insofar as through the power of the agent intellect we can take 1 5 5 
into our consideration the natures of the species without the individual 
conditions. These likenesses inform the possible intellect. 

Ad 5. Our intellect both abstracts intell igible species from phantasms, 
inasmuch as it considers the natures of things universally, and yet it also 
understands those natures in phantasms, because it cannot understand 1 60 
even the th ings whose species it abstracts, except by turning toward 
phantasms, as was said above [ 84.7] . 

Article 2. Are the intelligible species abstracted from 
phantasms related to our intellect as that which is understood 

or as that by which something is understood?1 3  
I t  seems that intelligible speciest abstracted from phantasms are related 
to our intellect as that which is understood: 

1. That which is actually understood is with in that which understands, 
because what is actually understood is the actual ized intellect itself. 14 

1 278.4 ad 5 .  

1 3ST 1a 14.5 ad 3 ;  SCG 11.75; QDV 1 0.9; QDSC 9 ad 6;  CT 8 5; De unitate 5 ;  
InDA III.8.264-79; I Sent. 3 5 . 1 .2 .  
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5 But of the thing understood all that is within the actually understanding 
intellect is the abstracted intelligible species. Therefore such a species 
is the very th ing actually understood. 

2. What is actually understood must exist within something- otherwise 
it would be nothing. But it does not exist within the thing that is outside 

10 the soul , because the thing outside the soul is  material , and so nothing 
that is in it can be actually understood. It follows, therefore, that what is 
actually understood exists within the intellect, and so is nothing other 
than the intelligible species in question.  

3 .  The Ph ilosopher says in Perihermenias I [ 1 6a3 ]  that spoken words 
1 5  "are symbols of states in the soul ." But spoken words signify the things 

that are understood: for with a spoken word we signify that which we 
understand. Therefore these states of the soul, intelligible species, are 
the things that are actually understood. 

On the contrary, an intell igible species is related to intellect just as a 
20 sensible species t is related to sense. But a sensible species is not that 

which is sensed, but rather that by which sense senses. o Therefore an 
intell igible species is not that which is actually understood, but that by 
which the intellect understands. 

Reply. Some have claimed that the cognitive powers in us cognize 
25 nothing other than their own states0 - for example, that a sense senses 

nothing other than the state of its organ. 1 5 On th is view, the intellect 
understands noth ing other than its own state- that is, the intell igible 
species received in i t. Also, on th is view such a species is the very 
th ing that is understood. But this view is clearly revealed to be false in 

30 two ways . 

• First, because the things we understand are the same as what 
knowledge (scientiae) is concerned with. So if the things that we 
understand were only species in the soul , then it would fol low 
that all knowledge would concern only the intell igible species in 

3 5 the soul, rather than th ings outside the soul (just as, according to 
the Platonists, all knowledge concerns Ideas, wh ich they claimed 
to be actually understood) . l6 

• Second, because the error would follow of those ancients who said 
that everything that seems is true, and that therefore contradictory 

l 5Aristotle ascribes this view to various Presocratics (De an. III 2, 426a20-2 l ;  
Met. IV 5 ,  l 009b l-38; Met. IX 3 ,  l047a4-6) . 
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claims might be true at the same time. 17 For if a capacity cognizes 40 
nothing other than its own state, then it judges that alone. But how 
a thing seems is determined by how the cogn itive capac ity is 
affected. Therefore a cognitive capacity's judgment will always con-
cern that which it judges, its own state, according to the way it is. 
Hence every judgment will be true. For example, if taste senses 45 
only its own state, then when someone with a healthy sense of taste 
judges that honey is sweet, he will be judging truly. Likewise, if 
someone who has an infected sense of taste judges that honey is bit-
ter, he will be judging truly. For each one judges according to how 
his own sense of taste is affected. And so it follows that every opin- 50 
ion will be equally true and, more generally, so will every assent. 

And so it should be said that an intelligible species is related to the 
intellect as that by which the intellect understands .  The fol lowing 
makes this clear: o 

Action is of two kinds (as is said in Metaphysics IX [ 1 050a23-b2] ) :  5 5  

• one that remains in the agent, l ike seeing and understanding; 
• one that passes into external things, l ike heating and cutting. 

Each occurs in virtue of some form. An action reaching toward an 
external thing occurs in virtue of a form that is a l ikeness of the action's 
object. The heat of the thing heating, for instance, is a likeness of the 60 
thing heated. Likewise, an action remaining in the agent occurs in vir-
tue of a form that is a l ikeness of its object. So the l ikeness of a visible 
th ing is that in virtue of which sight sees, and the l ikeness of the thing 
that is understood, an intelligible species, is the form in virtue of which 
the intellect understands. 65 

But when* the intellect reflects on itself, it understands, in virtue of 
the same reflection, both its own understanding and the species by 
which it understands. I 8 And in this way the intellective species is sec
ondarily that wh ich is understood. But that which is understood first is 
the thing that the intelligible species is a likeness of. 70 

This is clear even on the view of the ancients, who claimed that l ike 
is cognized by l ike. For they claimed that the soul, through the earth 
that is in it, cognizes the earth that is outside of it, and so on in other 
cases. 19 Therefore, if we postulate a species of earth in place of earth 

l7 Aristotle, Met. IV 5, 1009bl-38; De an. I 2 ,  404a27-28 . 
l 8Q87. 
l984.2cz7-36· 
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75 (in keeping with the doctrine of Aristotle, who said that "it is not the 
stone that is in the soul, but a species of the stone"20) ,  then it will fol
low that the soul , through intell igible species, cognizes things that are 
outside of it. 

Ad 1 .  That which is understood is with in that wh ich understands 
80 through its l ikeness. And the saying that "what is actually understood is 

the actualized intellect" holds in this way: insofar as a likeness of the 
thing understood is the intellect's form. (Similarly, a l ikeness of a sensi
ble th ing is the form of the actualized sense. ) Accordingly, it does not 
follow that an abstracted intelligible species is that wh ich is actually 

85 understood, but that it is a l ikeness of that. 

Ad 2. Two th ings are impl ied when one speaks of that which is actually 
understood: namely, the thing that is understood, and the fact of its 
being understood. Likewise, when one speaks of an abstracted univer
sal, two things are meant: namely, the very nature of a thing, and the 

90 abstraction or universal ity. Therefore, the nature that is in fact being 
understood or abstracted, or to which the intention of universal i tyo 
appl ies , exists only in s ingular th ings .  But i ts being understood or 
abstracted, or the intention of universality, exists within intellect. 

We can see this through a comparison in the sensory case. For sight 
95 sees the color of an apple without its smell .  So if one asks where the 

color is that is seen without the smell,  it is clear that the color that is 
seen exists only in the apple. But its being perceived without the smell 
holds true of it due to sight, inasmuch as sight contains a l ikeness of the 
color and not of the smell . Likewise, the humanity that is understood 

100 exists only in th is human being or in that one. But the fact that this 
understood* humanity is apprehended without individual conditions, 
which is for it to be abstracted, and from which an intention of univer
sal ity follows, th is holds of humanity insofar as it is perceived by intel
lect, in which there is a likeness of the nature of the species and not of 

105 the individual principles .  

Ad 3 .  There are two operations in the sensory part. One occurs solely in 
virtue of an impression; in th is way the operation of a sense is com
pleted by its receiving an impression from someth ing sensible. The 
other operation is the forming by which the imaginary power forms for 

1 10 itself an image of an absent th ing, or even of something never seen .2 1 
These two operations are combined within intellect. For we can first 

20De an. III 8, 43 lb29. 
2 1 78.4c47-49 107- 10 · ' 
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consider the possible intellect's being affected insofar as i t  is informed 
by an intell igible species. Once formed by th is species , it secondly 
forms either a definition or a division or composition,22 wh ich is  signi-
fied through a spoken word. And so the account that a name signifies is 1 1 5 
the definition,23 and a statement signifies the composition and division 
of intellect. Therefore spoken words signify not the intell igible species 
themselves, but the things that the intellect forms for itself,0 in order to 
make judgments about external things. 

Article 3. Does our intellect naturally 
understand the more universal first?24 

It  seems that more universal th ings are not prior in our intellectual 
cognition: 

1. Those that are prior and better known by nature are secondary (poste
riora) and less well-known relative to us .25 But universals are prior by 
nature, because the prior is that for which "the impl ication of being* 5 
does not hold reciprocally."26o Therefore universals are secondary in 
our intellect's cognition . 

2. Composite things are prior to simple things, for us. But universals are 
more simple. Therefore, for us, they are known secondarily. 

3. The Philosopher says in Physics I [ 1 84bl l-14] that the thing defined 10 
falls under our cognition before the parts of the definition do. But more 
universal things are parts of the definition of less universal th ings, as 
animal is part of the definition of human being. Therefore, for us, uni
versals are known secondarily. 

4. We reach causes and principles through effects. But universals are 1 5 
principles of a sort. Therefore, for us, universals are known secondarily. 

On the contrary. It is said in Physics I [ 1 84a23 ]  that one has to arrive at 
singulars through universals. 

Reply. There are two things that should be recognized with regard to 
our intellect's cognition . First, intellective cognition somehow gets its 20 

2285 . 5 . 
23Aristotle, Met. IV 7, 1 0 1 2a2 5.  
24JnPhys 1 . 1 ;  InPA 1 .4; SCG 11.98; ST 1a 1 08. 3c; InDT l . 3c . 

25Aristotle, Physics I 1 ,  1 84a18 .  

26Aristotle, Categories 1 2, 14a29-30. 
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start from sensory cognition.27 And because the senses concern singu
lars ,  whereas the intellect concerns universals, it is necessary, for us, 
that the cognition of singulars comes before the cognition of univer
sals. Second, one should recognize that our intellect goes from potenti-

25 ality to actual ity. But everything that goes from potential ity to actual ity 
attains an incomplete actual ity, in between potential ity and actual ity, 
before attaining perfect actual ity. But the perfect actuality that  the 
intellect reaches is complete knowledge, through which things are cog
nized distinctly  and determinately. Its incomplete actual ity, on the 

30 other hand, is imperfect knowledge, through which things are known 
indistinctly, under a certain confusion. o For what is cognized in this 
way is in a certain respect actually cognized, and in a way it is poten
tially cognized. Thus the Philosopher says in Physics I [ 1 84a22-2 3 ]  
that "confused th ings are more clear and certa in to us first, whereas 

3 5 secondarily" we cognize by distinctly distinguishing "principles and 
elements." 

It is clear, however, that to cognize something in which many are 
contained, without having a specific grasp of any one of the things con
tained in it, is to cognize something under some confusion.  And in this 

40 way one can cognize both a universal whole, in which the parts are 
contained in potential ity, and an integral whole.28 For each whole can 
be cognized in some confusion, without the parts' being distinctly cog
nized. But to cognize distinctly that which is contained in the universal 
whole is to have a cognition of a less common thing- just as to cognize 

45 an animal indistinctly is to cognize the animal inasmuch as it is an ani
mal , whereas to cognize the animal distinctly is to cognize it inasmuch 
as it is a rational or nonrational animal,  which is to cognize a human 
being or a l ion. Therefore, for our intellect, cognizing an animal comes 
before cognizing a human being, and the same reasoning holds if we 

50 compare anything more universal to something less universal . 
And because the senses go from potential ity to actual ity just as the 

intellect does, the same order of cognition is apparent in the senses 
too. o For we make a sensory judgment about the more common before 
the less common, with respect to both location and time. This holds 

5 5  with respect to location when, for example, an object is seen from a dis
tance. The object  is perceived as a body before being perceived as an 
an imal , and an animal before a human being, and a human being 
before Socrates or Plato. o It also holds with respect to time. For a boy at 

2784.6. 
2877. 1 ad l .  
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first distinguishes humans from nonhumans before distinguishing this 
human being from another one. Thus "a boy at first calls all men his 60 
father, whereas later he discerns each one," as is sa id in Physics I 
[ 1 84b 1 2-14] . 

The reason for th is is clear. o For someone who knows something 
indistinctly knows the basis of the distinction [only] potentially as yet. 
Someone who knows the genus, for example, [only] potentially knows 65 
the differentia. And thus it is clear that indistinct cognition is midway 
between potential ity and actual ity. So it should be said that, for us, the 
cognition of singulars comes before the cognition of universals, just as 
sensory cognition comes before intellective. But with respect to both 
sense and intellect, more common cognition comes before less com- 70 
mon cognition. 

Ad 1 .  A universal can be considered in two ways. First, inasmuch as the 
universal nature is considered at the same time as the intention of uni
versal ity. And since the intention of universal ity (namely, that one and 
the same thing has a relationship with many) comes from the abstrac- 75 
tion of intellect, it must be that in th is way the universal is secondary. 
Thus it is said in De anima I [402b7-8] that "the universal animal is 
either noth ing or is secondary." But according to Plato ,  who posited 
subsistent universals, the universal considered in th is way would be 
prior to particulars, which according to him exist only through partici- 80 
pation in subsistent universals, which are called Ideas.29 

In the second way, a universal can be considered with respect to its 
very nature (e .g. , animal ity, humanity) as it is found in particulars. In 
accord with this, it should be said that nature has two kinds of order.3° 
First, in terms of the course of generation and time: in these terms, 85 
those that are incomplete and potential are prior. And in th is way the 
more common is prior by nature, as is clearly evident in the generation 
of a human being and an animal : for an animal is generated before a 
human being is,0 as is said in On the Generation of Animals [736b2-4] . 
The second order is that of completeness, or of nature's aim. Here actu- 90 
ality is unconditionally prior by nature to potential ity, and the complete 
is prior to the incomplete. And in this way, the less common is prior by 
nature to the more common, as human being is prior to animal. For 
nature's aim does not stop with the generation of an animal; its aim is to 
generate a human being. 95 

2984 .4c34-50· 
3077 .4cz6-30· 
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Ad 2. A more common universal is  related to a less common one as a 
whole and as a part: 

• as a whole, inasmuch as the more universal contains potentially 
not only the less universal , but other th ings as well (contained 

100 under animal, for example,  is not only human being, but also 
horse) ; 

• as a part, inasmuch as the less common contains in its defining 
account not only the more common, but other th ings as well 
(a human being, for example, is not only an an imal , but also 

105 rational) .  

In this way, then, animal considered in itself is prior in our cognition to 
human being, but human being is prior in our cognition to the fact that 
animal is part of its defining account. 

Ad 3. A part can be cognized in two ways. In one way unconditionally, 
1 10 as it is in itself, and in this way nothing prevents the parts from being 

cognized before the whole-stones, for example, before the house. In a 
second way, as they are parts of this whole, and in th is way it is neces
sary for us to cognize the whole before the parts. For we cognize the 
house through a confused cognition before distinguishing its individual 

1 1 5  parts. So in th is way it should be sa id that the parts of the definition, 
considered unconditionally, are known before what is defined; other
wise the thing being defined would not be made known through them. 
But inasmuch as they are parts of the definition, they are known sec
ondarily. For we have a confused cognition of human being before we 

120 know how to distinguish all of what belongs to the defining account of 
human being. 

Ad 4. The universal , taken with the intention of universal ity, certainly 
is in a way a principle of cognizing, to the extent that the intention of 
universal ity is a consequence of the mode of understanding that occurs 

125 through abstraction. But it is not necessary that everything that is a prin
ciple of cognizing is a principle of being, in the way that Plato sup
posed. 3 1 For sometimes we cognize a cause through its effect, and a 
substance through its accidents. So a universal , taken in this way, is not 
on Aristotle's view a principle of being, nor a substance, as is clear in 

130 Metaphysics VII [ 1 038b8-4la5 ] .  
But if we  consider the nature of the genus and species as i t  is in s in

gular th ings, then in a way it has the character of a formal principle 

3 1 84 .4c38-43· 
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with respect to singulars. For a th ing is singular on account of its mat-
ter, whereas the defining account of the species is derived from the 
form. But the nature of the genus is related to the nature of the species 1 3 5 
more as a material principle: for the nature of the genus is derived from 
what is material in the thing, whereas the defining account of the spe-
cies is derived from what is formal . (The defining account of animal, 
for example, is derived from its sensory capacity, whereas the defining 
account of human being is derived from its intellective capacity. ) And 140 
so it is that nature's ultimate aim concerns the species and not the indi
vidual or the genus: for the form is the end of generation, whereas the 
matter is for the sake of the form. 

Stil l ,  it need not be that the cognition of every cause or principle is 
secondary for us. For sometimes we cognize unknown effects through 145 
sensible causes, whereas sometimes we do the opposite. o 

Article 4. Can our intellect think about 
more than one thing at the same time?32 

It seems that we can th ink about more than one thing at the same time: 

1 .  The intel lect is above time. 33  But before and after involve time. 
Therefore the intellect does not th ink about different things as before 
and after; it thinks about them at the same time. 

2. Nothing prevents different forms that are not opposites from actually 5 
being with in the same object at the same time. An apple, for instance, 
has both smell and color. But intell igible species are not opposites . 
Therefore nothing prevents one intellect from being actual ized at the 
same time by different intell igible species. As a result, it can think about 
more than one th ing at the same time. 10 

3 .  The intellect thinks about a whole ,  such as a human being or a 
house, at the same time. But every whole contains more than one part. 
Therefore the intellect thinks about more than one th ing at the same 
time. 

4. The difference between one thing and another cannot be cognized 1 5 
unless each is apprehended at the same time, as is said in the De anima 
[426b23-24] , and the same reasoning holds for any other relationship. 
But our intellect cognizes the difference and relationship between one 

32ST 1a 1 2. 1 0; 58.2; SCG 1 . 5 5 ;  QDV 8 . 14; QDA 18 ad 5; QQ 7. 1 .2 ;  II Sent. 
3 . 3 .4; III Sent. 14 .2 .4. 
3 3Liber de causis, Proposition 2. 
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th ing and another. Therefore it cognizes more than one thing at the 
20 same time. 

On the contrary. It is said in the Topics [ 1 14b34-35 ]  that we th ink 
about one th ing only, whereas we know more than one th ing.0 

Reply. The intellect can th ink about more than one thing by way of 
one thing, but not by way of more than one thing. In saying "by way of 

25 one or more things;' I mean by one or several intelligible species. For 
the way that any action occurs depends on the form that is the principle 
of the action. So whatever an intellect can think about under a single 
species, it can think about at the same time. Thus God sees all things at 
the same time, because he sees all th ings through one th ing, his 

30 essence. 34 Whatever an intellect thinks about through distinct species, 
however, it does not think about at the same time. The reason for this is 
that it is impossible for the same subject to be perfected at the same 
time by several forms of a single genus and different species- just as it 
is impossible for the same body to be colored at the same time, in the 

3 5 same place, by different colors, or to be shaped in different shapes. But 
all intell igible species belong to a single genus, because they are perfec
tions of a single intellective capacity, even though the things that they 
are species of belong to distinct genera. Therefore it is impossible for 
the same intellect to be perfected at the same time by different intell igi-

40 ble species, so that it actually th inks about different things. 

Ad 1 .  The intellect is above the time that is the number of the motion 
of corporeal things. o But the very plural ity of intelligible species causes 
a fluctuation in its intell igible operations, in virtue of which one opera
tion comes before another. Augustine calls this fluctuation time: for he 

45 says in De Genesi ad litteram VIII [xxi i .43 ]  that "God moves a spiritual 
creature through time." 

Ad 2. It is not only opposite forms that cannot exist at the same time in 
the same subject, but also any forms of the same genus, even though 
they are not opposites. This is clear in the above example of colors and 

50 shapes [ c34_35 ] .  

Ad 3 .  Parts can be thought of i n  two ways. First, under some confusion , 
as they are in the whole, and in this way they are cognized through a 
single form of the whole, and so are cognized at the same time. Second, 
by a distinct cognition, inasmuch as each is cognized through its own 

5 5  species. In this way they are not thought of at the same time. 

3484 .2c74-8 l · 
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Ad 4. When the intellect thinks about the difference o r  relationship of 
one thing to another, it cognizes each of the things differentiated or 
related under the aspect of that relationship or difference. Thus it cog
nizes parts under the aspect of the whole, as was said [ad 3 ] .  

Article 5 .  Does our intellect 's thinking occur 
through composition and division?35 

It seems that our intellect's thinking does not occur through composi
tion and division t :  
1 .  There is composition and division only of more than one thing. But 
the intel lect  cannot th ink about more than one th ing at the same 
time. 36 Therefore its thinking cannot occur through composition and 5 
division.  

2. Every composition or division has some time attached to it, either 
present, past, or future. o But the intellect abstracts from time, as it also 
does from other particular conditions. Therefore the intellect's thinking 
cannot occur through composition and division. 10 

3.  The intellect thinks by becoming like th ings. 37 But composition and 
divis ion are nothing in real ity, because noth ing is found in real i ty 
except for the thing that is signified by the predicate and the subject, 
and th is is one and the same th ing, if the composition is true. For the 
human being is truly that which the animal is. o Therefore the intellect 1 5 
does not compose and divide . 

On the contrary, spoken words signify the conceptions of intellect, as 
the Philosopher says in Perihennenias I [ 1 6a3-4] . But there is composi
tion and division in spoken words, as is clear in the case of affirmative 
and negative propositions. Therefore the intel lect  composes and 20 
divides. 

Reply. The human intellect's thinking must necessarily occur through 
composition and division. For since the human intel lect goes from 
potential ity to actual ity, it bears some l ikeness to things that undergo 
generation without immediately taking on their complete perfection, but 25 
by acquiring it successively. o Likewise, the human intellect does not 
immediately, in its first apprehension, acquire a complete cognition of a 

35ST l a  58.4; InDA 111. 1 1 ; SCG 1. 55 ,  1. 58. 
3685 .4. 
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thing; instead, it first apprehends something about it, namely the quiddity 
of that thing, which is the first and proper object of intellect, and then it 

30 thinks about the proper attributes, accidents, and dispositions surround
ing the thing's essence. Because of this, it must necessarily compose and 
divide one thing that it has apprehended with another, and it must go 
from one composition or division to another, which is to use reason. 38 

Angel ic and divine intellects, on the other hand, are l ike incorrupt-
3 5 ible things that have their complete perfection immediately from the 

start. o And so angelic and divine intellects immediately have a perfectly 
complete cognition of a thing, and so in cognizing the thing's quiddity, 
they cognize at once whatever we can cognize of the th ing through 
composition and division and reasoning. And so the human intellect 

40 cognizes through composition and division, and l ikewise through rea
soning, whereas the divine and angelic intellects cognize composition 
and division and reasoning, yet not by composing and dividing and rea
soning, but rather through the intellection of a simple quiddity. 

Ad 1 .  The intellect's composition or division takes place in virtue of 
45 some difference or relationsh ip. And so the intellect cognizes more 

than one thing through composition and division, by cognizing the dif
ference or relationship between th ings. 39 

Ad 2. As was said above, the intellect abstracts from phantasms [ 8 5 . 1 ]  
and yet does not actually understand except by turn ing toward phan-

50 tasms [ 84.7 ] .  And as the intellect turns toward phantasms, so on that 
basis its composition or divis ion has time attached to it.40 

Ad 3 .  A th ing's l ikeness is received in intellect in keeping with the 
mode of intellect, not in keeping with the mode of the th ing.41 Hence 
something on the side of the thing corresponds to the intellect's compo-

5 5  sition and division, but the way i t  is in the thing is not the way it is in 
intellect. For the proper object of the human intellect is the quiddity of 
a material th ing, wh ich falls under sense and imagination.42 But a 
material thing contains two sorts of composition. 

1 .  Fonn to matter. Corresponding to this is the composition of intel-
60 lect by which a universal whole is predicated of its part. For the genus is 

3879 .8cz4-25 . 
3985 .4 ad 4. 
4086. l c21_28, 86.3c. 
4l 7 5 . 5c40-4b 79.6c56-58· 
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taken from the common matter, the differentia that completes the spe
cies is taken from the form, and the particular is taken from the individ
ual rna tter. 4 3 

2. Accident to subject. Corresponding to this real composition is the 
composition of intellect in virtue of which an accident is predicated of 65 
its subject (as when one says the human being is white) . 

But the composition of intellect differs from the composition of a 
th ing, because those that  are composed in the th ing are distinc t, 
whereas the intellect's composition s ignals the identity of the th ings 
composed. For (2) the intellect does not compose in such a way as to 70 
say that the human being is whiteness, but rather that the human being is 
white - i .e. , has whiteness. But that which is the human being is the 
same in subject as that which has whiteness. Something similar is true 
for ( 1 )  the composition of form and matter. For animal signifies that 
which has a sensory nature, whereas rational signifies that which has an 75 
intellective nature,  human being that which has both, and Socrates that 
which has all of these, along with individual matter. It is in terms of this 
notion (rationem) of identity that our intellect, by predication, com
poses one th ing with another. 

Article 6. Can the intellect errfl4 

It seems that the intellect can be false: 

1 .  The Philosopher says in Metaphysics VI [ 1 027b25-27] that "true and 
false are in the mind." But mind and intellect are the same, as was said 
above [79.8sc ]. Therefore there is falseness in intellect. 

2. Opinion and reasoning pertain to intellect. But falseness is found in 5 
each of these. Therefore there can be falseness in intellect. 

3 .  There is s in in the intellective part. But s in comes with falseness, 
s ince those who do wrong are in error, as is sa id in Proverbs 14 . 22 .  
Therefore falseness can be in intellect. 

On the contrary. Augustine says in On 83 Questions [ 32 ]  that "anyone 10 
with a false bel ief does not understand the thing he has a false belief 
about."0 And the Philosopher says in the De anima [ 43 3a26] that "the 
intellect is always right." 

438 5 . 1  ad 2 ,  8 5 . 3  ad 4. 
44ST 1a 1 7.2-3, 58. 5 ;  QDV 1 . 1 1-1 2 ;  SCG 1 . 59, 111. 1 08; InPH 1 . 3 ;  InDA 111. 1 1 ; 
InMet VI.4, IX. l 1 ; I Sent. 19. 5. 1  ad 7. 
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Reply. In De anima III [430b29-3 1 ] , the Philosopher compares intel-
1 5  lect to sense as follows. Sense is not deceived about its proper object 

(s ight, for example, about color) , unless perhaps accidentally, by an 
impediment to the organ, as when the taste of those who are feverish 
judges sweet things to be bitter because of their tongues' being full of 
the wrong humors. Sense is deceived, however, about common sensi-

20 hies, as in judging about size and shape. It judges that the sun is one 
foot wide, for instance, when in fact it is larger than the earth. And it is 
even more deceived about per accidens sensibles, as when it judges that 
gall0 is honey because of the similarity in color. The reason for this is 
obvious. For any capacity, considered as that sort of capacity, is directed 

25 per se to its proper object. But such things always stand to one another 
in the same way. o So as long as the capacity remains, i ts judgment 
about its proper object will not fail . 

The intellect's proper object is the quiddity t of a thing. So the intel
lect is not false (non fallitur) , speaking per se, with respect to the quid-

30 dity of a th ing. o But the intellect can be false with respect to what 
surrounds the thing's essence or quiddity, when it orders one thing to 
another, either through composition or division or else through reason
ing. Accordingly, it also cannot err about those propositions that are 
immediately cognized when the quiddity of their terms is cognized, as 

3 5 is the case for first principles. There is also infall ible truth, in keeping 
with the certa inty of the science, with respect to the conclus ions 
reached through these principles. 

Per accidens, however, the intellect can be deceived about quiddi
ties in composite th ingso - not due to [an impediment in] any organ ,  

40 since the intellect is not a power that uses an organ,45 but due to com
position entering into the definition, either when the definition of one 
thing is false for another (as the definition of a circle, for a triangle) , or 
when a definition is false in itself because it implies an impossible com
position (for instance, if winged rational animal were taken as the defi-

45 nition of a th ing) .  So we cannot be deceived in the case of simple  
th ings, into whose definition composition cannot enter. But we do fail 
in entirely not attaining, as is said in Metaphysics IX [ 1 0 5 l b25-3 3] .  

Ad 1 .  The Philosopher says that falseness is i n  the mind in  virtue of 
composition and division . 

50 The same should be said ad 2, for opinion and reasoning, and ad 3, 
for the error of those who sin ,  which consists in attaching oneself to the 
object of one's appetite. But the intellect is never deceived in its uncon-
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ditioned consideration46 of a th ing's quiddity and the things cognized 
through it. And this is what the authorities cited in the sed contra say. 

Article 7. Can one person understand 
the same thing better than another?47 

It seems that one person cannot understand one and the same thing 
better than another: 

1 .  Augustine says, in his book On 83 Questions [ 32 ] ,  "whoever under
stands a thing other than as it is does not understand it. . . .  U ndoubt-
edly, then, there is a perfect understanding, which nothing can surpass, 5 
and so the understanding of any given thing does not go on to infinity, 
nor can one person understand it more than another can." 

2. The intellect, in understanding, is true. But truth, since it is a kind of 
equal ity between intellect and thing, does not admit of more and less, 
since a thing is not properly said to be more and less equal. Therefore 10 
neither is something said to be understood more and less. 

3. The intellect is that which is most formal in a human being. But a 
difference in form causes a difference in species .  Therefore if one 
human being understands more than another, it seems that they do not 
belong to a single species. 1 5 

On the contrary. Experience shows that some understand more deeply 
than others. Someone who can reduce a conclusion to its first princi-
ples and first causes, for example, understands more deeply than some-
one who can reduce it only to its proximate causes. 

Reply. There are two ways of understanding the claim that someone 20 
understands one and the same thing more than another does. In one 
way, 'more' can be understood as govern ing the act of understanding 
with regard to the thing cognized. In th is sense one person cannot 
understand the same thing more than another. For if he were to under-
stand it otherwise than it is, whether better or worse, then he would be 25 
deceived and would not be understanding [ it] , as Augustine argues.48 

In another way, 'more' can be understood as governing the act of 
understanding with regard to the one who is understanding. In th is 

4675 . 5c42_45, 8 5 . 1  ad l .  
47ST 1 a  1 2 .6 ad 2 ,  1a2ae 63. 1 ;  IV Sent. 49.2 .4 ad 1 ;  QDV 2 . 2  ad l l ;  InDA 
11 . 19.8 5-1 14. 
480bj . 1; see 85 .6sc. 
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sense one person can understand the same th ing better than another, 
30 because he has a greater power for understanding. (Similarly, someone 

sees a thing better through corporeal s ight who has a more perfect 
power,* in whom the visual power is more perfect.) In the case of intel
lect this occurs in two ways: 

• First, with regard to an intellect that is itself stronger. * For it is 
3 5 clear that the better the body's disposition, the better a soul it takes 

on. This is clearly apparent in things that differ in species. The 
reason for it is that actual ity and form are received in matter in 
keeping with the capacity of the matter. So s ince, even among 
human beings, some have better disposed bodies, they take on a 

40 soul that has a greater power for understanding. o (This is why it is 
said in De anima II [ 42 la26] that we see "those with soft flesh are 
mentally well fit.")49 

• This happens in another way with regard to the lower powers that 
the intellect needs for its operation. For those whose imaginative, 

45 cogitative, and memory powers are better disposed are themselves 
better disposed for understanding. o 

The solution ad 1 is clear from what has been said, and likewise ad 
2, since the truth of intellect consists in understanding a thing to be as 
it is. 

50 Ad 3. A difference in form that comes solely from a distinct disposition 
of the matter produces no distinction in species, but only a numerical 
one. For distinct individuals have distinct forms, made distinct by their 
matter.0 

Article 8.  Does our intellect cognize the 
indivisible prior to the divisible?50 

It seems that our intellect cognizes the indivisible prior to the divisible : 

1 .  The Philosopher says in Physics I [ 1 84a l 0-1 2 ]  that we understand 
and know by cognizing principles and elements. But indivis ible things 
are the principles and elements of divisible things. Therefore indivisible 

5 things are known by us prior to divisible th ings. 

2. We have a prior cognition of that which is included in the definition 
of a th ing, because a definition comes from [ terms] that are "prior and 

4976. 5c5 1_53 , with note . 
50ST 1a  1 1 .2 ad 4; InDA 111 . 1 1 . 
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better known," as is said in Topics VI [ 14 l a26-b2] .  But what is indivisi
ble is included in the definition of what is divis ible. For example, a 
l ine is a length without width whose ends are two points, as Eucl id 10 
says . 5 1 Also, the unit is included in the definition of number, since 
"number is a multitude measured by one," as is said in Metaphysics X 
[ 1 057a3 ] .  Therefore our intellect understands the indivis ible prior to 
the divis ible. 

3. Like is cognized by l ike . 5Z But what is indivisible is more l ike the 1 5 
in tellect than what is divisible is, s ince "the intellect is simple," as is 
said in De anima III [429b2 3 ] .  Therefore our intellect has a prior cog
nition of the indivisible. 

On the contrary. It is said in De anima III [ 430b20] that "what is indi-
visible is revealed as a privation ." But a privation is cognized second- 20 
arily, and therefore so is the indivisible. 

Reply. The object of our intellect, in its present state,  is the quiddity of 
a material th ing, which it abstracts from phantasms, as is clear from 
things said already [85 . 1 ] .  And since that which is cognized first and per 
se by a cognitive power is its proper object, we can consider the order in 25 
which we understand the indivisible based on its relationsh ip to such a 
quiddity. 

Something is said to be indivisible in three ways, however, as is said 
in De anima III [430b6-26] . 

• In one way, as a continuum is indivisible: for it is actually undi- 30 
vided, but potentially divisible .  We understand something indivis-
ible in this way prior to its division into parts , because a confused 
cognition is prior to a distinct one, as was said [85 .  3c27_33] .  

• In another way, something is said to be  indivisible in species. The 
nature (ratio) of a human being, for example, is indivisible. Some- 35 
thing indivis ible in this way is also understood prior to its division 
into the parts of its nature, as was said above [85 .  3c43_50] ,  and also 
prior to the intellect's composing and dividing through affirma-
tion or negation. And the reason for this is that the intellect in its 
own right understands th is sort of two-part indivisible as its proper 40 
object. o 

• In a third way, something is said to be indivisible that is entirely 
indivisible, l ike a point and a unit, which are neither actually nor 

5 1  Elements I ,  definitions 2-3 . 
5284.2czl-ZZ· 
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potentially divided. This sort of indivis ible is cognized second-
45 arily, through privation of something divisible. (Thus a point is 

defined by privation: a point is what has no part;5 3 l ikewise the 
nature of one is to be indivis ible, as is said in Metaphysics X 
[ 1 052bl 6] . )  The reason it is cognized secondarily is that such an 
indivisible is opposed in a certain way to corporeal things, whose 

50 quiddity the intellect takes in first and per se. If our intellect were 
instead to understand through participation in separated indivisi
ble substances, as the Platonists claimed,54 then it would follow 
that such an indivis ible would be understood first. For the Pla
tonists claimed that what is prior is what things have a prior partie-

5 5  ipation in . 

Ad 1 .  In acquiring knowledge, principles and elements are not always 
prior: for sometimes we go from sensible effects to the cognition of prin
ciples and intell igible causes. But when it comes to complete knowl
edge, the knowledge of effects always depends on cognizing principles 

60 and  elements .  For as the Ph ilosopher  says in tha t  same passage 
[ 1 84a l 2-1 4] , we bel ieve ourselves to have knowledge when we can 
analyze composite things* into their causes. 

Ad 2. Point is not included in a general ized definition of line. For it is 
clear that in the case of an infinite l ine, and also in the case of a cir-

65 cle, there are po ints only potential ly. But Euclid is defining a finite 
straight l ine, and so he includes point in h is definition of line, as a 
l imit in the definition of what is l imited. The unit, however, is the 
measure of number, and so it is included in the definition of a mea
sured number. But it is not included in the definition of the divis ible, 

70 but rather conversely. 5 5  

Ad 3 .  The l ikeness through which we understand is a species of  the 
cognized thing in the one cognizing. Hence the cognition of a thing is 
prior not because of the l ikeness of the th ing's nature to the cognitive 
capacity, but through the capacity's being well-su ited to the object. If 

75 the former were the case, then sight would cognize hearing more than 
it would color. o 

5 3Euclid, Elements I, definition 1 .  

5484.4c40-48• 84 . 5c34-40• 84.6c42-48· 
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Question 86 

What Our Intellect Cognizes in Material Things 

Next we must consider what our intel lect cognizes in material th ings. 
Here there are four points of inquiry: 

a 1 .  Does it cognize singulars? 
a2. Does it cognize the infinite? 
a3 .  Does it cognize contingent things? 
a4. Does it cognize the future? 

Article 1 .  Does our intellect cognize singulars?1 
It seems that our intellect does cognize singulars: 

1 .  Whoever cognizes a composition cognizes the terms of the composi
tion. But our intellect cognizes th is composition, Socrates is a human 
being, because it belongs to intellect to form a proposition. Therefore 
our intellect cognizes the singular that is Socrates. 5 

2. Practical intellect directs action. 2 But acts concern singulars. There-
fore it has cognition of singulars. 

3 .  Our intellect understands itself. But it is something singular- other
wise it would not have any act, since acts belong to singulars. Therefore 
our intellect cognizes the singular. 10 

4.  Whatever a lower power can do a h igher power can do. But the 
senses cognize singulars. Therefore, a fortiori, so does intellect. 

On the contrary. The Philosopher says in Physics I [ 1 89a6-7] that "the 
universal is known by reason, the singular by sense." 

Reply. In the case of material things, our intellect cannot directly and 1 5 
primarily cognize the singular. The reason for this is that the basis of sin
gularity in material things is individual matter, whereas our intellect, as 
was said above [85 . 1 ] , operates by abstracting an intelligible species from 
such matter. But that which is abstracted from individual matter is uni-
versal . Consequently our intellect is directly cognitive only of universals. 20 
Indirectly, however, and through a kind of reflection, as it were, it can 
cognize the s ingular. o For as was said above [ 84. 7 ] ,  even after it has 
abstracted intell igible species, it cannot actually understand through 

1QDV 2. 5-6, 1 0. 5; QDA 20; QQ 7. 1 .3 ,  1 2 .8; II Sent. 3 . 3 . 3; IV Sent. 50. 1 . 3 ;  
sec 1 .65; InDA 111.8. 
279. 1 1 .  



1 80 Question 86. Article 2. 

them except by turning toward phantasms, in which it understands the 
25 intell igible species, as is said in De anima III [ 43 1 b2] .  In this way, then, 

it directly understands the universal itself through an intelligible species, 
whereas it indirectly understands the singulars that the phantasms con
cern. This is how it forms the proposition Socrates is a human being. 

In this way the solution ad 1 is clear. 

30 Ad 2. The choice of a particular course of action serves as the conclu
sion to a syllogism of practical intellect,0 as is sa id in Ethics VII 
[ 1 1 47a24-3 1 ]. But something singular can be the direct conclusion of 
a universal proposition only on the mediating assumption of some sin
gular proposition . So the universal reasoning of practical intellect pro-

3 5 duces movement  on l y  th rough th e media t ion  of  a pa r t icular  
apprehension belonging to the sensory part,0 as is said in  De anima III 
[ 4 34a 1 6-2 1 ] . 

Ad 3.  The singular is incompatible with intell igibil ity not insofar as it is 
singular but insofar as it is material. For noth ing is understood except 

40 immaterially. So if a singular is immaterial , as the intellect is, then it is 
not incompatible with intelligibility. 

Ad 4. A higher power can do what a lower power can, but in a superior 
way. So that which the senses cognize materially and concretely, the 
intellect cognizes immaterially and abstractly. The former is to cognize 

45 the singular directly; the latter is to cognize the universal. 

Article 2. Does our intellect cognize the infinite?3 
It seems that our intellect can cognize the infinite: 

1 .  God exceeds everything infinite. But our intellect can cognize God, 
as was said above [Q12 ] .  Therefore, a fortiori, it can cognize everything 
else that is infinite. 

5 2. Our intellect is naturally suited to cognize genera and species. But 
some genera, such as number, proportion, and shape, have infinitely 
many species. o Therefore our intellect can cognize the infinite .  

3.  If one body did not prevent another from existing in one and the 
same place, then nothing would stop infinitely many bodies from exist-

t o  ing in one place. But one intell igible species does not stop another 
from existing at the same time in the same intellect, s ince it is possible 
to have a dispositional knowledge of many things at the same time. * 

3ST 1a  14. 1 2 ; QDV 2 .9; CT 1 3 3 .  
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Therefore noth ing stops our intel lect from having a dispos itional 
knowledge of the infinite. 

4. The intellect, since it is not a power of corporeal matter, as was said 1 5 
[75 . 2 ] ,  seems to be an infinite capacity.4 But an infinite power can 
range over the infinite. Therefore our intellect can cognize the infinite. 

On the contrary. It is said in Physics I [ 1 87b7] that "the infinite, consid-
ered as infinite, is unknown." 

Reply. Since a capacity is proportioned to its object, the intellect must 20 
be related to the infinite just as its object (the quiddity of a material 
th ing) is related to the infinite. But in material things one does not find 
an actual infinity, only a potential infinity, inasmuch as one thing suc
ceeds another (as is said in Physics III [206a 1 8-2 3 ] ) . 5 So in our intellect 
one finds a potential infinity with respect to taking up one th ing after 25 
another. For our intellect never understands so much that it cannot 
understand more. But our intellect cannot actually or dispositionally 
cognize the infinite: 

• Not actually, because our intellect can actually cognize at one 
time only that which it cognizes through a single species.6 But the 30 
infinite does not have a single species; otherwise it would have the 
character of being whole and complete. o So it cannot be under-
stood except by taking up part after part. (This is clear from its def
inition in Physics III [207a8] :  for the infinite is "that which, if one 
takes a quantity of it, there is always something more to take.") 3 5 
Thus the infinite could not be actually cognized unless all of its 
parts were counted, which is impossible .  

• For the same reason we cannot understand the infinite disposi
tionally. For a dispositional cognition is caused within us by actu-
ally considering, for we are made to have knowledge by [first] 40 
understanding, as is said in Ethics II [ 1 1 0 3a26-b26] . So we could 
not have dispositional knowledge of the infinite, distinctly cog
nized, unless we had already considered all of the infinite,  count-
ing them by a sequence of cognitions, which is impossible. 

So our intellect can cognize the infinite neither actually nor disposi- 45 
tionally, but only potentially, as was said. 

47 5. 5  obj . 4 & ad 4, 76. 5  ad 4. 
5 la 7.2-4. 
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Ad 1 .  As was said above [ 1a  7. 1 ] , God is said to be infinite as a form that 
is not l imited by any matter. In the case of material th ings, however, 
something is said to be infinite through the lack of formal l imit. And 

50 because form is known in its own right, whereas matter without form is 
unknown, a material infinite is accordingly not known in its own right. 
But the fo rmal infinite , God,  is known in i ts own right, a l though 
unknown relative to us, because of a shortcoming in our intellect, 
which in its state of l ife at present is naturally su ited to cognize material 

55  th ings. So at present we can cognize God only through his material 
effects .  But in the future th is shortcoming in our intellect will be 
removed by glory, and then we will be able to see God himself in his 
essence, although without comprehension. o 

Ad 2 .  Our intellect is naturally su ited to cognize species through 
60 abstraction from phantasms.? So those species of numbers and shapes 

that one has not imagined cannot be actually or dispositional ly cog
nized, except perhaps generically and in their universal principles. This 
is a potential , confused cognition. 

Ad 3. If two or more bodies were in a single place, they would not have 
65 to enter into that place successively so that the things located there 

would be numbered through their successive entrances. But intelligible 
species come into our intellect successively, since it does not actually 
th ink about more than one th ing at the same time.8 So it must be that 
they are numbered, and that there are not infinitely many species in 

70 our intellect. 

Ad 4. Our intellect cognizes the infinite to the extent it is infinite in 
power. For its power is infinite inasmuch as it is not l imited by corpo
real ma tter and  is capable of cogn iz ing the universal , wh ich is 
abstracted from individual matter. It is consequently not l imited to any 

75 individual but, considered of itself, extends to an infinite number of 
individuals.9 

Article 3.  Does our intellect cognize contingent things?10 

It seems that the intellect is not cognitive of contingentt things: 

78 5. 1 .  
88 5.4. 
97 5 . 5c38-5 5' 84.2c6l-70· 
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1 .  As is sa id i n  Ethics VI [ 1 1 40b 3 1-4 1 a 8 ] ,  intellect, wisdom, and 
knowledge concern not contingent but necessary things. 

2.  As is said in Physics IV [22 1 b29-30] ,  things that exist at one time and 
not another are measured by time. But intellect abstracts from time, 5 
just as from other material conditions. Therefore since it is distinctive of 
contingent things that they exist at one time and not another, it seems 
that contingent things are not cognized by intellect. 

On the contrary. All knowledge (scientia) is in intellect. But some 
branches of knowledge concern contingent things,  l ike the moral sci- 10 
ences (wh ich concern human acts, subject to free decision) and even 
the natural sciences (with regard to the portion that deals with genera-
hie and corruptible things) . o Therefore the intellect is cognitive of con
tingent things. 

Reply. Contingent th ings can be considered in two ways: first, insofar as 1 5 
they are contingent; second, insofar as something necessary is found in 
them. For nothing is so contingent as to have within itself nothing that 
is necessary. The fact of Socrates' running, for instance, is of course 
contingent in itself, but the relationship of running to motion is neces-
sary, since it is necessary that if Socrates runs, he moves. l 1 Now every- 20 
th ing that is contingent is so with respect to its matter, because the 
contingent is what has the potential to exist and not to exist, and poten
tiality is associated with matter. Necessity, on the other hand, follows 
the character of the form, because things that follow from the form are 
necessarily present. Now it is matter that is the principle of individua- 25 
tion, whereas the universal nature is taken through abstracting the form 
from the particular matter. And it was said above [ 86. 1 c 1 5_20] that, per 
se and directly, the intellect concerns universals whereas the senses 
concern singulars. But singulars are, in a certain indirect way, the con-
cern of intellect as well, as was said [86. l c2 1_28] .  So therefore contin- 30 
gent things, inasmuch as they are contingent, are cognized directly by 
sense and indirectly by intellect, whereas universal natures and the nec
essary aspects of contingent th ings are cognized by intellect. So if one 
focuses on the universal natures of the objects of knowledge, then all 
knowledge (scientiae) concerns necessary things. But if one focuses on 35 
the things themselves, then some knowledge concerns necessary things, 
whereas some concerns contingent th ings. 

Through this, the solution to the objections [ad 1-2] is clear. 

1 1 84. 1 ad 3 .  
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Article 4. Does our intellect cognize the future?12 
It seems that our intellect cognizes the future: 

1. Our intellect cognizes through intell igible species, wh ich abstract 
from here and now and thus stand indifferent to all times. But it can 
cognize the present. Therefore it can cognize the future. 

5 2. A human being, when deprived of the senses, can cognize some 
things in the future, as is clear in those asleep and in the frenetic . But 
when deprived of the senses, one's intellect becomes stronger. There
fore the intellect, considered in its own right, is cognitive of the future. 

3. The intellective cognition of a human being is stronger than any sort 
10  of cognition belonging to brute animals. But there are some animals 

that cognize some th ings in the future- when crows repeatedly caw, for 
instance, they signify that rain is soon to come. Therefore a fortiori the 
human intellect can cognize the future. 

On the contrary. Ecclesiastes 8 .6-7 speaks of the great affliction of 
1 5  human beings: they are ignorant of things past and can through no mes

senger know the future. 

Reply. The same sort of distinction should be made for the cognition of 
future things as for the cognition of contingent things. I 3 For the things 
themselves in the future, as they are contained within time, are singu-

20 Iars ,  and the human intellect can cognize these only through reflec
tion, as was said above [ 86. l c2 1_28] .  But the natures (rationes) of future 
things can be universal and perceptible by intellect, and there can also 
be knowledge (scientiae) of these. 

But in order to speak generally about the cognition of the future, we 
25 should know that things in the future can be cognized in two ways, in 

themselves and in their causes: 

• Only God can cognize future things in themselves. They are 
present to God even while in the course of events they are future, 
inasmuch as h is eternal intuition is cast all at once over the whole 

30 course of time. (This was said above in discussing God's knowl
edge [ 1 a 1 4. 1  3 ] . )  

• We too can cognize things in the future, considered in their causes. 
And if they are in their causes in such a way as to come necessarily 

l 2ST 1a  57 .3 ,  2a2ae 95 . 1 ,  1 72 . 1 ;  SCG 111 . 1 54; QDV 8. 12 ;  QDM 16.7; CT 1 34; 
I Sent. 38. 5 ad 2; II Sent. 7.2 .2 .  
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from these causes, then they are cognized with the certainty of 
knowledge- just as an astronomer forecasts a future ecl ipse. If, on 35 
the other hand, they are in their causes in such a way as to come 
from these for the most part, then they can thus be cognized by a 
conjecture that will be more or less certain depending on whether 
the causes are more or less inclined toward their effects. 

Ad 1 .  That argument holds for the cognition that comes through the 40 
universal natures of the causes. Through these natures, the future can 
be cognized in keeping with how the effect is ordered to its cause. 0 

Ad 2. As Augustine says in De Genesi ad litteram XII [xiii. 27] ,  the soul 
has a kind of power for prophecy, so that it can by its nature cognize the 
future. So when it withdraws from the bodily senses and turns back 45 
somehow toward itself, it comes to participate in knowledge of the 
future. This view would be reasonable if we were to hold that the soul 
takes its cognition of th ings by participating in the Ideas, as the Pla
ton ists claimed. 14 For then by its nature the soul would cognize the uni-
versal causes of all effects, but for its being impeded by the body. Hence 50 
when it is turned away from the bodily senses, it cognizes the future . 
But because th is mode of cognizing is not natural to our intellect
instead, it naturally takes its cognition from the senses- it is thus not on 
account of the soul's nature that it cognizes the future when deprived of 
the senses . This instead occurs through an impress ion from certain 55 
higher causes, spiritual and bodily. 

• The impression is spiritual when, by divine power, through the 
ministry of angels, the human intel lect is illuminated0 and its 
phantasms are arranged so as to cognize various th ings in the 
future. Alternatively, this occurs through the operation of demons, 60 
when one's phantasia is agitated so that one comes to presage var-
ious th ings in the future that the demons cognize (as was said 
above [ la  57. 3] ) .  The human soul is better suited to receive such 
impressions from spiritual causes when it is deprived of the senses, 
because through this deprivation it moves closer to the spiritual 65 
substances and becomes freer from external disturbances. 

• The cognition of the future also occurs through an impression 
from higher bodily causes. For it is clear that higher bodies make 
an impression on lower bodies .  So since the sensory powers are 
actualities of bodily organs, it follows that phantas ia is in some 70 
way affected by an impression from the heavenly bodies. So since 

1484. 4c40-48. 
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the heavenly bodies are the cause of many things i n  the future, 
the imagination acquires the signs of various things in the future. o 
But these signs are perceived more at night and by those asleep 

75 than during the day and by those awake. For as is sa id in the De 
somno [ 464a 1 2-19] ,  

Things conveyed during the day are more dislocated, because the night 
air is less agitated given that nights are quieter. They also, because of 
sleep, produce sensations within the body, because slight internal move-

80 ments are sensed more by those asleep than by those awake . These 
motions produce the phantasms through which those asleep foresee'" 
future things. 

Ad 3 .  Brute animals have nothing above phantasia that arranges their 
phantasms- in the way that human beings have reason -and so the 

85  phantasia of brute animals entirely follows the heavenly impression. So 
various things in the future (rain and the l ike) can be cognized from the 
movements of such animals more than from the movements of human 
beings, who are moved by the counsel of reason. Thus the Philosopher 
says in the De somno [464a22-25 ]  that some of the most imprudent have 

90 the most foresight, "because their intelligence is not affected by care but 
is led, deserted and emptied of all things, moved by what moves it." 

Question 87 

How the Intellective Soul Cognizes 

Itself and the Things within It 

Next we must consider how the intellective soul cognizes itself and the 
th ings within it. And here there are four points of inquiry: 

a l .  Does it cognize itself through its essence? 
a2. How does it cognize the dispositions existing within it? 
a3 .  How does the intellect cognize its own act? 
a4. How does it cognize an act of will? 

Article 1 .  Does the intellective soul 
cognize itself through its essence?1 

It seems that the intellective soul cognizes itself through its essence: 

1QDV 8.6, 1 0.8 [Appendix 4] ; ST 1a 14.2, 56. 1 ;  sec 11.98, 111.46; QDA 16 ad 
8; InDA 11.6. 173-90, 111.9.65-1 06; QDM 16.8 ad 7. 
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1 .  Augustine says in De trinitate IX [ iii . 3 ]  that the mind "knows itself 
through itself, because it is incorporeal." 

2. An angel and the human soul share the genus intellectual substance. 
But an angel understands itself through its essence. Therefore so does 5 
the human soul . 

3 .  "In things without matter, the intellect and what it understands are 
the same," as is said in De anima III [430a3-4] . But the human mind is 
without matter, because it is not the actual ity of any body, as was said 
above [76 . 1 ad 1-4 ] .  Therefore, in the case of the human mind, the 10 
intellect and what it understands are the same. Therefore it under
stands itself through its essence. 

On the contrary. It is said in De anima III [ 4 30a2-3] that the intellect 
understands itself just as it does other things. But it understands other 
things through their likenesses, not through their essences.2 Therefore 1 5  
neither does it understand itself through its essence. 

Reply. As is said in Metaphysics IX [ 1 05 1 a22-3 3] ,  a thing is able to be 
cognized insofar as it is actual , not insofar as it is potential . t This is 
because a thing is a being and is true, and so falls within the scope of 
cognition, inasmuch as it is actual . 3 This is clearly evident in sensible 20 
th ings. For sight perceives not what is potentially colored, only what is 
actually colored. And it is l ikewise clear for intellect that insofar as it 
cognizes material things, it cognizes only that which is actual . This is 
why it cognizes prime matter only in terms of its proportion to form, as 
is said in Physics I [ 1 97a7-1 5 ] .  25 

So in the case of immaterial substances, each is intell igible through 
its essence to the extent that it is actual through its essence: 

• God's essence, which is pure and perfect actuality, is simply and 
perfectly intel l igible in i ts own right. Thus God through h is 
essence understands not only h imself but also all things.4 30 

• An angel 's essence is in the genus of intell igible th ings, actually, 
but it is neither purely nor completely actual. As a result, an angel 
does not complete its understanding through its essence: for 
although an angel does understand itself through its essence, still 
it cannot cognize all things through its essence. Instead, it cog- 35 
nizes things other than itself through their l ikenesses. o 

284.2 .  
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• The human intellect belongs to the genus of intell igible things as 
a merely potential being ( in  j ust  the way tha t p rime matter 
belongs to the genus of sensible things) . This is why it is called the 

40 possible intellect. o Considered in its essence, then, it is potentially 
cognizant. 5 So it has of itself the power to understand, but not to 
be understood, except inasmuch as it is made actual. For even the 
Platonists posited an order of intell igible beings above the order of 
intellects,0 because the in tellect understands only through partici-

45 pation in the intell igible, and because what participates, accord
ing to them, is below that in which it participates. 6 

Therefore if the human intellect were made actual through partici
pation in separate intell igible Forms, as the Platonists claimed, then the 
human intellect would understand itself through its participating in 

50 this way in incorporeal things. But what is natural for our intellect, in 
its state of l ife at present,0 is to be oriented toward material , sensible 
things, as was sa id above [ 84. 7 c48_50 ] .  Consequently, our intellect 
understands itself insofar as it is actual ized by species abstracted from 
sensible th ings by the l ight of agent intellect. This is the actual ity of 

5 5 those intell igibles and, by their means, [ the actual ity ofJ the possible 
intellect. Therefore our intellect cognizes itself through its act, not 
through its essence. 

This occurs in two ways . First, in particular cases, inasmuch as 
Socrates or Plato perceives himself to have an intellective soul, as a result 

60 of perceiving himself to be thinking. o Second, universally, inasmuch as 
we consider the nature of the human mind on the basis of the intellect's 
act. But it is true that the j udgment and efficacy of th is cognition 
through which we cognize the soul's nature is available to us in virtue of 
our intellect's l ight being derived from the divine truth, in which the 

65 natures of all th ings are contained, as was said above [84. 5c60_65] .  Thus 
Augustine says in De trinitate IX [ vi.9], "we grasp the unshakable truth, 
and on this basis we define, as completely as we can, not how the mind 
of each human being is, but how it ought to be, in the eternal natures."0 

There is a difference between these two cognitions. For to have the 
70 first cognition about the mind it is enough to have the presence itself of 

the mind, which is the source of the act by which the mind perceives 
itself. In th is sense it is said to cognize itself through its presence. o But 
to have the second cognition about the mind,  its presence is not  
enough;  dil igent and subtle investigation is also required. As a result, 

579 .2c53-6I · 
6Cf. 84.4c , 86.4 ad 2 .  
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many are unaware of the soul's nature, and many have even erred 75 
regarding the soul's nature . Thus Augustine says of such investigation 
into the mind, in De trinitate X [ ix. l 2 ] ,  "let the mind seek to discern 
itself not as something absent, but as something present" - i .e . ,  let it 
seek to cognize its difference from other things, which is to cognize its 
quiddity and nature. o 80 

Ad 1 .  The mind "knows itself through itself" because eventually it 
reaches a cognition of its very self, albeit through its act. For (i) it itself 
is what is cognized, because it loves itself (as the passage goes on to say) . 
Moreover, (ii) something can be said to be known "through itself" (per 
se) in two ways: 85 

• because one comes to know it through nothing else (as first princi
ples are said to be known per se) ; 

• because they are cognizable not per accidens (as color is visible 
per se and substance per accidens) .0 

Ad 2. An angel's essence is in the genus of intell igible things as some- 90 
th ing actual , and so it is both an intellect and an object of intellect. For 
th is reason, an angel apprehends its essence through itself (per se) . But 
th is is not the case for the human intellect. It is either entirely potential 
with respect to intelligible things (as the possible intellect is) or is the 
actuality of the intell igibles that are abstracted from phantasms (as the 95 
agent intellect is) . 

Ad 3.  That claim of the Philosopher is universally true in every intel-
lect. For just as the actualized sense is the sensible thing, because of the 
l ikeness of the sensible that is the form of the actualized sense, so actu
al ized intel lec t  is the actual ized ob j ect of intellec t, because of the 100 
object's l ikeness, which is the form of the actual ized intellect? Thus 
the human intellect, which is actual ized through the species of the 
object understood, is understood through that same species, as through 
its own form. o 

But saying that "in th ings without matter, the intellect and what it 105 
understands are the same," is the same as saying that "in things actually 
understood, the intel lect and what it understands are the same." For 
something is actually understood as a result of being without matter. A 
contrast emerges, however, in this [way of understanding the claim] .  
For the essences of some things exist without matter (such as the sepa- 1 10 
rate substances that we call angels, each one of which both understands 

78 5 .2 ad l .  
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and is understood). There are other things whose essences do not exist 
without matter; only the l ikenesses abstracted from them exist without 
matter. Thus the Commentator says, on De anima III [ 1 5-1 6] ,  that the 

1 1 5  statement in question is true only in the case of separate substances. For 
what does not hold true for those others does hold true in a certain way 
for these, as was said [ad 2 ] .  

Article 2 .  How does the intellective soul 
cognize the dispositions existing within it?8 

It seems that our intellect cognizes the soul's dispositions through their 
essence: 

1 .  Augustine says in De trinitate XIII [ i . 3 ] ,  "faith is not in that way seen 
in the heart in which it exists" ( in the way that the soul of another 

5 human being is seen , through the movements of his body) .  " Instead, 
the most certain knowledge espouses this fa ith, and conscience pro
claims it." The same reasoning holds for the soul's other dispositions. 
Therefore the soul's dispositions are cognized not through their acts, 
but through themselves. 

10  2. Material things, which are outside the soul , are cognized by their 
l ikenesses' being present in the soul . Thus they are said to be cognized 
through their l ikenesses . But the soul 's dispositions are present in the 
soul through their essence. Therefore they are cognized through their 
essence. 

1 5  3 .  "That because o f  wh ich anything is,* is i tself more."9 But other 
things are cognized by the soul because of dispositions and intelligible 
species. Therefore these are cognized by the soul even more: through 
themselves. 

On the contrary. Dispositions are the bases of acts, just as capacities 
20 are .  But, as is said in De anima II [ 4 1 5a1 8-20] ,  acts and operations are 

conceptually prior to capacities , and so for the same reason they are 
prior to dispositions. Hence dispositions are cognized through acts, just 
as capacities are. o 
Reply. A disposition is in a certain sense midway between pure potenti-

2 5 ality and pure actual ity. But it was already sa id that a thing is cognized 
only insofar as it is in actual ity [ 87. 1 c 19_20 ] .  So to the extent that a dispo
sition falls short of complete actual ity, it falls short of being able to be 

8III Sent. 23 . 1 .2 [Appendix 5 ] ;  QDV 10.9; QQ 8.2 .2; I Sent. 1 7 . 1 .4c . 
9 Aristotle, Posterior Analytics I 2 ,  72a29. 
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cognized through itself. Instead, i t  must be cognized through its act, o 
either 

• when someone perceives that he has a disposition by perceiving 30 
that he produces an act distinctive of the disposition; or 

• when someone investigates the nature and character of the dispo-
sition, by considering its act. 

The first cognition of a disposition occurs through the very presence of 
that disposition, because its presence is what causes the act in which it 3 5 
is at once perceived. The second occurs through careful investigation, 
as was said above [ 87. 1 c69_74] about the mind. 

Ad 1. Even if faith is not cognized through external movements of the 
body, nevertheless it is perceived, even by the one in whom it exists, 
through the internal act of the heart. For no one would* know that he 40 
has faith, if not by perceiving that he believes. o 
Ad 2.  Dispositions are present in our intellect not as the objects of intel
lect, but as that by which the intellect operates. For the object of our 
intellect, in its state of l ife at present, is the nature of a material thing, as 
was said above [ 84.7c48-50] .  45 

Ad 3. The claim "that because of wh ich anything is, is itself more" is 
true if understood with regard to th ings that belong to a single order, 
such as to a single kind of cause. For instance, if it were said that health 
is because of l ife, o then it follows that l ife is more desirable. But if we 
take th ings that belong to different orders, then the claim is not true. 50 
For instance, if it were said that health is because of medicine,0 it does 
not follow that medicine is more desirable, since health is in the order 
of final causes, whereas medicine is in the order of efficient causes. 

Therefore, if we take two things, each of which is, in itself, ordered 
among the objects of cognition , then that because of which another is 5 5  
cognized will be more known, as principles are more known than con
clusions. But a disposition, considered as a disposition, is not ordered 
among the objects of cognition. 0  Nor are things cognized because of a 
disposition as if because of an object that has been cognized, but rather 
because of a disposition or form by which the agent cognizes. So the 60 
argument does not go through. 

Article 3.  How does the intellect cognize its own act?10 
It seems that the intellect does not cognize its own act: 

10ST la  79.6 ad 2; SCG 11.7 5; QDV 1 0.9; QDA 3 ad 4; InDA 1.8. 39-73 .  
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1 .  What is  cognized, strictly speaking, is  the object of the cognitive 
power. But the act differs from the object. Therefore the intellect does 
not cognize its act. 

5 2. Whatever is cognized is cognized by some act. So if the intellect cog
nizes its act, it cognizes it by some act, and again cognizes that act by 
some other act. Therefore, there will be an infinite regress, which 
seems impossible. 

3. Just as a sense is related to its act, so is intellect. But a proper sense 
10 does not sense its act; this belongs to the common sense, 1 1  as is said in 

the De anima [ 42 5b1 2-26b8] . Therefore neither does the intellect 
understand its act. 

On the contrary, Augustine says in De trinitate X [xi. l 8 ] ,  "I understand 
my own understanding." 

1 5  Reply. As was said already [ 87 . 1 c19_20 ] ,  something is  cognized insofar as 
it is actual . But the intellect's ultimate perfection is its operation. For 
that operation is not an action tending toward another, which is the per
fection of what is operated on (l ike bu ilding a building) ; rather, i t  
remains in the th ing operating, as its perfection and act, as is sa id in 

20 Metaphysics IX [ 1 0 5 0a2 3-b2 ] .  Therefore the first th ing understood 
about intellect is its own understanding. o 

But in this regard, different intellects are differently positioned. One 
intellect, the divine, just is its own understanding; in God's case, then, 
understanding his own understanding is the same as understanding his 

25 essence, because his essence is his understanding. o 12  
Another kind of intellect, the angel ic ,  is  not its own understanding 

(as was said above [79. 1 c30_31 ] ) ;  stil l ,  the first object of its understanding 
is its essence. So even if an angel's understanding its own understand
ing is conceptually distinct from its understanding its essence, still it 

30 understands each at the same time, by a single act. This is so because 
understanding its essence is the proper perfection of its essence, and a 
th ing and its perfection are understood at the same time, by a single act. 

Another kind of intellect, the human, neither is its understanding 
nor has its own essence as the first object of its understanding. Instead, 

3 5 something external, the nature of a material thing, is its first object. So 
that which is first cognized by the human intellect is an object of this 
sort; secondarily, the act is cognized by which the object is cognized, 

1 1 78.4 ad 2 .  

l 279. l cz8-30· 
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and through the act the intellect itself is cognized, whose perfection is 
that understanding. Thus the Ph ilosopher says that objects are cog-
nized before acts, and acts before capacities. t 13 40 

Ad 1 .  The object of intel lect is something common - being and the 
true 14 -which includes the act of understanding itself. So the intellect 
can understand its act, but not primarily. For the primary object of our 
in tellect, in its present state, is not just any being and anything true, 
but beings and truths as considered in material th ings (as was sa id 45 
[ 84.7c48_50 ] ) ,  through which we come to cognize all other things. 

Ad 2. Human understanding is not the actual ity and perfection of the 
material nature that is understood -as if the nature of a material thing 
and the understanding itself could be understood by a single act, in the 
way that a thing and its perfection are understood by a single act. o So 50 
there is one act by which the intellect understands a stone, and another 
act by which it understands that it understands the stone, and so on 
from there. But, as was said above [ 86.2c22_27 ] ,  there is noth ing unac
ceptable about the intellect's being potentially infinite. 

Ad 3.  A proper sense senses in virtue of an impression on the material 5 5  
organ from an external sensible qual ity. But i t  is  not possible for some
thing mater ial to make an impress ion on itself; instead, one thing 
receives an impression from another. As a result, the act of a proper 
sense is perceived through the common sense. But the intellect does 
not understand through a material impression on the organ, and conse- 60 
quently there is no comparison. 

Article 4. How does the intellect cognize an act of will?1 5 
It seems that the intellect does not understand an act of will: 

1. Nothing is cognized by intellect unless it is somehow present within 
intellect. But an act of will is not present within intellect. * Therefore an 
act of will is not cognized by intellect. 

2. An act takes its species from its object. 16 But the object of will differs 5 
from the obj ect of intellect. So, too, the act of will differs in species 
from the object of intellect. Therefore it is not cognized by intellect. 

l 3De anima II 4, 4 l 5a l 6-22 .  See 87.2sc .  

1487. l c l7-ZO· 
1 5 JII Sent. 23 . 1 .2 ad 3 [Appendix 5] ;  ST la  82 .4 ad l .  

1677. 3cz9-30· 
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3 .  Augustine, in Confessions X [xvii .26 ] ,  holds of the soul's affections 
that they are cognized neither through images, like bodies, nor through 

10 their presence, like skills, but through certain "notions." But it does not 
seem that there can be any notions of th ings in the soul other than 
either the essences of the th ings cognized or their l ikenesses. Therefore 
it seems imposs ible that  the intellect cognizes the soul 's affections, 
which are acts of will .  

1 5  On the contrary. Augustine says in De trinitate X [xi. l 8 ] ,  "I understand 
that I will." 

Reply. As was sa id above [ 59. l c, 80.2c21_24] ,  an act of will is noth ing 
other than a certain incl ination that follows an understood form, just as 
a natural appetite is an incl ination that follows a natural form. 17 But an 

20 incl ination within a thing exists there in keeping with how that thing 
exists. Thus a natural incl ination exists naturally in a natural thing, and 
an incl ination belonging to sensory appetite exists sensibly in the thing 
sensing. Likewise, an intell igible incl ination (an act of will) exists intel
l igibly in the intellective agent- as in its source and proper subject. 

2 5 (That is why in De anima III [432b5 ]  the Philosopher uses th is manner 
of speaking: that the will is in reason .)  But what exists intelligibly in an 
intellective agent is, as a result, understood by him. Thus an act of will 
is understood by intellect: both insofar as someone perceives that he 
wills, and insofar as someone cognizes the nature of th is acto and conse-

30 quently the nature of its source, which is a disposition or capacity. 

Ad 1 .  That argument would go through if the will and intellect differed 
in subject just as they are different capacities. If so, then that which is in 
will would be absent from intellect. But, as things are, each is rooted in 
the soul's single substance, 18 and one is in a certain way the source of 

3 5 the other. ° Consequently, that which is in will is also in a certain way in 
intellect. 

Ad 2. What is good and what is true- the objects of will and intellect
differ conceptually (ratione) , but still one is contained under the other, 
as was said above [82 .4 ad 1 ] .  For what is true is something good, and 

40 what is good is something true. And so things that concern the will fall 
under intellect, and things that concern the intellect can fall under will. 

Ad 3. The soul 's affects exist in intellect neither through a l ikeness only, 
l ike bodies, nor through being present in their subj ect, l ike skil ls .  

l780. l cz6-27· 
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Rather, they exist in  intellect as the output of a source exists within a 
source that has a notion of its output. And th is is why Augustine says 45 
that the soul's affects exist in memory through certain notions. 

Question 88 

How the Soul Cognizes Things above It 

Next we must consider how the human soul cognizes the things that 
are above it, immaterial substances. And here there are three points of 
mqutry: 

a l .  Can the human soul, in its state of l ife at present, understand 
immaterial substances (what we call angels) in themselves? 
a2. Can it reach knowledge of them through the cognition of mate
rial things? 
a 3. Is God the th ing we cognize first? 

Article 1 .  Can the human soul, in its state of life at present, 
understand immaterial substances in themselves?1 

It seems that the human soul, in its state of l ife at present, can under
stand immaterial substancest  in themselves: 

1 .  Augustine says, in De trinitate IX [ iii. 3 ] ,  " just as the mind compiles 
its knowledge of bodily things through the bodily senses, so it compiles 
its knowledge of nonbodily things through itself." But th is includes 5 
immaterial substances .  Therefore the mind understands immaterial 
substances. 

2. Like is cognized by l ike. But the human mind is more l ike immate
rial th ings than l ike material things, since it itself is immaterial , as is 
clear from things said earl ier [75 .2 ] .  Therefore,  since our mind under- 10 
stands material things,2 a fortiori it understands immaterial things. 

3 .  The th ings that are in their own right the most sensible are not the 
most sensed by us. Th is is a result of the fact that excessive sensible 
qualities harm the senses. But excessive intell igibil ity does not harm the 
intellect, as is said in De anima III [ 429b4 ] .  Therefore those things that 1 5 
are in their own right the most intell igible are also the most intelligible 

1SCG 11 .60, 111.42-46; QDV 10 . l lc ,  1 8. 5  ad 7-8; QDA 16; InMet 11 . 1 § §282-
86. 
284. 1 .  
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to us . But since material th ings are not intell igible except when we 
make them actually intell igible, by abstracting them from matter,3 it is 
clear that those substances are more intell igible in their own right that 

20 are immaterial by nature . Therefore we understand them much more 
than we do material th ings. 

4. The Commentator says in Metaphysics II [ 1 ]  that if we could not 
understand abstract substances, then nature "would be idly deficient, 
because it would have made that which is in itself naturally an object of 

25 intellect not be the object of anyone's intellect." But nothing is idle or 
pointless in nature. Therefore we can understand immaterial sub
stances. 

5. As the senses are to what is sensible, so the intellect is to what is intel
l igible . But our sight can see all bodies, both higher incorruptible bod-

30 ies and lower corruptible ones. Therefore our intellect can understand 
all intell igible substances, both h igher and immaterial . 

On the contrary is Wisdom 9. 1 6: who will investigate the things in the 
heavens? But substances of this sort are said to be in the heavens, accord
ing to Matthew 1 8. 1  0, their angels in the heavens, etc. Therefore imma-

3 5 terial substances cannot be cognized through human investigation. 

Reply. On Plato's view, immaterial substances are not only understood 
by our intellects, but are the first th ings understood by us. For Plato 
held that subsistent immaterial forms, which he called Ideas, are the 
proper obj ects of our intellect; hence we understand them first, in 

40 themselves (per se) .4 The soul 's cognition is nevertheless directed at 
material th ings inasmuch as phantasia and sense are mixed in with 
intellect. So the more the intellect has been purified, the more it per
ceives the intell igible truth of immaterial things. 

But on Aristotle's theory, which fits better with our experience, our 
45 intellect in its state of l ife at present has a natural orientation toward the 

natures of material things, and as a result it understands noth ing except 
by turning toward phantasms, as is clear from what was said [84.7c44-6d·  
So i t  is plain that immaterial substances, which do not fall under sense 
and imagination, cannot be understood by us first and in themselves, by 

so the means of cognition experienced by us. 
Yet Averroes, in his commentary on De anima III [ 36 ] ,  holds that in 

th is l ife a human being can in the end come to understand separate 

38 5 . l c5 l-57· 
484. l c28_37, 84.4c34_50. 
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substances,0 through our connection or union with a certain separate 
substance, which he calls the agent intellect and which, since it is a 
separate substance,  of course naturally understands separate sub- 55  
stances. So once it  has been perfectly united with us, so that through it 
we can perfectly understand, then we too will understand separate sub
stances, just as now through the possible intellect united with us we 
understand material th ings. 5 

He holds that the agent intellect is united with us as follows. Since 60 
we understand through the agent intellect and through intel l igible 
objects, as is clear when we understand conclusions through principles 
that are understood, the agent intellect is necessarily related to its intel
lectual objects either as a principal agent is related to its instruments or 
as a form is related to matter. For these are the two ways in wh ich an 65 
action is attributed to two sources: to a principal agent and its instru
ment (as cutting is attributed to the craftsman and his saw), or to a form 
and its subject (as heating is attributed to heat and fire) .  But in each 
way the agent intellect will be related to its intelligible objects as a per-
fection is related to what it perfects, and actual ity to potential ity. But 70 
what has been perfected is received in a thing at the same time as the 
perfection. (For example, in the pupil, the th ing that is actually visible 
is received at the same time as l ight. ) Therefore, in the possible intel-
lect, intellectual objects and the agent intellect are received at the same 
time. And the more intellectual objects we receive,  the closer we come 75 
to the agent intellect's being perfectly united with us. So when we have 
cognized all intellectual objects, the agent intellect will be perfectly 
united with us, and we will be able through it to cognize all th ings,  
material and immaterial . In th is Averroes locates the ul timate human 
happiness . o And it does not matter, as far as the present thesis is con- 80 
cerned, whether in that state of happiness the possible intellect under
stands separate substances through the agent intellect, as he th inks, or 
whether, as he attributes to Alexander, the possible intel lect never 
understands separate substances (since [Alexander] claims that the pos-
sible intellect is corruptible), but that a human being understands sepa- 85 
rate substances through the agent intellect.6 

5 For Averroes' treatment of the agent intellect as a separate substance, see 
79.4-5 .  For h is account of how we a re united with the poss ible intellect 
(which he also takes to be a separate substance), see 76. 1-2 . The following 
account of how we are united with the agent intellect draws on De anima 
III . 36 (pp. 498-50 1  ) .  

6Averroes, De anima 111 . 36 (pp. 482-8 5) , drawing especially on Alexander, 
De intellectu 1 08. 19-26. 
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These claims cannot be sustained. 
1 .  If the agent intellect is a separate substance, it is impossible for us 

to understand formally through it. For that by which an agent formally 
90 acts is the agent's form and actual ity, since every agent acts insofar as it 

is in actual ity, as was also said above regarding the possible intellect 
[76. l c55-66l ·  

2 .  The agent intellect, if it is a separate substance, would not on the 
above account be united with us in its substance. Only its l ight [would 

95 be united with us, and only] inasmuch as it is participated in by intellec
tual objects*- not as regards other actions of the agent intellect, in such 
a way that through th is [ l ight] we could understand immaterial sub
stances. (Similarly, when we see colors illuminated by the sun, the sun's 
substance is not united with us in such a way that we can perform the 

100 sun's actions; only the sun's light is united with us, for seeing colors.) 
3 .  Even if we grant that the agent intellect's substance is united with 

us in the way described above, still their claim is that the agent intellect 
is entirely united with us not in virtue of one or two intell igibles, but in 
virtue of all intellectual objects.  But all [our] intellectual objects fall 

105 short of the agent intellect's power, because it is much greater to under
stand separate substances than to understand all material th ings. So it is 
clear that even once all material th ings have been understood, the 
agent intellect would not be united with us in such a way that through 
it we could understand separate substances. o 

1 10 4. There is scarcely anyone in th is world who can understand all the 
material objects of intellect; as a result, no one, or very few, would 
a ttain happiness . Th is goes aga ins t  the Ph il osopher in Ethics I 
[ 1 099b 1 8] ,  who says that happiness is a common good that can come* 
"to everyone not defective in virtue." It also goes aga inst reason that the 

1 1 5  members of a species would achieve the end of that species in only a 
few cases. 

5 .  The Philosopher says expressly in Ethics I [ 1 1 0 1 a 14 ]  that to be 
happy is to operate " in accord with perfect virtue." After listing many vir
tues in Book X [chs. 7-8 ] ,  he concludes that our ultimate happiness, 

120 consisting in the cognition of those things that are the most intell igible, 
is due to the virtue of wisdom, which he claimed in Book VI [ 1 14 1a9-
b7] to be the summit of the theoretical sc iences. So it is clear that Aristo
tle located the ultimate human happiness in the cognition of separate 
substances- the sort of cognition that can be had through the theoreti-

125 cal sciences, not through an invented "connection" with agent intellect. 
6. It was shown above [79.4] that the agent intellect is not a separate 

substance, but a power of the soul , actively extending itself toward the 
same things that the possible intellect receptively extends itself toward. 
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For, as is said in De anima III [430a l4-1 5 ] ,  the possible intellect is 
"that with which all things are made;' whereas the agent intellect is 1 30 
"that with which it makes all things."7 Therefore each intellect extends 
itself, in its state of l ife at present, only toward material things, which 
the agent in tellect makes actually intell igible, and which are received 
in the possible intellect. 

So in our state of life at presen t8 we can understand immaterial sub- 1 35 
stances in their own right through neither the possible nor the agent 
intellect. 

Ad 1 .  One can conclude from that text of Augustine's that whatever our 
mind can attain in cognizing nonbodily things, it can cognize through 
itself. And the truth of this is such that even among the philosophers it 140 
is said that knowledge of the soul is a basis for cognizing separate sub
stances.9 For our soul , through cognizing itself, extends to having some 
cognition of non bodily substances, such as it can have. But it does not, 
in cognizing itself, cognize them unconditionally and completely. 

Ad 2.  Likeness of nature does not sufficiently account for cognition. If it 145 
did, then one would have to say what Empedocles said: that the soul 
has the nature of all things, so as to have cognition of all things. 1 ° Cog
nition instead requires that there be a l ikeness of the thing cognized in 
the one cognizing as its form. But our possible intellect, in its state of 
l ife at present, is naturally suited to be informed by l ikenesses of mate- 1 50 
rial th ings, abstracted from phantasms. As a result, it cognizes material 
things more than it does immaterial substances. 

Ad 3. Some proportion of object to cognitive capacity is required, like 
that of active to passive and of perfection to perfected. So the reason 
why excessive sensible qual ities are not grasped by the senses is not just 1 5 5  
because the sensible qual ities harm the organs but also because they 
are disproportionate to the sensory capacities . Immaterial substances 
are in this way disproportionate to our intellect, in its present state, and 
so cannot be understood by it. 

Ad 4. The Commentator's argument goes wrong in several ways. First, 1 60 
it does not follow that, if separate substances are not understood by us, 
they are not understood by any intellect. For they are understood by 

779.3sc, with note . 
8Compare 89.2. 
9E.g., Averroes, De anima III . 5 (p. 41  0). 

1084.2cz7_38. See De an. I 2, 404b l l-1 5 .  
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themselves and by one another. 1 1  Second, being understood by us is 
not the end of separate substances. But a th ing is said to be idle and 

165 pointless when it does not achieve the end for which it exists. So it does 
not follow that immaterial substances would be pointless, even if they 
were in no way understood by us. 

Ad 5 .  The senses cognize h igher and lower bodies in the same way: 
through the organ's receiving an impression from something sensible. 

170 But we do not in the same way understand material substances, which 
we understand by means of abstraction, and immaterial substances, 
which we cannot understand in this way, since there are no phantasms 
of them. 

Article 2. Can the human soul reach knowledge of immaterial 
substances through the cognition of material things?12 

It seems that our intellect can reach an understanding of immaterial 
substances through the cognition of material things: 

1 .  Dionysius, in Celestial Hierarchy 1 .  3 ,  says " it is not possible for the 
human mind to be excited to an immaterial contemplation of the celes-

5 tial hierarchy above, unless in keeping with itself it makes use of mate
rial guidance." So it follows that through material things we can be 
guided to an understanding of immaterial substances. 

2. Knowledge is in the intellect. But there are knowledge and defini
tions of immaterial substances. For Damascene defines an angel , 1 3 and 

10 teachings about the angels are conveyed in both theology and philoso
phy. Therefore we can understand immaterial substances. 

3. The human soul is in the genus of immaterial substances. But we 
can understand it through its act, with which it understands the mate
rial world. Therefore we can understand other immaterial substances 

1 5  through their effects in material things. 

4. The only cause that cannot be grasped through its effects is one that 
is infinitely far from its effects. But this characterizes only God. There-

1 1 Ia  56. 1-2 . 

l 2ST 1a 50.3c; SCG 111.4 1 ;  QDV 1 8. 5; QDA 1 6; InDT 6.3-4; InPA 1 .4 1 ;  InDC 
7; IV Sent. 49.2 . 1 (= ST 3a supp. 92. 1 ), 49.2.7 ad 12 .  

l 3"An angel i s  an intellectual substance, always in  motion, free in decision, 
incorporeal, ministering to God, in virtue of grace not nature ,  receiving immor
tality, the species and limit of whose substance only the creator knows" (De fide 
orthodoxa 11 .3) .  
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fore we can understand other immaterial substances, wh ich are cre
ated, through material things. 

On the contrary. Dionysius, in Divine Names 1 . 1 ,  says that the intell i- 20 
gible cannot be apprehended by the sensible,  nor the s imple by the 
composite, nor the non bodily not by the bodily. 

Reply. As Averroes recounts in De anima III  [ 36] ,  someone named 
Avempace claimed that we can reach an understanding of immaterial 
substances through an understanding of material substances, by follow- 25 
ing the true principles of philosophy. For since our intellect is naturally 
suited to abstract the quiddity of a material th ing from matter, it can, if 
there is still any matter in that quiddity, abstract again .  And since this 
cannot go on to infinity, it can eventually reach an understanding of a 
quiddity that is entirely without matter. This is to understand an imma- 30 
terial substance. 

The argument would be effective if immaterial substances were the 
forms and species of these material th ings, as the Platonists claimed. 14 
If, however, one does not take this view, but supposes that immaterial 
substances are of an entirely different character (rationis) than the quid- 35 
dities of material things,0 then however much our intellect abstracts the 
quiddity of a material th ing from matter, it will never reach anyth ing 
l ike an immaterial substance. And so through material substances we 
cannot completely understand immaterial substances. 

Ad 1 .  We can cl imb from material things to some degree of cognition 40 
of immaterial th ings, but not to a complete cognition, because there is 
not a sufficient relationsh ip between material and immaterial th ings. 
Instead, any l ikenesses taken from material th ings in order to under
stand immaterial things are very much dissimilar, as Dionysius says in 
Celestial Hierarchy 2 .2 .  45 

Ad 2 .  The various branches of knowledge deal with h igher th ings 
through chiefly the method of subtraction. Thus Aristotle makes celes-
tial bodies known by negating the properties of lower bodies. 1 5 So, a for-
tiori, immaterial substances cannot be cognized by us in such a way 
that we apprehend their quiddities. Instead, teachings about them are 50 
conveyed to us in the various branches of knowledge th rough the 
method of subtraction and of a certa in association w ith material 
th ings .0  

14 la 65 .4c , 84. l c2g_33 . 

1 5De caelo I 3 . 
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Ad 3.  The human soul understands itself through its own understand-
5 5  ing, which is its own proper act, completely reveal ing its power and 

nature. 1 6 But the power and nature of immaterial substances can be 
completely cognized neither through th is nor through anyth ing else 
that is found in material things, because none of these are commensu
rate to the powers of those substances. 

60 Ad 4. Immaterial created substances do not correspond with material 
substances in natural genus, because they do not have the same charac
teristics of potential ity and matter. o They do correspond with them in 
logical genus, however, because even immaterial substances are in the 
category of substance, since their qu iddity is not their being. But God 

65 does not correspond with material things in either natural genus or log
ical genus, because God is in no way in a genus, as was said above [ l a  
3 . 5 ] .  So  through the l ikenesses of material things something affirmative 
can be cognized of angels in terms of their general character (rationem 
communem) ,  although not in terms of the character of their species. 

70 This is in no way the case for God. 

Article 3. Is God the thing we cognize first?1 7 

It seems that God is the first th ing cognized by the human mind: 

1 .  That in which all other things are cognized, and through which we 
judge other things, is cognized first by us-as l ight is, by the eye, and 
first principles, by the intellect. But we cognize all things in the l ight of 

5 the first truth, and we judge all things through it, as Augustine says in 
De trinitate [XII . i i.2 ]  and De vera religione [xxxi. 57] .  Therefore God is 
the thing we cognize first. 

2. "That because of which anything is so, is itself more so." 18 But God is 
the cause of our every cognition: for he is the true light that illuminates 

10 every human being coming into this world, as is  said in John 1 .9. There
fore God is the thing we cognize first and above all. 

3. That which is cognized first in an image is the exemplar from which 
the image is formed. o But our mind contains an image of God, as 
Augustine says. 19 Therefore the thing that our mind cognizes first is 

1 5  God. 

1687.3c l 5-Z l ·  
17InDT 1 .3 .  

1 8Aristotle, Posterior Analytics I 2 ,  72a29. 

19E.g., De trinitate XII .iv.4. 
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On the contrary is John 1 . 1 8: no one has ever seen God. 

Reply. Since the human intellect, in its state of l ife at present, cannot 
understand created immaterial substances (as was sa id [ 88. 1-2 ] ) ,  much 
less can it understand the essence of an uncreated substance. So it 
should be said, without qual ification, that God is not the first thing we 20 
cognize; instead, we come to a cognition of God through creatures, as 
the Apostle writes in Romans 1 . 20: the invisible things o{God are clearly 
seen, understood through the things that have been made. What we first 
understand in our state of l ife at present is the quiddity of a material 
thing, which is the object of our intellect, as has been said many times 25 
above [84.7c48-50 etc . ] .  

Ad 1 .  We understand and judge all things in  the light of the first truth 
inasmuch as the l ight of our own intellect, suppl ied by nature or by 
grace, is nothing other than an impression of the first truth (as was said 
above [ 84. 5c63-65] ) .  So since that light of our intellect stands to our in tel- 30 
lect not as that which is understood, but as that by which things are 
understood, much less is God the thing first understood by our intellect. 

Ad 2. The phrase "that because of which anything is so, is itself more 
so" should be understood to hold in things that belong to a single order, 
as was said above [ 87 .2  ad 3 ] .  But things are cognized because of God 35 
not because he is the first th ing cognized, but because he is the first 
cause of our cognitive power. 

Ad 3. If there were a perfect image of God in our soul , as the Son is the 
perfect image of the Father, then our mind would immediately under-
stand God. But it is an imperfect image, and so the inference does not 40 
follow. 

Question 89 

The Separated Soul's Cognition 

Next we must consider the separated soul 's cognition. And here there 
are eight points of inquiry. 

a l .  Can the soul understand when separated from its body? 
a2. Does it understand separate substances? 
a 3. Does it understand everything in nature? 
a4. Does it cognize singulars? 
a5 .  Does the dispositional knowledge acquired here remain in a sep
arated soul? 
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a6. Can it use the dispositional knowledge acquired here? 
a7. Does spatial distance impede a separated soul's cognition? 
a8. Do souls separated from their bodies cognize the things that go 
on here? 

Article 1 .  Can the soul understand when separated from its body?1 
It seems that a soul separatedt from its body can understand nothing at 
all : 

1 .  The Philosopher says in De anima I [408b24-2 5 ]  that understanding 
is corrupted "by internal corruption ." But everyth ing internal to a 

5 human being is corrupted by death. Therefore understanding is cor
rupted too. 

2. The human soul is impeded from understanding by obstruction to 
the senses and by the imagination's being disturbed, as was said above 
[ 84.7-8] .  But death entirely corrupts sense and imagination, as is clear 

10  from things said above [77 .8 ] .  Therefore the soul understands nothing 
after death. 

3 .  If the separated soul understands, it must do so through some spe
cies. But 

• not through innate species, because from the outset it is l ike a tab-
1 5  let on which nothing has been written;2 

• nor through species that it abstracts from things, because it lacks 
the organs of sense and imagination , by means of wh ich intell igi
ble species are abstracted from things; 

• nor even through species that were once abstracted and are pre-
20 served in the soul , because then the soul of a child would under

stand nothing after death; 
• nor even through divinely impressed intel l igible species, because 

th is cognition would come not by nature (the topic at present) ,  
but by grace. 

25 Therefore a soul understands nothing when separated from its body. 

On the contrary. The Philosopher says in De anima I [403a l l-1 2]  that 
if none of the soul 's operations is proper to it, then it cannot be separated. 
But it can be separated. o Therefore it has some proper operation -above 

1SCG Il.8 1 ;  QDV 19. 1 ;  QDA 1 5; QQ 3 .9. 1 ;  ST 1a  5 5. 3c, 1a2ae 67.2; InDA 
1 .2 . 1-1 0 1 ;  III Sent. 3 1 .2 .4; IV Sent. 50. 1 . 1 . 
2Aristotle, De an. III 4, 430a l .  See 79.2c53-59, 84. 3sc . 
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all , understanding. Therefore it understands while existing without its 
body. 30 

Reply. What makes this question difficult is that the soul, as long as it is 
connected to the body, cannot understand anything except by turning 
toward phantasms, as experience makes clear. 3 If this is so not by the 
soul's nature, but accidentally, as a result of its being bound to the body 
(as the Platonists claimed4) ,  then the question could be easily settled. 3 5 
For once the impediment of the body has been removed, the soul 
would return to its own nature, and so would understand intell igible 
th ings straightaway (simpliciter) , l ike other substances separate from 
body,* rather than by turning toward phantasms. But on th is account, if 
the soul were to understand worse when united to the body than when 40 
separated, then it would not be united to the body for the good of the 
soul , but only for the good of the body. This would make no sense, 
because matter exists for the sake of form, not vice versa. 5 

If, however, we were to cla im that the soul by its nature is such that it 
understands by turning toward phantasms, then since the soul's nature 45 
is not changed by the body's death, it seems that the soul could natu-
rally understand nothing, since there are no phantasms available for it 
to turn toward. 

So to settle this difficulty, one must consider that, since noth ing 
operates except insofar as it is actual , a thing's mode of operation fol- 50 
lows its mode of existence. But the soul has a different mode of exist-
ence when united to its body and when it has been separated from its 
body, even though the soul's nature remains the same. This does not 
mean that being united to a body is accidental to the soul; instead, the 
soul is united to a body due to the character of its nature. (Similarly, the 55  
nature of something l ight does not change when in its proper place, 
which is natural for it, and when out of its proper place, which is for-
eign to its nature.6) Therefore with respect to the mode of existence by 
which the soul is united to a body, the appropriate mode of understand-
ing for the soul is to turn toward the phantasms of bodies, phantasms 60 
which exist within bodily organs. But once it has been separated from 
its body, the appropriate mode of understanding for the soul is to turn 

384.7 . 
4E .g., Plato, Phaedo 65a-67a; Avicenna, Liber de anima V. 5 (pp. 1 3 1-32) . See 

84.3c41_44, 84.4csl-S6· 
576. 5c26-27, with note; 84.4c71_74. 

67 6. 1 ad 6, with note. 
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toward intell igible things straightaway- just as is appropriate for other 
separate substances. So turn ing toward phantasms is , for the soul , its 

65 natural mode of understanding, just as being united to a body is natu
ral. But being separated from its body is foreign to the character of its 
nature, and understanding without turn ing toward phantasms is l ike
wise foreign to its nature. So it is united to a body in order to exist and 
operate in keeping with its nature. 

70 But there is a further puzzle here. For since nature always aims at 
what is better, and since turning toward intell igible things straightaway 
is a better mode of understanding than turning toward phantasms, God 
should have constituted the soul 's nature so that the loftier mode of 
understanding was natural to it. It would not, for this, have needed to 

75 be united to a body. 
One needs to consider, then, that although understanding by turn

ing toward higher things is in itself loftier than understanding by turn
ing toward phantasms, still that first mode of understanding was less 
perfect considered as it was possible for the soul. This is clear as follows. 

80 In all intellec tual substances one finds that  the intellec tive power 
comes from the influence of the divine l ight. 

• In the first principle, the light is one and simple. The farther away 
intellectual creatures are from this first princ iple, the more the 
light is divided and diffused (as with l ines coming out of a central 

85 point) . Thus God understands all things through his one essence. 
• Although the higher intellectual substances understand through 

multiple forms, still these forms are not very many, and they are 
both more universal and more capable of comprehending things. 
This is so because of the efficacy of the intellective power with in 

90 such substances. 
• In the lower intellectual substances there are mul tiple forms that 

are both less universal and less effective at comprehending things, 
insofar as such substances fall short of the intellective power of 
the higher substances. 

95 So if the lower substances were to have forms as universal as those 
the higher substances have, then, because they are not so effective in 
using their intellects, they would not through these forms acquire a 
complete cognition of things; instead, there would be some generality 
and confus ion .? (This is apparent to some extent in human beings :  

100 those whose intellects are weaker do not acquire a complete cognition 

78 5 .3c27_3 J ,  with note . 
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through the universal conceptions of those who are more intell igent, 
unless matters are explained to them one by one, case by case. )  But it is 
clear that human souls are the lowest of intellectual substances, by nat
ural order. (The perfection of the universe required that there be differ-
ent levels among things. 0) Therefore, if human souls were constituted 1 05 
by God so as to have the same mode of understanding as separate sub
stances, then their cognition would be confusedly general rather than 
complete. So in order for human souls to be able to have a complete 
and distinctive cognition of things, they are constituted by nature so as 
to be united to bodies; in th is way they acqu ire a distinct cognition of 1 10 
sensible things from the things themselves. (This is l ike the way that 
simple people can be made to know something only through sensory 
examples.) 

It is therefore clear that the soul , for its own good, is united to a body 
and understands by turning toward phantasms, and that nevertheless it 1 1 5 
can be separated and have another mode of understanding. o 
Ad 1 .  If the Philosopher's words are carefully scrutinized, then it should 
be said that the Philosopher said this on the basis of a supposition made 
earl ier, that understanding is a movement of the compound, in the way 
that sensing is. For he had not yet establ ished the difference between 1 20 
intellect and sense. 8 Alternatively, it can be said that he refers to the 
mode of understanding that occurs by turning toward phantasms. 

The second argument l ikewise appl ies to this mode of cognition. 

Ad 3. The obj ec tion proves that a separated soul understands not 
through innate spec ies, nor through species that i t  then abstracts, nor 1 25 
solely through preserved species. Instead, it understands through species 
obtained by participation through the divine l ight's influence. The soul 
comes to participate in these species just as other separate substances do, 
though in a lesser way. So as soon as it stops turning toward the body, it is 
turned toward h igher th ings . o And the cognition does not  on th is 1 30 
account fail to be natural, because God is the author not just of the influ-
ence of the l ight of grace, but also of the influence of a natural l ight. 

Article 2. Does a separated soul understand separate substances?9 
It seems that a separated soul does not understand separate substances: 

1 .  A soul connected to a body is more perfect than one separated from 
its body, because the soul is naturally a part of human nature, and every 

8See Aquinas's De anima commentary, 1. 10 .25 5-69. 
9SCG 111 .45; QDA 1 7; InDC 8 .  
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part is more perfect when within the whole. But a soul connected to a 
5 body does not understand separate substances, as was establ ished above 

[ 88 . 1-2 ] .  Therefore it will do so even less once it becomes separated 
from its body. 

2. Everything that is cognized is cognized either through its presence or 
through its species .  But the soul cannot cognize separate substances 

10 through their presence, because nothing penetrates the soul except for 
God alone. 1 0 They also cannot be cognized through any species that 
the soul could abstract from an angel , because an angel is simpler than 
the soul. o Therefore there is no way in which a separated soul can cog
nize separate substances. 

1 5  3 .  Some philosophers claimed that the ultimate human happiness con
sists in cognizing separate substances. 1 1  So if a separated soul can 
understand separate substances, then it achieves happiness solely by 
being separated, which is unacceptable. 

On the contrary. Separated souls cognize other separated souls. In 
20 Luke 1 6. 2 3, for example, the rich man cast into hell saw Lazarus and 

Abraham. Therefore separated souls also see both demons and angels. 

Reply. As Augustine says in De trinitate IX [ iii . 3 ] ,  our mind acquires a 
cognition of incorporeal things through itself- i.e . ,  by cognizing itself 
(as was said above [88 . 1 ad 1 ] ) .  Therefore,  from the separated soul's 

25 cognition of itself, we can discover how it cognizes other separate sub
stances. Now it has been said [ 84.7] that as long as the soul is united to 
its body, it understands by turning toward phantasms. As a result, it can
not understand itself except insofar as it is made actually to understand 
through a species abstracted from phantasms: for in this way it under-

30 stands itself through its act, as was said [ 87. 1 ] .  But once it becomes sep
a ra ted  from i ts body, i t  wi l l  understand by tu rn ing no t  toward 
phantasms but toward th ings that are intell igible in their own right. 
Thus it will understand itself through itself. 

Now it is common to every separate substance that it understands 
3 5 what is above it and what is below it according to the mode of its own 

substance. 1 2 For a thing is understood in virtue of its existing within the 
one who understands, and something exists with in another according 
to the mode of that within which it exists. But the mode of a separated 

lOOn Church Dogma, ch. 50. 

1 1 88. 1 c5 1_53 79_80, with notes. 
, 

1 2Liber de causis proposition 8. 
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soul's substance is beneath the mode of an angel ic substance, although 
it matches the mode of other separated souls. So it has a complete cog- 40 
nition of other separated souls, and an incomplete, deficient cognition 
of the angels. o (Here we are speaking of the natural cognition of a sepa-
rated soul . There is a different account for its cognition of glory. 0 )  

Ad 1 .  A separated soul is  less perfect if one th inks of the nature that i t  
shares with the nature of its body. But still in a way it is  more free to 45 
understand insofar as the weight and distraction of its body keeps it 
from pure understanding. 

Ad 2. A separated soul understands angels through divinely impressed 
l ikenesses. These nevertheless fall short of a perfect representation of 
the angels, because the nature of a soul is below that of an angel .  50 

Ad 3 .  Ultimate human happiness consists in the cognition not of just 
any separate substances ,  but of God alone, who can be seen only 
through grace. There is great happiness in the cognition of other sepa-
rate substances, although not ultimate, provided that they have been* 
completely understood. But, as was sa id [ c4 1_42] ,  a separated soul does 55  
not completely understand them through natural cognition . 

Article 3.  Does a separated soul cognize everything in nature?1 3 
It seems that a separated soul cognizes everything in nature: 

1 .  The separate substances possess the accounts of all natural things. o 
But separated souls cognize separate substances. 14 Therefore they cog
nize everything in nature. 

2. That which understands what is more intell igible can , a fortiori , 5 
understand something less intell igible. But a separated soul under
stands the separate substances, which are the most intell igible of things. 
Therefore, a fortiori, it can understand everyth ing in nature, which is 
less intell igible. 

3 .  On the contrary, natural cognition is stronger in demons than in a 10 
separated soul . But demons do not cognize everything in nature; they 
instead learn many th ings through prolonged experience, as Isidore 
says . 1 5 Therefore neither do separated souls cognize everyth ing in 
nature. 

1 3QDA 1 8, 20 ad 3; ST la 5 5.2 .  

1489.2 .  

1 5 Sentences l.x. l 7 .  
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1 5  4. If the soul were to cognize everything in nature as soon as it is sepa
rated, then it would be pointless for human beings to make any effort to 
obtain knowledge of the world. But th is is unacceptable. Therefore a 
separated soul does not cognize everyth ing in nature. 

Reply. As was said above [ 89. 1 ad 3], a separated soul understands just 
20 as the angels do, through species that it receives from the influence of 

the divine l ight. Yet the soul 's nature is beneath the nature of an angel , 
for whom this mode of cognition is natural . As a result, through such 
species a separated soul acquires not a complete cognition of things, 
but one that is general and confused. So the angels come to a complete 

25 cognition of natural th ings through such species, and separated souls 
correspondingly come to one that is incomplete and confused. But 
through such species the angels cognize everything in nature, and com
pletely, because everything that God made in its own individual nature 
he made in the angel ic mind, as Augustine says in De Genesi ad lit-

30 teram [II . vii i. 17 ] .  So separated souls also have a cognition of everything 
in nature- not one that is certain and determinate, but one that is gen
eral and confused. 

Ad 1 .  The angels themselves do not cognize everyth ing in nature 
through their substance, but rather through various species, as was said 

3 5 above. 16 So the fact that the soul in a way cognizes a separate substance 
does not entail that the soul cognizes everything in nature. o 
Ad 2. Just as a separated soul does not understand separate substances 
completely, so it does not cognize everything in nature completely, but 
under some confusion, as was said [ c30_32] .  

40 Ad 3. Isidore is discussing the cognition of the future, which neither 
angels nor demons nor separated souls cognize, except in its causes or 
through divine revelation. 17 He is not* discussing the cognition of natu
ral things. 

Ad 4. The cognition we acquire here through effort is distinct and com-
45 plete, whereas the other is confused. So it does not follow that the effort 

to learn is pointless. 

Article 4. Does a separated soul cognize singulars?18 
It seems that a separated soul does not cognize singulars: 

16 1a 5 5. 1 ,  87 . 1c3 1_36. 
17 1a 57. 3 .  
l 8QDA 20; QDV 8 . 1 1 ,  19.2; QQ 7 . 1 . 3; De substantiis 1 3, 1 5; II Sent. 3 . 3 . 3; IV 
Sent. 50. 1 .3 .  
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1 .  The only cognitive capacity that remains in a separated soul is intel
lect, as is clear from the above [77 .8 ] .  But the intellect is incapable of 
cognizing singulars, as was establ ished above [ 86 . 1 ] .  Therefore a sepa-
rated soul does not cognize singulars. 5 

2. The cognition by which something is cognized as singular is more 
determinate than that by which a thing is cognized as universal. But a 
separated soul lacks a determinate cognition of the species of natural 
things. 19 Therefore much less does it cognize singulars. 

3. If it cognizes singulars, and not through the senses, then it would by 10 
the same reasoning cognize all singulars. But it does not cognize all sin
gulars. Therefore it cognizes none. o 
On the contrary. The rich man cast into hell said I have five brothers, as 
stated in Luke 1 6.28 .  

Reply. Separated souls cognize some singulars but not all, even of those 1 5 
that exist at present. o To clarify this, consider that there are two modes 
of understanding. One is through abstraction from phantasms, and in 
th is way singulars cannot be directly cognized through intellect, but 
indirectly, as was said above [86. 1 ] .  The other mode of understanding is 
through the influx of species from God, and in th is mode the intellect 20 
can cognize singulars. For as was said above [ 1 a  14. 1 1 ] , God himself, 
through his essence, cognizes all th ings, universal and singular, insofar 
as he is the cause of universal and individual principles. So too, then, 
separate substances can cognize singulars through species that are like-
nesses, by participation , of that divine essence. But there is a difference 25 
here between angels and separated souls : for the angels have a com-
plete and distinct cognition of th ings through such species, whereas 
separated souls have a confused cognition. So the angels, because of 
the power of their in tellects, can cognize through such species not only 
the natures of things at the level of species, but also the singulars con- 30 
ta ined under the species . But separated souls, through such species, 
can cognize only those s ingulars toward which they have somehow 
been determined: through either a prior cognition, some affection , a 
natural disposition, or divine order. o For everyth ing that is received in 
something is determined in it according to the mode of the recipient. 3 5 

Ad 1 .  The intellect  is incapable of cogn iz ing s ingulars by way of 
abstraction. But a separated soul , rather than understanding in that way, 
understands in the way described [ c 19-21 ] .  

1989.3 .  
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Ad 2. The cognition of a separated soul is determined toward the spe-
40 cies or individuals of those things toward which the separated soul has 

some determinate disposition , as was said [ c31_34] .  

Ad 3 .  A separated soul is not equally disposed toward all singulars; i t  has 
a disposition toward some that it does not have toward others. So there 
is not equal reason for it to cognize all singulars. 

Article 5. Does the dispositional knowledge 
acquired here remain in a separated soul?20 

It  seems that the dispositional knowledge acquired here does not 
remain in a separated soul : 

1 .  The Apostl e says in I Corinth ians 1 3 . 8  that knowledge will be 
destroyed. 

5 2. Some who are less good master knowledge in th is world, whereas 
others who are more good lack knowledge. So if dispositional knowl
edge were to remain in the soul even after death, it would follow that, 
even in our future state,  some who are less good would be more profi
cient than some who are more good. This seems unacceptable. 

10  3 .  Separated souls will have knowledge through the influence of the 
divine l ight. So if knowledge acquired here remains in the separated 
soul , it will follow that two forms of a single species will be in the same 
subject, which is impossible. 

4. In the Categories [ 8b30-3 3], the Philosopher says that a disposition is 
1 5  a quality that is "hard to change." Knowledge, however, is sometimes 

destroyed "by sickness or something else of that sort." But nothing in 
th is l ife makes an impact as strong as the impact made by death. There
fore it seems that dispositional knowledge is destroyed by death. 

On the contrary. Jerome says in a letter to Paul inus, "Let us learn on 
20 earth the knowledge that stays with us in heaven."21  

Reply. Some claimed that dispositional knowledge is  not in the intel
lect itself but in the sensory powers ( the imaginative, cogitative, and 
memory powers), and that intell igible species are not preserved in the 
possible intellect.22 If th is view were true, it would follow that, at the 

zosy 1a2ae 67.2 ;  QQ 3 .9. 1 ,  12 .9. 1 ;  Inl C  1 3 .3 ;  N Sent. 50. 1 .2 .  
2 1Epistle 5 3 .9 (PL 22 549). 
2279.6c24_42 ascribes this view to Avicenna. See also Dominic Gundissalinus, 
De anima ch. 10  (pp. 97-98). 
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body's destruction, the dispositional knowledge acquired here would be 25 
entirely destroyed. But because knowledge is in the intellect, which is 
the locus of species (as is said in De anima III [429a27-28]) ,  the dispo
sitional knowledge acquired here must be partly in the sensory powers 
mentioned above and partly in the intellect itself. This can be seen 
from the acts themselves through wh ich dispos itional knowledge is 30 
acquired. For dispositions are similar to the acts through which they are 
acquired, as is said in Ethics II [ 1 1 0 3b2 1-22 ] .  But the acts of intellect 
through which we acquire knowledge in our present life come from the 
intellect's turning toward phantasms, which are in the above sensory 
powers. So through such acts, the possible intellect itself acquires the 35 
abil i ty to engage in thought, through the spec ies it has received. The 
lower powers mentioned above also acquire a capabil ity such that, in 
turning toward them, the intellect can more readily examine the intell i
gible. And just as the act of intellect is principally and formally in the 
intellect itself, but materially and dispositionally in the lower powers, so 40 
the same must be said of the disposition. 

So the share of present knowledge that someone has in the lower 
powers will not remain in the separated soul , but the share that is in the 
intellect itself necessarily remains. For as is said in [Aristotle's] On the 
length and shortness of life [465a l 9-26] , a form is corrupted in two 45 
ways: 

• first, per se, when it is corrupted by its contrary (for example, hot 
by cold); 

• second, per accidens, by the corruption of its subject. 

But it is clear that the knowledge that is in the human intellect cannot 50 
be corrupted by the corruption of its subject, because the intellect is 
incorruptible, as was sa id above [75 .6 ] .  The intell igible species that are 
in the possible intellect can l ikewise not be corrupted by their contrary, 
because nothing is contrary to an intell igible concept. This is especially 
so with regard to the simple intellection by which one understands a 55 
th ing's quiddity. But contraries are found in intellect with regard to the 
operation by which it composes and divides, and also reasons. This is so 
inasmuch as, in a proposition or argument, false is the contrary of true. o 
And in th is way knowledge sometimes is corrupted by its contrary, 
when a false argument diverts someone from knowledge of the truth.  60 
Thus the Philosopher, in the above book [465a2 3 ] ,  describes two ways 
in which knowledge is corrupted per se: by forgetting, due to memory, 
and by deception, due to a false argument. But th is cannot take place in 
a separated soul. As a result, it should be said that dispositional knowl-
edge, insofar as it is in intellect, remains in a separated soul . 65 
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Ad 1 .  The Apostle speaks of knowledge there not with respect to a dis
position, but with respect to the act of cognition. Thus he remarks, in 
proof of this, Now I cognize in part . . . .  o 
Ad 2. Just as someone less good will be greater in physical stature than 

70 someone more good, so nothing prevents someone less good from hav
ing some dispositional knowledge in the future which someone more 
good does not have. But this is trivial in comparison to the other advan
tages that those who are better will have. 

Ad 3.  The two sorts of knowledge are not of the same nature, and so 
75 nothing unacceptable follows. 

Ad 4. That argument holds for the corruption of that share of knowl
edge contained in the sensory powers. 

Article 6. Can a separated soul use the 
dispositional knowledge acquired here ?23 

It seems that the actual knowledge acquired here does not remain in a 
separated soul : 

1 .  The Philosopher says in De anima I [408b27-28] that "when the 
body is corrupted , the soul neither remembers nor loves." But to 

5 remember is to consider th ings that one has come to know before. 
Therefore the separated soul cannot have the actual knowledge that it 
acquired here. 

2. Intelligible species can do no more in a separated soul than they can 
in a soul united to a body. But we cannot now understand through 

10 intell igible species except by turning toward phantasms, as was estab
l ished above [ 84.7] . Therefore a separated soul will not be able to do 
this either. So there is no way in which a separated soul will be able to 
understand through intell igible species acquired here. 

3. The Philosopher says in Ethics II [ 1 1 03b2 1-22] that dispositions give 
1 5  rise to acts l ike those through which they are acquired. But here we 

acquire dispositional knowledge through acts of intellect when it turns 
toward phantasms. Therefore th is knowledge* cannot give rise to other 
acts. But such acts are not open to a separated soul . Therefore a sepa
rated soul will have no actual knowledge acquired here. 

20 On the contrary, in Luke 1 6. 2 5  it is said to the rich man cast into hell , 
remember that you received good things in your life. 

23JII Sent. 3 1 .2 .4; IV Sent. 50. 1 .2 .  
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Reply. There are two things to consider in an act: the species of the act 
and its mode. One considers the species of the act on the basis of the 
object toward which the species directs the act of the cognitive power;24 
that species is a l ikeness of the object. o One considers the mode of the 25 
act, in contrast, on the basis of the agent's power. For example, some-
one's seeing a stone is a result of the species of the stone, in the eye; but 
his seeing clearly is a result of the eye's visual power. So since intell igible 
species remain in the separated soul , as was said [89. 5 ] ,  whereas the state 
of the separated soul is not the same as it is now, it follows that in virtue 30 
of intell igible species acquired here, a separated soul can understand 
th ings that it had once understood. It cannot do so in the same mode, 
however, by turning toward phantasms, but through the mode appropri-
ate to a separated soul. And so the actual knowledge acquired here does 
remain in a separated soul , but not according to the same mode. 3 5 

Ad 1 .  The Philosopher is speaking of recollection insofar as memory 
belongs to the sensory part, not insofar as memory is in a way in intel-
lect, as was said [79.6 ] .  

Ad 2. The different modes of understanding result not from a different 
power on the part of the species, but from the different state of the soul 40 
that is engaged in understanding. 

Ad 3. The acts through which a disposition is acquired are l ike the acts 
that the dispositions cause with respect to the species of the act, but not 
with respect to the mode of acting. For doing just things but not justly 
(that is, not gladly) causes the disposition of pol itical justice, through 45 
which we do them gladly.25 

Article 7. Does spatial distance impede 
a separated soul 's cognition?26 

It seems that spatial distance impedes a separated soul 's cognition: 

1. Augustine says in On the Proper Care for the Dead [xiii. l 6] that the 
souls of the dead are somewhere where they cannot know about things 
done here . But they know what goes on around them. Therefore spatial 
distance impedes a separated soul 's cognition. 5 

2. Augustine says in On the Divination of Demons [ i i i .7] that demons, 
because of their rapid motion, reveal things that are unknown to us. But 

2477. 3cz9-30· 
25Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics II 4, 1 10 5b7. 

26ST l a  5 5 .2 ad 3; IV Sent. 50. 1 .4. 
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their adeptness at moving would make no difference in this regard if 
spatial distance did not impede their cognition . A fortiori, therefore, 

10 spatial distance impedes the cognition of a separated soul, which is by 
nature lower than a demon. 

3.  A thing's being spatially distant is just l ike its being temporally dis
tant. But temporal distance impedes a separated soul's cognition: for it 
does not cognize the future. Therefore it seems that spatial distance 

1 5  also impedes a separated soul's cognition. 

On the contrary. It is said in Luke 1 6.2 3 that the rich man in his tor
ments, raising his eyes, saw Abraham from afar. Therefore spatial dis
tance does not impede a separated soul's cognition . 

Reply. Some claimed that a separated soul would cognize singulars by 
20 abstracting from sensible th ings. 27 If this were true, then it could be 

said that spatial distance would impede a separated soul's cognition, 
because it would require either that sensible th ings act on the separated 
soul or that the separated soul act on sensible things, and either case 
would require a l imit on the distance. 

25 The above cla im is impossible, however, because the abstraction of 
species from sensible things occurs by means of the senses and the other 
sensory capacities, which do not actually remain in a separated soul .28 
Yet a separated soul does understand singulars, through the influx of spe
cies from the divine l ight.29 This l ight is related equally to near and far. 

30 So spatial distance in no way impedes a separated soul's cognition. 

Ad 1 .  Augustine does not say that the souls of the dead cannot see 
things here because they are somewhere else, as if he believes that spa
tial distance is the cause of this ignorance. Th is can instead happen for 
some other reason, as will be said below [89. 8 ] .  

3 5 Ad 2. Augustine speaks there according to a view held by some, that 
demons have bodies naturally united to them. 30 On th is view, they 
could also have sensory capacities, whose cognition requires a l imited 
distance. Augustine expressly mentions this view in the same book [ 3 ] ,  
although he seems to do so in order to report rather than to assert it, as 

40 is clear from the things he says in City of God XXI [ 1 0] .  

27E.g., De spiritu et anima ch. 30. 
2877.8. 
2989.4. 
30 la 5 1 . 1 .  
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Ad 3 .  Things in the future, which are temporally distant, are not actual 
beings. So they are not cognizable in themselves, because as a th ing 
lacks existence, so it lacks cognizabil ity. 3 1 But things that are spatially 
distant are actually beings and are cognizable in their own right. So spa-
tial and temporal distance do not have the same character. 45 

Article 8. Do souls separated from their bodies 
cognize the things that go on here? 32 

It seems that separated souls do cognize the things that go on here: 

1 .  Unless they did cognize them, they would not care about them. But 
they do care about the things that go on here,  according to Luke 1 6.28 :  
I have five brothers; let him bear witness to them, lest they too come to 
this place of torments. Therefore separated souls cognize the things that 5 
go on here. 

2. The dead often appear to the l iving, asleep and awake, and warn 
them about the things that go on here. (Thus Samuel appeared to Saul , 
as I Kings 28  describes. )  This would not occur if they did not cognize 
th ings here .  Therefore they do cognize the th ings that go on here. 10 

3 .  Separated souls cognize the things that go on around them. There-
fore, if they did not cognize the th ings that go on around us, their cogni-
tion would be impeded by spatial distance. Th is was denied above 
[ 89 .7] .  

On the contrary is what is said in Job 14.2 1 :  whether his children have 1 5 
been noble or base, he will not know. 

Reply. With respect to natural cognition (our present concern) ,  the 
souls of the dead don't know what goes on here. The reason for this can 
be drawn from things already said [ 89.4c3 1_34] .  For a separated soul cog-
nizes singulars by being somehow determined toward them, either 20 
through the remnant of some prior cognition or affection, or else by 
divine order. But the souls of the dead, according to both divine order 
and their mode of existence, are kept apart from the company of the l iv-
ing, and joined to the company of the spiritual substances, which are 
separate from bodies . As a result, they are unaware of what goes on 25 
around us. 

3 1 87 . l  c 19-20· 
32ST 2a2ae 83.4 ad 2; QDV 8 . 1 1  ad 1 2 , 9.6 ad 5; QDA 20 ad 3 ;  IV Sent. 45 . 3 . 1  
ad  1-2 ( = ST 3a  supp. 72 . 1  ad  1-2) .  
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This is the reason that Gregory offers in Moralia XII [2 1 ] , saying 
"the dead do not know how l ife in the flesh plays out for those l iving 
after them, because the l ife of the spirit is far from the l ife of the flesh. 

30 And just as bodily and nonbodily things are different in genus, so they 
are distinct in cognition." Augustine also seems to suggest this in On the 
Proper Care for the Dead [xiii . 1 6] ,  saying that "the souls of the dead do 
not connect with the affairs of the l iving." 

Gregory and Augustine seem to differ, however, with regard to the 
3 5 souls of the blessed. o For Gregory adds in the same place that "th is 

should not be maintained for the souls of the holy, because those who 
see within themselves the splendor of God Almighty should not by any 
means be bel ieved ignorant of anyth ing outside themselves." August
ine, in contrast, expressly says in On the Proper Care for the Dead 

40 [xiii. 1 6] that the dead, even the holy, do not know what the l iving do, 
even their ch ildren-as is stated in the Gloss on Isaiah 63 . 16, Abraham 
did not know us. 33 He confirms this through the fact that he was not vis
ited by his mother, nor consoled in his sorrows, as he was when she 
l ived; nor is it bel ievable that a happier l ife made her less kind. He also 

45 confirms it by what is stated in IV Kings 22.20: that the Lord promised 
King Josias that he would die before having to see the evils that were to 
come over his people. But Augustine is not certain when he says this; 
thus he adds, "let each take what I say as he l ikes ." Gregory, on the 
other hand,  is definite,  as is clear by h is saying "should not by any 

50 means be bel ieved." And it seems more likely, in accord with Gregory's 
view, that the souls of the holy who are seeing God cognize everything 
that goes on here at present. For they are equal to the angels, who even 
Augustine asserts are not unaware of what goes on among the l iving. 34 
But because the souls of the holy are perfectly fused with divine justice, 

5 5  they are neither saddened nor do  they involve themselves in the affairs 
of the l iving, except insofar as the working of divine justice requires it. o 
Ad 1 .  The souls of the dead can care about the affairs of the l iving, even 
if they are unaware of their state. We similarly care for the dead by mak
ing intercessions on their behalf, although we are unaware of their 

60 state. Also, they can cognize the deeds of the l iving- not through them
selves, but through the souls of those who reach them from here, or 
through angels or demons, or even by revelation from the Holy Spirit, 
as Augustine says in the same work [xv. l 8] .  

33Gfossa ordinaria, vol. 3 ,  p. 92 . 

HQn the Proper Care for the Dead xv. l 8 . 
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Ad 2 .  That the dead i n  any way appear to the l iving occurs either 
through a special dispensation from God, so that the souls of the dead 65 
connect with the affairs of the l iving-and it should then be counted as 
a divine miracle- or else such apparitions take place through the 
efforts of good or bad angels, even if the dead themselves are unaware. 
(In th is way, too, the l iving unknowingly appear in dreams to others 
who are l iving, as Augustine says in the above work [x. l 2 ] . )  So it can be 70 
said of Samuel that he appeared by divine revelation, in view of what is 
said in Ecclesiasticus 46.23 :  he slept [in death] and made known to the 
king the end of his life. Alternatively, the apparition was produced by 
demons ( if the authority of Ecclesiasticus is not accepted because it is 
not included by the Hebrews among the canonic scriptures) .  75 

Ad 3 .  Such ignorance results not from spatial distance, but from the 
above-mentioned cause. 



COMMENTARY 

The Commentary proceeds art icl e by artic le ,  following Aquinas' 
divis ion of questions and articles. Each section suppl ies the title of 
the relevant article and then gives a brief summary of the article 's 
contents. 

Each section then goes on to l ist and briefly explain key axioms, 
terms, and distinctions with in that article .  In the text, these were 
marked by a dagger ( t ) .  

The remainder of each section is  keyed to specific passages and takes 
up more subtle questions of interpretation .  Passages discussed here 
were signaled in the text by a degree sign (0) . 

Generally, concepts are explained only on their first occurrence in 
the Treatise, although some amount of repetition has been tolerated. 
Where no explanation is immediately offered in the notes, readers 
should consult the index. 

Question 75 

On Soul Considered in Its Own Right 

Prologue. Following his usual practice, Aquinas suppl ies a transition 
between the new topic of human beings (QQ75-l 02) and the previous 
topics of the "spiritual" angels (QQ50-64) and purely "corporeal crea
tures" (QQ65-74) , such as rocks, plants, and other animals. He goes on 
to supply a brief but useful summary of the plan of the Treatise. See the 
Introduction to th is volume for further discussion . 

. . . a spiritual and corporeal nature (2-3) .  The standard Latin text 
would yield "a spiritual and corporeal substance." Either way, it looks 
as if Aquinas means to claim that a human being is composed of two 
separa te enti ties , a sp ir i tual one and a corporeal one .  (Compare 
77 .8sc , where he does speak of two substances. ) He would presum
ably not use the term 'composed' here unless there were several 
th ings coming together to make one th ing. (Compare 75 . 5 :  "Is the 
soul composed of matter and form?" ) But although this makes it look 
from the start as if Aquinas is a substance dual ist, we should be cau
tious in reaching that conclusion.  Elsewhere Aqu inas says that  all 
th ings with souls, even plants, "are composed of a spiritual and cor
poreal nature" (QDV 22 .  3c ) . 

220 
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75 . 1 . Is the soul a body? 

No, the soul is "not a body but the actual ity of a body" ( 45-46) .  This is 
a conclusion that holds good for all souls, and indeed for all forms that 
actual ize matter. (See the last sentence of the corpus, with note.) 

This article does not expl ic itly reach the conclusion that the soul is 
the form of a body. But in 7 5 .4 and 7 5 . 5 ,  Aqu inas seems to take for 
granted that the soul is a form; evidently, then, he takes 75 . 1 to have 
impl icitly establ ished that conclusion. It is useful, in fact, to think of 
this article as providing a rationale for the Aristotel ian shift away from 
material explanation and toward formal explanation. The main failing 
of the ancients was to recognize only material causes, and here Aquinas 
is arguing for the fundamental place of formal causes. 

This article does not show that the soul is the substantial form of the 
human body. That conclus ion doesn't come until 76. 1 ,  although the 
argument he makes there is closely related to the argument here. On 
the nature of substantial forms, see 76.4c, where he writes that "a sub
stantial form differs from an accidental form in th is respect: that an 
accidental form does not make a thing be simpliciter, but makes it be 
such ." Here, then , when he speaks of actual ity as making a body be such 
a thing ( c43) ,  he is explicitly leaving open the possibil ity that soul might 
be an accidental form. 

Soul: an "actual ity of the body" (c45_46)-specifically, "the first prin
ciple of l ife in the things that are al ive around us" ( c22_23) .  

All cognition is brought about through some likeness ( obj. 2 ) .  This is a 
characteristic of cognition that Aquinas strongly endorses at both the 
sensory and intellectual levels. See 76.2 ad 4, 78. 1 c , 78. 1 ad 3,  84. 1 c ,  
84. 3c, 84.7 ad  2 ,  85 . 1 ad 3 ,  85 .2c, 87. 1 ad 3 .  

Objection 1 .  But it does not produce motion without itself being in 
motion. The Latin reads, 

Non autem est movens non motum. 

Earl ier translators prefer "Nor does it move unless moved." But th is 
gives just the wrong impress ion . Movens always carries the transitive 
sense of moving [another] ,  whereas motum often means simply to be in 
motion- to move in the intransitive sense. There is some controversy 
over just when the passive forms motum and movetur should be trans
lated as passive (" is moved") and when they should be translated as 
intransitively active (" is moving") . But it seems to me fairly clear that 
here Aquinas wants the latter. To be a movens non motum is to be an 
unmoved mover, a phrase often applied to God. But to say that God is 
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an unmoved mover is not just to say that God is not moved by anything. 
It further means that God is entirely motionless. The claim here, which 
Aqu inas will accept ( in ad 1 ) ,  is that the soul cannot put others in 
motion without itself being in motion. Hence the argument goes on to 
claim that "nothing gives to another that which it does not have" - that 
is, motion. 

Sed contra. " . . .  not spread out in bulk over the space of some area." 
This text from Augustine is directly  relevant to the present question 
because Aquinas is taking for granted that to be a body just is to be 
extended in three dimensions: as Augustine puts it, spread out in bulk 
over the space of some area. Earl ier remarks in ST 1 a  make th is clear: 
see, e .g. , 3 . 1 ob j . 1 ,  7 . 3c ,  1 8 . 2c .  Evidently, th is assumption was so 
commonplace as to need no mention, let alone defense. Ca j etan 
(Aquinas' great Rena issance commentator) remarks that "whether it 
is taken for the whole or for a part, it is sufficient that 'body' be taken 
simply for a substance subjected per se to three dimensions: for this is 
what is meant by the term 'body'" (7 5 . l . I ) .  For ancient authority on 
th is po in t, see Ari s totl e ,  De caelo I 1 ,  2 6 8a2 0-2 3 ;  Met. V 1 3 , 
1 020a 1 3 . 

Corpus. living things are animate, whereas inanimate things are those 
without life (2 5-34) . Aquinas is pointing to a l inguistic connection that 
in Latin is almost too obvious to need mentioning, between anima 
(soul) and animata (animate or l iving) . This terminological l ink sug
gests that the soul just is that which makes a thing be al ive. One of the 
many disadvantages in translating anima as soul is that it obscures th is 
connection. Unfortunately, Engl ish offers no other plausible candidate 
as a translation of anima. 

Ancient philosophers, unable to transcend their imaginations (26) . 
The reference is to the Presocratics. It is l iterally true, as Aquinas sees it, 
that these ph ilosophers were unable to go beyond their imaginations: 
they could conceive only of particular, material causes for th ings, those 
being the only sorts of ideas that imagination or phantasia can provide 
us with (see 78 .4) . Aquinas' main source of information on the Preso
cratics is Aristotle :  see, in particular, InDA 1 . 5 ,  and also 84.2c below. 
The first two objections summarized the two principal lines of ancient 
argument, as described in De anima I .  By today's standards of scholar
ship, Aquinas' account is noth ing more than a caricature. But he isn't 
very concerned about getting the history right: he wants to use these fig
ures as a foil for making a metaphysical point. Compare th is remark 
from his De caelo commentary: " the study of ph ilosophy is not about 
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knowing what individuals thought, but about the way th ings are" 
(1 .22 .228) .  

Now although there are many ways in which this view can be shown 
to be false ( 30-3 1 ) . This is an impl icit invitation to consult SCG 11.65 ,  
where Aquinas offers a series of other arguments designed to show that 
the soul is not a body. Here he is striving to abide by his promise in STs 
prologue to pursue this material "in a manner concise and lucid." 

Now although a body could be a principle of life, in the way that the 
heart is a principle of life in an animal ( 36-38) .  Of all the parts of the 
body, Aquinas (following Aristotle) took the heart to be the best candi
date for the first principle of l ife. Aquinas says that the heart is "that by 
which l ife is preserved" ( l a  1 8 . 1  ad 1 ) ; "the first principle of motion" 
( 1  a 20 . 1 ad 1 ); and " the instrument of the soul 's pass ions" ( 1  a2ae 
48.2c) .  (It was not until Wil l iam Harvey, in the seventeenth century, 
that the heart's true function was understood. )  So the heart is not ran
domly chosen as an example here; just as we now look to the brain as 
the most l ikely material explanation for animal l ife , so Aquinas looked 
to the heart. 

Throughout the reply, I translate the Latin principium as "principle." 
This is in some respects an unhelpful translation, because the Engl ish 
"principle" is so broad as to convey very l ittle of how the soul , or the 
heart, or the eye, might be a principle of life. A more vivid translation 
would be "source," and sometimes this captures the meaning of prin
cipium quite well . But in the present context something more bland is 
needed, because Aquinas wants to speak very generally about the inter
nal causes of l ife and its operations. In this context, an internal cause is 
just right for principium. (If any sort of cause counted as a principium, 
then God would be the first principle of l ife.) 

Therefore the soul, which is the first principle of life, is not a body, but 
the actuality of a body (44-46). One might object that this conclusion 
doesn't qu ite follow, because Aquinas hasn't establ ished that an actual
i ty is never a body. One way to repair this apparent gap is to imagine 
that the argument contains an impl icit loop: if the actuality identified 
as making a body such is itself a body, then go back to the start of the 
argument and run through it once more. Again, you will find some 
more bas ic underlying actual ity. If this too is a body, then repeat the 
argument a third time. The moral is that however deep the explanation 
goes, there is always an actuality that provides an explanation prior to 
that of any body. So assuming there is a first principle- which Aquinas 
does assume from the start of the article - it must be an actual ity, not a 
body. (I owe th is looping interpretation to Zenon Culverhouse. )  
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heat, which is the principle of heating, is not a body, but a certain 
actuality of a body (46-47) .  This seemingly casual comparison is 
extremely important for a proper understanding of this article, because 
it shows just how general the argument is. The soul is not a body in the 
same sense that heat is not a body. The argument just given for the soul 
could be run for heat as well ,  replacing all occurrences of 'soul ' with 
'heat' and all occurrences of 'life' and 'l iving' with 'heat' and 'heating.' 
The next article will show how the human soul is importantly different 
from a material form l ike heat, but the present article is meant to apply 
to all souls, from human beings all the way down to plants. 

Ad 1 .  The soul is such a mover. The objection had taken for granted that 
only bodies are in motion. Aquinas wants to qualify th is assumption: 
only bodies are in motion per se (intrinsically, in their own right), but 
forms can be in motion per accidens (by accident, inasmuch as they 
inform a body that is in motion per se) . So he argues here that the soul 
can move the body without being in motion per se. But the soul is not 
an unmoved mover in the way that God is; the soul is not completely 
motionless (see the note to obj .  1 ,  above) .  If it were completely motion
less, in motion neither per se nor per accidens, then it would cause "a 
motion that lasts forever and continues in the same way" (obj . 1 ) . The 
soul is therefore in motion per accidens. (An obvious example is that 
when you move your body from one place to another, your soul is 
moved too. ) These issues are discussed at length in De anima I 3 (InDA 
1 .6); see also InDA 1 . 1 0. 1 67-2 1 5 . 

As discussed in the note to obj . 1 ,  some would replace all the occur
rences of 'is in motion' with the phrase ' is moved.' But the translation as 
it stands seems to get the argument right. 

Ad 3. There are two kinds of contact. It looks at first glance as if obj .  3 is 
onto a crucial difficulty with any nonmaterial ist theory, and so one 
might well be dismayed by the brief and casual reply of ad 3 .  But in fact 
Aquinas thinks it a rather gross misunderstanding to suppose that soul 
and body are in contact in the way that two bodies touch each other, 
and so he dismisses this objection out of hand. This is a good place to 
keep in mind the generality of Aquinas' claim: the contact between 
soul and body poses no more of a problem, in general, than the contact 
between heat and fire. It should be added, however, that the relation
ship of soul and body raises special issues because the soul is a substan
tial form. And the relationship of the human soul to the body raises still 
further issues because of the human soul's subsistence (establ ished in 
the next article) . The relationship of soul and body is the express theme 
of Q76. See also SCG 11. 56 and ST 1 a  70. 3c, 1 05 .2  ad 1 ,  1 1 7. 3 .  
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75.2. Is the human soul something subsistent? 

Yes, the human soul is nonbodily (= incorporeal) and subsistent. This is 
the most important single article of the Treatise, if measured by how 
much else rests on this conclusion . The key intermediary premise to be 
proved here is that the soul "has an operation on its own"- thinking or 
understanding-"that the body does not share in" ( c39_40) . To establish 
th is, Aquinas argues that the soul is not a body ( c24_33) and does not 
operate through any bodily organ (c34_3s). 

subsistence (subsistens) : "we say that things subsist that have exist
ence not in others, but in themselves" (29.2c) .  See the notes to ad 1 .  

think (intelligere) : We say that the senses sense and that the imagina
tion imagines, but Engl ish unfortunately lacks a verbal form of ' in tel
l ec t . '  In many con texts the best  word is ' th ink,' but sometimes 
'understand' seems more appropriate,  and so I use both, though never 
with in the same context. Often the verb is used in a very wide sense, to 
pick out any operation that the intellect might engage in . Occasionally 
(as at c34) I use 'operate' when it is clear that the subject is intellect and 
when the connotations of 'think' or 'understand' might be distracting. 
For a more fine-grained discussion of the difference beteween under
standing (intelligere) and mere thought (cogitatio ) ,  see Appendix 5 .  

Objection 1 .  That which is subsistent is said to be a particular thing 
(hoc aliquid) . The Latin hoc aliquid is a translation of Aristotle's expres
sion tode ti, which he standardly uses to refer to a particular thing of a 
certa in kind (e.g. ,  th is man , that dog) . In ad 2 Aquinas clarifies pre
cisely how he thinks the express ion should be used. For discussion of 
this phrase and its significance for Aquinas, see Bazan ( 1997) . 

Sed contra. but also a substance- that is, something subsistent. Aquinas 
presumably uses the word 'substance' here in order to bring Augustine's 
terminology into l ine with h is own .  Strictly speaking, the two are not 
equivalent, and Aquinas always prefers to describe the human soul as 
subsistent. For something to be a substance, in his strict usage, it must 
not only subsist but also be the underlying subject of accidents (see I 
Sent. 23 . 1 . 1 c, QDP 9. 1 c) .  God is an example of something that is sub
sistent but not a substance (see 88 .2 ad 4 ) .  The soul does meet the sec
ond condition, and so does count as a substance, but Aquinas regards 
subsistence as the more basic notion . Regarding th is notion , see the 
comments below on ad 1 .  

Corpus. the principle of intellectual operation, which we call the soul of 
a human being, is a nonbodily and subsistent principle (22-24) . It is 
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noteworthy that Aquinas casts the reply not in terms of the human soul , 
nor in terms of the human intel lect, but in terms of the principle of 
intellective operation. He speaks in this way because he wants to beg as 
few questions as possible about the relationship between intellect and 
soul, an issue that will get resolved in QQ76-77 and Q79. For now, he 
wants to reach a conclusion about the human soul , as the title of the 
article indicates. But his argument rests entirely on the nature of intel
lect. Since at this point he's not entitled to assume that the intellect is a 
part of the human soul -a  controversial issue within the Aristotel ian 
tradition- he carefully l imits h is conclusion to the intellectual princi
ple. This, whatever it turns out to be, is nonbodily and subsistent. Of 
course, we are invited to suppose for now that that th ing just is the 
human soul. Thus he says here that this is what "we call" the human 
soul (cf. 75 .6c24_25) .  But strictly speaking, we're not yet entitled to that 
assumption - not until 76. 1 .  

If Aquinas could assume that the intellect is just a part of the soul , 
then he wouldn't need to prove that the intellectual principle is not a 
body. For he has already proved in the previous article that no soul is a 
body. Stil l ,  even if he did just assume that the intellectual principle is 
not a body, this assumption wouldn't get him very far, because it would 
shift all the weight of the discussion onto the question of whether the 
intellect has a bodily organ. 

But that which can cognize certain things must have none of those 
things in its own nature (26) . Aquinas is not saying, as it might seem, 
that for P to apprehend x, P must have a nature free from x. Rather, the 
claim is that if P is to apprehend x, y, and z, it can't have x, y, or z in its 
nature. For if it did have, say, x in its nature, then it would be able to 
apprehend only x, and so not y and z. Accordingly, in the example that 
follows, a tongue coated with bitter stuff leaves one unable to taste sweet 
th ings. The argument's immediate source is De anima III 4, 429a1 8-
26: see InDA 111 .7 . 1 3 1-59. A similar argument can be found in Plato's 
Timaeus, 50e. 

that which exists in it naturally would impede its cognition of other 
things (27) .  This is a key premise of the argument. Aquinas bel ieves 
that, for any cognitive faculty, what it is composed of determines what 
it apprehends. This belief seems true enough, in general , but Aquinas 
needs the stronger and more doubtful claim , that when a faculty is 
composed of a certain stuff, it must necessarily be l imited in appre
hending th ings other than that stuff. So since the intellect can think 
about all material things, its nature must not be material at all. We are 
shown several examples (the tongue, and later the eye ) where th is 
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stronger principle seems to hold .  But even in these cases the applica
tion seems doubtful .  Granted, accurate color vision requires a color
free path through the eye to the retina. But must the retina too lack 
color? Must the optic nerve lack color? It's even harder to have much 
confidence that this principle will hold in the intellect's case. Say that 
the intellect just were (some part of) the gray matter of the brain. Is 
Aquinas saying that the intellect would be able to th ink only of bra ins? 
Do we really have good reason for thinking it would be l imited at all in 
its cognitive reach? 

As the argument stands, it seems hard to defend th is premise in any 
form that would be strong enough to yield the conclusion Aqu inas 
wants. But the argument probably needs to be read in l ight of Aquinas' 
broader th inking about the nature of cogni tion. In 84.2c6 1_6 3, for 
instance, Aquinas will remark that 

matter limits the form of a thing to one particular. Thus it is clear that the 
nature of cognition is inversely correlated with the nature of materiality. 

This suggests that the present argument should be understood to hold 
only with respect to material constitution. Aquinas does not hold in gen
eral that a cognitive faculty is l imited by its constitution. (If he did, then 
the intel lect's immaterial nature might seem to l imit it to cogniz ing 
immaterial th ings!) It is material composition that l imits cognition: the 
eye can apprehend a certa in range of material things, and no further, 
and the same holds for the tongue. If their delicate material balance is 
disturbed, they won't even be able to go that far. If the intellect were cor
poreal , it might still be a powerful cognitive faculty, but it could not pos
sibly be suited to apprehend the natures of all bodies. Nothing made of 
matter could be so global in its reach . See also 86. 2 ad 4. 

It is likewise impossible for it to operate through a bodily organ ( 34 ) .  
Aquinas does not mean that the intellect does not rely on the body in 
cognizing. He himself insists that in this l ife the intellect is dependent 
on the body, as ad 3 makes clear. What is being ruled out is that the 
intellect might be a composite of form and body: that the intellectual 
power might have an organ of thought in the way that the visual power 
has an organ of sight. 

not that heat heats, but that the thing that is hot does so (44) . This is 
the very same example as at the end of 75 . l c, but here it is used to show 
the difference between the rational soul and heat. Although both are 
actual ities rather than bodies, only the rational soul can be sa id to 
engage in its own operation and therefore be subsistent. Another com
parison to heat occurs in ad 2 .  
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Ad 1 .  first, for anything subsistent; second, for something subsistent and 
complete within the nature of some species. What the second, stricter 
sense of 'particular th ing' adds to the first is the idea that the substance 
be the sort of thing that is the member of a species. (This is the notion 
of substance that Aristotle develops in Categories ch. 5 . )  Paradigmati
call y, Aquinas has in mind biological spec ies: horses and cows and 
humans. But some nonliving th ings would also count. The discussion 
of substantial forms in 76.8c30_46 suggests someth ing of what makes a 
th ing a complete substance. 

At any rate, this stricter sense of 'particular thing' clearly rules out (a) 
incomplete subsistent parts of an individual within a species, such as the 
hoof of a cow; (b) compound entities that don't fall within a species, l ike 
a horse and its rider put together. I th ink Aquinas also means to rule out 
(c) the fleeting quasi-substances that rapidly come into and go out of 
existence in the process of generating a l iving organism. Aquinas th inks 
that the fetus becomes human, for instance, only after passing through 
many fleeting intermediary states. None of these count as genuine sub
stances. This is at least suggested by SCG 11. 89. 1 0  [ 1 744 ] :  "these inter
mediaries do not have a complete species, but are on route toward that 
species." 

The first rules out something inhering as an accident or a material 
form. This is as close as Aquinas comes in 75 .2 to an account of what it 
is to be subsistent. An accident is a form that is not a substantial form. A 
material form is a material substantial form. In a broad sense we might 
think of the human soul as a material substantial form, since it is the 
form of a certain sort of matter: the human body. But in the narrower 
sense that Aquinas has in mind here, the human soul is not a material 
form, since it has operations that transcend the capacities of mere mat
ter. The form of gold, in contrast, is a good example of a material form, 
since it is nothing more than the mixing together of material stuff in the 
proper proportion . (Aquinas took gold to be a certa in mixture of the 
four basic elements: earth, air, fire, water.) 

Earl ier in ST, Aquinas says, "we say that things subs ist that have 
existence not in others, but in themselves" (29. 2c) . The point is to rule 
out th ings l ike shapes, sizes, and qual ities of all kinds- th ings that, by 
nature, have to ex ist in someth ing else. (Try imagin ing a shape that 
exists without being the shape of any object, or a color that exists with
out being the color of something. For a supernatural exception to this 
point, see the note to 77.8c40_42. )  One might suppose that this is what 
the soul is l ike, and in the following article Aqu inas will indicate that 
th is is what nonrational souls are l ike (though they are substantial 
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forms, not accidents).  But the human soul is a freestanding thing, less 
l ike a shape and more l ike an object that has a shape. It's hard to form a 
clear idea of this, however, because the human soul is immaterial (see 
75 . 5  below) and hence lacks all shape and color. We don't know how to 
conceive of an object lacking all sensible qual ities: hence the abiding 
allure of material ism. 

A hand, then, could be called a particular thing in the first way, but 
not in the second. Aquinas is thinking of a hand as the bodily part plus 
the relevant portion of the soul - the part of the soul that lets the hand 
function. The mere bodily part, severed from the soul, is not a hand at 
all , except in an equivocal sense (see 76.8c 39_4z) .  The hand can be 
called a particular thing, then , because it is neither an accident nor a 
material form. It is neither of these things, because it is not a form at all , 
but a subsistent part of a larger complete substance. 

Ad 3.  Otherwise an animal would not be something subsistent, since it 
needs external sense objects in order to sense. This reply is important for 
understanding the kind of dependence that subsistence does and does 
not rule out. But the comparison made here is not as clear as it might 
be. In view of the famil iar Aristotel ian dictum that the relationship of 
phantasms to intellect is just l ike that of color to sight, Aquinas appeals 
to the case of sensation in drawing an analogy. The apparent idea is that 
animals are, by definition, sensory l iving things. So without anything to 
sense, they would not be sensory and hence would not exist at all . 
Aquinas wants to say that th is doesn't follow. A th ing can be sensory 
simply by having the capacity for sensation. It needn't be actually sens
ing, nor need there be any sense objects in the vicinity. Indeed, it is pos
sible to isolate a person from all sensory stimulus (this has been used as 
a form of torture) . Likewise, the intellect can exist even when it is not 
thinking; hence it does not need phantasms to exist, only to operate. 
These issues will resurface in 89. 1 ,  where Aquinas considers the situa
tion of an intellect after death, separated from its body. In that context, 
the need for phantasms- or for some substitute- is more press ing, 
because a separated intellect will be always th inking and hence will 
always be in need of some external stimulus. 

75.3 .  Are the souls of brute animals subsistent? 

No. Other animals have no operation that occurs independently of the 
body, and so the arguments of the previous article do not apply here. 
This article entails that the human soul is a special case, qual itatively 
distinct from the souls of other animals in any number of ways. Most 
notably, as 75 .6  will argue, only our soul is incorruptible. 
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Brute animals (bruta animalia) : all other animals are referred to as 
brute animals, so-called because they all lack intellects: "human beings 
th ink and brute animals do not" (75.6 ad 1 ) . Even their highest cogni
tive powers are mere sensory powers (see 78 .4 ) .  

Corpus. But Aristotle held that, among the soul's functions, only think
ing is carried out without a bodily organ (24-25 ) .  In 77. 5c,  Aquinas will 
say that the operations of both intellect and will are "carried out with
out a bodily organ." But Aristotle himself makes l ittle if any use of the 
notion of a will . 

with some transformation to the body (26-27; also ad 2,  ad 3) .  Sensa
tion (unl ike thought) involves bodily change . But does i t  cons is t  
entirely of bodily change? In other words, i s  Aquinas a materialist when 
it comes to sensation? That is a controversial question. Here Aquinas 
might be read as treating sensation as an event that occurs parallel to 
("with") bodily change, rather than an event that simply is a kind of 
bodily change. For th is kind of reading of Aquinas, see Hoffman ( 1990). 
For an argument to the contrary, see Pasnau (2002) §2. 3. 

In ad 3 Aquinas uses this same phrase to describe the way in which 
the emotions involve bodily change. Again, we might ask, do the emo
tions consist entirely of some sort of bodily change? Or is there some 
further, nonbodily aspect involved? 

For present purposes it doesn't matter to Aquinas whether or not sen
sation consists wholly in th is transformation to the body. For the argu
ment he is making, he  needs to show only that sensation has a bodily 
component. From there it follows that sensation does not occur without 
a body, and hence that  the sensory soul is not subsistent. Perhaps 
Aquinas would endorse the stronger claim, that sensation is just a bodily 
process. But he doesn't need that claim here, and as usual , Aquinas is 
very discipl ined about introducing only as many compl ications as are 
necessary to obtain the conclusion he wants. 

Compare 78. 1 c36-39, with note at c45 : "there is another operation of 
the soul . . .  which is brought about through a corporeal organ, but not 
through any corporeal qual ity. This is the operation of the sensory soul." 

in seeing, for instance, the pupil is transformed by the species of a color 
(28). Here, for the first time in the Treatise, Aquinas uses 'species' in its 
cognitive sense, for a representational l ikeness of the external object (see 
85 . 2, with notes) . Although the Latin word is 'pupilla; Aquinas does not 
really mean the pupil here; he means, more generally, the inner eye. 
Later he will explic itly deny that the eye takes on the color of what it 
sees; instead, the sensible species is received "spiritually" (78 .  3c ) .  
Indeed, "the alteration of  sight is solely a sp iritual alteration" (InDA 
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11 . 1 4.280) . But such a spiritual alteration , despite its name, a t  least 
involves a bodily change to the eye: that, after all ,  is precisely why the 
example of sight is relevant to the argument here. 

since the souls of brute animals do not carry out their operations on 
their own, they are not subsistent ( 3 1-32) .  Th is is equ ivalent to saying 
that subsistence enta ils independent operation. In 75 . 2c, Aquinas had 
endorsed the inference in the other direction: "nothing can operate on 
its own unless it subsists on its own." That is : independent operation 
entails subs istence. Aquinas seems aware that he's now committed to 
the biconditional, because he immediately goes on to remark: For as a 
thing exists, so it operates. 

Part of the reason Aquinas finds this biconditional persuasive is that 
he always th inks of existence as existence-of-a-certain-kind. That is, a 
thing cannot just have the generic feature of existence but must exist in 
a certain way. Things with souls, for instance, exist by being al ive . But 
to be alive, in turn, requires certain operations. A l iving thing can be 
dormant, but it cannot cease to perform all of the operations associated 
with l ife . If it did, it would not be al ive, and so would not exist (or, at 
least, it would have become something else) .  So what exists on its own 
must have operations that it performs on its own, and conversely. 

7 5. 4. Is the soul the human being, or is the human 
being rather something composed of soul and body? 

The human being is the composite .  This is true for the general nature 
of being human, because human beings are defined not just by having 
a certain sort of soul but also by having a certa in sort of body ( c 14-29). It 
is also true for each one of us, as individual human beings. I am not just 
a soul, but a soul within a body ( c 30_43; and see Appendix 8) .  

Signate matter (materia signata) : the particular matter of an individ
ual, such as "this flesh and these bones" ( c26); also known as individual 
matter (85 . 1 ad 2) .  

Common matter (materia communis): the part of matter that  is  
shared by members of a species, such as "flesh and bones" (c27) .  

Objection 2.  a hypostasis, a person. Here Aquinas is treating 'hypostasis' 
and 'person' as synonyms, although strictly speaking 'hypostasis' is a more 
general term for any substance. (See 29.2 obj . 1 & ad 1 ) . The standard 
definition of 'person ' was intellectual substance (see Boethius, Contra 
Eutychen, ch. 3), and so the objection reasons that if the soul is a sub
stance, it is a person. In this usage, however, not all persons are human 
beings. Angels count, for instance, as do the Persons of the Trinity. So 
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Aquinas might reply to th is argument by granting that the soul is a per
son but denying that it is a human being. This, however, isn't what he 
says in ad 2. There he repl ies that although the soul is a sort of substance, 
it is not a substance in the fullest sense, and therefore it is not a person. 

Corpus. First, that human being is the soul ( 1 5 ) .  The suggestion , in 
other words, is that the concept human being should be defined solely in 
terms of soul . This is equivalent to maintaining that the soul is the only 
essential part of a human being or that one can remain a human being 
without a human body. Aquinas denies this, cla iming that " in the case of 
natural things the definition signifies not the form alone, but the form 
and the matter" (21-22) .  This claim leaves him, as he is well aware, with 
a difficulty in explaining how human beings can survive the death of the 
body. Part of his answer is to insist that human beings can survive the 
death of their body only if there is to be a general resurrection of bodies, 
as the Christian fa ith holds. Without such a resurrection, there is no 
hope for personal immortal ity. (See Appendix 8 and CT 1. 5 3 . )  

the substance of all the individuals . . .  the substance of the species 
(28-29) .  Here Aquinas is using 'substance' in the sense of "whatever is 
essential to a th ing." See 77. 1  ad 5 .  

For in that case all the operations assigned to a human being would 
hold of soul alone ( 34 ) .  Aquinas' reasoning evidently needs to be filled 
in here, since sensation hardly accounts for all human operations. As 
Cajetan notices, Aquinas has left out the nutritive soul , and thus the 
operations of eating, drinking, procreation, etc. (75 .4.V) . And there are 
a host of further operations- talking to friends, playing ball , etc . - that 
also seem left out. Cajetan himself fills in the argument by asserting 
that intellectual thought is the only activity that human nature requires, 
and that therefore only sensation is needed, among the bodily capaci
ties, because it alone is required for the activity of intellect (75 .4.VI) .  If 
this were right, it would give the argument a surprisingly Platonic twist, 
because it would show Aquinas to be granting that the only operations 
that count as fully human are intellectual operations. This would be 
surprising, because at first glance Aquinas' very point seems to be that 
human beings by nature are more than just intellectual creatures. 

So, again, why does he single out only sensory operations? It helps to 
keep in mind that the sensory operations extend to the various sensual 
des ires and emotions (see Q8 1 ) . So the only operations left out are 
those of the nutritive soul .  Perhaps we can infer that Aquinas doesn't 
view eating, drinking, breath ing, etc . ,  as essential to being human. And 
in fact it is Aquinas' view that human beings in a resurrected state will 
not eat or drink (SCG IV.83 ) .  
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75.5. Is the soul composed of matter and form? 

No. This is an important article that Aquinas will rely on frequently in 
the articles to come. To some extent, it seems to revisit conclus ions 
already reached. For since 7 5 . 1  establ ished that the soul is not a body 
and since "everyth ing composed of matter and form is a body" ( l a  
3 .2sc) , no further argument would seem needed to establ ish the present 
conclusion. But Aquinas wants to refute the influential view that the 
soul contains some kind of nonbodily spiritual matter (sc , with note) .  
So the main argument here (c26-37) extends the findings of 75 . 1 to show 
that the soul conta ins no matter of any kind. Then Aquinas introduces 
a new and interesting argument to show that the human soul in partic
ular is immaterial ( c38-s s) .  

Matter (materia) : "solely a potential being" ( c3 1 ) .  

Form (forma): "form, considered as form, is actual ity" ( c32) .  

Unconditioned nature (natura absoluta) : the very nature of a th ing, 
apart from any individuating material conditions; see 85 . 1 ad 1 .  

Sed contra. the soul is made neither from corporeal nor from spiritual 
matter. This is a reference to the widely held view that the soul conta ins 
some sort of noncorporeal , spiritual matter. This doctrine was given a 
sustained defense by the 1 1 th-century Jewish philosopher Avicebron 
(Solomon Ibn Gabirol) , who held that matter is present in all creatures, 
even incorporeal ones. Many 1 3th-century Christians took up this view, 
including Alexander of Hales, Roger Bacon, Bonaventure, and John 
Pecham. So here Aquinas is extending the argument of 75 . 1 by showing 
that the soul cannot be composed of any sort of matter, even th is so
called spiritual matter. 

The second and fourth objections come straight out of Bonaventure: 
see II Sent. 3 . 1 . 1 . 1  and I Sent. 8 . 2 . 1 . 2 ,  respectively. Regarding th is 
appeal to the authority of Augustine, William de Ia Mare complained 
in h is widely c irculated Correction of Brother Thomas (written circa 
1 278) that he couldn't find th is passage, "desp ite dil igently looking" 
(article 28 ,  p. 1 20 ) .  But the passage cited seems to support Aquinas 
fairly clearly. 

Corpus. For it is part of the soul's defining character that it is the form of 
some body (27) . Although the previous article had presupposed that the 
human soul is the body's form, this is the first time in the Treatise that 
Aquinas expl ic itly makes the claim. Stil l ,  he leaves vague the details of 
just how the soul is the form of a body. For although he takes it to have 
been implicitly established in 75 . 1 that the soul is a form, he has not yet 
establ ished that the soul is the substantial form of a l iving body. (That is 
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the conclus ion of 76. 1 . ) If he were entitled to suppose here that the 
soul is the body's substantial form, then he could reach his conclusion 
in a much more direct way (as he in fact does at the end of 76. 1 c, where 
he revisits the present question) .  

from the defining character of the human soul, inasmuch as it is intel
lective ( 38-40) .  The argument that follows is much more than just a 
reply to an insular medieval debate over spiritual matter. It is a general 
argument for the rational soul's immaterial ity, related to the argument of 
75 .2 but based on independent premises. (One might wonder why this 
argument wasn't made then: is one stronger than the other? do they yield 
subtlely different conclusions?) Much the same argument appears at 
InDA 11. 1 2 .71-94 [Appendix 4] , though there it is used only as an expla
nation for why the intellect apprehends universals, the senses singulars. 
See also 76.2 ad 3, which clarifies the argument in some crucial respects. 

and every intellectual substance that cognizes forms unconditionally 
( 5 3-54) . Aqu inas has already establ ished that neither God (3 .2)  nor the 
angels (50 .2)  are composed of form and matter. But he hadn't used this 
particular argument in those articles, and so he notes that the argument 
can be appl ied more generally. 

Ad 1 .  in virtue of the diffusion of its procession . A less l iteral but more 
perspicuous translation would read: "in virtue of their proceeding out
ward from it, in a certa in order." The notion of an ordered process is 
impl icit in Aquinas's use of the term 'procession.' He thinks that term is 
particularly well suited for describing God's role as first principle, 
because it implies that things are related to God in a definite order of 
perfection, much as a ray of l ight proceeds from the sun in a certain 
order, one part after another (see 1 a  36.2c, QDP 1 0. 1 c). 

the active potentiality of the first actuality. It looks odd, in Engl ish, 
for Aquinas to speak of the first actual ity - the "pure actual ity" (ad 4) 
that is God -as having any sort of potentiality, active or not. But the 
Latin word, potentia, has a variety of interlocking senses. In obj. 1 the 
term was used in its narrowest sense, as the opposite of actual ity. In this 
sense a potentiality is a capacity for receiving some sort of actual ity. In 
ad 1 Aquinas first highl ighted th is meaning-Now potentiality, since it is 
receptive of actuality- but now he is using potentia in a more general 
sense, as a capacity for either acting or being acted on. Potentia is used 
in this sense throughout the Treatise to refer to the soul's powers. Here it 
refers to God's power, and later in ad 1 it refers to the intellect's passive, 
receptive power. Generally, I use the Engl ish 'capacity' as a translation 
for potentia (reserving 'power' for vis and virtus) ,  but here it seems pref
erable to stick with 'potentiality' all the way through the passage. 
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The receptive potentiality in the intellective soul, however, is different 
from the receptive potentiality of prime matter. This is the key to the dif
ficult reply of ad 1 .  The objection had urged an analogy between first 
actual ity and first potential i ty: just as all actual ity comes from the 
former, so al l potential i ty comes from the latter. Aquinas replies by 
denying that there is just one kind of receptive potential ity. (If there 
were, it would be equal to God, at least in its receptive power. ) Differ
ent created substances have different kinds of potential ity: some are 
characterized by material i ty ,  and these are said to be composed of 
matter; others , the immaterial substances , have a different kind of 
potential ity. This difference gets explained in the remainder of ad 1 
and in ad 2 .  

Ad 3 .  That is why, after the words cited above, the Philosopher con
cludes . . . .  The passage that follows is quite obscure, especially at the 
end. Modern editions of Aristotle offer a significantly different text. 
Here is how Aquinas glosses the passage in his commentary (InMET 
VIII. 5 . 1 767) :  

Hence "there is no other cause" making those composed of matter and 
form to be one thing, "except that which moves potentiality to actuality." 
But those that "do not have matter, without qualification," are one thing 
through themselves, as an existing thing. 

Ad 4. In the case of intellectual substances. Strictly speaking, God is not 
a substance (see the note to 75 .2sc) ,  and so the remarks that follow 
apply only to intellectual creatures. Included among intellectual crea
tures are both the angels and human souls (see sec 11 .46-5 5 ) .  This 
claim that the human soul is not pure ac tual ity but contains some 
amount of potential ity is an important result that Aquinas will appeal to 
later, in 77. 1 ad 6 and 77.6c. 

75 .6. Is the human soul incorruptible? 

No. Although the human soul has not existed forever in the past (it was 
created by God),  it will exist forever into the future. The article gives 
three arguments for th is conclusion ,  the first and most powerful of 
which ( c2 5_46) depends on the earl ier results that the soul is a form 
(75 . 1 ,  7 5 . 5 )  that subsists (75 .2) .  This article does not show that human 
beings exist forever, given 75 .4's conclusion that human beings are a 
soul-body composite. To establish human immortal ity, Aquinas would 
need to establ ish that, after death, the soul once again informs a body, a 
conclus ion he accepts on faith but doesn't think can be given a strict 
philosophical proof (see Appendix 8, and SeC IV.79-97) . 
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Corruption (corruptio) : to cease to exist, by natural means . "Some
thing is sa id to be corruptible when the capacity for not existing is 
present in it" (ad 2) .  

Two ways of being corrupted: 

per accidens: "by something [else's] being . . .  corrupted" (c28) .  

per se: through itself, intrinsically. 

Objection 1 .  as the text there concludes. Medieval readers would have 
recognized that the conclusion of the passage is even more explicit than 
Aquinas indicates . It concludes as follows: There is a single death for 
humans and beasts, and an equal condition for both: just as human 
beings die, so they too die. 

Corpus. existence being what a thing acquires through generation and 
loses through corruption (29-3 1 ) . Here Aquinas reminds the reader that 
corruption and its counterpart, generation , have a precise meaning in 
Aristotel ian philosophy. They denote a kind of natural change, the kind 
that involves either a th ing's going out of existence or its coming into 
existence. One might, instead of "corruptible," simply think of capable 
of going out of existence. But this isn't quite right, in the present context, 
because Aquinas thinks the human soul could go out of existence, if it 
were annihilated by God (see ad 2). So the question, instead, is whether 
the soul could go out of existence on its own, in the natural course of 
things. This is to be corrupted. 

the human soul cannot be corrupted, unless it is corrupted per se. But 
this, to be sure, is entirely impossible- not only for it, but for any subsis
tent thing that is wholly form (37-40) .  With this remark, Aqu inas enters 
into the second and trickier half of his primary argument for the human 
soul's immortal ity. The first half of the argument established that noth
ing subsistent- existing on its own - could be corrupted per accidens, 
in virtue of something else's being corrupted. This may seem obviously 
false, since subsistent things l ike wild animals are constantly put out of 
existence by the destruction of other th ings, l ike their habitat. But 
Aquinas doesn't mean to deny that. By 'corruption per accidens' he 
means cases l ike a color's being destroyed when a wall is destroyed, or a 
eat's soul being destroyed when the eat's body is destroyed. A th ing can 
be corrupted per accidens, then, when it is constituted by or supervenes 
on something else that is corruptible. 

The second half of the argument considers whether the human soul 
could be corrupted per se, and h is negative conclus ion rests on the 
human soul's status as a subsistent thing that is "wholly form." This in 
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turn rests on the conclusions of 75 . 1  and 75 . 5 .  Aquinas acknowledges 
the crucial role of 75 . 5  here, and its controversial status, when he goes 
on to propose two further arguments that don't rest on the soul 's being 
wholly form (c47_4s) . (In 75 .7  he will l ikewise give several arguments, 
one that rel ies on 7 5 . 5  and one that does not.) 

celestial bodies, which do not have matter subject to contrariety, are 
incorruptible ( 5 1-52 ) .  The standard Aristotel ian cosmology held that 
the celestial spheres, as well as the sun, stars, and planets located within 
those spheres, are composed of a fundamentally different kind of matter 
than we find in sublunary bodies. As a result, such bodies are incorrupt
ible. See 66.2 and 76. 5  obj . 2 & ad 2 .  

the same knowledge embraces contraries ( 56). This maxim occurs fre
quently in Aquinas. As examples he suggests knowing darkness through 
l ight, and good through evil (48. l c) .  In such cases, one cannot be known 
without the other's being known, and the pair is understood in virtue of 
the same concept. Compare 75 .7c35_37, where Aquinas describes oppo
sites in terms of the one's having someth ing that the other lacks: "the 
basis of contrariety is lacking and having." This works for good and evil, 
inasmuch as Aquinas regards evil as the privation of goodness. 

For further discussion of contraries existing with in intel lect, see 
89. 5cs2-60· 

Now in the case of things that are cognitive, desire depends on cogni
tion ( 59-60) . One might suppose that only things that are cognitive can 
have any desires, but Aquinas is using the term desiderat in a broader 
way, so that any sort of tendency to act or react in a certain way counts 
as a desire. More often, he speaks of all th ings having an appetite or 
incl ination for a certain end (see 80. 1 and 85 .7  obj . 1 ,  and l a2ae 1 . 2 ) .  

But a natural desire cannot be pointless (63-64) . Aquinas frequently 
draws on the Aristotel ian principle that  th ings done by nature are 
always done for some reason (see, e.g. , De an . III 9, 432b2 1 ) . Some
times the point is translated by saying that nature does nothing in vain . 
But that is misleading. The claim is not that nature never gives us a 
desire that we cannot fulfill :  I might desire water, yet be lost in the 
desert. In that case, my desire would be in vain . The claim, instead, is 
that nature's works are always done for some purpose. Understood in 
this way, the principle has greater plausibil ity, and can be defended to 
some extent on evolutionary grounds. Stil l ,  the argument is problem
atic. First, perhaps there is a purpose behind our desiring to l ive forever, 
even if the desire is unattainable. Second, the theory of evolution does 
not guarantee that all the features of an organism will be adapted to 
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enhance that creature's fitness. Some features of an animal may be 
pointless remnants of ancestors (the tailbone?) or may be mere side 
effects of other developments. So perhaps our desire to l ive forever is a 
pointless by-product of our other, very useful, intellectual capacities. To 
avoid this l ine  of objection, it seems that Aquinas would have to appeal 
to an expl icitly theological picture of nature as the product of an intell i
gent creator. Of course, that is precisely the view he does hold. 

Ad l. as is made clear in Wisdom 2. Aquinas takes both Ecclesiastes and 
Wisdom to have been written by Solomon, and so he finds Wisdom 
2.2 1-23  decisive: 

These things they thought, and they were in error: for their own malice 
blinded them. And they knew not the secrets of God, nor hoped for the 
wages of justice, nor valued the honor of holy souls . For God c reated 
human being incorruptible , and made h im in the image of his own 
likeness. 

75.7. Does the soul belong to the same species as an angel? 

No. Like the angels, the human soul is an in tellectual substance. One 
might imagine, then, that human beings are simply embodied angels. 
Aquinas rejects this idea. In fact, he argues that no angel can be of the 
same spec ies as any other intellectual substance. So the angels do not 
share a common species even among themselves, l et alone with the 
human soul . 

Th is article raises important questions about how intellectual sub
stances are individuated and how the human intellect differs from the 
angel ic intellect. But Aquinas wants to sidestep these questions at this 
early point in the Treatise. For the first question, see 76.2 ad 1 .  For the 
second, see 89. 1 .  

Differentia (differentia) : Traditionally, a species is defined by i ts 
genus plus some differentiating feature that uniquely picks out a single 
species within that genus. A human beings, for instance, is a rational 
animal: animal being the genus and rational the differentia (see 
76. l sc) . 

Objection 3 .  But the body, since it is outside of the soul's essence, does 
not seem relevant to its species. The objector cannot suppose that the 
body is outside the essence of a human being, because an essence is that 
which is s ignified by the definition of a thing, and 7 5 .4 has already 
establ ished that human beings are defined in terms of soul and body. 
But the question of the article is not whether human beings belong to 
the same species as an angel; the question is whether the human soul 
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does .  So the obj ector points out that  the body is outside the soul's 
essence, a point Aquinas will grant in ad 3 .  As for what the essence of a 
soul is, see Q77. 

Sed contra. He later says the opposite of this, regarding the soul. Pseudo
Dionysius goes on to write in that same passage that " [human] souls are 
rational in a scattered way, rounding toward the truth about real ity in a 
roundabout way." Angelic minds, in contrast, do not "accumulate" 
knowledge through sensory experience but rather grasp the nature of 
th ings all at once through a pure intellectual intuition, on the basis of 
ideas they were given innately by God. 

Corpus. the existence of a separated form is intelligible only when there 
is one form for one species (28-29). Aquinas famously held that no two 
angels belong to the same species, for the reason he sets out here. He 
had expl icitly reached this conclusion earl ier in ST 50.4. Obviously, if 
no two angels belong to the same species, then angels and human souls 
cannot belong to the same species. This conclusion raises a question 
about how human souls will be individuated from one another once 
they are separated from the body. Aquinas doesn't expressly address that 
issue in the Treatise, but he hints at his view in 85 .7, where he discusses 
how the souls of human beings, although al ike in spec ies, are neverthe
less not exactly al ike. H is most detailed discussion of this issue comes in 
sec n.8I. 

Specific difference, however, always implies a concomitant difference 
in nature ( 32-3 3 ) .  Strictly speaking, th is further claim isn 't needed, 
since the article asks only whether angels and human souls belong to 
the same species. But Aquinas th inks it illuminating to go one step fur
ther and show that their specific difference requires a difference in their 
nature. This, after all ,  is what one really wants to know about us and the 
angels: just how different are we? 

the basis of contrariety is lacking and having (36-37). Think of a Por
phyrian tree that begins by dividing substance into the corporeal and the 
incorporeal , then divides the corporeal into the l iving and nonl iving, 
then divides the l iving into sensory and nonsensory, and so on, down to 
the most specific species. At each step, the differentiae that divide the 
genus are contraries (l iving and nonl iving, for example) , and in each 
case one might think of one contrary as more perfect than the other. 

It's not immediately obvious how this is meant to apply to the earl ier 
example of color. What makes one color more perfect than another? 
Perhaps he supposes that white is the most perfect color and that other 
colors can be divided in terms of being closer or farther from white. 
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Question 76 

The Soul's Union with the Body 

76. 1 .  Is the intellective principle united to the body as its form? 

Yes. Already, in 75 . 1 ,  Aquinas has shown that the soul is a form. What 
remains to be establ ished is that the rational soul is the form of the 
human body. Although Aquinas doesn't explicitly say so, h is argument 
is that the rational soul is a substantial form. (Compare 76.4c, where he 
remarks that "the intellective soul is united to the body as its substantial 
form, as we have already said above.") He doesn't want to show merely 
that the soul is that by which the body is such (75 . 1  c43) but that the soul 
is what gives existence to a human being: "a form is that by which a 
thing exists" (obj .  5 ) .  Here, and very often in Q76, 'form' means sub
stantial form. On the difference between substantial and accidental 
forms, see 76.4 and 77.6. 

This is the longest article of the Treatise and contains by far the most 
intricate series of arguments. Aquinas pays such close attention to this 
question because so many of the medieval controversies regarding the 
human soul rest on how one understands the Aristotel ian theory of soul 
as form. The remainder of Q76 considers a series of such controversies 
and will constantly refer back to this article for crucial support. 

Intellective principle (principium intellectivum) : Throughout Q76,  
Aquinas usually refers to the soul as the intellective principle, rather 
than speaking less cautiously of the human soul. The two are meant to 
be identical , but Aquinas is still not fully entitled to that identification, 
because he has not yet worked out a general account of the relationship 
between the soul and its powers (Q77), let alone resolved the special 
and problematic case of the relationship between the human soul and 
intellect (Q79). See the note to 75 .2czz_z4. 

It's important to keep in mind that the intellective principle is not 
the intellect, even if a t  times Aquinas loosely refers to the intellect 
when he has in mind the intellective principle (e .g. ,  c50) .  Strictly speak
ing, however, Aquinas denies that the intellect is the form of the body: 
"the human soul is not the form of the body with respect to its intellec
tive power" (De unitate ch. 3 ) .  This distinction is especially crucial in 
76. 1 .  Aquinas appeals to it in the repl ies to each of the first four objec
tions (ad 1-4) . 

United to the body (unitur corpori) : There is a tight connection in 
Latin between words for one and words for unity: e.g. ,  unum (one), unio 
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(union ) ,  and unitur (is un ited) . Wherever one sees 'is united,' one 
might just as well read ' is made one.' 

Objection 4. But no power or capacity can be more abstract or simple 
than the essence from which the power or capacity is derived. Therefore 
neither is the substance of intellect the form of the body. The first three 
objections are relatively stra ightforward, appeal ing to the intellect's 
immaterial nature as establ ished in the De anima, 7 5 .2c ,  and 7 5 . 5c ,  
respectively. Aquinas has an easy time replying to these objections (ad 
1-3) ,  because he can simply invoke his distinction between the intel
lect, conceived as a power or capacity for a certa in action, and the intel
lec tive pr inc iple ,  the form of the body. Th is more soph isticated 
objection anticipates that move and argues that i t  is  inval id. 

Here the intellective principle is described as the substance of intel
lect, using 'substance' in the sense of essence. Aquinas will devote Q77 
to his distinction between the soul's essence and its powers. 

Corpus. is the form of the human body. Latin lacks the articles 'the' and 
'a ,' and it is not always clear here whether Aquinas means to speak of 
'the form' or 'a form.' The conclusion he wants is that the intellective 
pr inciple is the form - that is, the substan tial form of the human 
body-and so he later concludes that the intellective principle is the 
"special form" (propria forma) of the human body ( c 1 52) .  But the argu
ment of th is paragraph begins with heal th and knowledge, each of 
which is not a substantial form and so is merely a form among others. 
The conclusion that the intellective principle is the (substantial) form 
must be drawn ( impl icitly ! )  from the fact that the soul is the form pri
marily responsible for all the operations of l ife. Since these operations 
are what make us what we are, the intellective principle is the (substan
tial) form. 

it is incumbent on that person to find a way in which the action that is 
thinking is the action of a particular human being (68-69) .  The first 
paragraph of the reply, following De anima II 2 almost l ine for l ine, 
establ ishes that the intellect must be related to the body as form to mat
ter. But judging from how much more Aquinas still has to say in this arti
cle, we can infer that he doesn't find that argument entirely adequate. 
The problem, I suspect, is not that he doubts the argument's soundness, 
but that he doubts whether it yields a sufficiently strong conclusion to 
block the sorts of accounts he goes on to consider. For someone might 
grant the argument's conclusion - that the intellective principle actual
izes the body and in that sense deserves to be called the form of the 
body- while still conceiving of this intellective principle as something 
essentially separate from the body. That is to say, Aristotle's argument 
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doesn't all by itself nail down just what kind of unity is entailed by the 
relationship of form to matter. Aquinas will be arguing that the intellec
tive principle is the substantial form and that this makes soul and body 
one thing in the very strongest sense. (The precise nature of this union 
will emerge as Q76 progresses.) 

So Aquinas goes on to consider the question from another perspec
tive. He begins with a premise he regards as indubitable: "each one of 
us experiences that it is oneself who thinks." On this basis he goes on to 
establ ish , in the rest of th is paragraph, that an intellect must be united 
to a human being as part of that human being. Then, in the following 
four paragraphs, he concludes that the only tenable account of th is 
unity is in terms of matter and substantial form. 

Who is Aquinas arguing against? One expl icit target is " the Com
mentator," Averroes ( c90. ) ,  whose views get taken up more directly in 
the next article. The target here is somewhat broader, however. Even 
though few ( if any) of Aquinas' contemporaries denied that the rational 
soul is the form of the body, many had reservations. Bonaventure iden
tified the soul as the body's form, but, in the words of A. C .  Pegis 
( 1 9 34 ), he "has l ittle, if any, room in his system for an Aristotel ian con
ception of the soul as the form of the body" (p. 52 ) .  Even Aquinas' 
teacher, Albert the Great, held  that it is preferable to speak of the soul 
as the actuality or perfection of the body, rather than as its form (see 
Summa de homine 1 .4. 1 ad 6) . Less than a decade after Aquinas' death, 
Peter John Ol ivi would expl icitly deny that the rational soul , considered 
as such, is the form of the body. Olivi's view would be condemned by 
Church councils in 1 3 1 1  and again in 1 5 1 2. 

it is the very same human being who perceives himself both to think 
and to sense (85-86). Despite the reference back to 75 .4, this appears to 
be a new l ine of argument for the claim that human beings contain 
both a sensory and an intellectual part. Aquinas seems to be appealing 
to the unified conscious experience we have of thinking and sensing, as 
operations belonging to the same being. If that is in fact what is meant, 
then one ought to wonder how he would explain this unified conscious
ness. Is it l iterally a form of perception, as he says? Or is it intellectual? 

The Commentator . . .  says that this union takes place through intelli
gible species (90-9 1 ) . The next two paragraphs have as their expl icit tar
get Averroes' proposal for uniting human beings with a single celestial 
intellect that, in his view, we all share. (See 76.2c for further discussion . )  
But despite the oddity of Averroes' particular view, the suggestion con
sidered here is in fact a natural one. In effect, the proposal is that that 
mind and body be unified by the flow of information - via phantasms 
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and then intell igible species-from the bodily senses into the mind. On 
the role of these phantasms in Aquinas' theory, see 79.4, 84.6, 84.7. On 
the role of intelligible species, see 85 .2 .  

Therefore if from intellect and Socrates one thing comes about in the 
proposed way . . . . If, on the other hand, Socrates is the whole composed 
of the intellect's union with the rest of Socrates ( 1 3 1-35) .  Aquinas here 
canvasses two ways in which the mover-moved relationship might be 
understood. In the fi rst way, intellect would be one part, Socrates 
another, and the whole something composed of both. This is how the 
mover-moved relationsh ip was expl icitly described in the second argu
ment against it, and th is seems to have been the impl icit target of argu
ments one and three .  But there is another possibil ity, that Socrates 
would be the whole of which the intellect is one part. 

something is a being in just the way that it is one ( 1 38) .  If the intel
lect is part of the whole that is Socrates merely in virtue of the intellect's 
moving the body, then Socrates would be one thing only in a qual ified 
sense. Aquinas assumes that the mover-moved relationship cannot yield 
the sort of unity that the form-matter relationship yields. Form and mat
ter constitute one thing in the fullest sense, whereas mover and moved 
are more rightly viewed as two th ings j o ined together by a certain 
causal relationship. 

If Socrates is not one th ing in the fullest sense, then neither is he a 
being in the fullest sense. (Compare Aristotle, Met. IV 2 ,  1 003b23-3 1 . ) 
The point is perhaps that only things that possess full unity can be 
placed in the most fundamental category of being: the category of sub
stance. Only that which is one thing unconditionally is a substance. 
This argument is spelled out at greater length in De unitate 111.67-69. 
On the l ink between being and unity, see 76.7c3 J ,  with note, as well as 
ST 1 a  1 1 . 1  and 1 a2ae 1 7.4c .  

an operation that is not caused by the elemental qualities ( 1 57-58) .  
The elemental qual ities are hot, cold, wet, and dry. These qualities are 
produced in various measures by various combinations of the four ele
ments: fire, air, water, earth. But bodies mixed together from these ele
ments can bring about effects beyond simply making another body hot 
or cold, etc .  Coffee added to water, for instance, brings about a change 
in color and taste. In the case of l iving substances, operations take place 
that are even farther removed from what the four elements could make 
possible. 

Ad 1. . . .  "a human being, together with the sun, generates a human 
being from matter." Aristotle and Aqu inas suppose that the sun plays an 
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essential rol e  in the production of l iving beings. Indeed , generally, 
Aquinas bel ieves that "rays from the celestial bodies transform all of 
lower nature" (InDA 11. 1 4. 303-304 ) .  This sort of influence is corporeal , 
since the sun and other celestial substances were taken to be bodies, but 
they were regarded as bodies of a fundamentally different kind (see 
7 5 .6c s i -5 2, with note; 76. 5 obj .  2 ,  with note) .  Such cla ims play an 
important theoretical role in Aquinas' thinking, because they explain 
how some bodily substances-such as magnets, plants, and animals
can have operations that go well beyond what mere earthly matter, with 
its four elements, could make possible. 

Ad 5. something that does not occur in the case of other forms, which are 
not subsistent. The ob jection had argued that  "the exis tence that 
belongs to a form does not belong to it in its own right." Aquinas is 
happy to grant that this princ iple holds for every form other than the 
human soul. Our soul is absolutely unique, among forms in matter, in 
that although it gives existence to the whole composite, it also has its 
own existence. This is so, as 75 .2  argued, because it has its own opera
tion, thought, which does not need a body. 

Ad 6. and retains its readiness and inclination for that proper place. 
The analogy to something l ightweight is intell igible only given a pre
modern understanding of gravity. It was a standard assumption in 
ancient and medieval physics that all objects have their proper place in 
the universe, depending on their weight, and have an incl ination to 
move toward that place. Heavy objects (earth and water) have an incl i
nation to be at the center of the universe ( the center of the earth) and 
will move in that direction unless impeded. Light objects (air and fire) 
have a tendency to move upward. Hence air bubbles up to the surface 
of water, and fire rises into the sky. Of course, the claim was not that 
all these objects act intentionally. These inclinations are entirely non
cognitive. This analogy will be invoked again at 89. l c 55_58, in the same 
context. 

76.2. Is the intellective principle numerically 
multiplied according to the number of bodies? Or is 

there a single intellect for all human beings? 

Each human being has its own intellect and its own intellective princi
ple. The contrary view, that we all share a single intellect (a view known 
as monopsych ism), may seem preposterous, but it has a long history 
and continues to find adherents .  In the 1 9th century, Ralph Waldo 
Emerson began his "Essay on History" with the following l ines: 
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There is one mind common to all individual men. Every man is an inlet 
to the same and to all of the same. He that is once admitted to the right 
of reason is made a freeman of the whole estate. What Plato has thought, 
he may think; what a saint has felt, he may feel; what at any time has be
fallen any man,  he can understand.  Who hath access to this universal 
mind is a party to all that is or can be done, for this is the only and sover
eign agent. 

In the medieval era, it was common to suppose that human beings can 
reason only in virtue of divine illumination (see 84. 5 ) ,  and from this 
thesis it is not so far to the view that even the mind itself is something 
possessed by God or some other h igher power. Aristotle too has often 
been read as defending a view of this sort. In Aquinas' era this reading of 
Aristotle was associated particularly with Averroes, and obj .  3-5 can be 
traced to his commentary on De anima III ( comm. 5 ) .  

Although Aquinas not does expl icitly  say so until 79.4c ,  the argu
ment here and in 76. 1 is meant to cover only the possible intellect. 
There are further questions about whether there is one agent intellect 
for all human beings; that is the subject of 79.4-5 .  It is instructive to see 
that Aquinas thinks the arguments made here do not suffice to refute 
the unity of agent intellect. And in this l ight it is not surpris ing that 
Aquinas shows much more sympathy for the doctrine of the intellect's 
unity when it is appl ied to the agent intellect rather than to the possible 
intellect. In his early Sentences commentary, he  writes merely that the 
doctrine of a unified agent intellect "does not seem plausible" (II Sent. 
1 7.2 . l c) .  

Objection 4. the intellect would not seem to be distinct from the imagi
native power. The imaginative power conceives of particular things 
(78 .4c ) ,  whereas the intellect conceives of universals (86. 1 ) .  The objec
tion claims, then, that if each human being had an individual intellect, 
then our intellects would have particular things as their objects. 

Objection 5. knowledge too would be an active form, like heat, which is 
plainly false. Aquinas has in mind Aristotle's distinction between two 
kinds of action, "one that remains in the agent . . .  and one that passes 
into external things" (85 .2c5 5_57; see Met. IX 8, 1 050a23-b2) .  Active 
forms are those like heat that, by their very nature, produce actions of 
the second sort. 

Corpus. form is the source of existence (6 3 ) .  The word for 'source' is 
principium, which connects w ith Aristotle's description of the soul as 
the " intellectual principle." Here we learn, then, that the human soul is 
the principle not just of intellect, but of existence itself. 



246 Commentary. Question 76. 

Although Aquinas doesn't say so here, he is using 'form' as shorthand 
for 'substantial form.' Whereas other forms make a th ing be such (75 . 1 ) , 
a substantial form makes a thing exist simpliciter (76.4 ) . 

The argument of th is paragraph depends on the assumption that the 
intellect is a part or capacity of the soul . It seems safe to assume that the 
proponent of monopsychism would reject this assumption. For this rea
son, Aquinas sets out in the next paragraph to develop a more general 
argument. 

there is no way in which Socrates and Plato could be said to be any
thing other than a single thinker (85-86) . What premises does Aquinas 
need to reduce monopsychism to this absurdity? Obviously, he needs 
the analys is from the previous paragraph regarding when we say that 
there is one agent and when we say that there is more than one. He also 
needs the assumption, stated at the start of this paragraph, that the intel
lect is the principal agent in any act of thought. That assumption might 
be denied, though evidently not by Averroes. (If it were denied, then we 
would have a much weaker form of monopsychism, perhaps applying 
only to the agent intellect, a view discussed in 79.4-5 . )  Finally, Aquinas 
needs the assumption he made in 76. 1 c, that Socrates, Plato, and the 
rest of us do engage in intellectual thought. Without that assumption, 
there is no way to get the absurd conclusion that Socrates and Plato are 
the same person. 

Ad 2. judgments about a thing's number are the same as those about its 
existence. An object's unity comes from the same source as its existence. 
In the human case, it is the soul that makes the body exist, and so the 
soul is what unifies the body. Because of the soul , the whole composite 
constitutes one unified thing. One might suppose that Aquinas will get 
into trouble because of h is bel ief that the soul can exist without the 
body. But what matters, on this l ine of thought, is that the body-and 
indeed the human being as a whole-cannot exist without the soul (see 
76. 1 c1 3s, with note, and 76.8c39-4z) .  

For the same reason, the number of souls accords with the number of 
bodies; nevertheless, after the bodies are destroyed, the souls remain in 
existence, multiplied. Aquinas uses a variant of the same phrase that he 
uses elsewhere in the article: "accords with the number of bodies" (est 
secundum multiplicationem corporum) . Thus the title of the article asks 
whether the intellective principle is multipl ied secundum multiplica
tionem corporum. This phrase might be taken to mean, are there many 
rational souls because there are many bodies? But  that's not  what 
Aquinas means. He wants the weaker conclusion that the number of 
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rational souls accords with the number of bodies- that there is a one
one correspondence between souls and bodies. 

In effect, obj . 2 is playing on an ambiguity in the preposition secun
dum, conflating a causal relationsh ip ("because of"; "on account of') 
with a mere correlation ("in accord with") .  In effect, ad 2 is insisting 
that the latter, weaker reading is the correct one. Here we see why he 
must intend that weaker conclusion. If souls were multiplied because 
their bodies are multiplied, Aquinas would be unable to explain the 
continued existence of separated souls (see Q89) .  Souls, once separated 
from their bodies, would cease to be individuated and, in the words of 
obj .  2 above, "out of all those souls, only one thing would be left," a 
heretical conclus ion .  He makes th is poin t  more c learly  a t  SCG 
11 .8 1 . 1 620: 

Souls are multiplied in accord with the way (secundum) bodies are multi
plied, but still the multiplication of bodies will not be the cause of the 
multiplication of souls. As a result, when bodies are destroyed, the plural
ity of souls will not have to come to an end. 

Ad 3.  It is clear, however, that a common nature is distinguished and 
multiplied by individuating principles that come from matter. The 
nature that a group of entities has in common (humanity, for exam
ple) is particular in virtue of being part of a single material substance. 
If a nature were removed from its substance, then it would no longer 
be particular. But a particular instance of a nature cannot l iterally be 
removed from its particular substance: in actual fact, all th ings are 
particular, and so common natures do not actually exist. We can con
ceive of common natures, however, in abstraction from their individu
at ing p rinc ip les .  We do so  by  conc e iv ing of the natu re a lone ,  
disregarding its distinctive,  material aspects .  Compare ad 4 :  "For what 
is understood is the common nature, putting to one side the individu
ating principles; but th is is not the mode of existence that it has out
side the soul ." 

76.3. Does a body whose form is the 
intellective principle have any other soul? 

No. Scholastics, Aquinas included, sometimes speak of human beings as 
having a sensory or nutritive soul (see obj . 1-2) .  Such a manner of speak
ing shouldn't be taken literally. It rather points to a set of capacities
sensory or nutritive- that the single human soul makes possible. (This 
gets explained more precisely at 78. l c30_5 3. )  Aquinas gives three argu
ments against postulating multiple souls within a s ingle l iving th ing. 
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Each of these-or at least the first two - rests on 76. l 's conclusion that 
the soul is united to the body as its form. 

Virtually contains (continet in sua virtute) (c l l7) : The rational soul 
does not l iterally contain other souls, but it conta ins whatever powers 
(virtutes) those lower souls contain (see ad 4, 76.4c63-69, 77.8c43) · 

Sed contra. as James and other Syrians write ( 34-35) .  This seems to be 
a reference to James of Edessa (63 3-708) . But that is puzzl ing because 
the work On Church Dogma is generally asc ribed to Gennadius of 
Marseilles, who l ived in the fifth century. So perhaps Gennadius is not 
the true author, or perhaps Jacobus et alii Syrorum refers to someone 
else, or perhaps this phrase is a latter interpolation into Gennadius' text. 

Corpus. In the case of animals that live when cut apart (45 ) .  Aristotle is 
thinking of worms, for instance. See also De an. I 5 ,  41 1 b 19-27. 

things that are characterized by different forms are not one thing 
unconditionally (e.g. , a white human being) (64-65 ) . Aquinas puts a 
great deal of stress on the unity that genuine substances possess ; such 
substances are one th ing unconditionally  (unum simpliciter) . The 
soul 's un ion w i th matter const i tutes one th ing uncondi tional ly  
because the soul makes the matter exist, and that matter would not 
exist at all if not for the soul. Th is is obviously not the case for the acci
dental form white, which might come and go while a person remains. 
Just beneath the surface of this argument l ies the distinction between 
substantial and accidental forms, but Aquinas has carefully structured 
the Treatise so that he can delay introducing that further compl ication 
until 76.4. It is interesting to think about just how Aquinas manages to 
make the present argument work without presupposing what that next 
article will establ ish : that a human being can have only one substan
tial form. 

the predication will be per se-in the second mode of speaking per se 
(8 1-86) . This technical distinction between kinds of per se predication 
is qu ite common in scholastic works and is often rel ied on without 
explanation . (The distinction is taken from Aristotle: see Posterior Ana
lytics I 4, 7 3a34-b5 ;  Metaphysics V 1 8, 1 022a24-36.) It is indicative of 
Aquinas' ambition to write a work for students that he goes on to give a 
clear account of per se predication in the second mode and to give the 
example of color's being predicated of a surface. (For a definition of 
color that fits with this example,  see Aristotle's De sensu et sensato 3 ,  
439b1 2 . )  

Aquinas would have been still more helpful had he explained that per 
se predication in the first mode occurs when the predicate is contained in 
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the definition of the subject (e.g. :  th is human being is rational) .  So the 
three possible modes of predication under consideration are as follows: 

Mode 

1 .  Per accidens 

2. Per se2 

3 .  Per se1 

Example 

This white th ing 
is sweet 

This surface is 
colored 

This human being 
is an animal 

Relation 

The forms are not 
ordered to one another 

The subject is contained 
in the definition of the 
predicate 

The predicate is contained 
in the definition of the 
subject 

The upshot of this long argument is that the only way to explain why 
animal is predicated per se1 of human being is for there to be "the same 
form through which something is an animal, and through which some
thing is a human being." But frustratingly, despite the argument's diffi
culty, it seems incomplete. Aquinas ought to have explained why per 
se1 predication requires sameness of form, whereas per se2 predication 
may occur merely " if one of the souls were a prerequisite for the other." 
There probably is an explanation available,  in terms of the very differ
ent impl ications of the two modes of per se predication . But the issues 
are quite complex. 

There are also different levels among the individuals of these kinds 
( 1 1 1 -1 2 ) .  The word for kinds is genera, and one thing that Aquinas 
means is that w i th in the genus animal, for instance,  there are of 
course different levels of completeness according to differences in spe
cies. But Aquinas also means to say that even within a single species ,  
such as human being , there are differences in completeness. Some 
human beings have better minds than others, and so have better souls, 
and so are more complete instances of the species (see 8 5 .7 ) .  The 
word I'm translating as "complete" is perfectum, which might just as 
well be translated as "perfect" (as in 76. 5 obj . 4) .  Human beings with 
better minds are more perfect instances of the species. But that is not 
to say that the only measure of human perfection is intel lectual . 
Indeed, over half of ST (the massive secunda pars) is devoted to the 
study of our moral perfection. 

numbers, which differ in species as a unit is added or subtracted ( 1 1  3-
14) .  A unit, here, is the number one. The difference in [whole] numbers 
comes from increasing or decreasing numbers by the interval of one. 
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76.4. Is there any other substantial form in the human body? 

No. Few Christians theologians would have disagreed with the conclu
sion of the previous article: that a human being has just a single soul . But 
here Aquinas turns to a subtler issue; in many ways, this was the most 
controversial issue in Aquinas' whole theory of human nature. Almost 
without exception, scholastic philosophers before Aquinas had assumed 
that human beings would have one form that made them rational , 
another that made them sensory, and perhaps still others that made them 
corporeal or gave them the nutritive powers. Aquinas' account is distinc
tive in insisting that all these kinds of actual ity are part of a single form, 
the soul. Even after Aquinas, the most prominent theologians (including 
Henry of Ghent, John Duns Scotus, and Will iam Ockham) continued 
to insist on a plural ity of substantial forms. They were motivated in part 
by certain technical theological concerns, and in part by concern over 
how the rational soul could be both immaterial and the sole substantial 
form of the body. For the debate before Aquinas, see Dales ( 1 995). For 
the period from Aquinas to Ockham, see Adams ( 1 987) . 

Accidental form (forma accidentalis) : "an accidental form does not 
make a thing be unconditionally, but makes it be such" (c4z_43). 

Substantial form (forma substantialis) : "makes a thing be uncondi
tionally" ( c49); "the soul is the substantial form of a human being" (sc); 
"a substantial form perfects not only the whole, but each part" (76. 8c33, 
with note) .  

Objection 4. But mixture does not occur with respect to the matter 
alone, because that would be merely corruption. A mixed body is a body 
composed of two or more of the four basic elements. Medieval philoso
phers puzzled over how the four elements came together to produce 
mixed bodies: Do fire, earth, etc . ,  retain their own natures? Do they 
become something else entirely? This objection argues that the forms 
of the elements must continue to exist, just as the matter does. If the 
forms were simply to disappear, then mixture would be a straightfor
ward case of corruption: one or more substances would disappear, 
replaced by another. 

In ad 4, Aquinas will distinguish a true from an apparent mixture. In a 
true mixture, the different elements are not just placed next to one 
another but are genuinely united . In this sort of genuine mixture, "the 
forms of the elements remain virtually, not actually." This allows Aquinas 
to agree that mixture is not simply a corruption, yet to resist the idea that 
the forms of the elements actually remain . The best guide to Aqu inas' 
thinking on th is topic is his brief treatise On the Mixture of the Elements. 



Commentary. Question 76. 25 1 

Corpus. A substantial form, on the other hand, gives being uncondition
ally ( 49) .  Although earl ier discussions ( esp .  76. 1 )  had presupposed the 
notion of a substantial form, this is the first expl icit discussion of what 
such a form is. In saying that the substantial form gives being or exist
ence (esse) ,  Aquinas does not mean that the substantial form is what 
brings a substance into existence. Substances are always generated by 
an external cause. But the substantial form is a kind of internal princi
ple of being, inasmuch as the substantial form makes the substance be 
the kind of th ing that it is (see 77.6 for further details) . Aristotle had said 
that "for l iving things, to be is to l ive" (De an. II 4, 41 5b 1 3) .  Accord
ingly, the soul is the substantial form of a l iving th ing, and the soul is 
that by which a thing lives (75 . 1 ) . 

Substantial forms are not themselves substances, usually. The one 
exception is the human soul. And the human soul does not have some 
further substantial form, because the kinds of substances that have sub
stantial forms are complete substances. In 75 . 2  ad 1 ,  Aquinas remarked 
that things l ike a hand or the human soul are only weakly subsistent, in 
that they are not "complete within the nature of some species." Here we 
can see that he means complete substances to be those that are com
posites of matter and substantial form. The soul does not count, and 
neither does the hand, because they are both incomplete parts of such a 
substance. Angels do count, however, even though they lack matter. In 
76.8c, where Aquinas further develops his account of substantial form, 
we learn that a house does not have a substantial form. It is instead an 
aggregate of many complete substances. 

so it virtually contains all its lower forms (65-66) .  This certainly does 
not mean that the soul is the only form in a human being. But the soul 
virtually contains all the forms within a human being, which seems to 
mean that the soul contains the power (virtus) to produce them, at least 
when united with the body. This is a rather surprising claim. It would 
not be surprising for Aquinas to say that all these lower forms exist only 
insofar as the soul does: as he will make clear in 76.8c39_42, each part of 
a substance exists only while it remains part of that substance. But 
Aquinas evidently wants the stronger claim, that the substantial form is 
responsible for generating all its lower forms. 

This stronger claim l ikewise seems to be in place in a remarkable 
passage from On Truth 2 .7c, where he remarks that "an intellect cog
nizing the essence of a species comprehends through that essence all of 
the per se accidents belonging to the species." This suggests that if we 
knew the real nature of a thing ( its soul , say), we could read off all the 
accidental forms that characterize the species. They're all there, at least 



2 52 Commentary. Question 76. 

virtually. This suggestion doesn't nearly get us to the conclusion that a 
substantial form virtually contains all its lower forms, because there are 
many accidents unique to an individual. But Aquinas continues the 
same passage by remarking that "once the proper essence of a singular 
is cognized, all of its s ingular accidents are cognized" (QDV 2. 7 c ) .  
That is, if we knew the particular soul of this individual o r  that one, we 
could know even such features as the color of her eyes and the shape of 
his nose. (On differences among souls, even within a species, see 85 .7 . )  
So Aquinas seems quite serious in supposing that the substantial form 
conta ins all its lower forms, essential and contingent. Even so, the 
claim surely needs some qual ification. The substantial form of a th ing 
surely can't contain those accidents that come from without, such as a 
bad case of the flu. Aquinas in fact makes just this sort of qual ification 
in 77.6c3 5_37. (See also, for more detail, I Sent. 1 7. 1 .2 ad 2. )  

Why does Aquinas even need the qual ifier 'virtually'? Why not just 
say that all these lower forms are part of the soul? The reason is that 
Aquinas bel ieves the soul can survive separation from the body (Q89),  
but that lower forms such as the sensory powers cannot (77 . 8) .  So these 
forms cannot be parts of the soul in the most straightforward way. These 
compl ications are addressed in Q77. 

Ad 1. But first actuality is spoken of as potential with respect to second 
actuality, which is the operation. Aqu inas is trying to clear up a poten
tially confusing passage from the De anima. When Aristotle says that 
the soul is the actual ity of a body with organs and potentially having 
l ife, one might suppose that this body must already have some substan
tial form through which it (a) is a body, (b) has organs, and (c) poten
tially has l ife. Aquinas insists, on the contrary, that the body is what it is 
because of the soul : " through soul it is a body, it has organs, and it is 
potentially having l ife" (ad 1 79-so) .  

But  how can the soul , an actuality, give the body potential ity? To 
that implicit question Aquinas answers that the soul is a first actuality, 1 

which is itself a kind of potential ity relative to second actual ity. Hence 
th is kind of potential ity can perfectly well coexist with the soul. 

The distinction here between first and second actual ity is the distinc
tion between ( 1 ) the potential ity for an operation and (2) the operation 
itself. So the eye, even when closed, is in first actuality, whereas it is in 
second actual ity when it is actually seeing something. Likewise, an 

l in fact, the text from the De anima quoted here and in obj . 1 (and in 76. 5sc)  
actually says that "the soul i s  the first actuality . . . .  " Oddly, Aquinas here omits 
the word 'first.' In his De anima commentary, he presents the correct text. 
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ensouled body is i n  first actuality (it is al ive) even when i t  is not per
forming any of the characteristic operations of a living th ing (thinking, 
seeing, eating, etc . ) .  Compare 77. l c49-65· 

76.5. What sort of body should have 
the intellective principle as its form? 

The human body should be a mixed body, with a balanced complex
ion. Since "matter exists for the sake of form" ( c26_27 ) ,  we can under
stand why our body is the way it is by looking at our nature and the 
various kinds of operations we need to perform. Since what we are, 
most fundamentally, is intellectual creatures that acquire information 
through empirical (sensory) means, we need a body that is especially 
well suited for sensation . Aquinas bel ieves that ours is, at least as regards 
the most fundamental sense, that of touch. 

A mixed body (corpus mixtum) : a body composed of the four ele
ments, in a certain proportion, in such a way that "the forms of the ele
ments remain virtually, not actually" (76.4 ad 4) . The gra ins of sand on 
a beach do not make a mixed body, because the gra ins actually remain. 
But earth, air, fire, and water remain only virtually when they make 
flesh. 

It seems inappropriate for the intellective soul to be united to such a 
[mixed] body ( 1-2) .  'Such' refers back to the concluding sentence of 
76.4, which mentions that souls are the substantial forms of mixed bod
ies. In medieval manuscripts, where space was precious, there would 
have been no break between the two articles, neither a title nor even a 
new paragraph, and so the reference would have been obvious. 

Objection 2 . . . .  not with a body that is . . .  more terrestrial. The con
trast here is between terrestrial ( = earthly) and celestial ( = heavenly) 
bodies, l ike the moon, sun , and stars. Only earthly bodies are consti
tuted from the elements :  "the nature of a heavenly body is different 
from the nature of the four elements" (66.2c) .  By definition, then, a 
mixed body is an earthly body. Also, unl ike earthly bodies, heavenly 
bodies are free from contrary qualities, and therefore incorruptible. In 
ad 2, Aquinas will point out that the human body is "far removed from 
contraries," and so "in th is respect it is in a certa in way s imilar to a 
celestial body." Four centuries later, both Gal ileo and Newton would 
attack th is standard medieval assumption that different physical rules 
apply to the heavens. 

Fire comes in for special mention here because it was thought to be 
a simple element, and the most refined (subtilissimum) of all bodies. 
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Corpus. Fonn does not exist for the sake of matter; instead, matter exists 
for the sake of fonn (26-27) .  Just as, in the case of man-made products, 
the character of the material can be explained in terms of the kind of 
th ing being made (a saw must be made of material hard enough to cut 
through wood [ad 1 ] ) ,  so too naturally occurring substances have their 
material characteristics because of the way they function and the kind 
of th ing that they are (a bird has a l ightweight skeleton so that it can 
fly). Aquinas regularly treats th is claim as axiomatic (see 89. 1 c43 and 
also 47. l c, 70 . 3c) .  It is the sort of Aristotel ian principle (see Phys. II 9) 
that he regards as too fundamental to warrant defense in a theological 
study (but see InPhys II.4. 1 7 3-74 ) .  This underscores the fact that even 
beginning theology students were expected to have a thorough back
ground in the fundamentals of philosophy. 

Now all the other senses are founded on touch ( 39) .  Aristotle holds 
that touch is the first sense, the one sense that all animals must have 
(e.g. , De an. II 3 ,  4 1 3b4-7) . Aqu inas often goes further, writing, for 
instance, that touch is "the first of the senses and in a way the source 
and basis of all the senses" (InDA 111. 3 . 5 3-54) . The idea seems to be 
that all sensation is ultimately a matter of touch: 

Touch is the foundation of all the other senses. For it is clear that the 
organ of touch is spread throughout the whole body, and that each 
instrument of sense is also an instrument of touch, and that something is 
called sensory as a result of the sense of touch (InDA 11. 19.9 1-96) . 

we observe that "those with soft flesh are mentally well fit" ( 52-5 3 ) .  
The "Dumb Ox" himself seems to have been rather soft (though Jean
Pierre Torrell 's authoritative biography denies that Aquinas was ox-l ike 
in the sense that  he was fat [ pp.  278-80 ] ) .  St i l l ,  one migh t have 
expected Aquinas to see that Aristotle was confusing cause with effect, 
and  socioeconomic status w ith natu ral abi l i ty. Instead ,  at InDA 
11 . 1 9 . 8 5-1 1 4, Aquinas offers several arguments for th is preposterous 
view. First, it is said to follow from the premises that ( 1 )  touch is the 
foundation of all the senses (see c39, with note) � (2) soft flesh makes pos
sible a better sense of touch; and (3 )  better-functioning senses lead to a 
better-functioning intellect. Second, it is said to follow from the pre
mises that (4) soft flesh is the sign of a superior bodily constitution, and 
(5 )  form is proportioned to matter (see obj . 1 and 85 .7) .  

Ad 1.  just as the immortality of demons was not. Some of the angels 
sinned too ,  and just as grievously, but they were not made mortal as 
punishment for that sin. Aquinas takes th is outcome to show that they 



Commentary. Question 76. 2 5 5  

were immortal by their very natu re, whereas Adam a n d  Eve were 
immortal only by the grace of God. 

76.6. Is the intellective soul united to its body 
through the mediation of any accident? 

No. According to the view in question, the body would be united to the 
soul only in virtue of the body's possessing in advance certain features 
that dispose it to be united with a human soul. It is natural to suppose 
that this is the case: after all , it is hard to bel ieve that the soul can unite 
with just any sort of body. (This is the force of obj. 1 . )  Aquinas neverthe
less rejects such accounts, on the basis of 76. l 's conclusion that the soul 
is uni ted to the body as i ts substantial form, together w ith 76 .4's 
account of what it is to be a substantial form. Since it is the substantial 
form that makes the body exist, there is no body before the soul comes 
on the scene, and hence the body obviously cannot have any sort of 
prior accidental disposition. 

Dimensive quantities (dimensivae quantitates) , also referred to as 
quantitative dimensions (dimensiones quantitativae) : extension in multi
ple dimensions; spatial extension; "acc idents that follow from being 
bodily, which holds of all matter" (ad 2) ;  required for matter to individ
uate form ( obj .  2) .  

The first among all actualities is existence ( c33_34): A substance must 
be conceived of as existing before it can be conceived of as having any 
sort of further characteristics. Hence, " it is impossible to conceive of mat
ter as hot or extended before conceiving of it as actually existing" ( c34-35) .  

Corpus. it must be that which is unconditionally first among actualities 
which is conceived of first in matter ( 32-3 3 ) .  Aquinas frames much of 
th is article in terms of what can be conceived (intelligi). Here the first 
actual ity, existence, must be conceived of first. By putting it this way, he 
seeks to avoid the absurd view that the substance comes to exist prior in 
time to having any other properties. The order in question is concep
tual , not temporal . But Aquinas does take this conceptual point to dem
onstrate that existence (and hence the substantial form) cannot come 
after the substance's accidental properties , and here 'after' does have 
temporal force. Conceptual analysis shows that a certain chronological 
order would be " impossible," as the last sentence of the corpus puts it. 

Less obviously, the analysis also seems intended to rule out a certain 
causal order. Even if substance and accident come into existence con
currently, Aquinas wants to rej ect the cla im that soul and body are 
united because of the accidents. Conceptual analysis shows the soul to 
have causal priority. 
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Ad 1 .  for each genus, the proper acciden ts follow from the genus. 
'Genus' refers to the descending l ist of genera just mentioned: exist
ing, being bodily, l iving, animal , human being. Each of these genera 
has certain characteristics ("accidents") that  follow from it. What 
exists is one (76. l c 1 38 with note; 76.7c3 1 with note) , for instance, and 
what is bodily is extended (ad 2 ) .  In what follows, Aquinas focuses on 
the priority of existence or being (esse, ens), compared to being bodily 
(corporeitas) . 

in this way dispositions are conceived of in matter before form: not 
with respect to every effect that the form has, but with respect to those 
that are posterior. Aquinas grants to the objection that in some cases dis
pos itions are conceived of prior to the form. For he distingu ishes 
between the various ways in which a form perfects matter- the various 
effects that the form has-and argues that some of these effects are con
ceived of before others: existing before being bodily, etc . So the disposi
tions that are proper to (or  distinctive of) any given effec t  wil l  be 
conceived of before any of the posterior effects are conceived of. For 
example, a thing is conceived of as bodily before it is conceived of as l iv
ing, and so the various dispositions associated with being bodily-above 
all, being extended or having "quantitative dimensions" (ad 2) - will be 
conceived of before the thing is conceived of as l iving, or as being 
human. Aquinas can grant this, because he's held onto the claim that 
matters for his purpose: that existence is the perfection first conceived 
of, and so "the first among actual ities is existence" ( c33_34) , which puts 
the substantial form first in the conceptual analysis. 

Understanding ad 1 is crucial to understanding ad 2, which makes 
use of the way some dispositions can be prior to "subsequent degrees of 
perfection" produced by the same form. 

76.7. Is the soul united to the body through 
the mediation of any other body? 

No. Various imaginative accounts had been offered as to how some
th ing purely spiritual could be united to something purely phys ical. 
Aquinas th inks that they all utterly misunderstand how a substantial 
form unites with matter; the underlying principle here is much the 
same as in the previous article. 

Objection 2.  spirit, which is "a kind of subtle body," is an intermediary 
in the union between body and soul. One meaning of spiritus, the word 
used here, is breath, and previous translators have taken this passage (as 
well as ad 2) in that sense. In fact, Aquinas is asserting a more general 
physiological claim. Following the science of his day (inspired in part 
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by Aristotle; see ad 1 ) ,  Aquinas bel ieved that the operations of life were 
brought about by the motion of subtle vapors, known as spirits, through
out our body. As ad 1 indicates, these vapors were thought to play a pri
mary role in the movement of our organs and l imbs. Living operations 
come to an end when the motion of these bodies cease, and it is under
standable how someone might have supposed that these spirits served as 
messengers of a sort between soul and body. Naturally enough, breath 
was taken to have an intimate connection with the motion of these 
bodily spirits, but it is absurd to suppose that this is the sort of spiritus in 
question here. (How could breath be an intermediary between soul and 
body!?) See SCG IV.2 3 . 3 592 and I Sent. 1 0. 1 .4c for an explanation of 
spirit in the sense of subtle bodily vapors and a discussion of why the 
meaning of spiritus ranges from wind and breath all the way to non
bodily substances such as souls, angels, and God. 

The phrase "kind of subtle body" is taken from Costa Ben Luca's 
influential discuss ion of spiritus (De differentia animae et spiritus, p. 
1 2 1  ) .  He had proposed that soul and body are joined by th is sort of 
bodily spirit (p. 1 38) .  See also Avicebron, Fons vitae III 2, V 1 5  (pp. 75 ,  
284) and Bonaventure,  I I  Sent. 1 . 2 . 1 . 2 ad  2-3. Will iam of  Auvergne 
expresses puzzlement about the nature of these alleged intermediaries 
in his Tractatus de anima VI 3 5  (p. 195 ) .  

Corpus. a thing is said to be one (unum) in  just the way it is said to exist 
(ens) ( 3 1  ) . This is a reference to the doctrine of the transcendentals, 
according to which being, goodness, oneness, truth (and sometimes 
other properties) are always mutually enta il ing. Here, then, a thing has 
un ity to just the extent that it has existence. See also 76. l c 1 38 (with 
note) and 79. 1 1 ad 2 (with note) . 

a light, which they hold to be a body and to have the nature of the 
fifth essence ( 45-46) .  The fifth essence, or qu intessence, is what the 
heavenly bodies were supposed to be en ti rely composed of. It  was 
understood to be a kind of matter distinct from anything found in our 
earthly region, where material beings are composed of the famil iar four 
elements. See Bonaventure,  II Sent. 1 3 .2 .2 ad 5 and 1 7.2 .2 ,  and Augus
tine, as in the passage from De Genesi ad litteram quoted in obj .  1 .  

light from the sidereal heaven . . .  the crystalline heaven . . .  the Empy
rean heaven ( 49-50) .  Aquinas th inks of these "heavens" as the three 
regions of the sky. The sidereal is the closest to Earth, and contains the 
planets and stars. Farther out is the crystall ine, and stil l farther the 
Empyrean (see 1 a  68.4c). For further discussion pertaining to this and 
the previous note see Grant ( 1 978) .  
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light is not a body ( 5 1 ) . This is not to say that l ight is someth ing 
immaterial ; rather, l ight is nonbodily in the same sense in which heat is 
not a body (7 5 . l c46-47) . Light is instead a qual ity belonging to luminous 
bodies or to an illuminated medium. See l a  67.2-3. 

76.8. Is the soul whole in each part of the body? 

Yes. This difficult doctrine was the standard view in the Middle Ages. It 
was expl icitly articulated by Augustine (sc), and before that by Plotinus 
(Ennead N.2. 1 ). There was widespread puzzlement, however, regard
ing how this claim should be understood. First, it was not obvious in 
what sense the soul should be taken as existing throughout the body, in 
every part. Aquinas addresses this issue by refining his account of sub
stantial forms (c 30_46) .  Second, it was even less clear how the soul could 
exist as a whole in each individual part. Using the example of white
ness, Aquinas shows how forms in general can have this seemingly para
doxical property ( c47-88) .  

Corpus. This point was made earlier (29-30). The reason Aquinas keeps 
stressing the mover-moved account, in article after article, is that th ink
ing of the soul in these terms is almost irresistable. Because the sorts of 
interaction we are most famil iar with are causal relationships between 
two separate entities, we naturally th ink that the relationship between 
soul and body is l ike that. Even after reading a good deal of Aquinas, it 
is very hard to escape th is p icture of how soul and body are connected. 
However h is own account is to be understood-and it is not at all easy 
to form a clear picture of that account- it is clear that Aquinas wants to 
reject views on wh ich soul and body are related as dual substances 
united by certain intimate causal connections. 

A substantial form, however, perfects not only the whole, but each part 
(32-3 3) .  In 76.4c, Aqu inas had distingu ished between substantial and 
accidental forms by remarking that the former make a thing exist sim
pliciter, whereas the latter simply make a th ing exist as such. Here he 
enriches that account by remarking that a substantial form makes not 
only the whole exist, but also each part. Hence, as he goes on to say, no 
part of a l iving thing exists apart from the soul. An eye, for instance, 
when separated from a l iving thing, is no longer an eye. 

Th is has interesting impl ications for what counts as having a sub
stantial form (and hence, presumably, for what counts as a full-fledged 
substance) . All l iving things do meet the test. A house, Aquinas will say 
( c 36) ,  does not, because its parts are not perfected in th is way by the 
form of a house. Evidently, the parts of a house can continue to exist 
apart from the whole. A pile of stones, l ikewise, would not count. What 
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about a lake or a puddle? What about a rock? In 76.4 ad 4, Aquinas 
speaks of the substantial form of a rock. But it is not clear that a rock 
actually meets the test described here. 

whiteness, which is equally disposed, as regards its defining account, 
to be in the whole surface and in each part of that surface (62-63) .  Com
pare a uniformly white wall with a mural .  In the first case, whiteness 
covers the whole wall and each part is equally white. The mural also 
covers the whole wall ,  but the mural is not present as a whole in any 
one part. Therefore, because the question of whether a th ing is a whole 
is determined by whether it can be divided, whiteness is a quantitative 
whole, whereas the mural is not. Dividing the mural destroys it. 

But a form that requires diversity among its parts, such as a soul ( espe
cially the soul of complete animals), is not equally disposed toward the 
whole and its parts (64-67) . Living things are more l ike murals (in the 
previous note) than l ike white walls. Their bodies are composed of dis
tinct, specialized parts, and consequently the soul of a l iving thing is not 
present in the same way in each of those parts. In one part the soul 
brings about vision, in another part digestion, etc . The more complex an 
animal is, the more this arrangement holds true, which is why Aquinas 
says that the claim holds especially for complete animals. (Complete 
animals are those that have all five senses; see the note to 78.4c43. )  Some 
incomplete animals, in particular worms, have the peculiar characteris
tic of being able to survive when divided. (See 76. 3c45 and QDP 3 . 1 2  ad 
5.) This brings such incomplete animals closer to the example of a white 
wall , but there are questions about how long the divided worm could 
survive for and how many parts it might be divided into. 

It is enough to say (sufficit dicere) (83) .  Enough for what? Perhaps 
enough to maintain the authority of Augustine in the sed contra. It is 
noteworthy that Aquinas doesn't attempt to argue for the claim that the 
soul is whole in each part of the body. What he gives us instead, is a way 
in which the claim can be viewed as plausible (c47_48) .  But "enough" 
might be read differently. Perhaps the claim is that this interpretation is 
enough to give adequate support to the first conclusion of the article, 
that the soul exists in each part of the body. For one might argue that 
th is earl ier claim has force only if the whole soul exists in each part. 
Mter all, what would it mean to say that only part of the soul- that is, 
part of its "perfection and essence" - exists in each part of the body? If 
that were an intell igible notion at all , it would arguably not be enough 
to "perfec t" and "actual ize" each part of the body. Yet though th is 
seems arguable, it is not the argument that Aquinas offers . Here, he 
offers no argument. 
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Question 77 

The Capacities of the Soul in General 

77. 1 .  Is the soul's essence its capacity? 

No. The soul's capacities are accidents of the soul , in a sense that ad 5 ,  
together with later articles, makes clear. Here Aquinas argues formally 
for a distinction he had presupposed throughout QQ75-76, between 
the power of intel lect  and the soul that gives rise to that power. 
Al though much of Q77 appears technical and perhaps uninviting, this 
material is absolutely essential to Aquinas' th inking about the complex 
three-way relationship between soul, intellect, and body. 

Soul's essence ( essentia ani mae) : the soul i tself, as distinct from its 
powers; the intellective principle (76. 1 ad 4 etc . ) ;  the "first principle of 
l ife" (75 . 1 ) ; a human being's one substantial form (76.4) .  

Soul's capacities (potentiae) or powers (virtutes) : "a capacity of the 
soul is nothing other than the proximate principle of an operation 
belonging to the soul" (78.4c44_46) ;  divided into the "vegetative, sen
sory, appetitive, locomotive, and intellective" (78 . l sc ) .  

Corpus. although some have made this claim ( 39) . There was consider
able disagreement in the later  M iddle Ages over the relationsh ip 
between the soul and its powers or capacities. Many early 1 3th-century 
theologians , such as Hugh of Saint-Cher, Will iam of Auvergne, and 
Phil ip the Chancellor, identified the soul with its intellectual capac i
ties. (It was never common to identify the soul with all i ts capacities, 
including sensory and nutr itive . )  By Aquinas' time, however, it had 
become standard to distinguish the soul from intellect and will ,  and so 
the view he defends here would have been cons idered the ma jority 
view in 1 267. (For the h istory of the debate before Aquinas, see Lottin 
1 9 57, vol . I, pp. 483-90 . )  Prominent later authors , however, such as 
John Duns Scotus and Will iam Ockham, would once again come to 
deny that any "real distinction" can be drawn between the soul and its 
capac ities .  Scotus advocated his characteristic formal dist inction 
(Reportatio 11 . 1 6) .  Ockham thought that no distinction was required at 
all (Reportatio 11 .20). 

so God's power, which is the basis of his operation, is God's very 
essence (46-47) .  This first argument of the reply rests on some rather 
intricate details about potential ity and actual ity. Aquinas is relying on 
readers to recognize that the actual ities in question here are operations 
and that the potential ities are the powers or capacities of God, angels, 
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and human beings. The latter l ink is easy to see in Latin , because 
Aquinas uses the same word, potentia, to talk about both potentiality in 
general , and the powers or capacities that are the bases of operation.  It 
would be misleading to use the same English word in both senses, and 
so I generally use 'capacity' to translate potentia in the second sense 
(al though when speaking of God, it is best to speak of powers rather 
than capacities) . Scotus would later cla im that this argument  equivo
cates on these two different senses of potentia (Reportatio 11 . 1 6) .  

God, although not in potential i ty, still has the power to perform 
actions, and Aquinas refers to this as a potentia (see 1a Q25) .  Aquinas has 
already establ ished, in 1 a  14 .4, that God's intellectual operations are 
identical with h is essence or substance. (The terms 'substance' and 
'essence' are often used interchangeably; see ad 5.) Here he asserts the 
more general premise (which could easily be derived from 14.4c) that all 
of God's operations are identical to his essence. Given his earl ier claim 
that "potentiality and actuality must be attributed to the same genus" 
(c41-42), it follows that God's power(s) must be identified with his essence. 

Second, there is a further way in which this appears impossible in 
the soul's case (49-50) .  The following argument appl ies to human 
beings and other creatures with souls, but not to the angels ,  which 
lack bodies and hence lack souls. The argument doesn't apply to them 
because an angel ic intellect is always in actual ity as regards its opera
tion (see 1 a  58 . 1 ) .  

a capacity that "does not rule out soul" (63) .  Aquinas is giving us a bit 
of Aristotel ian exegesis here, explaining an important but rather opaque 
passage from the De anima. Aristotle's definition of the soul as "the 
actuality of a body capable of having l ife" (or, "potentially having l ife") 
might suggest that the body in question is only potentially and not actu
ally alive. The definition, Aristotle now wants to make clear, refers to a 
body that is actually alive, but potentially awake, seeing, or moving. 
What is at stake here, then, is the distinction between first and second 
actual ity: to say that the body's potentiality for l ife "does not give up the 
soul" is to stress that the body is in first actuality, but in potentiality for 
second actuality. See 76.4 ad 1 ,  with note, and InDA 11 .2 . 1 05-38. 

For nothing has a capacity (est in potentia) in virtue of its actuality, 
when considered as an actuality (64-65 ) .  Again, there are difficulties 
with the translation of potentia. When Aquinas talks about something's 
being in potentia, he is referring to a passive or receptive potential ity. 
Matter is in potentia in th is way, since it is receptive of form, and the 
senses are in potentia in an analogous way. The earl ier stages of this sec
ond argument of the reply are meant to establ ish that the soul has a 
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capacity or potential ity of a certain kind-a  capacity to perform the var
ious operations that l iving things do perform (seeing, hearing, thinking, 
etc . ) .  Here he wants to rule out the possibility that the soul could have 
such capacities in virtue of its very actual ity- that would be to have 
those capacities in virtue of its essence. (That is how th ings are for God, 
but God is not in potentia, since he lacks all passive, receptive potenti
ality; see sec 1. 1 6. )  

Since Aquinas needs to leave room here for his later conclusion that 
the soul 's capacities stem from its essence (77.6), he carefully adds the 
qual ifying phrase "when considered as an actual ity." 

Ad 5 .  by being in a subject and not being in a subject ( 1 04-5) .  Here 
Aquinas is drawing on the substance-accident distinction as set out in 
Aristotle's Categories. Accidents are "divided aga inst" substances inas
much as accidents are "in a subject," whereas substances are not (Cat. 
2-5 , 1 a20-3a20) . (Here 'substance' includes what Aristotle referred to 
as secondary substances,  such as the genus animal and the species 
human being . We might instead characterize th is as a distinction 
between accident and essence. )  

Aquinas goes on to identify precisely which accidental category the 
soul 's capacities would fall into: they would fall into "the second spe
cies of qual ity." The Categories describes this class of accidents as "a 
natural capacity for doing something easily or for being unaffected" 
(Cat. 8, 9a 1 8) .  

On the other hand, if accident is taken as one of the five universals 
( 1  07-8) .  Aquinas is drawing on the Isagoge of Porphyry (a Neoplatonist 
from the third century CE) ,  wh ich describes and distinguishes five 
predicates: genus, species, differentia, proprium, and accident. The Isa
goge draws heavily on Aristotle's Topics I 4-5 .  Both the Topics and the 
Isagoge identify a kind of attribute,  a proprium, that comes between 
essence and accident. According to the Topics, a proprium " is some
thing that does not indicate the essence of a thing, but yet belongs to 
that thing alone, and is predicated convertibly of it" (I 5 ,  1 02a1 8-19) .  

And in this way the soul's capacities can be said to fall midway 
between substance and accident, given that they are the soul's proper nat
ural attributes ( 1 1 5-17) .  Aquinas will appeal to this claim in 77.8  obj . 
2 ,  arguing there that all the soul's capacities must survive for as long as 
the soul survives. In replying to that objection he is forced to retreat 
from what he seems to be saying here. There he will say that the sen
sory and nutritive capacities of the soul are the "proper attributes not of 
the soul alone, but of the compound" (77.8 ad 2) .  Here, then, he might 
have spoken more carefully and noted that, strictly  speaking, his 
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remarks apply only to the soul's rational capacities. But it may be that 
we are supposed to read that qual ification into the whole article. For 
although Aquinas is officially speaking about the relationship between 
the soul and all its capacities, the only case that is of real interest here is 
the rational capacities. Few authors proposed identifying the soul with 
its sensory and nutritive capacities. 

For the soul also loves things other than itself ( 1 24 ) . This last sentence 
paraphrases Augustine's own claim, "the mind can also love and cognize 
th ings other than itself" ( obj .  5 ) .  As in ad 1 ,  Aquinas takes Augustine to 
be discussing the way in wh ich love exists in the object loved. What 
makes the point hard to see is that Augustine is describing cases of self
l ove , where it is the same soul that is both loving and loved. Here 
Aquinas takes Augustine to be making the further point that a soul loves 
other souls besides itself. That (Aquinas tells us) leads Augustine to the 
conclus ion that love is not " in the soul loved as if in a subject." If it 
were, we would have the absurd result that "an accident would tran
scend its subject," because it would exist in both the lover and the loved. 

77.2. Does the soul have only one capacity, or more than one? 

More than one. The highest beings are the simplest beings, and so our 
need for a variety of capacities ( in tellectual , vol itional , sensory, etc . )  
amounts to a kind of inferiority. Still , we can do many more things with 
these capacities than other ensouled beings can, thereby making us the 
h ighest of corporeal creatures. 

Corpus. the lowest members of reality . . .  Things superior to these . . .  
superior th ings ( 1 6- 19 ) .  The Latin word superior can s imply mean 
higher, but here it clearly has the connotation of higher and better. 
Aquinas is thinking of the created world as a hierarchy of increasingly 
perfect and powerful beings. At 78 .2c44_45 , Aquinas will remark that 
"the highest of lower natures reaches the lowest of those h igher." Such 
a hierarchy is God's way of sharing and expressing his own perfection: 
"In order for the universe to be perfectly complete, no grade of com
pleteness among th ings is omitted; nature advances by degrees from 
incomplete to complete things" (InDA 11 . 5 . 1 37-40) .  

A human being, however, can attain universal and complete good
ness, because he can attain beatitude (29-3 1 ) .  The Latin beatitudo can 
mean simply happiness, but it's clear here that Aquinas means the com
plete happiness that comes from seeing God face to face. Aquinas won't 
actually establ ish that such happiness is our ultimate end until 1 a2ae 
QQ3-5 . But rather than putting off the present question until then, he 
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takes the theological claim for granted here, knowing that he will be 
able to discharge the assumption soon enough. 

The divine vis ion constitutes complete happiness, but Aquinas 
means someth ing more than that th is is as good as our l ife gets , our 
"universal and complete goodness." The further, more theoretical point 
is that by seeing the essence of God, human nature is perfected or com
pleted: we become as much l ike our creator as is possible, given our 
nature. Just as a model a irplane is perfect or complete to the extent that 
it faithfully models the original , so we are completed by becoming as 
much l ike God as is possible. Thus, " the perfection and form of an 
effect consists in its being a l ikeness of its agent" ( l a  6. 1 c  ). Because 
"our highest operation is the operation of intellect" ( l a  1 2 . 1 c) ,  we 
become l ike God by atta ining an intellectual vision of God. Thus 
Aquinas writes , "anyth ing is complete to the extent that it attains its 
source" ( 1a  1 2. 1  c). 

77. 3 .  How are the soul 's capacities distinguished? 

Through acts and objects .  Crucial ly, however, not every difference 
among objects makes for a difference in capacities. "The difference that 
matters is in that which the capacity is concerned with per se" ( c5 1_52) .  

As the sc makes clear, Aquinas takes th is to have been Aristotle's 
strategy in the De anima (see Sorab j i  1 97 1 ) .  For alternative suggestions 
on how to distinguish the five external senses, see 78. 3c2 1_27. The gen
eral methodology he describes here w il l  be employed throughout 
QQ78-79 to yield specific conclusions about the number and nature of 
the soul 's capacities. 

Active capacity (potentia activa) : its object is " its outcome and end 
(terminus et finis)" (c 34) ; e .g. ,  the active power of growth produces a 
full-grown animal. 

Passive capacity (potentia passiva) : its object is " its source and mov
ing cause (principium et causa movens)" (c32) ;  e.g., the passive power of 
sight is moved by color. 

Corpus. A capacity, considered as a capacity, is directed toward an act 
(26) . All capacities are capacities for performing a certain action : the 
capacity for rowing, for instance, or the capacity for speaking Engl ish. 
By using the passive voice (is directed [ ordinatur] ) ,  Aquinas leaves open 
the question of what determines which action a capacity is directed 
toward. In ad 1 ,  and later in 78. 3c28_34 and 78.4c41_43, it becomes more 
clear that he is committed to a teleological account; in his view, nature 
(ultimately, God) gives us different capacities for the purpose of our car
rying out various actions. 
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This passage might be translated in a more general way: "a potential ity, 
considered as a potential ity, is directed toward an actual ity." Potential ities, 
in other words, are described in terms of actualities. In Q77, however, 
Aquinas is considering the soul 's potentiality for acting (or being acted 
on) ,  and it is more illuminating to speak of these as capacities or powers. 

the object of the power for growth is the full size that is the end of 
growth ( 3 5-36). This important passage provides a test for distinguish
ing between act ive and pass ive capac ities . In effect, the test asks 
whether the capacity has some kind of object as its output or whether its 
only object is the input into the capacity. The five external senses are 
pass ive , in th is account, because they have no output: they don't  
actively produce any sort of object. Their objects are the sensible quali
ties that act on the senses, and the only sort of output in such cases is 
the action of sensation itself (78 .  3c38_41 ) .  Imagination, in contrast, is 
active, because it can produce a phantasm: as when you actively imag
ine an elephant with black and white stripes (78.4c 106-10) .  The nutritive 
powers are likewise active (see 79.2 obj . 3) :  in the case Aquinas consid
ers here, the power responsible for growth produces a full-sized body. 
That is its output. 

For heating differs from cooling inasmuch as the former goes from 
something hot (the active source) toward something hot, whereas the lat
ter goes from something cold toward something cold (37-40) . One kind 
of action is distinguished from another by looking at ( 1 )  the cause of the 
action (the active source) and (2) the final product (the end point) . 
Heating, therefore, goes from something hot (the cause-for example, 
a hot oven)  toward something hot ( the outcome - for  example ,  a 
roasted turkey) . This resembles modern functional ist accounts of the 
mind, according to which mental states are defined in terms of their 
inputs,  outputs ,  and relationsh ips to other mental states. Aquinas 
describes actions in terms of their sources and products, and in turn he 
uses that account of action to describe the soul's capacities. Anything 
that meets the abstract characterization of an action will count as an 
instance of that action. Heating, then, just is the action that starts from 
heat and has something hot as its output. 

All of this is intended to yield the second part of the general conclu
sion Aquinas wants. The first part, which needed almost no argument, 
was that differences in capacities are determined by differences in 
actions. The second and more controversial part is that differences in 
actions are determined by differences in their objects. 

Sense, for example, is concerned per se with affective quality ( 52-5 3 ) .  
Th is would have been immediately famil iar to Aquinas' readers as  a 
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reference to the third kind of qual ity that Aristotle describes in the Cat
egories . There Aristotle writes, 

They are called affective qualities not because the things that possess them 
have themselves been affected somehow- for honey is not called sweet 
because it has been affected somehow nor is any other such thing . . .  , but 
it is because each of the qualities mentioned is productive of an affection 
of the senses that they are called affective qualities. (8, 9a 3 5-b 7) 

Aquinas discusses the objects of the five external senses in greater detail 
at 78. 3. See, in particular, 78. 3 ad 1 ,  where he makes use of the fact that 
these so-called affective qual ities are not l imited merely to sens ible 
qual ities. 

Ad 2.  their relationship to one another is that of the complete to the 
incomplete. The point is clear in the case of contraries l ike white and 
black: we think of white as someth ing complete and black as the 
absence of color. Something similar might be said about other sensory 
qual ities ,  such as smooth and rough, hot and cold, wet and dry. The 
case seems harder to make, however, for qual ities such as sweet and bit
ter, red and green. See 75 .7c36-37' with note .  

Ad 4. Compared to a lower capacity, a higher capacity is concerned per 
se with a characteristic of its object that is more universal. For the higher 
a capacity is, the more things it extends itself toward. A "more universal" 
characteristic (ratio) is one that is wider in content. In this way, the 
common sense has a more universal cognition of th ings than the exter
nal senses , because the common sense can represen t an obj ec t  as 
white, loud, and malodorous (78.4 ad 2), whereas the external senses 
apprehend a limited range of sensible qual ities .  The intel lect is even 
more universal in scope, since it can have thoughts that represent not 
just particular objects, but whole classes of objects. God's mind is the 
most universal , since in one thought he grasps all possible and actual 
states of affairs. See 85 . 3 .  

77.4. The order of the soul's capacities to one another. 

To say that the soul 's capacities are ordered is to say that some have pri
ority over others. There are in fact three ways in which the soul's capac
ities are ordered to one another: first, by nature, inasmuch as the more 
perfect and complete "direct and command" the less perfect and com
plete; second, temporally, inasmuch as less perfect and complete capac
ities are generated first; third, in terms of how their objects are ordered 
to one another. Which capacities are prior to which therefore depends 
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on the ordering that one considers. The impl ications of th is article will 
be developed in 77.7. 

Sed contra. But shapes have an order to one another. The point is that 
we can think of the triangle coming before the quadrangle, which in 
turn comes before the pentagon, and so on . 

Corpus. For the visible is prior by nature, since it is common to higher and 
lower bodies. Sound, in contrast, becomes audible in the air, and air is nat
urally prior to a mixture of the elements, from which odor results (40-43) .  
Aquinas presupposes a hierarchy of physical objects. At the top of the 
hierarchy are the celestial bodies, made of an incorruptible element 
known as quintessence (see 76 .7c45_46, with note). Beneath the celestial 
bodies are the four elements from which terrestrial bodies are composed. 
Beneath the four elements are the various mixtures of the elements. In 
terms of this hierarchy, the objects of sight come first, because the visible 
qualities of color and light apply to both celestial and terrestrial bodies. 
Sound comes next, because it occurs in air, one of the four elements. 
Odors, finally, are the product of a mixture of the four elements, and so 
the objects of the sense of smell go at the bottom of the l ist. 

77.5. Is the soul the subject of all its capacities? 

No. Contrary to what one might naturally suppose, only intellect and 
will have the soul as their subject. Most of the capacities associated with 
the soul , including all the sensory powers, belong not to the soul , but to 
the soul-body composite, the whole human being. The guiding princi
ple is that "a capacity must belong to that, as its subject, to which its 
operation belongs" ( c26-27) .  

Corpus. The subject of an operative capacity is that which is capable of 
operating, because every accident refers back to its proper subject (2 3-
24) . According to 77 . 1  ad 5 ,  the soul's operative capacities are acci
dents. So the question at hand is what these accidents are accidents of: 
the soul or the whole soul-body compound. Given the test Aquinas pro
poses here, one might suppose that all these capacities would have to 
have the whole composite as their subjec t. For Aquinas has al ready 
stressed that "one speaks more strictly in saying that the human being 
thinks,  through the soul" (7 5 .2 ad 2) .  But in fact the context in which 
that claim is made shows Aquinas just as eager to hold onto the view 
that the soul itself does th ink and wil l .  For one crucial test of being sub
sistent is that a thing engage in its own operation. See 75 .2  obj .  2 ,  obj . 
3 ,  and c39_40 : "this intellectual principle, which is called mind or intel
lect, has an operation on its own that the body does not share in ." 
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the soul has some operations that are carried out without a bodily 
organ: in particular, the operations of intellect and will (29-3 1 ) .  The ear
l ier discussions to which Aquinas refers establish this conclusion only for 
the case of intel lect. The operation of w ill has in fact received l ittle 
attention. But in either case the crucial point is that no organ is involved, 
because this is what had ensured the result that the soul by itself is what 
carries out these operations (75.2c39_40; see also the previous note) .  

As a result, the capacities that are the bases of these operations are in 
the compound as their subject, not in the soul alone ( 36-37) .  This con
clusion is important for understanding what Aquinas thinks the power 
of sensation is. Far from being an immaterial power of the mind, it is 
not even a power of the soul . (Or, at least, it is only partly a power of the 
soul . )  But though the argument of this article might seem to downplay 
the importance of the soul in the functioning of l iving things, ad 1-2 
will stress the fundamental role of the soul as the source of these opera
tions, a point that the next article will clarify. 

77.6. Do the soul 's capacities flow from its essence? 

Yes. Desp ite the conclusion of the previous article, all of the soul 's 
capacities do flow (jluant) from the soul's essence. This is not a special 
feature of the human soul, or even of all souls. It is instead true for all 
substantial forms that they are responsible  for every "proper and per se 
accident" ( c 3 5 ,  sc) of the substance they actual ize. Since the soul 's 
capacities are accidents of th is sort (77 . 1 ad 5 ) ,  they flow from the 
soul 's essence. Matters are otherwise, however, for an "external acci
dent" ( c36) l ike catch ing a cold. Such accidents come from without, 
not from within. 

Objection 2 . . . . each kind of cause. That is, the four Aristotel ian 
causes: agent ("active"), formal , material, final. Aquinas will consider 
just these cases in ad 2 and will show how the soul's essence can be con
sidered a cause in several ways. 

Objection 3 .  (An animal is said to be moved by itself in that way, 
because one part of it is the mover, the other part moved.) The most dis
tinc tive feature of l iving th ings is that they move themselves (see 
78 . 1 c48_49: "everyth ing with a soul moves i tself in some way") .  So 
Aquinas adds this parenthetical remark to indicate why an imals (and 
other l iving things) are not counterexamples to the principle that noth
ing is moved by itself 

Corpus. its subject is only potentially a being (24). The subject of a form 
is the thing that it informs and actual izes. The subject of a substantial 
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form is prime matter, which is pure potentiality, something that never 
actually exists by itself. 

An accidental form, in contrast, does not bring about being uncondi
tionally, but being such, or so much, or in some sort of relationship (24-
26). Here Aquinas reels off the first three types of accidents from Aristo
tle's Categories: qual ity, quantity, and relation. Aristotle l ists seven other 
kinds of accidents, and Aquinas presumably means to include them 
here,  but these three are the most common . On th is dist inction 
between substantial and accidental forms, see 76.4c41_s 1 . 

the subject of the soul's capacities is either ( 1)  the soul itself alone, 
which can be the subject of an accident inasmuch as it has some degree of 
potentiality (42-45) .  This poss ibility obtains only in the human case. In 
the case of any other l iving composite creature, the capacities of the 
soul must belong to the composite as a whole (see QDA 1 2  ad 1 6) .  The 
reason for this goes back to 7 5 . 5  ad 4, which establ ished that a form 
contains potentiality when it is a subsistent form. All nonhuman souls, 
because they are nonsubsistent (see 75 .  3 ) ,  will contain no potentiality 
and hence (according to this passage and 77. 1  ad 6) cannot be the sub
ject of an accident. 

Ad 3. The emanation of proper accidents from a subject does not take 
place through any transformation, but through natural succession. In 
this way, one thing naturally proceeds from another-color, for example, 
from light. The objection claimed that the soul " is not moved"- i.e . ,  is 
not in motion - which is to deny that the soul undergoes any kind of 
change or al teration at all .  Aquinas is wil l ing to grant the premise for 
now (although in 79 .2 he will discuss in detail the way in which the 
intellect is acted on). So he agrees that the emanation in question does 
not occur through any kind of "transformation" (transmutationem),  
which is to say that the soul's capacities do not come from the soul as 
the result of any kind of motion or change on the part of the soul. (At 
77 .7 ad 1 ,  Aquinas goes even further and states that these capacities 
"come to exist at the same time as the soul .") 

These capac ities arise " through natural success ion ." Here the 
underlying Latin is in some doubt (see the Guide to Emendations) .  In 
any case, Aquinas is counting on the reader to grasp the point through 
h is example :  the way color  comes from a l igh t source  (ex luce ) .  
(Aquinas' use of the word lux rather than lumen suggests that he  is 
th inking of a l ight source, such as a lamp, rather than the l ight emitted 
by the lamp. ) In this example, Aquinas takes for granted that colors are 
qual ities belonging to objects. A source of l ight does not give existence 
to color, in Aqu inas' view, but instead actual izes ( il luminates) the 
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medium (the intervening a ir) , enabl ing color to produce a l ikeness of 
itself in that medium, and thereby to enter the eye. Color, then, is not 
produced by the motion of a l ight source. Instead, color is a kind of 
naturally concurrent outcome. The analogy is not perfect, but it seems 
particularly well-suited for those capacities of the soul that have the 
body as their subject (see 77.6) .  In such cases, the soul can be thought 
of as actual izing the body much as a l ight source actual izes the a ir. In 
the first case, the outcome is the various capacities of sensation and 
nutrition; in the second case, the outcome is color's pass ing through 
the air. (Aqu inas discusses the nature of color and l ight at l ength in 
InDA 11 . 14, where he even writes that "a source of l ight is in a way the 
substance of color" [ 380] . )  

77. 7. Does one capacity of the soul originate in another? 

Yes, although not in the sense at stake in the previous article, as if one 
capacity might directly give existence to another. Here the point is that 
the various orderings of capacities (see 77.4) make it the case that some 
capacities exist for the sake of others ("the senses exist for the sake of 
intell ect" [ c28_29] ) ,  whereas some capacities are based on  others (the 
sensory soul is "a kind of material for intellect" [ c36] ) .  So in one way the 
senses originate in intellect, whereas in another way the intellect origi
nates in the senses. 

Corpus. Now the soul's essence is related to its capacities both as their 
active and final principle, and as their receptive principle (either sepa
rately on its own, or else together with the body) (22-24). Whereas ear
l ier articles in Q77 took principium as either source or basis, neither of 
those will do here, and so I stick with the broader term, 'principle.' This 
passage hearkens back to 77.6 ad 2 ,  where the soul's relationship to its 
capacities was analyzed in these various causal terms. The remainder of 
the corpus here is organized in terms of these different relationships, 
first active and final ( c22_23) ,  then receptive ( c33_38) .  

The parenthetical clause reflects 77. 5 's distinction between those 
capacities that have the soul as their subject and those that have the 
composite. 

Also, the senses have a kind of deficient participation in intellect (29-
30) .  Aquinas has in mind a remark to this effect by Aristotle, Nicoma
chean Ethics I 1 3 , 1 1 02b2 5- 1 1 0 3a3 .  This is true, Aristotle  had said, 
inasmuch as the senses obey reason (see 79.2 ad 2) .  One particular sen
sory power, the cogitative power, has a special l ikeness with intellect, 
because it performs operations at the sensory level that amount to a 
kind of reasoning. See 78.4 ad 5 .  
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Ad 2.  one accident is received in a substance prior to another- e.g. ,  
quantity prior to quality (43-45) .  The example indicates that Aquinas 
does not have in mind cases of temporal priority. It is not that a wall 
takes on a certain size and then (at a later time) takes on a color. Tem
porally, the color and the size come at once. But there is a sense in 
which extension seems to be prior and to serve as a kind of subject for 
the qual ities (see 78. 3 ad 298_1 00) -although strictly speaking, as the 
first part of ad 2 indicates, an accident l ike qual ity does not really have a 
quantity as its subject. Rather, its subject is the whole substance. 

77.8. Do all the soul 's capacities remain in it after death? 

No, only will and intellect do. Because the other capacities have the 
soul-body composite as their subject (77. 5 ) ,  they necessarily go out of 
existence when the body is corrupted. But because these other capaci
ties flow from the soul 's essence (77.6) ,  they remain in the soul virtually 
( c42_43 , with note ) ,  a result that  elsewhere helps Aqu inas expla in 
human immortal ity. 

Corpus. Now once a subject is destroyed, its accidents cannot remain. 
Thus, once the compound has been corrupted, such capacities do not 
actually remain (40-42) .  Aquinas takes for granted the conventional 
understanding of an accident as someth ing that has its existence in a 
subject (see 77. 1 ad 5 ) .  Since the sensory and nutritive capacities fit that 
desc ription,  and since accidents cannot rema in once the sub ject is 
destroyed, and since the subject  of these capacities is the compound, 
which is destroyed, it follows that these capacities are destroyed. 

This form of argument creates trouble for the theological doctrine of 
the Eucharist, where the accidental sensible qual ities of the bread and 
wine remain wi thout their sub j ect. In coping with th is probl em, 
Aqu inas has to engage in some subtl e  maneuvering in specifying 
exactly what the definition of an accident is. He concludes that, strictly, 
an accident is "a thing suited to be in another" (IV Sent. 1 2 . 1 . 1 . 1  ad 2) .  
Here he ignores such subtleties. 

although they do virtually remain in the soul, as in their source or root 
(42-43) .  Taken out of context, this sentence can look like an obscure 
and ad hoc attempt to preserve the immortal ity of the human soul as a 
whole. What does he mean by virtually? What does he mean by source 
or root? Notice, however, that the phrase "as in their source" refers back 
to the first l ine of the reply, which merely restates a claim made first in 
77. 5 and developed in 77.6 and 77.7. Far from being ad hoc, then, this 
sentence states a conclusion that much of Q77 has been working to 
establ ish . 
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Stil l ,  what does it mean? Aquinas goes on in the next sentence to 
state unconditionally that the soul 's capacities do not remain apart from 
the body (see also sc) . The adverb virtualiter comes from the noun vir
tus ( = power) . So to say that the capacities remain virtually is not to say 
that they remain, but perhaps to say that the potential remains for the 
capacities to return, should conditions ever again be favorable. Such 
capacities are not evergreens, then , but they are perennials. 

Ad 1. That book has no authority, and so what was written there can be 
dismissed as easily as it is stated. This passage indicates that the medi
evals were very far from accepting just any text from the past as authori
tative. The De spiritu et anima was traditionally ascribed to Augustine 
and hence was regarded as having considerable authority. By Aquinas' 
time that ascription was widely known to be false. Elsewhere Aquinas 
remarks, " it  is said to have been by a certain Cistercian" (QDA 1 2  ad 1 ) . 
Today the author is thought to be the 1 2 th-century C istercian monk 
Aicher of Clairvaux or perhaps his contemporary Peter Comestor. 

Question 78 

The Soul's Pre-Intellective Capacities 

78. 1 .  The kinds of capacities belonging to the soul 

There are five kinds: vegetative, sensory, appetitive, locomotive, and 
intellective. In the final analysis, Aquinas will distinguish many more 
capacities than five. Here he is interested only in the first rough distinc
tion between five different kinds (genera) of capacities. Each of these 
kinds- except for the locomotive -will subsequently be distinguished 
into several distinct capacities. 

To explain why some distinguish only three kinds of capacities, and 
others only four, Aquinas will show that there are other ways of individ
uating these capacities but that these are better viewed as distinguishing 
different souls (c30_5 3) or different modes of l iving (c87_97) . 
Corpus. different souls are distinguished ( 30-3 1 ) .  Aquinas insists in 76. 3 
that a l iving thing has only one soul . Still, it was a deeply entrenched 
custom to speak of a human being's having three different souls- ratio
nal , sensory, and vegetative -and Aquinas is will ing to go along with 
that custom, just so long as it is understood in the sense described here. 

For all of corporeal nature lies under the soul, and is related to it as its 
matter and instrument ( 32-3 3) .  Aquinas bel ieves that the entire physical 
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world- plants, animals, mountains, stars, etc. -was created for the ben
efit of human beings. In this sense, all of nature "l ies under the soul." 
But here he probably means to make a less dramatic point, that the vari
ous kinds of souls inform all the various kinds of bodies ,  in varying 
degrees of excellence. Corporeal nature is subject to the soul, as the 
soul's body, and hence "l ies under the soul ." The human soul contains 
all the various perfections found in souls, and so it makes use of corpo
real nature in a wide range of ways, as Aquinas will go on to explain. 
This passage is an echo of Aristotle, De anima II 4, 4 1 5 b l 8-19: "all nat
ural bodies are the instruments of the soul." 

and by the power of a corporeal quality (45) .  By a corporeal quality, 
Aquinas means one of the qual ities of the four elements .  As he soon 
says, the nutritive operations take place in virtue of heat. The senses, in 
contrast, do not operate directly in virtue of these four qualities. The 
eyes, for example, do not function by becoming hot or cold, wet or dry, 
even if the eye must have the proper balance of these qual ities in order 
to function properly. That may be all that Aquinas means when he says 
that sensation occurs "not through any corporeal qual ity." Elsewhere 
Aquinas stresses that even the vegetative soul has some operations that 
transcend these corporeal qual ities (see, e.g. , QDA l c) .  

its end, which comes first in  its intention (82) .  Ends come first in  two 
ways. First, we conceive of the end before we conceive of the action that 
leads to the end (temporal priority) . Second, we perform the action for 
the sake of the end (motivational priority) . Elsewhere Aquinas uses this 
same formula to explain how an end (finis) can be a cause-a  so-called 
final cause: 

[Objection:] A cause is naturally prior. But an end has the character of 
something ultimate, as the name itself suggests. Therefore an end does 
not have the character of a cause. 

[Reply:] It should be said that an end, even if it comes last in execution, 
still comes first in the agent's intention. And in this way it has the charac
ter of a cause. ( 1 a2ae 1 . 1  obj . 1 & ad 1 )  

This end is responsible  for al l our subsequent des ires: "That which 
comes first in the order of intention serves as the principle that moves 
appetite, and so if this principle were taken away then appetite would 
not be moved by anything" ( l a2ae 1 .4c ) . As 82. 1 will explain, the ulti
mate end of the human will is happiness. 

Ad 4. when one's limbs are taken out of their natural disposition, they do 
not obey the appetite for movement ( 1 22-2 3) .  The most famil iar case of 
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this sort is when an arm or a leg "falls asleep." Aquinas takes th is sort of 
experience as evidence for his claim that the capacity for movement 
can't be entirely central ized: there must be some power in each of our 
l imbs, making those l imbs "ready to obey." 

One might take Aquinas to be claiming that there are various loco
motive powers, some "in sense;' others "in appetite," and still others " in 
the relevant parts of the body." But I think that th is is not the point. 
What he rather seems to mean is that the powers of sense and appetite 
can themselves be described as motive powers, inasmuch as they play 
an initial role in the process of motion. The locomotive power, properly 
speaking, exists only in the body's l imbs. 

78.2. The capacities of the vegetative part 

There are three capacities within the vegetative part of the soul : the 
powers for nutrition, growth, and generation. 

The generative capacity (potentia generativa) : "through which [the 
body] acquires existence" ( c29) . 

The power for growth (vis augmentativa) : "through which the l iving 
body acquires the appropriate size" ( c3 1_32) . 

The nutritive power (vis nutritiva) : "through wh ich the body of the 
l iving thing is preserved" ( c33) .  

Corpus. three operations of the soul are necessary (27-28) .  As usual , 
capacities are individuated in terms of their acts or operations (77. 3 ) .  
Here there i s  a further assumption that the soul's various capac ities can 
be discovered by determining wh ich operations are necessary. He 
makes this approach explicit at the start of 78.4c, where he suppl ies the 
premise that "nature does not fail in necessary things . . . .  " So if x, y, z 

are necessary, nature must have provided l iving beings with them. 

For the highest of lower natures touches the lowest of those higher ( 44-
45) .  There are, in other words, no gaps in the created world. Instead, 
there is a continuum from the least to the most perfect and complete. 
Here the point is that the highest of the nutritive powers, generation, 
resembles the next higher class of operations, the sensory. See also 
77 .2c ,  where Aquinas puts th is l ine  of thought to more work. (For 
another extended appl i cation, see QDA 7 . )  In h is commentary on 
Pseudo-Dionysius (VII.4. 73 3 ) ,  Aquinas remarks that the best illustra
tion of th is principle is the human being, in whom God "unites the 
highest bodily creature, the human body, with the lowest intel lectual 
nature, the rational soul." So, as he puts it at 77.2c37_38, the human soul 
is "at the boundary between spiritual and corporeal creatures." 
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Ad 1 .  active and passive qualities, which are the principles of natural 
actions. These active and passive qual ities are the qual ities of the four 
elements: hot, cold, wet, and dry. In 78. 1 c52, Aquinas mainta ined that 
the vegetative soul carries out its operation "through the action of heat," 
which is why its operations are carried out not just through a bodily 
organ , but also "by the power of a corporeal qual ity." The powers of the 
vegetative soul , then , have a better right to be called natural than do 
the soul 's other powers. 

Ad 2 .  its seed, which contains the basis for forming the body. Living 
th ings are reproduced through a seed, which suppl ies what Aquinas 
here calls the principium formativum ("bas is for forming" ) .  S ince 
Aquinas i s  thinking primarily of animals, the seed in question i s  of 
course semen. (Semen is in fact the Latin word used here, but i t  has the 
general meaning of seed.) .  The "basis" in question, as we have known 
since the 1950s, is the genetic code, in the form of DNA, contained in 
the semen. The science of Aquinas' day wrongly  bel ieved that the 
semen alone determined the form of the offspring and that the woman's 
role was s imply to provide the raw mater ia l .  (Commentators have 
stressed the sexism underlying this assumption, but one might also note 
the obvious analogy to the case of plant seeds. )  

The semen is the basis for the body. Aquinas bel ieved, in  the human 
case, that God endows the body with a mind; this was supposed to hap
pen at least a month after the time of conception. In all other cases, in 
contrast, the semen is the bas is for the entire animal , including the 
soul. In these cases, God's direct intervention is not requ ired (see 1 a  
Q1 1 8, sec n.89) .  

78.3. The external senses 

There are five external senses: sight, hearing, smell ,  touch, and taste. 
To say that these are the "external" senses is to say that they are in direct 
contact with the external environment, and Aquinas argues that "the 
sensory powers are distinguished in terms of how that [external ] cause 
differs" (c4 1_42) .  Each of the five senses therefore has as its own proper 
ob ject  a certa in kind of corporeal qual ity :  s ight  (col or) ; hearing 
(sound);  smell (odor) ; taste (flavor) . The case of touch is problematic, 
however, as ad 3 discusses, because it seems to have various objects 
(heat, moisture, weight, etc . )  that lack any unifying quality. 

Natural impression (immutatio natura/is) : "as heat is received in the 
thing being heated" (c47) .  Literally, immutatio refers to one th ing's mak
ing a change (mutatio) in another. 
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Spiritual impression (immutatio spiritualis) : "as the form of color is 
received in the pupil , which is not by this made colored" ( c5 1_52) ;  "sen
sory operation requires a spiritual impression" (c 5 3) ;  see also the note 
to c43-44· 

Proper sensibles (sensibilia propria) : "make an impress ion on the 
senses primarily and per se" (ad 288_89) .  See Appendix 1 .  

Common sensibles (sensibilia communia) : "do not move the senses 
primarily and per se, but on account of a sensible quality, as a surface 
does on account of its color" (ad 2 1 00_2) .  See Appendix 1 .  

Objections. It seems that the five external senses are incorrectly distin
guished. Aquinas' interest is in analyzing the operations of the various so
called external senses, but the conventions he has set for the Summa 
require h im to do so within the framework of a yes-or-no question. So 
the official topic of the article is whether the senses are properly distin
guished. There was in fact l ittle serious disagreement about the canoni
cal distinction. But th is is not to say that Aquinas' official topic is without 
interest. The question of how the senses should be individuated is an 
excellent way to approach more general questions about what the senses 
are. For a good recent discussion in keeping with Aquinas' approach, see 
John Heil ( 1 983) ,  ch. 1 .  He remarks that "regrettably, philosophers have 
had little to say about what distinguishes the senses from one another" 
(p. 3) .  Psychologists have shown more interest in this problem: they dis
agree on whether we should speak of five senses, or more than five, or 
fewer than five. Some would combine taste and smell ; some would dis
tinguish different forms of touch. Avicenna raised this latter possibil ity: 
he considered whether touch might be spl it  into four different senses 
(detecting hot-cold, wet-dry, hard-soft, and rough-smooth) ,  y ielding 
eight external senses altogether (Liber de anima 1 . 5 ,  pp. 83-85) .  Rivl in 
and Gravelle ( 1 984) distinguish seventeen different senses. 

Corpus .  Others have looked to (b) the medium, either connected or 
extrinsic (the latter being either air or water, or both) (2 3-25 ) . All five 
senses take place through some medium. One might have supposed 
that touch and taste would be exceptions, s ince they seem to involve 
the immediate impression of the sense object on the sense organ. In 
fact, however, Aqu inas follows Aristotle in holding that the surface of 
the body (the skin , or the surface of the tongue) is not the sense organ 
itself, but rather a "connected" medium. As an analogy, Aristotle asks us 
to imagine how we would continue to have the sensation of touch if a 
very fine membrane were stretched over our body, even one that was 
permanently attached. In effect, that is what our skin is. (See De an. II 
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1 1 , 422b34-42 3a 1 2) .  The organ for touch and taste is actually located 
near the heart, as Aquinas indicates at InDSS 4.262-85 [ 5 .75-76] .  

the quality of a simple body or the result of a mixture (26-27). The 
objects of touch , for example, are the qualities of the elements: hot and 
cold, etc. The objects of smell and taste, in contrast, are the result of a 
mixture of elemental qual ities. See, e .g. , 77.4c43 . Albert the Great pro
posed all three of the accounts l isted here (Summa de homine 34.4 ) .  

The senses, however, are passive capacities (38) .  Cognitive scientists 
clash over just how to describe the processes that culminate in conscious 
sensory perception. But everyone now agrees that the process cannot 
entirely be passive: at some level there is a great deal of information pro
cessing. The l ight that comes into the eyes, for example, is not just pas
sively projected on the mind's big screen. It's probably fair to say that 
Aquinas' view is overly simplistic in this regard: he does seem to think 
that the external senses are rather crudely passive in their operation. An 
indication of this is his repeated claim that the operation of the external 
senses consists of nothing more than the simple receiving of an impres
sion from without (see, e.g. ,  85 . 1  obj . 3, 85 .2  ad 3 106-8) .  But Aquinas also 
thinks that the external senses are just the first step in a long and active 
process that runs through the internal senses and culminates in intellec
tual understanding. So it would be misleading to treat the passivity of the 
external senses in isolation from the rest of th is process. 

This remark on sensory passivity should be read in conjunction with 
79.2 's more deta iled discussion of intellectual passivity. Up to a point, 
Aquinas accepts the claim that "as the senses are related to sensible 
things, so our intellect is related to intell igible th ings" (79 . 3  obj .  1 ) . 

Therefore the external thing making the impression is what the senses 
perceive per se ( 39-4 1 ) . Nothing so far entitles Aquinas to any conclu
sions about what the senses perceive per se, if that is understood as the 
con trovers ial ep istemological claim that th is is what they perceive 
directly. But the cla im can be taken without any such implication, so 
that 'perceive' means simply receive. That is the core meaning of the 
Latin percipere, and Aquinas occasionally uses the word in that way. So 
understood, this cla im does follow from the sentence before it. 

There are, however, two kinds of impressions, one natural and the other 
spiritual (43-44) . It is not entirely clear what Aquinas means by this dis
tinction. Minimally, he means that a spiritual impression involves an F
form's being received in such a way as not to make the recipient F. Forms 
of color, for example, are received in the air and in the eye, but they do 
not make the air or the eye colored. Sometimes he refers to this kind of 
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impression as immaterial, but it is not clear in what sense that is meant. 
Does the air really contain immaterial- that is, nonphysical-forms? 

Part of his reason for introducing this distinction at this point is that 
the senses cannot be individuated entirely in terms of differences 
between objects. Aquinas thinks it necessary to invoke differences in 
how objects are received. He isn't very clear on this point in the main 
reply, but ad 4 expl icitly invokes such considerations. See also InDSS, 
where after claiming that "capacities are distinguished in terms of 
objects" ( 1 3 . 5  5-56 [ 14. 1 94 ] ) ,  he adds that "diversity in the manner of 
sensing diversifies the senses" (65-66 [ 14. 1 9 5 ]) .  

Otherwise, if an entirely natural impression were to suffice for sensa
tion, then all natural bodies would sense when they are altered ( 54-56) .  
This cla im looks blatantly  fallacious, analogous to arguing that the 
mind cannot be material because if it were,  then all material th ings 
would have minds. The problem with that argument, of course, is that 
the mind could be the product of a particular kind of material process. 
Similarly, it seems here that there might be a particular kind of natural 
impress ion associated with sensation, a kind of impression not shared 
by all natural bodies. 

The argument isn't so bad. To understand his point, one has to keep 
in mind how he defines cognition: 

The cognizant are distinguished from the noncognizant in this respect, 
that the noncognizant have nothing but their own form alone, whereas 
that which cognizes is suited to have the form of another thing as well. 
( 14 . l c; see 80. l c27_35) 

To be capable of cognition, for Aquinas, just is to be wel l-suited to 
receive the forms of other things . The point of the present passage is 
that not just any kind of reception or impression will do. If just any kind 
of impression counted as sensation then, given his definition of what it is 
to be cognitive, everything would engage in sensation. (Keep in mind 
that everything on earth receives the impression of forms, since a thing 
is sa id to receive a form whenever it is acted on . )  So, to expla in how 
sensation is d ifferent from ordinary kinds of impressions, Aquinas 
invokes the idea of a spiritual impression. The l ink between cognition 
and spiritual ity/immateriality is developed further in 84.2cs2-73· 

Sight . . .  is the most spiritual and perfect of all the senses, and the most 
common (7 1-73) .  The relative perfection of sight is obvious enough, at 
least when we think only of the human case. But in saying that it is "the 
most common;' Aquinas has in mind a specific excellence: sight's abil ity 
to grasp not only color, its proper object, but also the various common 
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sensibles, such as size, shape, and motion. The superiority of sight is dis
cussed in detail at InMet 1 . 1 . 5-8, where Aquinas argues that sight and 
touch apprehend sensible bodies more than the other three senses do, 
because the others apprehend qual i ties that emanate from bodies,  
whereas sight and touch apprehend qualities of the bodies themselves. 
And of these two, sight and touch, Aquinas goes on to argue that sight is 
the more powerful, being effective in a wider range of cases. 

Ad 1 .  qualities of the third species. This is the third kind of qual ity dis
tinguished in Aristotle's Categories, the so-called affective qualities. See 
77. 3c52_53, with note. Ad 2 will l ikewise refer to "the qualities that pro
duce alterations." Aquinas really means what he says here: that only 
these qual ities are capable of making an impression on other things. 
Shapes and sizes cannot do so, except through their affective qualities 
(color, smell, etc . ) .  There are five senses, then, because of the five dif
ferent kinds of affective qualities. 

Ad 2. All common sensibles, in contrast, are reduced to quantity (90-9 1 ) . 
Aquinas cannot mean that all the common sensibles in fact belong to 
the Aristotel ian category of quantity. As he goes on to say, shape is in 
fact a qual ity. So what does he mean? At the least, he seems to mean 
that we perceive the common sensibles in virtue of perceiving quantity. 

Whereas the moderns would distinguish between primary and sec
ondary qualities, Aquinas wants to say that only the so-called secondary 
qualities are full-fledged qual ities. The so-called primary qualities turn 
out, in Aqu inas' analysis, to be reducible to quantity. Accordingly, the 
moderns sometimes speak of el iminating the Aristotel ian qual ities alto
gether, when they mean to eliminate only secondary qual ities. 

It is interesting to compare Aquinas' treatment of the common sensi
bles with De anima III 1 ,  42 5 a 1 4-2 1 ,  where Aristo tle attempts to 
account for the sensation of the common sensibles in terms of the sen
sation of motion, and also with Aquinas' early Sentences commentary, 
IV.49. 2.2c, where he derives the other common sensibles from size. 

To sense motion and rest is therefore in a way to sense one thing and 
many (97-98). Motion , in the Aristotel ian tradition, extends to various 
sorts of change (see Physics V 2, 226a23-34) . We ordinarily th ink of 
motion as l imited to change in location- that is, we think of (b) local 
motion. Aristotle distinguishes th is kind of motion from two others: (a) 
growth (change in respect to quantity) and (c) alteration (change in 
respect to qual ity). S ince the three cases are so different, Aquinas needs 
to give a separate account for each. 

Sensing motion and rest involve sensing "one  th ing and many." 
Aquinas' point is not as clear as it might be, but he seems to mean that 
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such judgments requires a series of discrete observations rather than 
one continuous impression of change.  Th is series of observations will 
either reveal motion (as if we are seeing many changed things) or rest 
(as if we are seeing just one unchanged thing) .  If this is Aquinas' point, 
then he is propos ing what is now referred to as a snapshot model of 
motion discrimination ,  according to which we detect motion not by 
directly grasp ing the change, but by apprehending the object at first 
one place and then another, and inferring the intervening motion. 

since the common sensibles make a difference in the impression received 
by the senses ( 1  0 3-5 ) .  The common sensibles are not sensible per 
accidens, but neither are they sensible "primarily and per se" (ad 289) . 
Instead, they fall in between, being neither primarily sensible, for the 
reason that Aquinas has just given, nor sensible per accidens, for the rea
son that Aquinas gives now. His reasoning here is rather compressed but 
becomes clearer in l ight of this passage from the De anima commentary: 

. . .  [W]hatever makes a difference with respect to a sense's being affected 
or altered has per se a relationship to the sense and is said to be sensible 
per se. But that which makes no difference to the impression received by 
the senses is said to be sensible per accidens . (11 . 1 3 . 1 27 -3 1 ,  in Appendix 1 )  

The common sensibles, then, are sensed per se by the external senses, 
but they are not sensed primarily. 

even whiteness itself, after all, is said to be large or small ( 1  06-7) .  
Compare Aristotle, Cat. 6, 5b2 :  "we speak of a large amount of white 
because the surface is large ." Aqu inas discusses the rela tionsh ip  
between qual ity and quantity in more detail a t  QDVCom 1 1  ad  1 0 . 

Ad 3 .  just as the proximate genus of hot and cold has no name. In 
Engl ish we refer to th is proximate genus by the name 'temperature.' 
Latin, evidentally, had no such word. In any case, it is true for Engl ish, 
as for Latin, that there is no one term that informatively labels the vari
ous objects of the sense of touch: hot, cold, wet, dry, etc . In Latin as in 
Engl ish, such qual ities could be labeled tactile or tangible qual ities, but 
doing so doesn't help determine what these qualities are. (In contrast: 
the objects of vision are identified not just as visible-which would tell 
us nothing- but as colors.) 

78.4. The internal senses 

There are four internal senses: 

• common sense 
• memory 
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• imagination (= phantasia) 
• estimative power (= the cogitative power in human beings) 

Aquinas considers these to be sensory powers, inasmuch as they pro-
cess information acquired through the external senses. Just as the exter
nal senses have their different physical organs- eyes, ears, etc .  -so the 
internal senses have different parts of the brain as their organs ( c99_100, 
with note) .  Indeed, th is discuss ion of the internal senses is meant to 
establ ish just what the brain does, both in human beings and in other 
h igher an imals. 

It seems that the internal senses are incorrectly distinguished ( 1 ) .  As in 
the previous two articles, Aquinas begins by asking whether the capaci-
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ties in question are correctly distinguished. In the previous articles, the 
question served primarily to raise more general questions about those 
capacities. There was l ittle serious disagreement about the number and 
kinds of parts of the vegetative soul , or the number and kinds of exter
nal senses .  Here,  matters were rather different. There was no settled 
view about how the internal senses should be distinguished or even 
about what the correct number of internal senses is. In part, the dis
agreement sprang from the fact that Aristotle's remarks in this area were 
unclear and struck many as being in need of considerable supplemen
tation. Indeed, the very terminology of internal and external senses is 
not Aristotle's at all but comes from Arabic and Hebrew sources. (On 
this and many other questions of terminology and influence, see Wolf
son 1 93 5 ,  wh ich rema ins the fullest source of information on th is 
topic . )  Aristotle  does identify three capac ities that  were standardly 
included among the internal senses: common sense, memory, and 
phantasia . But later authors added to and distinguished among these 
capacities in a wide variety of ways, sometimes l isting five or more inter
nal senses, sometimes four, and sometimes insisting on the Aristotel ian 
three. As Aquinas acknowledges in the body of the article, he was par
ticularly influenced in these matters by Avicenna and Averroes. 

Objection 4. a capacity they call the estimative. Aquinas is vague here, 
understandably enough, because he has no idea who first proposed this 
estimative power. He would have rightly associated the doctrine with 
Avicenna (Liber de anima IV. I [pp.  8-9 ] ) ,  but there is uncertainty 
about whether Avicenna in fact invented the doctrine. By switch ing to 
the plural here (they call) , Aquinas rightly impl ies that the doctrine is 
not Aristotle's . Aristotle was of course well aware of the sort of instinc
tive behavior that the estimative faculty is meant to account for ( c69_72) ,  
but the most he says on this score is that animals make nests and webs 
"by nature" rather than "by art" or "by mind" (Physics II 8, 199a20-30) .  

Corpus. adequate for the life of a complete animal (42-43) . By a com
plete (or perfect) animal , Aquinas does not mean an animal that is free 
from birth defects, etc. ,  but rather an animal belonging to a more highly 
developed species. The completeness of a species is a matter of degree: 
human beings are the most complete animals, whereas those are most 
incomplete that possess only the sense of touch- the bare minimum for 
counting as an animal . (In 78. l c9J ,  the shellfish is offered as an example 
of an incomplete animal . )  Here Aquinas wants to focus on animals that 
engage in the full range of sensory activities: animals that have not just 
the external senses but also instincts and memory. Whatever is necessary 
for such animals must be a part of the sensory soul . 
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But in the case of corporeal things, receiving and retaining are traced to 
different principles ( 57-58). It's important to Aquinas to restrict this claim 
to the corporeal , because 79.7 will argue that the same capacity of intel
lect is responsible for receiving and retaining. The remarks that follow 
on the wet and the dry are due to Avicenna, Liber de anima IV.2 (p. 32) . 

but as if because the wolf is harmful to the sheep's nature (70-7 1 ) .  
The "as if" (quasi) qual ification is crucial . The estimative power does 
not actually have any ins ight into the nature of things- it just seems 
that way. The sheep does not recognize the wolf as a wolf and then flee 
it. Instead, the sheep recognizes that th is th ing in front of it is some
thing to be fled from (see InDA 11. 1 3 .205-22 ,  in Appendix 1 ) .  No con
ceptual ization is involved; the sheep simply feels the impulse to flee. As 
Aquinas acknowledges in ad 4, however, there is an analogy between 
the estimative power and intellect, inasmuch as both capacities go 
beyond the superficial sensible forms of things. 

Therefore it is necessary for an animal to perceive intentions of this 
sort, which the external senses do not perceive (72-74) . The point rests 
on a distinction between intentions and forms, drawn from Avicenna's 
Liber de anima (1 . 5 ,  p .  86). Whereas forms are apprehended by the five 
external senses and are passed on to the internal senses, intentions are 
perceived only by the internal senses (or else by intellect). As Aquinas 
puts it here, intentions are th ings that "the external senses do not per
ceive." Paradigmatically, these intentions are the objects of the estima
tive power. But later he counts "the character of being in the past" as an 
intention ( c88-90) ,  and in  ad 2 1 30 he counts the perception of one's own 
sensations as the perception of an intention. 

(to which physicians have assigned a definite organ, the middle part 
of the head) (99-1 00) .  Such physiological claims are associated above 
all with Galen ( c. 1 30-c .200) ,  who distinguished between the anterior, 
middle, and posterior ventricles of the brain. Aquinas followed the sci
ence of his day in bel ieving that all four internal senses are located in 
the brain (see, e.g. ,  QDA 1 8. 8c) .  He supposed that the common sense 
and imagination were in the anterior ventricle, the estimative in the 
middl e, and memory in the posterior. To some extent, th is arrange
ment  reflects their  func tional relat ionsh ip .  Common sense fi rst  
receives the impressions of the external senses, and those impressions 
are stored in imagination. The estimative power processes the impres
sions further, and that further information is stored in memory. (See 
Diagram 1 on p. 28 1 . )  

For the term "cogitative power," see Averroes, Colliget 1 1 . 20  (ed. 
Juntes, vol .  X, 1 7va) and De anima 111.6 (p. 4 1 6) .  Averroes refers to it as 
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a kind of reason at De anima Ill . 20  (p. 449) and as particular at De 
anima 111 . 3 3  (p. 476), and comes close to the phrase 'particular reason' 
at Ill. 58 .  Aquinas discusses i ts role further at InDA 11 . 1 3 . 1 9 5-20 5 ,  in 
Appendix 1 .  

Avicenna, however, posits a fifth capacity in between the estimative 
and imaginative powers, one that composes and divides imagined forms 
( 1 06-8) . See Liber de anima 1 . 5 (p .  89) and IV. l (pp .  6 ,  1 2- 1 3 ) .  
Aquinas accurately characterizes Avicenna's views, but h e  doesn't use 
Avicenna's terminology. Instead of the five capacities l isted above in the 
sc, the Latin version of the Liber de anima (1 . 5 ,  pp. 87-90; IV. l ,  pp. I
l l ) l ists the following: 

1 .  Common sense (or phantasia) 

2. Imagination (or the formative power) 

3 .  The imaginative power (or the cogitative power) 

4. The estimative power 

5 .  The power for memory and recollection 

Aquinas largely ignores this confusing terminology (perhaps intention
ally or perhaps because he was following a secondhand account of Avi
cenna's views) .  In its place, Aquinas identifies the cogitative power as 
the human equivalent of ( 4 ) .  He identifies phantasia as a synonym for 
(2) - rightly so, given that imaginatio is simply the Latin term for the 
Greek phantasia. He likewise treats the imaginative power as the same 
as (2) . 

The fifth capacity that Aqu inas re jects here corresponds to (3 ) ,  but 
Aquinas doesn't dare give it a name, perhaps for fear of muddying the 
waters even further. 

Ad 1 .  An internal sense is called common not by way of predication, as a 
genus is common [to many particulars] . The objection took the com
mon sense not as a distinct faculty but as a capacity shared by (common 
to) the five proper (external) senses. This is a very common reading of 
Aristotle. Here Aquinas rejects this account, explaining that the com
mon sense is not common in the sense of being shared by particulars. 
Rather, it is "the common root and principle" of the five external 
senses. The operations of the common sense are explained in more 
detail in ad 2. But this idea of the common sense as "root and princi
ple" is better clarified in ad 3, where Aquinas describes how one capac
i ty can be the grounds for another. The primum sensitivum ("first 
sensory capacity") discussed there is just the common sense. See also 
InDA II . l 3 .90-1 05 ,  in Appendix 1 .  
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Question 79 

The Soul's Intellective Capacities 

79. 1 .  Is the intellect a capacity of the soul, or the soul's essence? 

A capacity of the soul . This article considers a special case of 77. 1 's gen
eral claim that the soul's capacities are not its essence. The main reply 
of the article can be brief, therefore, because the same issues had 
already been considered, in a more general way, earl ier in the Treatise. 
The article does, however, provide a new argument for a distinction 
between the soul and its powers, an argument that could be recast to 
apply generally to all the soul 's powers. 

The article is not redundant. Although 77. 1  distinguishes the soul's 
essence from its capacities, it does not settle any questions about what 
those capacities are. It still needs to be proved, then, that the intellect is 
a capacity of the soul . Moreover, the remaining twelve articles of Q79 
all presuppose th is first article, inasmuch as each cons iders whether 
some further intellectual operation comes from this power of the soul 
or from a different one. 

Corpus. the immediate basis of its operation (2 5-26). Aquinas takes for 
granted that the intellect is the immediate basis (principium) of the 
operation of in tellection. This fits with his general account of a capacity 
as the immediate or proximate basis of an operation (see 77. l c 5 J ,  ad 4). 

For just as a capacity is related to its operation as to its actuality, so 
essence is related to existence (26-28) .  Aquinas is describing two potenti
ality-actuality pairs: 

1 .  (a) Capacity-(b) Operation 

2. (a) Essence-(b) Existence 

The essence of a th ing is the basis of its existence: the soul, for example, 
is the first principle of l ife (7 5 . 1  c22) .  Similarly, a capacity is the basis of 
an operation: the intellect, for instance, is the immediate basis of intel
lection. The result Aquinas wants is that 1 a  = 2a only if 1 b = 2b. He 
then needs to show only that 1 b "# 2b to get the result that 1 a  "# 2a. 
Q.E.D. 

79.2. Is the intellect a passive capacity? 

Yes, sort of. Just as the activity of sensation, for the external senses, is 
merely the reception of sensible  species (78.  3c 38) ,  so the activity of 
intellection, for the possible intellect, is merely the reception of intell i
gible species (see Diagram 1 on p. 28 1 ) . In this sense the intellect is 
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passive. But this conclusion could easily be misunderstood, for two rea
sons. First, it extends only to the poss ible intellect (ad 2 ) ;  the agent 
intellect (79. 3) is not at issue here. Second, later articles (aa6-1 3) will 
make it clear that this passive reception is just the first step in the vari
ous operations of the possible intellect. Just as the passivity of the exter
nal senses paves the way for the active operations of the internal senses 
(78.4 ), so the passive reception of possible intellect paves the way for its 
own later active operations. 

Possible intellect (intellectus possibilis) : "the intellect that is in poten
tial ity for intelligible things" (ad 2) .  The name itself suggests passivity, 
because the Latin possibilis in th is context connotes a kind of bare 
receptive potential ity (see 79.4 ad 4, 87. l c39_40 [with note ] ,  InDA 
111.7. 1 59-80) .  If not for the weight of tradition, a better label in English 
would be 'receptive intellect' or 'potential intellect.' 

It is at first like a tablet on which nothing has been written ( c5s_56) .  
This famous Aristotel ian slogan appl ies only to the possible intellect; 
the agent intellect is not a blank slate, as will become clear in subse
quent articles. 

Corpus. Examples are when water loses its coldness by being heated, and 
when a person becomes sick or sad ( 1 8-20). Water, conceived of as one 
of the four basic elements, possesses by nature the qual ity of being cold. 
It is water's natural condition, in other words, to be cold, just as it is nat
ural for fire to be hot, and natural for human beings to be healthy and 
(moderately) cheerful .  

One kind of potentiality is always perfectly actualized; this is how we 
described the matter of celestial bodies (46-48) .  To establish the passivity 
of intellect, it is not enough to show merely that the intellect is in poten
tial ity for intell igible things. Aquinas has to show further that the intel
l ec t  is in po ten tial i ty in the r ight  sort  of way. On e can have a 
potential ity, Aquinas here expla ins, that is "perfectly actual ized." This 
condition is possible because not all potential ities disappear when they 
become actual -you retain the potential to speak Spanish, for instance, 
even when you are now doing so, fluently. It  is in this sense that the 
heavenly bodies have potentiality. Because they are not susceptible to 
generation and corruption, they are always fully actual ized (see 75 .6c5 1_ 
52, with note) . Likewise, angel ic intellects "do not have any intelligible 
potential ity that is not entirely completed through intell igible species 
connatural to them" (58 . l c) .  In this respect, then, angel ic intellects do 
not go from potentiality to actuality, and therefore they are not ( in the 
natural course of things) acted on in the third way. Potentiality of this 
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sort leaves no room for being acted on. But human intellects, as Aquinas 
now proceeds to show, begin with a potentiality that is entirely unactual
ized. Hence they can be said to be acted on in the third way. 

79. 3 .  Should we posit an agent intellect? 

Yes .  Later articles wil l  establ ish what th is agen t intellect is ; here 
Aquinas argues only that some kind of actual ized intellect plays a role 
in human cognition . 

Agent intellect (intellectus agens) : "actual izes intel l igible things by 
m eans  of abs trac t ion" (ad 3 ) ; " il luminates phantasms" (a4c6 1 ) ;  
"abstracts universal forms from particular conditions" (a4c63) .  If not for 
the weight of tradition, a better label in English would be 'active intel
lect.' (See Diagram 1 on p. 2 8 1 . )  

Forms existing in matter are not actually intelligible ( c 37_38) .  The 
natures of physical objects take some work to get at; they do not lie on 
the surface, ready to be grasped. 

Nothing is brought from potentiality to actuality except through some
thing that is actual ( c40_41 ) .  Since material forms are not actually intel
l igible, and the possible intellect is in mere potentiality, there has to be 
something in the process of intellection that starts out actual ized. 

Sed contra. something "with which all things are made" and something 
"with which it makes all things. " In h is De anima Commentary, 
Aquinas makes it clear how he thinks these difficult phrases should be 
understood: 

. . .  there is one intellect in which all intelligible things can be made (pos
sible intellect . . .  ) , and another intellect by which it can make actual all 
intelligible things. It is called agent intellect . . . .  (111. 10 . 1 8-22) 

The actual Greek text of the De anima is rather different. Here is Chris
topher Shields' translatation : 

And there is one such mind insofar as it becomes all things, and another 
such insofar as it produces all things . 

Aquinas would have come closer to Aristotle's actual words had he used 
Wil l iam of Moerbeke's more accurate translation,  which had j ust 
recently  become available. But in the present context, it may be that 
these differences in detail are not very important: Aquinas is concerned 
to draw from this passage only the fact that there are two intellects, one 
of them active. For a skeptical assessment of how genuinely Aristotel ian 
Aquinas' agent intellect is, see Haldane ( 1 992) .  
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Corpus. Therefore he needed to postulate a power on the side of intellect 
to actualize intelligible things by abstracting the species from material 
conditions ( 42-44 ) . At this point, the argument needs to remain qu ite 
vague about what and where th is power is. So Aquinas says merely that 
it is "on the side of intellect" (ex parte intellectus) , leaving it for the next 
two articles to establ ish that agent intellect is a power within the human 
soul (a4) that is not shared among individuals (a5) .  

I t  i s  clear from a parallel argument in QDSC 9c that when Aquinas 
speaks here of abstracting the species, he is referring not to the intell igi
ble species within intellect (see 85 .2 )  but to the common nature pos
sessed by the ob ject. That nature is abstracted in the sense that all 
accidental features are left out of i ts account, leaving us with the 
essence of the th ing itself (see 85 . 1 ) . 

Ad 2.  There are two views on the effect of light. The first of the views to 
follow is due to Avempace (d. 1 1 3 8) ,  and the second is due to Aver
roes, who describes both theories at De anima 11 .67 (p. 2 3 1  ) .  Aquinas 
elsewhere discusses at length the role of l ight in vis ion and endorses 
Averroes' account (InDA 11 . 1 4. 342-87) . 

The parallel between agent intellect and l ight is particularly impor
tant because Aristotle himself drew it, at De anima III 5 ,  430a l 4-1 7:  
"There is  . . .  another such [ intellect] insofar as it produces all things, as 
a certain state, l ike l ight. For in a certain way, l ight too makes colors 
that exist in potential ity colors." One's interpretation of the parallel will 
depend on how one supposes that l ight  actual izes color. See also 
79.4c69-70 , with note. 

Ad 3. But if the agent does not already exist, then the state of the recipi
ent will do nothing in this regard. The objector's proposal was that sen
sory impressions would be made immaterial simply by being received 
in something that itself exists in an immaterial state .  In the present 
case, however, there is noth ing in the external sensible world that can 
directly make an impression on the possible intellect, because what is 
material cannot act on what is immaterial . In other words, there is no 
su itable agent on the scene. So the objection skips a step, because it 
wrongly assumes that sensory impressions could be received by the pos
sible intellect at all . See 8 5 . 1  obj. 3 & ad 3 .  

79.4. Is the agent intellect part of the soul? 

Yes. The first objection suggests that Christ is the agent intellect, and the 
second objection takes Aristotle to have treated the agent intellect as sep
arate from our soul. Both of these l ines of thought were widespread dur
ing the 1 3th century. Aquinas is happy to concede that there is in some 
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sense a separate agent intellect: God, as he will explain in 84. 5 ,  is the 
bas is of all intellective cognition , and our intellective capacities are 
obtained from him "through participation." But Aquinas wants to insist 
that God's role does not preclude us from having our own agent intellect. 

Objection 5 .  a passive alteration (passio) . The objection distinguishes 
three ways in which the agent intellect might be a part of the soul : 

• as a capacity; 
• as a disposition (habitus: see the notes to 79.6 below) ; 

• as a pass ive alteration (passio ) . 

Here passio refers to any operation of the soul . But the term impl ies 
that these operations will be passive ones, which is to say that they will 
consist in some sort of reception, or the taking in of a form. In general , 
this is what the soul 's operations are l ike : the senses passively receive 
sensible species and phantasms (78. 3c38, with note) ; the possible intel
lect passively receives intell igible species (79.2) ;  the will receives infor
mation from in tell ect  ( 8 0 . 2 c z 1 _z2 , w i th note) . The po int  of the 
objection is that such passive receptions cannot by themselves be the 
sort of agent required here, and so there must be a further capacity 
within the soul. (For a similar form of argument, see 79. 1 3  obj. 3 . )  

Corpus. But ( 1) the human soul is said to be intellective by participating 
in an intellective power. An indication of this is that it is intellective not 
as a whole, but in part ( 39-41 ). One criterion for whether a subject pos
sesses a property by participation, or else essentially, is whether the sub
ject conta ins anything other than that property. Here is how Aquinas 
puts it in his Metaphysics Commentary (1 . 1 0 . 1 54) :  

That which is  some one thing entirely does not participate in that thing, 
but is essentially the same as it. That which is not some one thing 
entirely, which contains something else adjoined to it, is properly said to 
participate. For example, if heat were heat existing per se, it would not be 
said to participate in heat, because there would be nothing in it except 
for heat. But fire, since it is something other than heat, is said to partici
pate in heat. Likewise, since the separate Idea of human being contains 
nothing other than the nature of the species, it is human being essen
tially, and so [Plato] called it Human Being per se. But since Socrates or 
Plato, in addition to their specific nature, also contain the individuating 
principle that is signate matter, they are accordingly said by Plato to par
ticipate in the species. 

Some, then, have claimed that this intellect, separate in substance, is 
the agent intellect that by (as it were) illuminating phantasms makes 
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them actually intelligible (48-50) . Various Islamic authors took this view, 
most notably Avicenna (see, e.g. , Liber de anima V. 5 ) .  But Aquinas 
would have had in mind Christian authors as well. In an earlier work, he 
remarks that "certain catholic doctors held that God himself is the agent 
intellect" (II Sent. 1 7. 2 . 1  c ) .  This was basically the view of Will iam of 
Auvergne and Roger Bacon, although Auvergne did not expl icitly iden
tify God and the agent intellect, but simply denied that the agent intel
lect is a part of the soul . Such cla ims would remain prominent after 
Aquinas, in Franciscan authors l ike John Pecham and Roger Marston. 

in addition to the universal causal agents, distinct powers have been 
given to complete individuals, powers that have been derived from those 
universal agents ( 54-56) .  Aquinas contrasts universal agents with deter
minate, particular agents .  A universal agent has a greater capacity to 
bring about a wide range of effects in various circumstances. God is of 
course the most universal of agents, and the angels and heavenly bodies 
are also universal agents. (Hence Aquinas goes on to mention the sun, 
which was thought of as exercising a wide range of powers: not just pro
ducing heat but also sustaining l ife in various ways . )  Human beings and 
all other earthly beings are much more determinate in their powers .  
Nevertheless , Aquinas' po int here is  that universal agents share the 
causal process with lower agents, allowing lower-level forces to play a 
crucial role in natural processes. 

Aquinas is notably not cla iming that these lower powers do all of the 
work. He will accept that the sun plays a role in generation , and he 
l ikewise accepts that God plays a role in human thought (see c46-49, ad 
1 ,  and 84. 5 ) .  

Aristotle, accordingly, compared the agent intellect to light Oumine), 
which is something received in the air (69-70). This passage presupposes 
a distinction between lumen and lux. The latter is a luminous object, 
such as the sun or a flame; the former is the l ight emitted from that 
obj ect. (In Engl ish there is no comparable  terminology; hence the 
need for this note. ) So if Aristotle had compared the agent intellect to 
lux, this comparison would have suggested the doctrine of a separate 
agent intellect. (Avicenna had drawn just this analogy, arguing that 
agent intellect stands to the soul as the sun stands to sight [Liber de 
anima V. 5 ,  p .  1 27 ] . )  But the comparison to lumen suggests that agent 
intellect is something deriving from the h igher intellect but is found 
within the human soul - just as sunl ight derives from the sun and is 
found within the a ir. (The Greek text of De anima III 5 seems to lend 
some support to this reading: the word there is phos, which has conno
tations l ike lumen, rather than luchnos, which has a meaning l ike lux. ) 
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Ad 2.  The Philosopher says those words not about the agent intellect but 
about the intellect in actuality. Aquinas, in trying to track the perplexing 
argument of De anima III 5 ,  holds that Aristotle begins by talking about 
the agent intellect but then switches (at 430a 1 9) to talking about the 
intellect in a state of actuality. This is not a third intellective capacity, 
but simply the intellect itself, when actually thinking. In commenting 
on this passage at InDA 111. 1 0. 1 97, he says of intellect so conceived that 
"it  consists in th inking itself" (consistit in ipso intelligere) . Hence it is, 
by definition, always thinking. 

Elsewhere in this article,  intelligere is translated as understanding. 
But it is too strong to say, even of the intellect in actual ity, that it is 
always understanding. Very often, we think without ach ieving any real 
understanding. 

Ad 3. one thing grasped by intellect leads to others, as terms lead to prop
ositions and first principles lead to conclusions. This is an explanation of 
why understanding requires not just the presence of agent intellect, but 
also (among other things) practice in understanding. The more one 
understands, the more one is capable of understanding. Here Aquinas 
probably intends not merely an analogy to the cases of language and 
logic, but actual examples of how intel lectual understanding grows. 
The mental grasp of certain terms (terminus) leads to the formation of a 
mental proposition. That mental propos ition, combined with others, 
leads the mind to form a conclus ion. It is in th is way that the mind 
builds on itself: one mental concept leads to others. 

79.5. Is there one agent intellect for everyone? 

No. Monopsych ism regarding the poss ible in tellect was rejected in 
76.2. Here Aqu inas considers the far more prevalent and plaus ible 
view that all human beings share a single agent intellect. The reply is 
brief, because he takes the previous article to have done most of the 
work in rul ing out this possibil ity. Stil l ,  the question merits a separate 
article, because th is was (and remains) a widely held reading of the 
De anima. As Aquinas says elsewhere, contrasting Christian theolo
gians with the philosophers, "almost all the philosophers" subscribed 
to th is view (II Sent. 1 7.2 . 1 ). For a survey of earl ier views, see Bren
tano ( 1 992) .  

Sed contra. But different subjects of illumination do not have the same 
light (lumen) .  Aquinas again rests his interpretation of Aristotle on the 
Latin distinction between lux, the l ight source, and lumen, the emitted 
l ight. See the note to 79.4c69_70 and the end of ad 3 below. 
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Ad 2 .  Instead, it must be one with regard to its relationship to all the 
things from which it abstracts the universal, relative to which the univer
sal is one. And this holds of the agent intellect insofar as it is immaterial. 
This is a difficult passage. Aqu inas agrees with the objection that to be 
universal is to be "one in many." And he agrees that for the agent intel
lect to be able to "make the universal ," it must have some sort of one
many relationship. But the objection is mistaken in supposing that this 
will be a relationship between one agent intel lect and many human 
beings. Rather, the relationship will be between one agent intellect and 
the many "things from which it abstracts the universal." But what are 
these th ings? Phantasms? Presumably not, but rather external objects, 
s ince " relative to [ these things] . . .  the universal is one." But why 
should the agent intellect-and not just the universal -be in a relation
ship with all these external obj ects? The relationship seems rather 
remote:  the agent intellect is merely the maker of the universal that rep
resents those objects. Perhaps Aquinas is thinking of the agent intellect 
as itself in some way representing the objects. Since to represent things 
universally requires immaterial ity (cf. 7 5 . 5 38_5 5 and 84.2 57_73) ,  this lat
ter suggestion would explain why Aquinas concludes the passage by 
invoking the agent intellect's immaterial ity. 

Ad 3 .  the first objects of intellect. Aquinas does not have in mind, at least 
not primarily, the way that children tend first to utter the words 'dada,' 
'mama,' etc .  For Aqu inas, such l inguistic data do not reflect the order in 
which we acquire concepts .  Instead, the first conceptions of every 
human being are the so-called transcendental concepts of being, one, 
and good (InDH 2 .20; see also l a2ae 94.2c and QDV 1 . 1  ) . This may 
look l ike a bizarre claim. But his point seems to be that any subsequent 
thoughts a child might have will presuppose one or more of these tran
scendental concepts. Even the word 'mama,' if it expresses a thought at 
all ,  must represent either the thought of mama's presence (being) , or 
the desire for mama's presence (being + good) . And to have a thought 
about any determinate object requires the conception of a discrete 
entity (one) . All of this takes some sophistication to recognize, let alone 
articulate, but Aquinas is of course not claiming that babies actually 
recognize this basic conceptual framework. 

79.6. Is memory in intellect? 

Yes.  Memory is one of the four  internal senses (78 .4c85 ) ,  and so it 
would be natural to suppose that there is no memory in intellect. More
over, memory seems to concern particular events in the past, whereas 
the intellect concerns abstract and unchanging natures. Nevertheless, 
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contrary to Avicenna (cz4_4z) and with Aristotle (c43_ss) ,  Aquinas argues 
that there is a kind of memory in intellect. 

Disposition (habitus) : "halfway between potentiality and actual ity . . . .  
It is in this way that the intellect preserves species, even when it is not 
actually th inking" (ad 3 ). Knowledge is stored dispositionally in this 
way. Even when you are not actually thinking about it, it is ready to be 
recalled when needed. 

Corpus. It is the nature of memory to preserve the species (22) . Here, as 
in obj . 3 ,  a species is an inner representation or l ikeness of an external 
object. Such species are forms. This article is particularly interested in 
the status of intell igible species ,  which inform the poss ible intellect, 
and which seem l ikely, at least prima facie, to play a key role in intellec
tual memory. As ad 3 will explain, however, species are preserved in the 
intellect only insofar as some sort of disposition (habitus) is preserved 
there. For further discussion of species, see 85 .2 .  

Ad 2.  considered as here and now. The fact that past events can be con
sidered in this way shows that th is phrase cannot refer to believing an 
object exists right here, right now. Instead, as obj . 2 had explained, to 
cognize something "under the aspect of the here and now" (hie et 
nunc) is to cognize it "under the aspect of a determinate time." But this 
is something that the intellect cannot do, since to exist at a determinate 
time " is a condition of the particular" (c70_71 ) . So even though the intel
lect can recognize the fact that it has thought before now, it apparently 
cannot consider a particular past act of thought, located at a determi
nate time in the past. 

79.7. Is intellective memory a different capacity from intellect? 

No. Although there are different operations, there is just one capacity of 
intellect. Each of the remaining articles of Q79 denies some proposed 
distinction between intellectual capacities. Here the target is the capac
ity for memory introduced in the previous article. Although at the sen
sory level Aquinas does distinguish the passive receptive power from the 
power for storing impressions (78.4c54-62) ,  he argues here that there is 
no need to draw that distinction at the intellectual level . 

Corpus. Accordingly, then, there can be no other difference of capacities 
in intellect, other than that between possible and agent ( 38-39) . This 
conclusion is meant to follow from the whole of the reply up to this 
point. First, s ince intellect has for its object the most common of 
objects, being, there is no way to distinguish different capacities within 
intellect on the basis of objects. Second, a distinction between capacities 
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can be drawn based on a difference in functions. But the only difference 
in functions that Aquinas allows to distinguish the intellect's capacities is 
the difference between an active and a passive capacity. No other differ
ence in function is fundamental enough to warrant a difference in 
capacities. Thus Aquinas will here deny that the difference between 
receiving and preserving entails a difference in capacities. 

Aqu inas' general principle, stated al ready in 78.4c and repeated 
below, is that "not every difference in acts produces a difference in 
capacities, but only those that cannot be reduced to a single principle" 
(79. 1 0 ad 3) .  The burden of proof, then, is on someone who wants to 
establ ish why distinct principles must be postulated . In 78 .4c 54_6z , 
Aquinas abides by that principle and argues that, in the case of corporeal 
things, different capacities are required for receiving and reta ining spe
cies. It seems to go without saying, throughout Q79, that intellectual 
substances will require fewer powers than material substances require. 
Hence at 79.8c42, he remarks that "even in the case of natural things" 
the operations of moving and resting can be handled by a single power. 
This will be so a fortiori, he goes on to conclude, at the intellectual level. 

79.8. Is reason a different capacity from intellect? 

No. Aquinas distinguishes the first operation of intellect from the subse
quent operation of reasoning. There is, however, just one capacity. Rea
soning is in fact the third operation of intellect; the second operation, 
composition and divis ion ,  is discussed at 8 5 . 5 .  But s ince some had 
thought of reason as a faculty rather than an operation, Aquinas needs 
to discuss it here rather than in its proper place in Q85 .  

Reason (ratio) : "to reason is to advance from one concept to another 
so as to cognize the intell igible truth" ( c24-25) .  Reasoning, then, is  dis
cursive thought, subsequent to the intellect's initial passive reception of 
intell igible species, which here is referred to as intellection (intelligere) . 

Rational (rationalis) : " [to] attain the cognition of intell igible truth 
by going from one concept to another" (c30_3 1 ) .  Although traditionally 
th is is the qual ity that differentiates human beings from other animals, 
Aquinas more often points to rational ity as what distinguishes us from 
higher intellectual beings, God and the angels, who "directly and with
out inference apprehend the truth about th ings" ( c28-29) .  

Corpus. For intellection (intell igere) is the apprehending of intelligible 
truth directly (2 3-24) . Here it would be misleading to translate intelligere 
as "to understand" or "to think," because Aquinas has in mind a much 
more specific operation of intellect: the direct grasp of an intellectual 
concept. The word 'directly' (simpliciter) has several connotations here. 



Commentary. Question 79. 295 

First, Aquinas means that intellection involves a direct and immediate 
(noninferential) grasp of the truth. Second, he means that such intellec
tion is noncomplex: one simply sees the truth, all at once, rather than as 
a composite of various interwoven impress ions. For the angels ,  all 
thought is l ike this. 

Aquinas thinks that the human intellect moves on from this initial 
simple grasp of the most basic essences to further operations, most prom
inently the process of reasoning as described here. Elsewhere he distin
guishes further steps in the process: see 79. 1 0  ad 3,  8 5 .2 ad 3 (with note) , 
8 5 .  5czs_33 , and the Lecture on the Gospel of John 1 . 1 (Appendix 5 ) ,  
where Aquinas l ikewise speaks of apprehending first principles directly. 

Ad 3 .  Other animals are so beneath human beings that they cannot 
reach any cognition of the truth, which is what reason investigates. Of 
course, the senses in other animals are cognitive capacities, and such 
capacities can have true (veridical) cognitions of the world. But nonra
tional animals cannot grasp the underlying essences of obj ects, "the 
natures or forms of sensible things (the things that the intellect under
stands)" (a3c38-39) . Such underlying natures are what Aquinas here, in 
a rather Augustinian manner, calls the truth . For s imilar usages, see 
84.6 ad 1 ,  84.7 obj . 3 & ad 3 .  

79.9. Are higher and lower reason distinct capacities? 

No. This distinction goes back to Augustine but was given prominence 
by Peter Lombard's Sentences Bk. II d. 24. It does not play a major role 
in Aquinas' own writings. 

Higher reason (ratio superior) : aimed at eternal things ( c36_39) . 

Lower reason (ratio inferior) : aimed at temporal things (c39_40) . 

Objection 4.  and hence the mind is named after measuring. Dama
scene's claim is that the Latin mens comes from the verb metior ( = to 
measure, estimate, j udge) . Th is cla im looks superficially plausible, 
both for the reason Damascene gives and because in many forms, 
metior becomes mensus . . . .  (The supine root is mens- . )  In fact, the two 
words are not thought to be directly related. Mens has the same source 
as the Sanskrit word manas (mind) ; from this same source, Latin also 
gets memini ( to remember) and Minerva ( the goddess of wisdom) .  
Metior has its own, distinct cognate i n  Sanskrit, pointing toward a dis
tinct Indo-European origin. 

Corpus. in the course of discovery . . . .  In the course of judgment (42-46) .  
On the distinction between discovery and judgment, see 79.8c3s_40. 
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For example, indemonstrable first principles pertain to a disposition of 
intellection, whereas conclusions derived from these pertain to a disposi
tion of knowledge ( 50-5 3) .  The intellect contains different kinds of dis
positions (habitus) , according to the different kinds of objects atta inable 
through intellect. One kind is a dispositional grasp of first principles; 
such a disposition is sometimes (as here) referred to as intellection .  
(Confusingly, the Latin term is intellectus, which is also the word for 
the power of intellect. In la2ae 57.2c, Aquinas explains that such dispo
sitions were given th is name because they are "perceived immediately 
by intellect.") A second kind of disposition is a dispositional grasp of 
conclusions arrived at through inference. Such dispositions are called 
knowledge (scientia) ; see 79 . 1 0c4 1 . This distinction between kinds of 
disposit ions is drawn from Ar istotl e ,  Nicomachean Ethics VI 6 ,  
1 140b3 1-1 14la8, and gets discussed at length in  l a2ae 57.2 .  Intellec
tion, as a disposition, is discussed further at 79. 1 2c38. 

But they are distinguished, according to Augustine, by the functions of 
their acts and by their different dispositions. For wisdom is attributed to 
higher reason, knowledge to lower reason (60-62) .  A third kind of dispo
sition , beyond the two described in the previous note, is a dispositional 
grasp of the very highest causes, or the ultimate real ity. This is known as 
wisdom (sapientia) .  Aquinas' cla im is that Augustine distinguishes 
higher and lower reason by attributing different sorts of dispositions to 
them. The entire force of th is last paragraph depends on the reader's 
recognizing that wisdom and knowledge are different kinds of disposi
tions . This claim expands on the sc, then , by drawing the distinction 
not only in terms of functions but also in terms of dispositions. 

79. 1 0. Is intelligence a capacity different from intellect? 

No. Intelligence is not a capacity at all ,  strictly speaking, but rather an 
activity. The inspiration for this distinction again comes from theologi
cal sources, as the objections make clear. But Aquinas finds precedents 
in Aristotle (sc) and more generally "the philosophers" ( c34) . 

Intelligence (intelligentia) : "the act of intellect that is intellection , 
understanding (intelligere )" ( Cz7-28) .  

Ad 1 .  If that authority is to be  acknowledged, then intelligence is being 
treated as an act of intellect. The way Aquinas puts this claim is instruc
tive. If the passage is regarded as authoritative,  then he feels under 
some obl igation to give it a charitable interpretation . If the passage has 
no authority, then it can simply be dismissed as confused. 

just as act is divided against capacity. Or: " . . .  just as actual ity is 
divided aga inst potential ity" (cf. 7 5 . 5 obj . 1 ) . As always, the soul's 
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capacities are a kind of potentiality, the soul 's actions a kind of actual ity. 
Aquinas' language is often meant to embrace both of these meanings. 

79. 1 1 .  Are speculative and practical intellect distinct capacities? 

No. Although the basis for this Aristotel ian distinction is a difference in 
objects, the difference is accidental , and so of the wrong sort to produce 
a difference in capacities. Analogously ( c23) ,  we don't have one visual 
capacity for large objects and another for small objects. 

Speculative intellect (intellectus speculativus) : "apprehends some
th ing without relating it to a task, but only to a consideration of its 
truth" ( c27_29) 

Practical intellect (intellectus practicus) : "relates to the task the thing 
it apprehends" ( Cz9-3o) .  

Sed contra. It is said in De anima III [433a1 4-1 5] that speculative 
intellect is made practical by its extension. But one capacity is not 
changed into another. According to Aristotle, practical intellect "reasons 
for the sake of something . . . .  It differs from the speculative intellect in 
terms of its end." Aquinas' point, then, is that the same intellect can be 
called practical when it is aiming at an action ("related to a task" [ c26] )  
and speculative when i t  is not. I t  would be absurd to suppose that the 
capacity changes when its aim changes. 

Ad 2 .  What is true and what is good include one another. For what is true 
is something good, otherwise i t  would not be worthy of appetite 
(appetibile), and what is good is something true, othenvise it would not 
be intelligible. This stems from the doctrine of the transcendentals. For 
Aquinas, everything that is good is also true (and vice versa) ,  everything 
that is true is also a being (and vice versa) ,  and everyth ing that is a being 
is also one (and vice versa) . These so-called transcendental concepts 
apply to all entities. See 79. 5  ad 3 (with note), 82.4 ad 1 ,  and QDV 1 . 1 .  

79. 12 .  Is synderesis a capacity of the intellective part? 

No, it is "not a capacity, but a disposition" ( c23) .  The authority of Jer
ome ( ob j .  1 )  gave rise to th is common topic among 1 3th-century 
authors. There was l ittle agreement about what synderesis is : many took 
it to be appetitive rather than, as here, cognitive. See Langston (2000). 

Synderesis (synderesis) : "incites us toward what is good, and scolds us 
about what is bad" (c42_43 ) ;  "contains precepts of the natural law" 
( l a2ae 94. 1 ad 2). From the Greek syntereo: to watch closely, to keep 
safe. See also the following note. 
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Corpus. Therefore it is clear that synderesis is not a capacity, but a natu
ral disposition ( 44-45) .  It is not easy to match synderesis with any mod
ern psychological concept. The closest contender might seem to be 
conscience: Aquinas says that synderes is " incl ines one only to what is 
good" (sc) and " is said to incite us toward what is good, and to scold us 
about what is bad" ( c43_44) .  But in the very next article, Aquinas will 
take up conscientia. If synderes is is conscience, what is conscientia? 
Aquinas in fact notes (79. 1 3c49 & ad 3) that Jerome identified syndere
sis with conscience, a move that Aquinas says is warranted insofar as 
synderesis is the basis for conscience. 

In an earl ier work (II Sent. 24.2. 3c) ,  Aquinas compares synderesis to 
our innate knowledge of theoretical first principles, such as that a whole 
is greater than any of its parts. In each case, such knowledge is made 
possible by the l ight of agent intellect. (This role for agent in tellect is 
hinted at in 79. 5  ad 3 . )  In each case the knowledge is not truly innate, 
but is at first merely potential , and becomes actual ized when we begin 
to have the requis ite concepts (l ike the concepts of whole and part) . 
Here, then, the claim is that we grasp the fi rst principles of moral 
knowledge as soon as we acquire the relevant concepts. Regarding these 
concepts, "it is not possible to err" (ad 3) .  

What sorts of first principles is Aquinas thinking of? In this same arti
cle from the Sentences commentary, he offers two examples: 

• that evil should not be done; 

• that God's commands must be obeyed. 

These are interestingly different. The first is so basic as to be arguably a 
tru ism.  The second is far less basic and would of course be rejected by 
an atheist as false or empty. 

There is a detailed and extremely interesting discussion of synderesis 
in QDV Q16. 

79. 1 3 . Is conscience a capacity of the intellective part? 

No, it is an intellectual activity. Although we now tend to think of con
science as a capacity or a disposition, Aquinas conceives of it as a kind 
of moral reasoning. See Potts ( 1 980) . 

Conscience (conscientia) : occurs in three situations: 

• we recognize what we have (not) done; 

• we judge that something should (not) be done; 

• we judge that something was (not) done well . 
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Question 80 

The Appetitive in General 

80. 1 .  Should appetite be treated as a special capacity of the soul? 

The question has two parts. F irst, is appetite a capacity of the soul at all? 
Second, is it a special capacity? Obj .  1 argues for a negative answer to 
the first question; obj .  2-3 argue for a negative answer to the second. 
Aquinas' answer is yes on both counts. 

In speaking of a "spec ial capacity" (specialis potentia) ,  Aquinas 
means simply that appetite is a capacity of the soul distinct from its 
other capacities. In particular, he wants to insist that appetite is funda
mentally distinct from the cognitive capacities discussed in QQ78-79. 
For now he is neutral on the question of just how many different appet
itive capacities there are. In later articles (80 .2 ,  8 1 . 2 ,  82 . 5 ,  8 3 .4) the 
answer will emerge that there are three: two kinds of sensual appetite 
and one kind of intellectual appetite. 

Appetite (appetitus) : "an appetite is nothing other than a certa in 
incl ination toward someth ing on the part of what has the appetite" 
( l a2ae 8. 1 c). Everything in nature, even nonl iving things, have appe
tites: "every form has some incl ination that follows from it" (c20_2 1 ; obj .  
1 ) .  Accordingly, the use of 'appetite' here is technical and is very far 
from the normal Engl ish usage. 

Natural inclination (inclinatio natura/is) : this is the sort of natural 
appetite that all things possess, in virtue of the form that makes it what 
it is; the soul's appetitive power is special because it goes beyond mere 
natural inclination ( c36-43) .  

Objection 1 .  No capacity of the soul should be assigned to things com
mon to both the living and the nonliving. The point is much more obvi
ous in Latin, where soul = anima, and (non)l iving = (in)animata. See 
78.2 obj. 2 for the same claim. 

Objection 3. Therefore, with respect to this general object of appetite. 
Aquinas hasn't yet said anything about a general object of appetite .  The 
objection seems to be presupposing a certain l ine of argument: that we 
should postulate a distinct appetitive capacity that would have as its 
obj ect not any particular good, but some more general good. The 
objection then attacks this line of argument, on the grounds that if we 
have different capacities with appetites for the various particular goods, 
we don't need some further capacity with an appetite for the good in 
general . The bas ic premise here, stated in the fi rst sentence of the 
objection, is that the universal is nothing over and above the particular. 
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A very s imilar argument was made in 78. 1 obj. 3 .  An analogous line 
of reasoning occurs in 78.4 obj .  1 ,  in arguing against a common sense. 
Here, as there, he will try to show that there is a need for some further, 
more general capacity. 

Corpus. Fire, for example, is inclined by its form toward a higher place, 
and toward generating that which is like it (2 1-22) .  Just as stones and 
other things made of earth are incl ined downward, so fire is incl ined 
upward, toward the heavens. Each of the four elements has a natural 
place toward which it is incl ined: earth at the bottom, water above that, 
air above that, and fire at the top. Fire also has the natural tendency to 
generate more fire, to spread and to grow (although it does not l iterally 
grow in the way that l iving things do) .  

So i t  is necessary, therefore, to posit a capacity of the soul that is 
appetitive (42-43) .  As it stands, the argument of this final paragraph 
doesn't seem entirely successful .  Granted that cognitive th ings have a 
more complex and changeable variety of forms, it is not clear why it 
should follow that a special appetitive capacity is needed, distinct from 
those forms. After all , in the case of fire, we don't suppose that it has 
some special upward-incl ining power over and above its form. Its natu
ral form carries the incl ination with it. S imilarly, one might think that 
these "more elevated" cognitive forms carry incl inations with them and 
that no separate appetitive capacity is needed. 

One might try defending Aquinas as follows. Whereas the form of 
fire always and everywhere carries a certain incl ination with it, forms 
acquired through sensation are not l ike that. When a frog sees a fly, that 
acquired form stimulates an incl ination to snare the fly with the tongue. 
When human beings see a fly, we aren't even tempted to stick out our 
tongues. So there has to be some capacity, differing from animal to ani
mal , that maps sensory inputs onto appetitive incl inations. 

The problem with th is reply is that Aquinas postulates a further cog
nitive power, the estimative/cogitative power (78 .4c83) ,  to explain what 
gives rise to such differing inclinations from species to species. It is this 
that maps sensory inputs onto incl inations. So again one could ask why 
there has to be some further appetitive power beyond the forms pro
duced by the various cognitive powers. Aquinas himself addresses th is 
issue in ad 2 .  

Ad 3 .  but because i t  is suited to the animal as a whole. As obj .  3 sug
gests, we can ascribe a natural appetite not just to the whole animal 
but to each of its parts. Sight has its natural appetite to function in a 
certa in way, and so does the heart, the feet, etc. In a sense, of course, 
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all these appetites contribute to the well-being of the whole an imal . 
But Aquinas' point here is that sight, for instance, has its selfish incl i
nation to keep on seeing color no matter what the larger c i rcum
stances might be. Even if you're trying to fall asleep, your eyes keep on 
noticing the streetl ight outside your window. Animal appetite is more 
finely attuned to the well-being of the whole animal - the animal sim
pliciter, as Aqu inas puts it here- rather than crudely targeting the 
proper function of any one part of the an imal . See 78. 1 ad 3 for a simi
lar l ine of thought. 

80.2. Should appetite be divided into sensory 
and intellective appetite, as distinct capacities? 

The intellective appetite j ust is the will (voluntas) ,  and this article 
should be read as Aquinas' argument for the existence of a will over and 
above our sensory (or sensual) appetites. Aquinas does not use the term 
voluntas in th is article (though he had already used it freely in Q79),  
perhaps because he wants to leave open until Q83 the question of how 
the will is related to free decision. He also does not use the phrase 
'rational appetite '- indeed, he does not use that phrase anywhere in 
the Treatise, although he does use it elsewhere. 

Will (voluntas) : "an act of will is nothing other than a certain incl i
nation that follows an understood" (87.4c l7-I 8) ·  

Objection 3.  Just as the appetitive is placed beneath the apprehensive, 
as a lower capacity, so too is the motive capacity. Each of the three 
obj ections should be read as considering and re j ecting a possible 
ground for distinguishing sensory appetite from will. Obj .  1 rules out 
one natural way of drawing the distinction: on the basis of whether the 
object of appetite was apprehended by sense or intellect. Obj . 2 rules 
out using the universal/particular distinction . Obj .  3 now rules out the 
argument that there must be a separate appetitive capac ity for each 
apprehensive capacity. This is no more true, the objection argues, than 
it is true that each appetitive capacity must have its own separate motive 
capacity. On this motive capacity, see 75 . 3  ad 3 ,  76.4 ad 2 ,  78. l c  & ad 
4, 8 1 . 3c. In QDV 22 .4 ad 4, he describes it as "a power attached to the 
muscles and nerves." 

Corpus. For an appetitive capacity is a passive capacity that is naturally 
suited to be moved by something apprehended (2 1-22) .  Capacities are 
individuated by their actions and objects. It is interesting that Aquinas 
doesn't attempt to distinguish between appetites on the basis of their 
actions; he focuses immediately on the difference in their objects. But 
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in order to use their objects to individuate the appetitive capacities, we 
have to know more about these capacities. Specifically, we have to 
know whether they are active or pass ive. As 77. 3cz9_36 argued (with 
note), this distinction points to a fundamental difference in the kinds of 
objects a capacity has: active capacities produce an object, whereas pas
sive capacities have only an object that acts on them. 

It is perhaps surprising to see Aquinas describe the appetitive capaci
ties, including the will , as passive capacities. This does not mean that the 
will doesn't do anything. As Aquinas goes on to say, drawing on Aristotle, 
the will is a "moved mover." But to say that the will is passive impl ies 
that the will produces no further object beyond its own action.  The only 
object that a passive power has is the one that moves it, which is here 
identified as "something apprehended" -apprehended either by sense 
or by intellect. In 82 .4c23_26 this object will be described as exerting final 
causal ity on the will, as a goal toward which the will is attracted. 

In 83 .4, Aquinas will identify the will with our capacity for free deci
sion. So the latter capacity must also be passive. Such claims became 
h ighly controversial in 1 270, when the bishop of Paris, Stephen Temp
ier, condemned a series of philosoph ical propositions, among them this 
one:  That free decision is a passive capacity, not active, and that it is 
necessitated by an object of appetite. The first part of this thesis might  
seem to correspond quite closely with Aquinas' view here in  80.2 .  But 
Aquinas has a fairly clear reply. In claiming that the will (and therefore 
free decis ion) is pass ive,  he does not mean to be making the further 
claim that the will is "not active." Of course it has an action , and so 
Aquinas can say that it is both passive and active. In Aquinas' later writ
ings (such as 1 a2ae Q9 and QDM 6 [Appendix 2 ] ) ,  he puts even greater 
stress on the will's active side. 

Therefore, since what is apprehended by intellect is of a different genus 
from what is apprehended by sense (30-3 1 ) .  Aquinas takes for granted 
here that the objects of intellect are fundamentally different (different 
in genus) from the ob jects of sense. Th is claim was fi rst made in 
78. 1 c6 1-66, where Aquinas distinguishes between the objects of sense 
(material particulars) and the objects of intellect (universals) .  The point 
is made again here in obj . 2 ,  which remarks that "Intellective cognition 
concerns universals, and is accordingly distinguished from sensory cog
nition, which concerns singulars." 

As ad 2 will acknowledge, it doesn't follow that the will has univer
sals as its object. Its object is instead particulars conceived of in abstract, 
un iversal terms. (The complex details of this process are described in 
the first 1 7  articles of ST 1 a2ae . )  The difference between this sort of 
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appetite and sensory appetite can be captured, at least partly, in the dif
ference between wanting to have a nice dinner somewhere and wanting 
to have the dinner of the person sitting next to you. In the former case, 
you certa inly want a concrete meal , but the meal is desired under an 
abstract, universal description . The latter desire is entirely particular
ized; it is the desire of sensory appetite, common to jackels and vul
tures, as well as to humans. 

Ad 3. As is said in De anima III, universal opinion produces movement 
only through the mediation of particular opinion, and likewise higher 
appetite produces movement through the mediation of lower appetite. 
Aquinas first alludes to Aristotl e's doctrine of the practical syllogism, 
according to which actions fol low from bel iefs only when bel iefs about 
what should be done in general (universal op inion) are connected to 
bel iefs about the particular situation in front of us (particular opinion) .  
In addition to De anima III, see Nicomachean Ethics VII 3 ,  1 147a 1-b5 .  
For Aquinas, the establ ishment of particular op inion depends on a sep
arate, lower capacity of the soul , the cogitative power (see 78.4, 86. 1 ad 
2 ,  and 8 1 . 3c26-28· with note) .  

This dependence of a higher capacity (reason) on a lower capacity 
(the cogitative power) serves as a model for the way the will (higher 
appetite) moves the body " through the mediation of lower appetite." 
(The Latin reads s imply mediante inferiori , but in ST 1 a  20 . 1 ad 1 
Aquinas expl icitly says that "the will produces movement in us through 
the mediation of sensory appetite.") In nonrational animals these sen
sory appetites move the motive power, wh ich in turn moves the body 
(see 8 1 .  3c38) .  One might have supposed that the will could act directly 
on the motive power. Aquinas seems to be denying that here . 

Perhaps he means not that the sensory appetites are necessarily inter
mediaries, only that they are usually so. (Cajetan makes this suggestion 
[n .  1 8] ,  and notes that in making the comparison between opinion and 
appetite, Aquinas uses the word 'only' only in the first case.) In his De 
anima commentary, Aquinas describes how 

a lower appetite, even if it retains something of its own movement, is still 
moved, as part of the natural order, by the movement of a higher appetite 
and by the movement of deliberating reason. (111 . 1 6. 1 1 5-20) 

The point, perhaps, is that our rational choices ordinarily influence our 
sensory desires, so that the things we decide we want come to seem 
immediately desirable even at the sensory level . 

But is th is really how things work? I may decide that I should have 
fru it instead of the chocolate cake, but that choice doesn't dimin ish my 
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craving for chocolate in  the least. In  what sense does my rational choice 
of fruit take effect via my rebell ious sensory appetites? Here Cajetan 
makes an ingeneous suggestion (n. 19 ) .  Even if the sensory appetites 
continue to crave chocolate, still they can (and must?) be brought to 
desire some aspect of the action chosen by will. The sensory appetites 
will still enjoy the fruit, after all ,  even if they would have enjoyed the 
chocolate even more. The sensory appetites can contribute to an action 
without being brought entirely into l ine with rational appetite. 

Stil l ,  there are questions about how the claim made here can be rec
onciled with what Aquinas says elsewhere. In particular, 1 a2ae 1 0 . 3  ad 
3 holds expl icitly  that the will often works without sensory appetite: 
"The will can be moved to some particular good without the passion of 
sensory appetite .  For we w il l  and do many th ings without pass ion, 
through choice alone." 

Question 8 1  

Sensuality 

8 1 . 1 .  Is sensuality solely an appetitive power? 

Yes.  To a large extent, the substantive questions at issue here have 
already been dealt with in Q80. We've already seen why there must be a 
special appetitive power of the soul , distinct from the cognitive powers 
(80 . 1 ) ,  and we've already seen that th is power has a sensory and an 
intellectual component (80 .2) .  So we should be entitled to conclude 
already that there is such a thing as sensory appetite. Aquinas' interest 
here seems mainly in nail ing down the precise meaning of 'sensual ity,' 
a term that Aquinas h imself uses sparingly but that was in common use 
thanks to the influence of Augustine (c 17) and Peter Lombard (sc). 

sensuality ( sensualitas) : "the appetite for things perta ining to the 
body" (sc); "a term for sensory appetite" ( c29) . 

Ad 2.  Sensuality is divided from higher and lower reason insofar as they 
share in the act of motion . Things are divided from one another only 
when they fall within some more general class or division. (We divide 
cats from dogs only inasmuch as they are both animals, or both pets, 
etc . )  Objection 2 reports that Augustine divides sensual ity from higher 
and lower reason. This distinction then raises the question, what does 
sensuality have in common with higher and lower reason? According to 
the objection, they are all cognitive. According to Aquinas here, what 
sensuality and reason share is a role in the act of motion. 



Commentary. Question 8 1 .  305 

To understand this, it helps to think of motion as the ultimate prod
uct of our cognitive and appetitive powers. ( Cf. Aristotle, De anima III 
1 0, 4 3 3a9: "These two seem to produce motion, appetite and intel
lect.") We learn about the environment because we need things in the 
environment, in order to survive. So the information we acquire trig
gers appetites or desires that in turn trigger the actual bodily motions 
that get us there. So conceived, our cognitive and appetitive powers are 
simply parts of our larger motion-producing system. 

8 1 .2. Is sensuality divided into the irascible 
and the concupiscible, as distinct capacities? 

Yes. Sensual ity is the genus of sensory appetite, but it can be divided 
into two species, one for pursuit or fl ight and a second for resistance. 
On this and the following article, see Peter King ( 1 998), who concludes 
that "Aquinas's account of the nature and structure of the passions as 
psychological phenomena is as fine a piece of philosophical analysis as 
the Middle Ages had to offer" (p. 1 32) .  

Concupiscible ( concupiscibilis) : through th is, " the soul i s  inclined 
s imply to pursue what is agreeable to the senses and to flee what is 
harmful" ( c3 1_32) .  

Irascible (irascibilis) : through this, "an an imal res ists those forces 
that combat the agreeable and bring harm" (c 33_34) ; "serves as the 
champion and guardian of the concupiscible" ( c44_4s) .  

Objection 3 .  But hatred, since i t  is the contrary of love, is in  the concupi
scible. The impl icit assumption , already stated in obj . 1 ,  is that contrar
ies are always the concern of the same capacity. So if the concupiscible 
concerns love, it must also concern hatred. The idea behind th is princi
pl e is that contraries are always members of the same more general 
kind. So black and wh ite are contraries, but because they are both col
ors, they are both apprehended by sight. Aquinas essentially grants this 
claim in ad 3 ,  because he takes it that the concupiscible is responsible 
both for pursuing what is desirable and for fleeing from what is repul
sive. As ad 1 puts it, "the concupiscible power concerns both the agree
able and the disagreeable." 

Corpus. Fire, for example, has a natural inclination not only to draw 
back from lower places, which do not agree with it, and to aim at the 
higher places agreeable to it, but also to resist corrupting and impeding 
forces (24-27). Aquinas has in mind, first, fire's natural appetite to rise 
upward. This corresponds to his usual example of a stone's appetite to 
go toward the center of the earth. But the example of fire is more apt 
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here, because Aquinas also wants to call attention to another sort of 
appetite, an appetite to "resist corrupting and impeding forces." What is 
th is exactly? Think of how fire reacts to water by vaporizing it. Or think 
of what happens when an object is placed directly over a flame. The 
fire will either burn its way through, or go around the object. These are 
examples, respectively, of corrupting and impeding forces. 

H is choice of examples is interesting. Aquinas is not simply offering 
an illuminating analogy to what we find in sensory appetite. Instead, 
the fact that there are these two species of natural appetite provides 
nearly the whole of Aquinas' argument for such a distinction within 
sensory appetite. This is an instance of what might be called Aquinas's 
natural ism regarding the soul . Rather than treat the soul as a special , 
su i generis entity, Aquinas attempts, as much as possible, to analyze 
the soul's capacities in terms of the famil iar capacities we find in the 
rest of nature. 

From this it is also clear ( 44 ). The reference must go back to the first 
paragraph ( c 32_36) ,  s ince nothing in the second paragraph supports 
what follows. The Latin (Patet etiam ex hoc) admits of an alternate read
ing, on which th is paragraph would offer a second argument for the 
claim that "these two incl inations do not reduce to a single principle" 
(c37) .  And indeed the remarks that follow do seem to support that 
claim. But I've discarded this alternate reading because of QDV 25 .2c,  
where Aquinas gives much the same argument and clearly takes the 
irascible's status as "champion" to follow from h is earl ier remarks, 
rather than to be evidence for the distinction between concupiscible 
and irascible (see ed. Leonine, 7 32. 148 ff. ) .  

Anger, for example, is born from the occurrence of sorrow and, once 
vengeance occurs, ends in joy (49-5 1 ) . This may seem an oddly unchris
tian example for Aquinas to use . But Aquinas would have supposed that 
his readers could recognize an all us ion to the Nicomachean Ethics: 

Men, then, as well as beasts, suffer pain when they are angry, and are 
pleased when they exact their revenge; those who fight for these reasons, 
however, are pugnacious but not brave; for they do not act for the sake of 
the noble nor as reason directs, but from feeling . . . . (III 7, 1 1 1 7a 5-9) 

Aquinas himself argues at some length that vengeance can be either 
good or bad, depending on the motive or the circumstances (see 2a2ae 
1 5 8 . l c; De malo 1 2 . l c) .  

For this reason, too, battles between animals are over the objects of 
concupiscence- namely, over food and sex ( 52-53 ) .  This is a helpful 
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example of how the irascible and concupiscible appetites differ. Food 
and sex are pleasant to animals, and so they are incl ined to these things, 
through the concupiscible power. Fighting is not pleasant, and so if the 
concupiscible power were the only sensory appetite, nonrational ani
mals would never fight. They fight, however, because of the irascible 
power, which gives animals an incl ination toward unpleasant activities 
that must be engaged in if the concupiscible power is to be satisfied. It 
is in this sense that "all the passions of the irascible begin from the pas
sions of the concupiscible, and reach their end there" ( c48-49) . 

This example also sheds l ight on the relationship between the irasci
ble power and the estimative power (see ad 2) .  Each power focuses the 
animal on things that are not themselves attractive (e.g. , fighting, nest
building) , for the sake of long-term goals that are themselves attractive 
(e.g. , sex, nurturing offspring) . S ince nonrational animals cannot plan 
and deliberate, these capacities are essential to their survival. Contrary 
to what th is comparison might suggest, however, Aquinas holds in 
8 1 .  3c20_26 that not only the irascible but also the concupiscible power is 
moved by the estimative/cogitative power. Again, as I discussed in the 
note to 80 . 1  c42_43, there is a question of whether Aquinas needs al l 
these powers .  Here we might ask whether the two sensual appetites 
could do the work of the estimative power. 

8 1 .3 .  Do the irascible and concupiscible obey reason? 

Yes. In fact, the sensory appetites are subject  to both reason and wil l .  
Reason can be used to calm or incite one's emotions ( c26-36) ,  whereas 
the will determines whether our pass ions resul t in any bodily action 
( c37_50) .  Crucially, however, reason controls sensory appetite through a 
"pol itic" rather than a "despotic rule," which is to say that these appe
tites are capable of resisting reason, as explained in ad 2 .  

Objection 1 .  But sensuality does not obey reason, which is why i t  is sig
nified by the serpent. The point does not concern serpents (or snakes) in 
particular, but merely the fact that sensual ity is symbol ized by a nonra
tional animal . Yet Aquinas would also have had in mind Genesis 3 . 1 :  
Now the serpent was more subtle than any of the beasts of the earth 
which the Lord God had made. 

Corpus. But particular reason is naturally moved and directed by uni
versal reason; thus singular conclusions are reached syllogistically from 
universal propositions (26-28) .  Aquinas has in mind the Aristotel ian 
practical syllogism. Such an argument begins with a universal premise 
indicating that  a certain kind of action should (not) be performed . 
Then a second premise follows establ ish ing that the particular action 
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i n  question falls under the scope of the universal premise . From there 
a singular conclusion is reached. Here is an example: 

Term papers should be graded dil igently. 

This is a term paper. 

I should be grading this dil igently. 

Reasoning of th is form is directed by "universal reason" (the intellect 
itself) but is carried out by "particular reason" (the cogitative power). It  
is  remarkable how large a role Aquinas assigns to this obscure-looking 
cogitative power. The only other place in th is Treatise where it receives 
substantive discussion is 78.4. For an extended, worthwhile study, see 
Klubertanz ( 1 9 52) .  

When Aquinas says that "particular reason is naturally moved and 
directed by universal reason ," he expresses 'by' with the preposition 
secundum rather than with the usual ab. The former has the connota
tion of in accord with . I take this to h int at Aquinas' view that it is the 
wil l ,  rather than reason, that directly moves the soul 's various powers 
(82 .4c42_43) .  To say that particular reason is moved by (secundum) rea
son is to say that reason shows the will what should be done and that the 
will moves particular reason. 

Thus a lower appetite is sufficient to produce movement only if the 
higher capacity consents ( 45-4 7) .  Strictly speaking, Aquinas would have 
to qual ify this cla im. The will must consent, if the action is to be volun
tary. Aquinas allows for the possibil ity that the sensory appetites might 
be so strong as to overpower the mind entirely. In these rare cases the 
action is not voluntary, and the agent cannot be held directly responsi
ble. (The agent might be indirectly responsible, if the strength of the 
passion stemmed from or could have been checked by prior voluntary 
actions.) For details of th is sort, see l a2ae 1 0. 3c and l a2ae 77.7, "Does 
passion entirely excuse one from sin?" Cajetan l ikewise remarks that 
this claim must be taken cum grano salis (8 1 .  3 .V) . 

On will and sensory appetite as first and second movers, respectively, 
see 80.2 ad 3 ,  with note. 

Ad 3. reason, which can not only incite or calm the feelings (affectus) of 
the appetitive power, but can also form the phantasms of the imaginative 
power. Reason controls imagination , at least to the extent that it can 
direct the imagination to formulate a certa in image. (This becomes 
important in 84.7, where Aquinas argues that the intellect, in its own 
operation, makes essential use of the imagination.) Elsewhere Aquinas 
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gives greater weight to this capacity as a tool for keeping the passions in 
check (see QDV 25 .4c, la2ae 1 7 .7c ) .  As an example of how one might 
effectively use th is technique, he describes someone who formulates a 
sensory image of eternal punishment, "and thereby moves the sensory 
appetite through the passion of fear" (QDV 26.6 ad 14  ) . 

This l ine of thought contrasts with the argument of ad 2 .  There 
Aquinas argues that one explanation for why the sensory appetites are 
not under our complete, despotic control is that they are subject to the 
uncontrolled influence of the senses and imagination. Evidently, then, 
the imagination is a double-edged tool: although it can be used to con
trol the passions, it itself can go astray and can cause us to lose control 
of our desires. Elsewhere Aquinas makes it more clear how these two 
l ines of thought go together. Although the imagination is, in principle, 
under the control of reason, we have l ittle control over sudden, fleeting 
images that can arouse the concupiscible part (see l a2ae 1 7 .7c) .  Of 
course, when we l inger over such images, deriving sensual pleasure 
from then , then we are making a choice. It  is in our power, Aquinas 
plausibly maintains, to drive such images away. 

Question 82 

Will 

82. 1 .  Does the will have appetites for anything of necessity? 

Yes. Human beings necessarily will happiness as their final end (c48) .  
The only real argument for this claim, however, occurs in the sed con
tra. The body of the reply confines itself to analyz ing the notion of 
necessity, and expla ining in what sense the will's actions can be both 
voluntary and necessitated. 

Necessary (necesse) : "that which cannot not be" ( c 1 8) ;  divided into 
four kinds: material , formal, of an end, and of force. 

Violent (violentum) : "contrary to the incl ination of a thing" ( c 36) .  

Voluntary (voluntarium):  "that which occurs in keep ing with the 
incl ination of will" (c39) ; more precisely, in a voluntary action "the 
principle of the act is internal, with some cognition of the end" ( l a2ae 
6.2c) .  

Corpus. This is natural and absolute necessity (24) . Aquinas does not 
make his terminology very clear. He does not mean, as it might seem, 
that material necessity is natural , whereas formal necess ity is absolute. 
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Elsewhere he is qui te clear that both material and formal necess ity 
count as absolute (see, e.g. , II Sent. 29. l . l c ,  IV Sent. 7. 1 . 1 .2c) ,  in con
trast with those sorts of necess i ty described next that are relative to 
either an end or an agent. I haven't found him explicitly saying that for
mal necessity counts as natural necessity, so it is at least poss ible that 
natural necessity appl ies only to material necessity and that absolute 
necessity applies to both.  It seems more l ikely, though, that he means 
both of these labels to attach to the whole class of necessity that comes 
"as the result of an internal principle" ( c 18-19) ,  and hence to character
ize both material and formal necessity. The picture, then, is as follows: 

Material . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Natural , Absolute 

Formal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Natural?, Absolute 

If this is right, then another puzzle arises. Aquinas will later indicate 
that necessarily willing happiness is a case of natural necessity ( c48) .  But 
which kind of natural necessity: material or formal? Oddly, he doesn 't 
say. One might suppose that it must be formal necessity, since the will is 
immaterial .  But I am incl ined to think that material necessity extends 
to all cases where the necessity is a product of how the th ing is made. If 
this is right, then the mind can be subject to material necessity. I take 
formal necessity, in contrast, to consist of some kind of logical or con
ceptual necess ity, as exempl ified here by a truth of geometry. For rea
sons that I explain below (in the note to c48-49) , I suspect it is material 
necessity that is relevant to the will .  

so that which occurs in keeping with the inclination of will is called 
voluntary ( 39-40) .  Latin makes it natural to see a close tie between 
what is voluntary (voluntarium) and what is chosen by will (voluntas) . 
But in fact Aquinas does not think that an action is voluntary if and only 
if it is chosen by will . Here he seems to say that an action's being cho
sen by will is sufficient for it to be voluntary. If having a will were also 
necessary for voluntary actions, then only rational agents could act vol
untarily. This is not qu ite Aquinas' view. In 1 a2ae 6.2 he will allow, fol
lowing Aristotle's remark in the Nicomachean Ethics (III 2 ,  1 1 1 1  b8) , 
that nonrational an imals act voluntarily, inasmuch as they are cogni
zant of the ends they pursue. Still , Aquinas will argue there that this is 
only an imperfect kind of voluntariness. A perfectly voluntary agent not 
only apprehends its end but also del iberates about whether and how 
that end ought to be obta ined. Only rational agents, then, are fully vol
untary. But an action can be voluntary without being chosen by will . 

just as the intellect adheres of necessity to first principles (47-48). The 
argument rests on a certa in way of th inking about first princ iples. 
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Aquinas' view is that as soon as someone understands what these princi
ples mean, one must assent to them, if one's intellect is working at all . 
So not every necessary truth is a first principle, as will become impor
tant in the next article. First principles are the ones that are so obvious 
that our minds see their truth right away. Examples are the principle of 
noncontradiction , and the fact that a whole is greater than its part. 

so the will adheres of necessity to its final end, which is happiness 
(beatitudo) (48-49) .  This passage might be given a secular or a theolog
ical translation , in terms of happiness or in terms of beatitude. The 
former is surely correct. Aquinas believes that no matter how individual 
conceptions of the good vary, all human beings do desire happiness. 
John Stuart Mill would make a similar claim, remarking that "each per
son, so far as he bel ieves it to be attainable, desires h is own happiness" 
(Utilitarianism, ch. 4 ). Of course, Aquinas is convinced of a specific 
theological account of what th is happiness will consist of, and how it 
must be achieved. This is something he specifically argues for in the 
la2ae, concluding that "the happiness of a human being consists solely 
in union with God" (3 .8c) .  But even if he wanted to anticipate that spe
cifically theological conception of happiness as beatitude, it wouldn't 
seem plausible to invoke it here. It is obvious that not everyone does 
adhere to the end that is union with God, and it would hardly seem 
plausible-or, at any rate, much more argument would be needed -to 
establish that really, deep down, this is what everyone desires. In the next 
article (c32_37) he expl icitly discusses why it is that no one in this l ife
not even the most committed Christian -adheres of necess i ty to a 
Christian conception of the final end. 

Even on the secular reading, an interpretive choice remains, con
cerning the meaning of 'happiness.' One might try understanding 'hap
piness' as something l ike satisfaction of the will, in which case the claim 
becomes essentially tautologous: the will necessarily seeks its own satis
fac tion. Alternatively, one might take the claim as substantive and 
empirical , perhaps to the effect that human beings necessarily will that 
which is good for them. This is, I think, not a tautology, because we 
could at least imagine beings who from time to time decided to act in 
ways contrary to their own good. Think here not of altruism or su icide, 
both of which might be regarded as ways of acting for one's own good. 
Think instead of self-destruct ive behavior even in cases where the 
agents do not regard self-destruction as in their own good. It would be 
dangerous to get near such people, but fortunately human beings do 
not seem to be l ike th is. (The sed contra cla ims it as an empirical truth 
that they are not. )  The difference between these two interpretations 
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corresponds roughly with how I understand the difference between for
mal and material necessity (see c20_24 with note) .  

I take the second to come closer to Aquinas' view, but even that is 
not qu ite right. In Engl ish we regard ourselves as happy when we've 
achieved some particular goal , and so we tend to think of happiness as 
the state that results when some such good is in hand. But Aquinas has 
in mind an Aristotel ian conception of happiness (eudaimonia) as the 
complete and self- sufficient good that is the ultimate end of human l ife 
(see Nicomachean Ethics I 7, 1 097al 5-b2 1 ) . This is not yet the theo
logical conception of beatitudo. The point is rather that to will happi
ness is not to will any one of various goods that an agent desires; it is to 
will the complete package of goods that  cannot be improved upon.  
Aquinas elsewhere signals that he understands beatitudo in this way, as 
in QDM 6c344 (Appendix 2) ,  where he quotes from Boethius' descrip
tion of happiness as "the state perfected by the presence of all goods" 
(Consolation ofPhilosophy III pr. 2 ) .  In th is respect, then, happiness is a 
misleading translation of beatitudo. But it's not clear that the Engl ish 
language has any better alternative. 

82.2. Does the will have appetites for all things of necessity? 

No. Although the will necessarily wills happ iness (82 . 1 ) ,  it does not 
necessarily w ill those th ings that have no necessary connection with 
happiness. Moreover, even in the case of th ings that are necessarily 
connected with happiness, the w il l  is necess itated only when " the 
necessity of such a connection is demonstrated" ( c34_35) .  Aquinas fur
ther implies that, given the uncertainties of this l ife, our choices in this 
earthly state are never so certain as to be necessitated. 

Objection 2. But the movement of the movable follows necessarily from 
the mover. This is as close as Aquinas comes, in this Treatise, to consid
ering the thesis of determinism, that all events are necessitated by their 
causes. Here the claim is that the way a thing moves is necessitated
determined- by what puts it into motion. In replying to this objection 
(ad 2) ,  Aquinas does not challenge the assumption of determinism but 
instead mainta ins in effect that the will's object is not (and cannot be) 
the only mover on the scene. Therefore the object alone is not suffi
cient to determine the will . 

This approach raises the question ,  which Aquinas does not here 
address , of what else does move the w il l .  (Aquinas has already com
mited h imself, in 80 .2c24, to treating the will as something that is 
moved, a "moved mover.") In l a2ae Q9 Aquinas will contend that the 
will is moved (i) by objects proposed through intellect, ( i i) by sensory 
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appetites , ( i i i )  by itself, and ( iv) by God .  (See also QDM 6czn_33 I 
[Appendix 2 ] . )  Of these alternatives, the third might seem to play the 
cruc ial role in expla ining why the w il l  is not moved of necessity by 
objects proposed to it by intellect. But the Treatise does not even men
tion the will's capacity for self-motion . 

Corpus. But the will of one who sees God through the divine essence 
adheres to God of necessity, just as we now will of necessity to be happy 
( 37-39). In this l ife we can "see" God through various sorts of mystical 
experiences, but such experiences are inevitably dubious and obscure, 
and they do not get at the real nature of God. In the next l ife, some will be 
rewarded with a vision of the divine essence: an eternity of such insight is 
what our ultimate happiness consists of. Confronted with the divine real
ity, we will be unwilling to do anything other than choose God. 

In this l ife, even the most devout are capable of doubt. Aquinas 
bel ieves that God can be apprehended in this l ife through rational 
arguments ( la  1 2. 1 2 ), but such arguments still leave room for doubt in 
general and uncerta inty about particular choices. So no matter what 
one's spiritual or philosophical views, in this life there is always room to 
act differently. The only th ing that must be chosen is happiness. 

For discuss ion and cr itic ism of Aquinas' views here, see Scotus' 
deta iled remarks in Ordinatio 1 . 1 . 2 . 2 .  Scotus argues that our wil l is 
under no necessity even when confronted face to face with the divine 
essence. 

Therefore it is clear that the will does not will of necessity all that it 
wills ( 39-40) .  This article leaves considerable ambiguity about just 
what sort of necessity the will is free from. Aquinas does not consider, 
for instance, whether the will must necessarily choose an object that 
the intellect has selected as the most desirable. Part of Aquinas' point, 
clearly, is that the w il l  is not  necessitated in such c i rcumstances 
because the intellect might just as well have selected a different object. 
But that dodges an important question : given that the in tellect did 
select th is object, must the w ill choose it? In QDM 6 (Appendix 2) ,  
Aquinas considers these issues from a rather different perspective, but i t  
i s  not clear that his answer there i s  any less ambiguous. Later medieval 
ph ilosophers,  notably Henry of Ghent (c .  1 2 1 7- 1 293 ) ,  would argue 
specifically that the w il l 's choice is not necessitated, even when the 
intellect determines that a certain choice is best. 

82.3 .  Is the will a loftier capacity than intellect? 

No. Considered in their own right, intellect is loftier (eminentior) than 
will . Will is loftier than intellect only "by association with another"-
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inasmuch as, for instance, "the love of God is better than the cognition 
of God" ( c5 1_5 3) .  

Admittedly, i t  is hard to see why i t  should matter whether the will is 
"higher" or "loftier" or "superior" to intellect. It is not even obvious 
what the question means. The issue would be important if it settled dis
putes about which capacity is in control of the other (see 82.4 obj . 1 ) ,  
and i t  was no doubt concerns of this kind that led Aquinas' near con
temporaries to attack him on this point. Will iam de la Mare, for exam
ple, in his widely circulated Correctivum fratris Thomae ("Correction of 
Brother Thomas," c . l 278) ,  took issue with Aquinas on this specific 
question, arguing for the superiority of will over intellect. But the whole 
course of Aquinas's reason ing here makes it clear that the intellect is 
superior to will not because the intellect con trols wil l , but s imply 
because the objects of intellect are, considered in themselves, superior 
to the objects of will. This article therefore rests on metaphysical claims 
about truth and goodness that have no direct bearing on more contro
verted questions regarding will , choice, and freedom. 

Object of intellect ( obiectum intellectus) : "the nature (ratio) of what 
is good and worthy of appetite" (c27) ; " true and false" (c46) .  

Object of will (obiectum voluntatis) : "what is good and worthy of 
appetite (bonum appetibile)" ( c28) ;  " good and bad" ( c45 ) ;  "something 
good grasped by intellect (bonum intellectum)" (82.4c25 ) .  

Objection 3 .  But the disposition by which the will is perfected, charity, is 
superior to the dispositions by which the intellect is perfected. All the dis
positions (habitus) in question here are conceived of as virtues. Charity, 
one of the three theological virtues, is " the most excellent vi rtue" 
(2a2ae 2 3 .6) .  The intellect is subject to a variety of virtues, including 
faith ,  prudence, and the three so-called intel lectual virtues: wisdom, 
knowledge, and understanding (see 1 a2ae Q57). 

Corpus. But a thing is superior and higher in its own right to the extent 
that it is simpler and more abstract, and so the object of intellect is 
higher than the object of will (29-3 1 ) .  Will and intellect are concerned 
with the same things, but in different respects (80. 1 ad 2) .  Whereas the 
w ill is concerned with things insofar as they are good, the intellect 
uncovers the nature (ratio) of those same th ings - their essence or 
quiddity (see 84.7c48-50) .  Thus the intellect's objects qual ify as "simpler 
and more abstract." 

Ad 1 .  The nature of a cause is taken from the relationship of one thing 
to another, and in such a relationship the character of goodness is found 
to be preeminent .  This enti re reply is quite dense and difficult  to 



Commentary. Question 82. 3 1 5 

understand. It draws on several underlying metaphysical assumptions: 
first, that all actions are done for some end (see 1a2ae 1 . 2 ) ;  second, 
that ends must always be good in some respect (see 1a 5 .4) . These 
cla ims are both consequences of Aquinas' cosmic teleology, according 
to which all actions are the result of an intelligent design. From these 
cla ims it follows that goodness really is the preeminent factor in all 
causal relationsh ips . For any action that occurs, an explanation can 
always be given in terms of what is good about the outcome. 

Ad 2.  And in this way the intellect is prior to the will, just as what pro
duces movement is prior to the movable, and the active to the passive. For 
the good that is an object of intellect moves the will. Does the intellect 
move the will? Aquinas says here that the relationship between intellect 
and will is l ike ("just as") the relationship between mover and moved, 
active and passive. Yet then he immediately says that it is the object of 
intellect, the good thing under consideration , that moves the will . In 
the body of the next article Aquinas clarifies the situation somewhat: 
the intellect does move the will, by supplying the final cause, the will's 
object, something that is judged to be good and desirable. The intellect 
does not, however, exercise efficient causality on the will. This is to say 
that the intellect does not, as it were, push the will toward its choice. As 
he elsewhere puts it, "the intellect rules the will not as if by incl ining it 
toward where it tends, but by showing it where it ought to tend" (QDV 
22. 1 1 ad 5 ) .  But to say that the intellect suppl ies the final cause is pre
sumably not to say that the intellect is the final cause. (The object itself 
is the final cause. )  Later in the Summa, Aquinas suggests that the intel
lect, in supplying the objects that influence the will , is exercising for
mal causality (see, e.g. ,  1 a2ae 9 . 1 c) .  See QDM 6cz62-66 (Appendix 2) .  

82.4. Does the will move the intellect? 

Yes, the will moves the intellect in just the way that it moves all the soul's 
powers (except for those of the vegetative part) . I t  moves them as an 
agent, an efficient cause, in the same sort of way that one th ing alters or 
pushes another. The intellect, in contrast, moves the will in a different 
way, by presenting it with something good (see 82 .3  ad 2, with note) . 

To move another by being an end (movere per modum finis) : this is 
how final causes exercise their influence on efficient causes; it is how 
intellect moves will ( cz3-26) .  

To move another by being an agent (movere per modum agentis) : th is 
is how efficient causes exercise their influence; it is how will moves 
intellect ( c26-29) .  
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Corpus. as that which alters moves that which is altered, and that which 
pushes moves that which is pushed (27 -28). Many Aristotel ian concepts 
are presupposed here.  First, Aquinas conceives of motion more broadly 
than we do. Whereas we th ink of all motion as involving a change in 
location, the scholastics use 'motion' to cover any sort of change. Here, 
to speak of pushing suggests locomotion, whereas alteration for the 
scholastics is a change in some qual ity such as color or temperature. So 
when Aquinas speaks of will and intellect moving one another, he 
means this in a technical sense. 

For the heavens, which act for the universal preservation of generable 
and corruptible things, move all lower bodies, each one of which acts to 
preserve either its own species or else the individual ( 3 3-36) .  Here 
Aquinas tells us what the various heavenly bodies -sun,  moon, and 
stars-are for: they are to preserve l ife on earth. This is not an entirely 
outmoded idea, since l ife on earth does of course depend on the sun. 
Living things on earth, the "lower bodies" to which Aquinas refers, have 
as their end the preservation of their own species. That purpose is why 
so much of what l iving th ings do is directed at reproduction. Aquinas 
seems to recognize here what the theory of evolution has now more 
pla inly shown: that the goal of l iving things is not primarily self-preser
vation but rather the reproduction of their species. 

82.5. Is the will distinguished into 
the irascible and the concupiscible? 

No, the will is a single capacity. Its object is the good conceived of gen
erally, which encompasses the particular kinds of goods that the concu
piscible and irascible appetites concern. Because of its generality, there 
is no need for multiple rational appetites. 

Objection 2 .  charity is in the concupiscible, hope in the irascible. It 
might seem to follow from Aquinas' own theory that "charity is in the 
concu pisc ible, hope in the irascibl e ." For charity is a kind of love 
(2a2ae 2 3 . 1 ), and Aristotle locates love in the concupiscibl e power 
(Topics II 7,  1 1 3b2) .  Moreover, the object of hope is the arduous (2a2ae 
1 7. 1  ), which is also the object of the irascible power (8 1 .2c35 ) .  Aquinas 
himself considers both of these arguments (2a2ae 24. 1 obj . 1 ;  2a2ae 
1 8. 1  obj .  1 ) , and replies in each case that these appetites are strictly sen
sory, whereas the theological virtues have as their ob ject someth ing 
intell igible, God. 

Corpus.  The will, in contrast, concerns the good under the common 
nature of the good (47-48). This is the pivotal cla im of the article, and 
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a very difficult claim to understand precisely. The word 'nature' trans
lates the elusive Latin word ratio , which is used eight times in the 
reply. Aquinas uses th is word as a way of referring more precisely to 
what the object of a capacity is. If we were to consider merely the par
ticular obj ects that a capacity apprehends or tends toward, then our 
analysis would not be sufficiently fine-grained. For in some sense all of 
our cognitive and appetitive capacities are a imed at individual physical 
obj ects in the world. But our different capacities relate to different 
aspects or characteristics of those objects; the word ratio i s  a way of 
referring to those aspects or characteristics. The will, l ike all appetitive 
capacities, tends toward what is good. (In fact, Aquinas believes that all 
th ings tend toward what is good; he will argue for that in 1 a2ae 1 .2 . )  
But the will aims a t  things insofar as they share the universal nature 
(ratio) of goodness. 

Stil l ,  what does that mean? Perhaps the best way to see Aquinas' 
point is to think of ratio in yet another way, as referring to a concept. To 
"concern the good under the common ratio of the good" is to aim at 
the good by conceiving of it in a general sort of way. The intellect con
ceives of things universally, thereby allowing the will to aim at the good 
in general . When the will aims at particular good things, it always does 
so insofar as these fall under the concept of goodness. This is the pivotal 
claim of the article, because it leads directly to the conclusion that the 
will is just a single capacity. All rational desire ultimately reduces to one 
single incl ination, a point that Aquinas has already stressed in 82 . 1  c. 

Of course, in practice, our desires w ill hardly seem so organized. 
And, since we are far from perfectly rational ,  there is sure to be conflict 
and confusion among those various desires. 

Ad 1. Sometimes they are taken as a sort of passion, the sort that appears 
along with a certain arousal of the spirit (animi) .  Taken this way, which 
is how they are generally taken, they are found solely in the sensory appe
tite. Aquinas discusses the pass ions at length in 1 a2ae QQ 22-48.  
Strictly  speaking, a pass ion i s  always a physical, bodily  event: "The 
actions of sensory appetite, insofar as they involve an associated bodily 
transformation, are called passions" ( l a  20. 1 ad 1 ). So passions such as 
love and concupiscence, insofar as they involve a physical compo
nent- trembling heart, weakness in the knees, goose bumps, etc .-are 
the acts of sensory appetite. But this characteristic does not mean that 
the will does not have something similar to these passions, only that the 
will's so-called passions do not have a physical component. Indeed, the 
virtue of charity- our love of God - is the will's h ighest state of perfec
tion (82. 3 obj . 3 & ad 3) .  
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Ad 2. It is in this way that charity and hope are in the irascible and con
cupiscible-i .  e. , they are in the will, inasmuch as it has a tendency 
(ordinem) for acts of this sort. Charity and hope, two of the so-called 
theological virtues, are virtues of the wil l .  According to Aquinas's analy
sis of virtue, which occupies much of the second part of the Summa 
Theologiae, a virtue is a disposition to perform acts of the right kind. 
Part of what it means to speak of some virtue's being "in the will" is to 
say that it gives the will a tendency to act in a certain way. 

the irascible and concupiscible belong to the soul before it is united to 
the body (understanding this in terms of natural order, not temporal) . 
The soul does not exist at all before being united to the body, and so if 
the claim in question is to be defended, it must be interpreted carefully. 
The claim must be that there is a certain natural priority in the irascible 
and concupiscible's l ink to the soul. The priority is conceptual rather 
than temporal , in the way that the will or the intellect belongs to the 
soul first, and secondarily to the whole human being. 

Question 83  

Free Decision 

83. 1 .  Do human beings have free decision? 

Yes. Unl ike nonl iving things and even other animals, a human being is, 
in a given situation, "capable of being drawn toward different things" 
( c42) .  Building on the foundation established in 82 .2 ,  Aquinas argues 
that "the judgment of reason is open to various outcomes," from which 
it follows that "human beings necessarily have free decision" (c43_47) .  

Free decision (liberum arbitrium) : This is the standard medieval 
phrase for talking about the issues that philosophers now put under the 
heading of free will. Free decision is "that in virtue of which we choose" 
(83 . 3sc) ;  it is a capacity (83 .2c ) ,  an appetitive capacity (83 . 3c) identical 
with the will (83 .4c). But it seems best not to presuppose this eventual 
conclus ion by translating liberum arbitrium as "free will ," especially 
given that the corpus of th is article  doesn't even mention the will . 
Moreover, 'decision' aptly brings out the cognitive dimension that 
Aquinas sees in liberum arbitrium (see note to c41_4z) .  

Judgment (iudicium) : "an act of a cognitive power" (83 .  3 obj .  2 ) ;  "the 
conclusion and completion of counsel"  (83 .  3 ad 2) ;  "free decision is 
nothing other than free judgment" (83 .2 obj .  1 ) .  
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Corpus. Human beings have free decision (27). The Latin clause here 
and throughout is homo est liberi arbitrii. This should be read as roughly 
l ike the English construction , 'a philosopher of great talent.' Although 
the Latin clause has some amount of tradition behind it, 1 it seems a 
pecul iar and awkward construction in the context of Aqu inas' Latin . 
Why, then, does he insist on using it throughout Q83? I suspect that he 
wants to avoid asking the question in such a way as to presuppose the 
sort of th ing that free decision is. If he had asked, Do human beings have 
free decision?, this would have ruled out the possibil ity that free decision 
is an action, a possibility he wants to leave open until 83 .2 .  Still , rather 
than strain to find some sort of equally neutral grammatical construction 
in Engl ish, I will simply presuppose the conclusion of 83 .2  and speak of 
free decision as the sort of thing that one has rather than makes. 

Otherwise counsel and encouragement, commands and prohibitions, 
reward and punishment would all be pointless (27-29). Aquinas never 
develops this argument at much length, presumably because he took it 
to be obvious and because he knew of no one who seriously opposed 
the claim. Here the argument appears in a secular form (following Aris
totle, De int. 9, 1 8b3 1 ) ; elsewhere he seems to focus on divine judg
ment, saying that "faith obliges us to th is conclusion, because without 
free decision there could be no merit or demerit, nor just punishment 
or reward" (QDV 24. 1 c) .  

he thus acts by free judgment (41-42) .  Without giving any explana
tion, Aquinas switches terminology in the body of this article, speaking 
of " judgment" (iudicium) rather than "decision" (arbitrium) . (The latter 
term appears only in the first and last sentences of the reply. ) Evidently, 
Aquinas finds iudicium to be the more natural term. He tends to speak 
of arbitrium only when using the set phrase liberum arbitrium, and 
much of Q83 is spent unpacking what that set phrase actually refers to. 
Here free decision is l inked to rational judgment, in the next article it is 
identified with the capacity for rational judgment, in article three it is 
connected with choice, and in article four it is identified with the pos
session of rational appetite, or will. 

In switch ing from 'decision' to ' judgment' and then back to 'deci
sion,' Aquinas might seem to be equating the two. Indeed, the first 

l See, e .g. , Augustine ,  Opus imper{ectum contra Iulianum 111.2 14  (PL 45,  
1 336): "Me non esse liberi arbitrii . . .  ,"; Jerome, Epistle 2 1 ,  ad Damasum (PL 
22, 393 ): "cetera, cum sint liberi arbitrii." The latter passage was very frequently 
quoted, most notably in Lombard's Sentences (Bk. II d. 25) .  Aquinas too quotes 
it, at 1a 19. 1 0 obj . l .  
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objection of the next article will note that "free decision is noth ing 
other than free judgment," and Aquinas seems to confirm that cla im 
when he writes that free decision is " that by which a human being 
judges freely" (a.2c 19) . But this claim turns out to be true in only a qual
ified sense. Al though j udgment is tigh tly l inked to free decis ion , 
Aquinas' official view is that free decision is distinguished by an appeti
tive act, the act of choice (a. 3c 1 7 ) .  Free decis ion is identical to free 
judgment, therefore, only inasmuch as judgment is a kind of choice 
(a. 3 ad 2) .  

For reason is open to opposites, as regards contingent things. (This is 
clear in dialectical syllogisms and rhetorical persuasion.) ( 42-44) Reason 
is not open to opposites in the case of deductive arguments based on 
necessary premises. If the premises are necessary and if the inference is 
valid, and you recognize as much, then you must bel ieve the conclu
sion, on pain of irrationality (see 82.2c22_27) .  But very few subjects admit 
of necessary premises. As Aristotle put it in his Rhetoric, "it  is about our 
actions that we del iberate and inquire, and all our actions have a contin
gent character; hardly any of them are determined by necessity" (I 2 ,  
1 3 57a2 5-27) . So in  del iberating among courses of  action,  reason is 
open to various outcomes. For instance, you may reason 

(A) It is Thanksgiving 

and 

(B) On Thanksgiving, the store will be closed. 

This assumption would constrain you to bel ieve -as long as you keep 
(A) and (B) in mind- that 

(C) The store is closed. 

But neither (A) nor (B) are necessary premises, and so it is always open 
to you to rethink the matter; perhaps you will choose to believe that the 
store will be open on Thanksgiving. (So you find yourself in an empty 
parking lot.) 

"Dialectical syllogisms" and "rhetorical persuasions" are precisely 
those arguments that make use of contingent premises: premises that 
hold "for the most part;' as Aristotle puts it (ibid . ) .  It is not that the argu
ments in these cases need be inval id or inconclusive, but that it is 
always possible to question one's initial assumptions. (The key differ
ence between dialectic and rhetoric is that the former is worked out 
with a greater degree of rigor, in syllogistic form, whereas the latter is 
designed to appeal to a l istening audience and hence should be short, 
simple, and intuitive. ) 
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Accordingly, human beings necessarily have free decision, from the 
very fact that they are rational (47-48) . Aquinas' thinking about human 
freedom is often characterized as dominated by the role of intel lect 
rather than will .  Here we can see why. Free decision seems to be a 
direct result not of some capacity on the part of will but of a capacity on 
the part of intellect. "The very fact" that human beings are rational 
ensures that human beings are "necessarily" free. We escape determin
ism not because our wills are able  to choose freely between one alterna
tive and another, but because our intel lects are able to make one 
judgment or another; it is reason, not will ,  that is "not determined." 

David Gallagher ( 1 994 ) ,  in an il luminating recent study of these 
matters , indicates how sl ight a role th is Treatise gives to the wil l .  In 
working his way through Aquinas' various texts, Gallagher remarks that 
the first part of the Summa "does not clearly address the issue" of the 
wi l l 's contribution to human freedom (p .  2 5 1  n .  1 1  ) .  Elsewhere 
Aquinas gives a more independent role to will (see QDM 6, translated 
in Appendix 2) .  According to an earl ier work, "the will does not follow 
reason of necess ity" (QDV 22 . 1 5c) .  According to a later passage in ST, 
"the will is in control of its act, and it is within it to will and not to will" 
( l a2ae 9. 3sc). It is a striking fact, open to various interpretations, that in 
the present Treatise, Aqu inas feels capable of explaining free decision 
without even alluding to such independence on the part of will. 

Ad 1. This, then, is the "good" that one does not do when one wills
namely, not to desire contrary to reason. This is how Aquinas under
stands Paul 's famous discussion in Romans: "I see another law in my 
members, clash ing with the law of my mind" (7 . 23; see 8 1 . 3  obj . 2 ) .  
The standard reading of the passage takes Paul to be describing himself 
as plagued by weakness of will (incontinence) and thus unable to act in 
the ways that a virtuous person should. Aquinas, in contrast, bel ieves 
that Paul is referring to h is inabil ity to suppress entirely h is bodily 
desires. Although this interpretation looks strained on its surface, it has 
some advantages. First, although it is difficult to believe that Saint Paul 
would have been plagued by incontinence, there is no difficulty in his 
being unable to control h is passions entirely. No human beings, since 
the fall of Adam and Eve, have been entirely in control of their passions 
(see 8 1 . 3) .  Second, Paul goes on to write that " if I do what I will against, 
it is no more I who do it, but sin, which dwells in me" (Romans 7.20) .  
Aquinas bel ieves that this claim is unsupportable if taken to mean that 
the incontinent agent is not responsible for h is actions. For further 
details, see Aquinas' commentary on Romans and the analysis in Kretz
mann ( 1 988) . 
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Ad 5. it is up to us either to acquire such qualities, causally or disposi
tionally. Aquinas is perhaps th inking about the difference between pas
sions and dispositions. Passions are fleeting, occurrent events that play 
an active causal role whenever they are acquired. One possesses a dis
position , in contrast, even when one is not exercising it. As a result, 
there is a great difference between acquiring a passion and acquiring a 
disposition : the one is present "causally," the other may be present only 
"dispositionally." 

83.2. What is free decision: a capacity, an act, or a disposition? 

It is a capacity. Even though a decision is an action, tradition dictates 
that 'free decision' be used to refer to the internal basis for those deci
sions. This usage leaves open that it might be either a capacity or a dis
position , but Aquinas argues that- despite what some authorities might 
suggest (see obj .  2 and the note to c22_23) - free decision cannot be a 
disposition . 

Sed contra. It seems that nothing is the subject of a disposition except a 
capacity. But free decision is the subject of grace, with whose assistance it 
chooses the good. Therefore free decision is a capacity. An impl icit premise 
here is that grace is a disposition (habitus) . For discussion see 1 a2ae 
Ql l O, where Aquinas establ ishes that grace is not a disposition in the 
way that the virtues are- it is not even one of the virtues infused by God. 
Rather, grace is "a certa in disposition that is presupposed by the infused 
virtues, as their source and root" ( l a2ae 1 1 0. 3 ad 3) .  Aquinas will go on 
to argue that grace has as its subject the soul's very essence rather than 
any of its capacities ( l a2ae 1 1 0.4c) .  Given that conclusion , he would 
have to reject both the major and the minor premise of this argument. 
Perhaps that is why he adds the qualifying phrase "it seems . . . .  " It is not 
unusual, in ST, for the sed contra to argue in a way that Aquinas would 
not entirely endorse. 

Corpus. the basis of this act-namely, that by which a human being 
judges freely ( 1 8-19) .  A decision is of course a kind of action, and so 
one would expect 'free decision' to refer to an action.  But the term 
liberum arbitrium has a long history in medieval philosophy-see, e.g. ,  
Augustine's classic work De libero arbitrio, or  Anselm's De libertate 
arbitrii-and Aquinas wants to use the phrase in acccord with "the com
mon way of speaking." Commonly, then, 'free decision' refers to a 
capacity, not an action. 

This "common use" is not as pecul iar as it might seem. It is per
fectly natural for a language to take terms for an action and convert 
them into terms for a capacity (see ad 1 ). Rather than ask, "Do we 
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make free decisions?" we find ourselves asking "Do we have free deci
sion?" Something l ike this has happened in English . Rather than ask 
"Do we will freely?" we standardly ask the question "Do we have free 
will?" The latter way of putting the matter is both more convenient and 
more precise, because our real interest is not in whether we are acting 
freely but in whether we have the capacity to act freely. The same issue 
might be ra ised by asking "Can we will freely?" but it is natural to give 
th is putative capacity a name: call it free wil l .  Indeed, the phrase 'free 
will' has taken on such a l ife of its own that philosophers now often use 
the express ion without any intention of attributing to human beings 
any such thing as a will that is free . 

Therefore free decision must be either a capacity, or a disposition, or a 
capacity with some disposition (22-2 3) .  Aquinas' thinking about capaci
ties (potentiae) was developed in Q77. The role  of dispositions (habitus) 
is not elaborated in detail until 1 a2ae QQ49-54. Aquinas here offers 
knowledge as an example of a disposition. We know not only the things 
that we are thinking about right at this moment, but also many, many 
more things, which we are capable of recall ing when needed. In gen
eral , memories are dispositions. The virtues and vices are also disposi
tions of various kinds, belonging to various capacities of the soul . (See 
1 a2ae QQ50-67 and 2a2ae passim.)  

The three possibil ities set out here were the views, respectively, of 
Albert the Great (Summa de homine 70 .2 ) ,  Bonaven ture ( I I  Sent. 
25 . 1 . 1 .4) , and the followers of Alexander of Hales (Summa theol. II, 1 ,  
n. 390; II, 468) .  

For through temperance we are in good standing relative to our wants 
(concupiscentias), whereas through intemperance we are in bad stand
ing ( 38-40) .  Our "wants" are the impulses of the concupiscible part of 
sensory appetite .  Strictly, then, temperance is a virtuous disposition of 
the concupiscible part and extends only to moderation with respect to 
sensory pleasure -esp. with regard to food, drink, and sex. (In a broad 
sense, ' temperance' refers to any sort of moderation. )  See 2a2ae Q 141 . 

Ad 3. not with respect to natural freedom-freedom from force- but with 
respect to freedom from fault and misery. Aquinas does not bel ieve that sin 
takes away freedom entirely. There is no outside agent forcing our hand. 
Moreover, sin does not entirely remove our natural ability to make judg
ments and choices on the basis of those judgments (see 83 . 1 c) .  But sin, 
repeated over time, does build dispositions within us that make it more 
difficult to deliberate effectively and make the right choices. 

Aquinas is th inking of original sin in particular. That first sin of 
Adam and Eve brought a punishment down on the whole human race. 
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In Eden we were in a sense "free from fault and misery," inasmuch as 
we were then given the gift of "original justice," which suppl ied Adam 
and Eve with all the virtues of reason, will , and sensual appetite (see, 
esp. ,  l a2ae 85 . 3c) .  

83.3. Is free decision an appetitive or a cognitive capacity? 

An appetitive capacity. Our ability to make free decisions requires both 
a cognitive component (counsel and judgment) and an appetitive com
ponent (choice) . It is choice,  however, that is the essential feature of 
free decis ion .  So s ince "choice is primarily an act of an appeti tive 
power" ( c33_34) , it follows that free decision is an appetitive capacity. 
This article hints at some of the more fine-grained elements in Aquinas' 
action theory, details that he mostly suppresses until l a2ae QQ8-1 7. 

Choice (electio) : "what is distinctive (proprium) of free decision" 
(c 17) ;  "to take one th ing while refusing another" (c 18_19) ;  "to desire one 
thing for the sake of pursuing another" (a4c32) .  

Counsel ( consi lium) : " to j udge that  one thing i s  preferable to 
another" ( c23) ;  "the investigation of reason prior to a judgment about 
what is to be chosen" ( l a2ae 14. l c) .  

Corpus. the proper object of choice is that which is for an end. But this 
object, so considered, has the character of being good. (It is said to be use
ful.) ( 30-32) Aquinas will distinguish in the next article between will
ing, which selects the end or goal to be achieved, and choosing, which 
selects the means- "what is for an end." Objects that are "for an end," 
even if they are bad in most respects, are nevertheless still good inas
much as they contribute to that end. Here Aquinas introduces a term 
for referring to such goods: a th ing good in th is way " is sa id to be useful 
(utile)." He has used th is term in several places already: straw is "useful" 
for bu ilding nests (78.4c) ; the irascible power is "useful" for defending 
an animal (8 1 .2 ad 2) .  

Ad 3.  For although appetite does not compare, still, insofar as i t  is moved 
by a cognitive power that does compare, it does something like compari
son, when it opts for one thing over another. This passage helps put in 
perspective the important conclusion of this article. The point of depar
ture, clearly sta ted in obj .  3 ,  is that free decision seems to require 
choice, choice seems to require making a comparison, and making 
comparisons is "distinctive of a cognitive power." (How could we refuse 
the label 'cognitive' to something that is capable of comparing one 
thing to another? Such a capacity seems paradigmatically cognitive. )  So 
how can free decision avoid being cognitive? Aquinas' answer, in the 
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main reply, rests on stressing that choice involves a cognitive and an 
appetitive component, but that the appetitive component is primary. 
(This will pave the way for his conclusion, in the next article, that free 
decision is the same capacity as the will . )  Here in ad 3 he has to insist 
that no appetitive capacity, including the will, makes comparisons. This 
assertion blocks the idea that the will might have an internal rational 
capacity of its own, weighing the pros and cons of different actions, and 
deciding wh ich one is best. The will can't do that, Aquinas here con
cedes; it is a cognitive power, reason, that makes these evaluations and 
moves the will (on intellect's moving will , see 82.4c23_z6 and 82 . 3  ad 2 ,  
w ith note) . I f  it seems as i f  the will does make comparisons, that is 
because the process of choosing what reason recommends appears to 
be a kind of comparison. Still , the conclusion of this article is that such 
appearances must be res isted. Free decision (and hence the w il l )  is 
strictly an appetitive capacity, unable to make its own comparisons. 
Evaluation happens at an earl ier, cognitive level. 

83. 4. Is free decision the same capacity 
as the will or a different capacity? 

The same capacity. One might suppose that there are two appetitive 
powers within the mind-one to will and one to choose- just as there 
are two intellective powers, the agent and the poss ible intellect. But 
Aquinas instead argues that willing and choosing should be understood 
along the l ines of intellection and reasoning (see 79.8) ,  which are two 
kinds of actions performed by a single power, the possible intellect. So 
the will , like the possible intellect, is a single power of the soul that car
ries out various kinds of operations, including the free choices that 
characterize the capacity for free decision . 

Willing (velle) : "a simple appetite for a thing" (c30) ;  "concerns an 
end that is desired for its own sake" (c3 1 ) .  An operation of the will , con
trasted with choosing. 

Objection 1 .  thelesis is one thing, boules is another. Each of these 
Greek words might be translated by the Latin voluntas (wil l ) .  But Dam
ascene wants to use these terms to draw a distinction between kinds of 
will ing. As we'll see, Aquinas too wants to make this distinction, using 
voluntas to refer to rational desire for one's goal, and electio (choice) to 
refer to rational desire for the means. But Aquinas bel ieves that these 
should be understood as two actions performed by a s ingle capacity. 

Aquinas finds th is distinction in Aristotle as well ( obj . 2 ) ,  but in Aris
totle the Greek terminology is different. Aristotle's boulesis matches 
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Aquinas' narrow usage of voluntas, and Aristotle uses prohairesis where 
Aquinas uses electio. 

Ad 3. The intellect is related to the will as its mover. As a result, there is 
no need in the will's case to distinguish an agent and a possible will. This 
remark might suggest that the agent intellect is related to the possible 
intellect as mover to moved, but Aquinas expl icitly rejects this at 79.4 
ad 3 .  Instead, he says there, the agent intellect actual izes the objects 
( the phantasms, turned into intell igible species)  that in turn act on 
("move") the possible intellect. 

So the present remark should be understood as follows: There is no 
need for an agent will ,  because that which moves the will , the intellect, 
does not need to be actual ized by any "agent will ." The comparison 
suggests that the will is analogous to the possible intellect, which is just 
as it should be. Aquinas has already pointed out that appetitive capaci
ties are passive (80 .2c21_22, with note) . And just as the will's passivity 
does not preclude it from having operations of its own, so the possible  
intellect's passivity (see 79. 2)  does not preclude it from having its own 
operations. Thinking is the principal operation of the poss ible intellect, 
and choosing is the principal operation of the will . 

Question 84 

What does the soul cognize bodies through? 

84. 1 .  Does the soul cognize bodies through intellect? 

Yes, it does so "by means of a cognition that is immaterial , universal ,  
and necessary" ( c69_70 ) .  This article addresses the most bas ic of  the 
issues under consideration in Q84: through what capacity does the soul 
cognize bodies? Once Aquinas establishes the role of intellect here, he 
can begin in 84.2  to fill out his answer to the main question: through 
what means does the intellect have such cognition? 

Here, as in so many other articles (75 .  3 ,  84.2 ,  84.6,  etc . ) ,  Aquinas 
frames his reply around the contrasting views of the ancient material
ists, then Plato, and finally Aristotle. 

The operation of intellect: to "understand universally, in a certain 
necessary mode" ( cs4) . 

That which is received is in the recipient according to the mode of the 
recipient ( c67_68) .  And so the intellect's grasp of the material world must be 
unchangeable and immaterial . But this doesn't happen automatically: it 
takes agent intellect to make this transformation (see 79. 3  obj . 3 & ad 3) .  
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Objection 3. All bodies are changeable. Literally, "all bodies are mov
able," but the Latin mobile means someth ing more than that bodies can 
move around from one place to another. It means more generally that 
they are changeable from one state to another, be that through locomo
tion (change in place), alteration (change in qual ity),  or generation and 
corruption (coming into and going out of existence, also known as sub
stantial change) . See ad 3 and 84.6 obj . 1 .  

Sed contra. Science is in intellect. Alternatively, this might be translated 
as knowledge is in intellect. The word in question, scientia, is sometimes 
more naturally translated as science, sometimes as knowledge. Typi
cally it means both. But a science, for Aquinas, can be rather different 
from what we now think of as science. For one thing, Aquinas counts 
theology and philosophy as sciences. (In 84pr he speaks of the science 
of moral ity.) Generally, Aquinas thinks of sciences as organized bodies 
of knowledge, obta ined through deduction from first principles. Every 
science will have its own first principles. (A first principle in the science 
of moral ity is that one should do what is good [ 1 a2ae 94.2c] . )  

Sometimes, as in ad 3 ,  scientia must be translated as knowledge. But 
often Aquinas will have in mind a very strict sense of knowledge, such 
that  knowledge must be both certa in and demonstrable (see Mac
Donald 1 993) .  At other times, as at c42, Aquinas will use notitia to speak 
in a looser way about knowledge. 

Corpus. we could have no certainty about the truth of things (2 3 ) .  
Aquinas takes for granted that the intellect's task is to apprehend the 
world "universally, in a certain necessary mode" ( c54) . One distinctive 
failure of the ancient material ists was their inabil ity to see how such 
knowledge was possible, which in turn led them to deny the very dis
tinction between sense and intellect (84.6c36) .  In effect, as Aquinas sees 
it, these ancients were denying the universal objectivity of scientific 
knowledge (scientia) .  

The Presocratics remain among us. According to Richard Rorty, 

We need to stop thinking of science as the place where the human mind 
confronts the world . . . .  We need a way of explaining why scientists are, 
and deserve to be, moral exemplars which does not depend on a distinc
tion between objective fact and something softer, squishier, and more 
dubious. (Rorty 199 1 ,  p. 36) 

This is very much the kind of view that Aquinas means to reject. Rorty 
does not go so far as to re ject the value of science, but he questions 
whether it has any special claim to objectivity. In effect, as Aquinas puts 
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it, he is denying the distinction between sense and intellect. We might 
wonder whether we can really do without some such distinction. Isn't it 
an objective fact that our airplanes rarely crash and that we have found 
a vaccine for pol io? And isn't there a vast difference between such sci
entific facts and the kinds of knowledge produced by the various arts? 

He named these Species or Ideas. Through participation in them, 
each and every singular and sensible thing is said to be either a human 
being, a horse, or some other such thing (30-3 3 ) .  The Greek eidos is 
standardly translated into Engl ish as form, and hence it is customary to 
speak of the Platonic Forms. But the standard Latin translation was spe
cies, and thus Aquinas here refers to "Species or Ideas." At other places 
he does refer to these Platon ic Species as forms (formae) ;  see, e .g. , 
79. 3c3 1 . On the notion of participation and the way in which the Forms 
are what they are essentially, see the note to 79.4c39-4 I · 

Aquinas' account of Plato's thought rel ies heavily on Aristotle, Met. I 
6, 987a29-bl 3 .  But see also Augustine, City of God VIII .  5-6. Plato's 
views get described further in 84.4c34-SO· 

Second, it seems ridiculous that, in seeking knowledge of things that 
are evident to us, we should introduce other intervening entities that can
not be their substances, since they differ from them in being ( 42-45) .  Here 
'substance' means nature or essence. His point is that these other entities, 
the Platonic Forms, cannot in fact be the essential natures of the mate
rial objects we see around us. To qualify as the natures of those objects, 
these Forms would have to be in those objects. But Plato holds that the 
Forms are separate from material objects, separate in the sense that they 
have independent existence. (This is the force of saying that they differ 
from them in being.) Aquinas is taking for granted that the essence of an 
object cannot exist independently of the object, an assumption he will 
state explicitly in 84.4c5 1_52 and return to in 84. 5c4o-44· 

The criticisms of this paragraph rely heavily on Aristotle, esp. Met. I 
9, 990bl-5 , 99 la9-14, 992a24-b9. 

the color of gold, without the gold (64-65 ) .  This is presumably 
intended merely as an analogy for what the senses do. According to 
78. 3c52, the pupil does not actually become colored and so would not 
take on even the color of the gold. It would only further Aquinas' point, 
however, to spell the example out as follows: . . .  the form of gold, with
out either the color or the gold itself 

Ad 3.  And for this reason nothing prevents us from having unchangeable 
knowledge of changeable things. This passage raises in teresting meta
physical questions. The objection has pointed out that the changeable 
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physical world looks l ike a poor object for the intellect, given that 
"intellect concerns th ings that are necessary and always disposed in the 
same way." Aquinas replies by showing how even changeable material 
objects have certa in unchanging elements: 

• a substance (= nature or essence) underlying qual itative change; 
• (prime) matter underlying substantial change; 
• timelessly true relational properties. 

This l ist raises an interpretive question: what is the ontological status of 
these unchanging elements? That is, does Aquinas' appeal to these as 
objects of knowledge entail that all these elements have some sort of 
existence within the individual? Is Aquinas telling us that individual (or 
common) natures really exist, that prime matter really exis ts ,  that 
abstract relations really exist? If this passage has no such ontological 
impl ications, then where does this leave Aquinas' claim that such ele
ments are what ground our knowledge of material individuals? 

84.2. Does the soul understand bodies 
through its essence or through species? 

Through species .  Aqu inas takes for granted that cogn ition occurs 
through a cognitive power's containing a l ikeness of the th ing cognized. 
But what accounts for the presence of this l ikeness? There are two pos
sibil ities. First, the soul might contain a l ikeness of all things intrinsi
cally, within its very essence. But only God cognizes in this way, and so 
Aquinas endorses a second account. Our intellect acquires information 
through intell igible species, which are accidental forms received by the 
senses and the intellect, representing the natures of objects in the exter
nal world. 

Cognizes through its substance: here, as in many other places, 'sub
stance' is a synonym for 'essence' or 'nature.' Cognition of this sort 
would require no new reception of forms. 

Like is cognized by like: for an agent to cognize an object, the agent 
must in some way become l ike the object it is cognizing. Following Aris
totle (De anima I 2 ,  404bl7-1 8;  I 5 ,  409b26-27) , Aquinas reports that 
this "was a general presupposition, in the minds of everyone" ( c2 1_22) .  

The nature of cognition is inversely correlated with the nature of mate
riality: for the reason that "matter l imits the form of a thing to one par
ticular" ( c61 ) .  In saying th is, Aquinas commits himself to the view that 
materiality and immateriality come in degrees, so that God is much 
more immaterial than our intellect, our intellect more immaterial than 
the senses, and the senses more immaterial than the leaves of plants. 
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Sed contra. "the mind gathers knowledge about bodily things through 
the body's senses. " But the soul itself cannot be cognized through the 
body's senses. Therefore the soul does not cognize bodies through its sub
stance. This quick argument from authority is rather opaque, at first 
glance, but can be rephrased as follows: 

1 .  To say that the soul cognizes bodies through its substance is to say 
that the soul cognizes bodies by cognizing itself. 

2 .  The soul cannot cognize itself through the senses. 
3 .  The soul cognizes bodies through the senses (Augustine) . 

Therefore, 

4. "The soul does not cognize bodies through its substance." 

Corpus.  The Platonists, however, argued for the opposite [of what the 
others maintained] (24-2 5) .  As 84. l c48-57 expl icitly indicates, Plato and 
his followers agreed with other early philosophers on the two premises 
that Aquinas l ists: ( 1 )  " that l ike is cognized by l ike" and (2)  "that the 
form of the cognized th ing is in the one cognizing in the same way that 
it is in the thing cognized." But from these premises Plato drew the 
opposite conclusion from that of his predecessors. They had assumed 
that the objects of cognition are material things, and so they inferred 
that the soul is material . Plato, in contrast, held firm to the conviction 
that the soul is immaterial , and so he concluded that the objects of 
intel lect are immaterial Forms. The key to Aquinas' account, as 
84. l c58-68 has already made clear, is his denial of the second premise. 

But something is cognized not insofar as it is in potentiality, but only 
insofar as it is in actuality (as is clear in Metaphysics IX). As a result, the 
potentiality itself is cognized only through actuality (43-46) . Aquinas' 
point is less aridly metaphysical than it sounds, as a look at Metaphysics 
IX reveals. There Aristotle uses the example of geometrical relations. A 
given figure will have various geometrical truths associated w ith it
e.g. , that the angles of a triangle add up to 1 80° . But these facts need to 
be actually brought out in some way- e.g. , by drawing l ine DE in Dia
gram 2 - in order to become known. As long as the facts lie hidden in 
the object, merely potential, there can be no knowledge. Merely pos
sessing the necessary ingredients is not enough, unless those ingredients 
are put together properly. The right move in chess may be obvious to 
you , but I can't see it until you show it to me, thereby actual izing it. 
Anthony Kenny ( 1993)  offers another kind of example: the best way to 
find out whether someone speaks French is to get the person actually to 
do it (pp. 1 2 1-22) .  Aquinas will make crucial use of this principle again 
in 87. l c 17_1 8. 
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And among intellects, the more immaterial that each one is, the more 
perfect it is (72-73) .  The comparison is not between different human 
intellects, but between human intellects, angel ic intellects, and the 
divine intellect. On the difference in how each cognizes, see 85 . 5c. One 
might wonder how one intellect can be more immaterial than another, 
given that even the human intellect is entirely separate in its operation 
from matter. Aquinas' view is that the human soul , although not itself 
material, is nevertheless l imited by matter: " the scope of a form is 
restricted by its matter" ( l a  7. l c) .  Angels have no such material restric
tions, but their forms are restricted in an analogous way: "every creature 
has a finite and determinate existence" (ad 3) .  Only God, as pure actual
ity and pure existence, has "the highest degree of immaterial ity" ( 1 a  
14. 1 c ) . It is in virtue of this perfect immaterial ity that "God is a perfect 
likeness of all things" (ad 3 ) ,  and it is precisely in virtue of being a per
fect l ikeness of things that God is perfectly cognitive- i. e . ,  omniscient. 

Therefore only God understands all things through his essence. The 
human soul does not, nor does even an angel (80-82) .  Aquinas' conclu
sion goes only far enough to discredit one of the two possibilities raised 
by the initial question (84pr) : he shows that the intellect does not cog
nizes bodies "through its essence." He says nothing, however, to estab
l ish that instead the soul cognizes "through species." Indeed, the article 
itself doesn't even mention intell igible species; it uses the term 'species' 
only to refer to natural kinds. 

This point is noteworthy, because later scholastics l ike Peter John 
Ol ivi and Will iam Ockham would deny species a role in cognition (see 
Pasnau 1997) . Clearly, Aquinas would have given the issue more atten
tion if he could have known how his view would later be criticized. But 
why does he neglect this question entirely? Why does he go on in 84. 3 
to assume that the soul cognizes through species? Perhaps he took these 
two options to be mutually exclusive, so that ruling out the first would 
be tantamount to proving the second. That reading would suggest that 
he takes his spec ies account to be almost trivially true- true just so long 
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as the soul cognizes through accidental forms rather than through its 
essence. Few if any scholastics would have quarreled with that. 

84.3. Are the species of all intelligible 
things naturally endowed to the soul? 

No. Whereas the previous article considered and rejected God's mode 
of cognition as a suitable model for the human intellect, the present 
article considers and rejects the angel ic mode of cognition. The knowl
edge of the angels is not acquired through information picked up from 
the outside world (see 5 5 .2 ) .  Instead, it is innate. This cannot be the 
case for us, because "we see, in the case of both sense and intellect, that 
a human being is sometimes only potentially cognizant" ( c30_3 1 ) .  

Objection 3 .  Therefore someone has a cognition of things before he 
acquires the knowledge. Aquinas is careful not to overstate the argu
ment: the slave described in the Meno clearly did not have knowledge of 
geometry before being led through the proofs. But the slave did have 
some sort of grasp of the conclusions (or so Plato wants to argue) ;  
Aquinas uses the very broad term 'cognition' to make this point. 

Aquinas didn't have firsthand knowledge of the Meno, but he would 
have known of it through many other sources: e.g., Augustine, De trini
tate XII.xv.24; Aristotle, Prior Analytics II 2 1 ,  67a2 1 .  

Sed contra. "like a tablet on which nothing has been written." In endors
ing this famous claim, that the intellect is a tabula rasa, Aquinas seems 
not just to reject the initial arguments but to defend precisely the oppo
site of the view held there: not only is it false that the species of all intel
l igible things are naturally innate in the soul, but, moreover, no species 
are innate in the soul. (That is, Aquinas seems to affirm not just the 
contradictory, but also the contrary position. )  

Even a blank slate has a natural disposition for performing its opera
tion: slates are good to write on . Moreover, Aquinas is going to argue in 
84. 5c64-65 that the intellect starts out with its own natural l ight, which is 
a "participating l ikeness of the uncreated l ight, in which the eternal 
natures are contained." But it is the agent intellect that starts out actual
i zed  i n  th is way.  I n  h is De anima Commentary ( 1 1 1 . 9 .  39-6 0 ,  
111. 1 0 . 1 28-66), Aquinas makes i t  clear that only the possible intellect 
starts out as a blank slate. See also 79. 2c s 3-s9. 

Corpus. For no one forgets the things that he naturally cognizes, such as 

that every whole is greater than its part, and others of that sort (47-49) .  
Aquinas bel ieves that human beings are naturally disposed to grasp cer
tain first principles, such as the principle of noncontradiction, and the 
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rule that every whole is greater than its part. To say that we are naturally 
disposed to grasp these principles is not to say that this is innate knowl
edge. Instead, Aquinas bel ieves that we are "programmed" to see the 
truth of such claims, as soon as we understand the meaning of the 
terms. Stil l ,  th is is as c lose as we come to innate knowledge , and 
Aquinas' point is that we never forget such principles. How much more 
unl ikely is it, then, that we could at first have "natural knowledge of all 
th ings" and later forget even that we ever had such knowledge? 

The inspiration for this argument is Aristotle, Post. An. II 19 ,  99b25-
27, and Metaphysics I 9, 993al-8. The latter passage also suggests the 
next argument ( c54-6o) . 

Ad 2 .  Prime matter has substantial existence through a form, and so it 
had to be created beneath some form-otherwise it would not actually 
exist. Every form makes a thing be in some way. Prime matter, since it is 
entirely without form, needs a form for its very existence, for its "substan
tial existence." It needs, in other words, a substantial form (see 76.4c49) . 

84.4. Do intelligible species emanate from 
certain separate immaterial forms, into the soul? 

No. Q84 now turns to a third (and then a fourth) false account of intellec
tual cognition. First, Aquinas discusses and quickly rejects Plato's view that 
the objects of intellect are Forms existing apart from matter, in which our 
ideas participate. Aquinas can reject this quickly because he has already 
discussed it in some detail, at 79. 3c25_35 ,  84. 1  c28-37, and 84.2c25_27. 

The bulk of the article concerns Avicenna's closely related view, in 
which things very much l ike Platonic Forms exist in a separate Agent 
Intellect, from where they emanate into the sensible world and into our 
own intellects. Aquinas rejects th is view because it leaves no role for 
sensory cognition, and so "on this view no good reason can be provided 
for why our soul is united to its body" ( c70_71 ) .  

Objection 1 .  Everything that is such through participation is caused by 
something that is essentially such -something on fire, for instance, is 
traced back to fire as its cause. Fire, here, is one of the four basic mate
rial elements. Anything that is on fire, such as a piece of wood, has ele
mental fire as the cause of its being on fire. Elemental fire, in turn , has 
the nature of fire "essentially." On the notions of participation, and 
being essentially such, see the note to 79 .4c39-4I · 

Corpus. But participation in Ideas occurs through a likeness of that Idea 
in that which participates in it. (It is in this way that an exemplar is par
ticipated in by what it exemplifies.) (43-45)  Aquinas is trying to shed 
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some l ight on the obscure Platonic notion of participation by using the 
more concrete idea of an exemplar. A manuscript, for example, might 
serve as an exemplar for a hundred copies. In such a case, the copies 
are related to the original exemplar as likenesses of that exemplar. But 
the analogy is only marginally helpful ;  Aquinas would have had in 
mind Aristotl e's remark in Metaphysics I 9, 99 l a2 1-2 3 :  " to say that 
[ these Forms] are exemplars and that other things partic ipate in them is 
to use empty words and poetical metaphors." 

But Plato says that these forms subsist on their own, whereas Avicenna 
locates them in an agent intelligence (62-64) . This article offers a clear 
instance of Aquinas' usage of the phrase subsist per se (= subsist on 
one's own) ,  a notion that was critical back in 75 .2 ("Is the human soul 
something subsistent?") but was not very clearly presented there. Plato's 
Forms subs ist on their own in the sense that they are not accidents 
(modes, properties, etc . )  of anything else (see 75 .2 ad 1 ) .  Because Avi
cenna's forms are contained within a separated agent intell igence, they 
do not have independent existence. In th is sense we might say that 
Plato's Forms are substances and that Avicenna's forms are ideas with in 
a substance- which is why the conclusions of objs. 2 & 3 are phrased 
in terms of separate substances. 

it would be pointless for it to be united to its body (79-80) . An 
impl icit premise is suppl ied by a famil iar slogan of Aristotle's, e.g. ,  De 
an. III 9, 432b2 1 :  "nature does nothing in vain." See also 7 5 .6c64 (with 
note) : "a natural desire cannot be pointless." 

84.5.  Does our soul see all the things that 
it understands in their eternal natures? 

Yes, but not in the sense that these eternal natures are an obj ect of 
understanding. They are, instead, " the source of the cognition" ( c59) . 
This is the pivotal article of Q84, where Aquinas begins to construct his 
positive account of the intellect's operation .  The article attempts to 
strike a del icate balance between embracing and rejecting the tradi
tional Augustinian account on which all genuine knowledge requires 
some kind of illumination from God. 

Eternal natures (rationes aetemae) : the divine ideas (ob j .  3 ) ;  " the 
natures of all creatures exist in the divine mind; in virtue of these all 
things are formed, and in virtue of these the human soul has cognition 
of all things" ( c46-48) .  

Objections. It seems that the intellective soul does not cognize material 
things in their eternal natures. Earl ier editors and translators, misled by 
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this phrase, took the question of the article to be  "Does the intellective 
soul cognize material things in their eternal natures?" The question , 
instead, is whether the soul cognizes all things in their eternal natures. 
This is clear from 84pr and from obj . 1 ,  obj . 3, sc, and c49. Aquinas 
focuses his objections on material things because just this one counter
example would disprove the thesis and because material things are the 
least l ikely to be cognized in their eternal natures. 

Since Aquinas has been widely credited with minimizing the role of 
divine illumination in cognition, it may seem somewhat surprising that 
the objections are for the negative thesis, indicating that he will h imself 
defend the affirmative (albeit only once carefully interpreted) .  It is 
interesting to note, moreover, that in an earl ier treatment of th is same 
question (QQ 1 0.4. 1 ) ,  the objections favor the affirmative, and in fact 
obj .  1 there is essentially the same as the sc here. (The body of the arti
cle remains much the same.) 

Corpus. through that seal of the divine light on us, all things are dis
played to us (68-69) .  We see through the eternal natures inasmuch as 
we use our own agent intel lect, which is capable of insight into the 
truth because it is naturally infused with divine l ight. How close is this 
to Augustine's actual view? A key text is De trinitate XII.xv.24, where, 
after rejecting Plato's position, Augustine writes: 

We should rather believe that the nature of the intellectual mind is so 
constituted that, when [the mind] is subjected to intelligible things in 
the natural order, as its maker has arranged, it sees them in an incorpo
real light of its own kind, in just the way that the eyes of the flesh see their 
surroundings in a corporeal light, a light that the eyes were created to 
receive, and to which they are adapted. 

What is this incorporeal l ight of the mind's own kind (sui generis)? Is it 
something built into agent intellect naturally, as Aquinas bel ieves? Or is 
it something constantly received from without, in the way that the eyes 
constantly take in sunl ight? Many of Aquinas' opponents, such as Mat
thew of Aquasparta and Roger Marston, took the latter view. 

Still, in order to have knowledge about material things, we require, in 
addition to the intellectual light within us, intelligible species taken from 
things (70-72) .  Aquinas doesn't mean just that this l ight won't tell us 
about contingent events in the world around us. He also means that in 
order to know the unchanging essences of material things-which is 
the objective of intellective cognition (84. 1 c65_70 , 84.7 c48_50) - the 
intellectual l ight of agent intellect must have some amount of sensible 
data to illuminate .  These data are phantasms (79.4c60_64, 84.6c8z_90) .  
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84.6. Does the soul acquire intelligible cognition from sensation? 

Yes. Having made some room for Augustinian illumination in the previ
ous article, Aquinas now takes up Aristotel ian empiric ism, arguing in 
this and the next two articles that intellectual cognition "has its source 
in sensation" (sc), although not wholly and completely ( cs5-9o) .  

Nothing bodily can make an impression on something nonbodily ( c44_ 
45, c75-76) .  Aquinas takes it as axiomatic that bodily (corporeal) things 
cannot act on nonbodily (incorporeal) things .  He sees no difficulty, 
however, in impressions running the other way, from the incorporeal to 
the corporeal .  This one-way causal interaction is of course an obstacle 
to the Aristotel ian empiricism that Aquinas wants to defend, and it leads 
him to invoke "something loftier" (c78), the agent intellect. 

Corpus. there is nothing unacceptable about sensible things outside the 
soul causing something within the compound (67-68). The compound, 
here, is the composite of soul and body, a form-matter compound much 
like all other form-matter compounds. Since all natural substances are 
compounds of this sort, there can hardly be any general objection to 
sensible things having an effect on a compound of form and matter. Of 
course, there is something special about human beings, as Aquinas will 
go on to say: our form, the rational soul, can subsist on its own. Aquinas 
evidently regards this difference as posing no difficulty for the interac
tion between external sense objects and the senses. There is a difficulty, 
as he will explain, in those external sensibles' making an impress ion on 
the intellect. This is where the agent intellect comes into play. 

not in the form of an emanation, as Democritus claimed, but through 
some kind of operation. For Democritus claimed that all action occurs 
through an influx of atoms (70-72) .  Democri tus' emanation ( defluxio) 
cons ists of the releas ing of atoms from the sensibl e  body into the 
medium and ul timately into the senses (see InDA 1 1 . 1 4 . 1 3 8-5 2 ;  
11 .2 1 .9 5-1 00) .  On this model of sensation, the senses are filled up with 
tiny pieces of the outside world .  An operation, in contrast, involves 
bringing a thing to its complete state of actual ity. This requires a causal 
connection between the senses and the external world,  where external 
objects transfer their forms (their sensibl e species) onto the sensory 
capacities. On this model , sensation does not require any l iteral transfer 
of atoms into the senses. All that is required is some sort of communica
tion of the formal nature of objects- their shapes, perhaps, or the fre
quency of their vibrations, as we now th ink of it. 

Ad 1 .  . . . truth is not entirely to be looked for from the senses. For we 
require the light of agent intellect, through which we unchangeably cog-
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nize the truth in changeable things, and we distinguish the things them
selves from the likenesses of things. If Aquinas could explain how the 
agent intellect does these two things, he would have solved the two cen
tral questions of epistemology: (a) how can the senses show us anything 
about the true nature of the world? (b) how can we know we are not 
deceived? Plato, Kant, and many others can be read as formulating 
their philosophical systems around an answer to the first of these ques
tions. Descartes' Meditations takes its inspiration from the second. 

Aquinas decl ines to elaborate here. But much of QQ84-86 can be 
understood as an attempt to shed some light on these issues. 

Ad 2. Now on Plato's view, the power of imagination has an operation 
that belongs to the soul alone. This is why . . . .  (97-98) Augustine was 
characterized in 84. 5c 3 1 as "drenched . . .  in the teachings of the Pla
tonists." Here Aquinas is allowing for the way that some of Plato's doc
trines may have influenced Augustine's claims. For the reader to whom 
th is is an unpalatable construal of Augustine's teaching, the end of ad 2 
offers another way of reading the passage. 

84. 7. Does the intellect need phantasms 
in order actually to understand? 

Yes.  The previous article made i t  clear that the intellect acquires its 
information through the senses and that that information comes in the 
form of phantasms . The further claim here is that the intellect must 
turn toward these phantasms constantly: "not just taking in knowledge 
anew, but also using knowledge already acquired" ( Cz9_30). 

It would be defensible, here, to translate intelligere by either 'think' 
or 'understand ,' and the choice matters considerably. By choosing 
'understand' in the title and throughout, I suggest that phantasms are 
required for the intellect to be fully successful-for it to reach genuine 
understanding. The choice of 'think' would suggest a stronger claim: 
that the intellect cannot function at all without turning toward phan
tasms. Perhaps the correct reading l ies somewhere between these two 
extremes. 

Phantasm (phantasma) : "the l ikeness of a particular th ing" (ad 2 ) ,  
produced by phantasia/imagination and also by memory and the esti
mative/cogitative power (89 . 5c34) . 

The human intellect, which is connected to a body, has as its proper 
object a quiddity or nature existing in corporeal matter ( c48-5 0) .  The 
object of intellect is abstract essences, not as they exist in God's mind 
but as they exist in the world around us. To say that th is is the intel lect's 
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proper object is to say that this is what it was designed to understand. 
See 1a 1 2 .4c, 1 2 . 1 1 c. 

Objection 3 .  There are no phantasms of incorporeal things, because 
imagination does not transcend the temporal and continuous. The imag
ination always conceives of things that are, first, temporal. This l imits its 
ability to conceive of God, who exists outside of time, eternally (see 1 a  
Q 1 0) .  The imagination is also limited to conceiving of th ings as contin
uous, or extended in space. This makes it impossible to form any sort of 
representation of incorporeal things, which lack extens ion. So the 
imagination is l imited to conceiving corporeal , bodily things. This is 
not surprising since, according to 78.4c80_83, the imagination is simply 
our storehouse for the images we have taken in through the senses. We 
can mix and match these images in new and surpris ing ways, but the 
imagination cannot go beyond the senses. 

Corpus. in its present state of life (while connected to a body capable of 
being acted on) (20-2 1 ) .  In our present state of l ife, here on earth, our 
intellect is connected to a body that is capable of being acted on (acted 
on, indeed, even to the point of being destroyed). The claims of this 
article, then, do not extend to our soul once separated from its body, 
nor to the soul once rejoined with its resurrected body. The resurrected 
body will be impassible. Such impassibil ity, however, will not preclude 
being acted on in the third way described at 79.2c27_3 1 . As a result, our 
resurrected bodies will be able to engage in sensation. Without sensa
tion, our l ives in heaven "would be more l ike sleeping than waking" (IV 
Sent. 44.2 . 1 . 3c) .  

as happens to the phrenetic . . .  as happens to the lethargic ( 32-34 ) .  
In each case, Aquinas is referring to establ ished forms of mental disor
der, though there is of course some degree of variation in the precise 
descriptions offered in medieval medical treatises (see Clarke 1 975 ,  pp. 
82-1 02 ;  Jackson 1 972) .  Phrenitis (l iteral ly, an inflammation of the 
bra in) is not a chronic mental disease l ike sch izophrenia but rather a 
short-term illness, standardly characterized by a sudden onset of del ir
ium and fever. It  is apparently the product of an infectious disease 
often, medical historians speculate, meningitis. Aquinas takes the dis
ease to stem from damage to phantasia, which he locates in the brain's 
anterior ventricle. In 84. 8 ad 2,  he will refer to people with fevers as 
being del irious. That would seem to be essentially the same case he has 
in mind here. 

Lethargy was l ikewise associated with a fairly specific set of symp
toms: not just excessive drowsiness but also depression and forgetfulness. 
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This disease was supposed to be caused by damage to memory, in the 
brain's posterior ventricle. 

one forms certain phantasms for oneself by way of examples, in which 
one examines, as it were, the thing one is striving to understand ( 38-40) .  
Here Aquinas mentions three activities : ( i) forming phantasms; ( i i) 
examining those phantasms; ( i i i )  understanding something. It is clear 
that (i) is an activity performed by the faculty of imagination/phantasia 
(see 78.4c 1 06_1 0 and 84.6  ad 2 ) .  Elsewhere (e.g. , 2a2ae 1 7 3 .2c ,  SCG 
11 .7 3 . 1 52 3), Aquinas makes it clear that the intellect can itself direct 
this formative process. It is l ikewise clear that (i i i )  is the distinctive oper
ation of intellect. But what about ( i i)? Does this refer to a sensory oper
ation? Or can the intellect itself "examine" phantasms? Neither option 
is entirely satisfying. If the first, Aquinas needs to explain how this sen
sory operation contributes to intellectual understanding. If the second, 
he needs to explain how the intellect is able to grasp particular images. 
Perhaps the word quasi ("as it were") is added in recognition of these 
difficulties. Later he describes the process somewhat more precisely, 
remarking that the intellect must "turn toward phantasms so as to exam
ine the universal nature existing in the particular" ( c59-61 ) .  

The reason this is so (44) .  Mter giving two " indications" to support 
the thesis, Aquinas now gives the deeper reason . An indication (indi
cium) - equivalently, a sign (signum) - is a piece of empirical evidence 
that points toward the truth of a hypothesis without entai l ing it (see 
75 .6c58, 76.8c42, 78. 1 ad 4, 78.4c86, 79 .4c40) .  Here the evidence is that 
( 1 )  brain damage impedes thought and (2) we constantly use images in 
trying to understand even abstract things. Since these have the status of 
mere indications, Aquinas now wants to provide the reason (ratio) why 
we must turn toward phantasms. As Cajetan points out, however, in his 
influential 1 6th-century commentary, this ratio seems to give an expla
nation for why the phenemonon takes place without proving that it 
actually does take place: "it states the propter quid only, and does not at 
the same time state quia est" (84.7 . 1V) . The latter, Cajetan suggests , 
was the function of the two indications. 

a cognitive capacity is proportioned to what it cognizes (44-45) .  The 
fact that the intellect is meant to cognize corporeal natures expla ins 
why the intellect functions as it does: in particular, it explains the intel
lect's dependence on the senses. The use of the passive voice obscures 
the fact that Aquinas is th inking in teleological terms (as in 78. 3-4 ) . 

Nature, which "does not fa il in necessary things" (78.4c41 ) ,  ensures a 
match between the capacities of any entity and the tasks that that entity 
needs to accomplish . 
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Ad 3. God, however, we cognize as a cause, and through the methods of 
exceeding and subtracting (as Dionysius says) (77-79) .  The problems 
that confront our attempts to understand God are so severe that some 
philosophers and theologians gave up the project entirely, deciding that 
we can know nothing about God's real nature. Pseudo-Dionysius did 
not make l ight of these problems: he describes God as "beyond all our 
speech and thought," as Aquinas puts it in h is commentary on The 
Divine Names (I .  3 .  76) .  But Pseudo-Dionysius proposed a three-part 
strategy for approaching an understanding of God. Aquinas gives a con
cise statement of the strategy in la  1 2 . 1 2c: 

We cognize (i) his relationship to creatures, that he is the cause of all 
things, and (ii) the difference between creatures and him, that he is not 
any of the things that are caused by him, and (iii) that these are not sub
tracted from him because of any failing, but because of his excellence. 

84.8. Is the intellect 's judgment impeded 
by obstruction to the sensory powers? 

Yes, even with respect to our most abstract and immaterial thoughts. 
This conclus ion might have gone without saying, given the previous 
articles, but Aquinas wants to make some further points about how the 
sensible world is the object of our natural knowledge and the basis of all 
our other knowledge. 

Corpus. But all the things we understand in our present state are cog
nized by us through a comparison to natural sensible things (27-29) .  
Since the natural sciences hardly exhaust a l l  of the knowledge we 
might hope to have, even in this l ife, Aquinas needs to say something to 
extend the scope of his argument. The point of this remark, then, is to 
establ ish that a deficit in our abil ity to apprehend natural sensible 
things will impede our knowledge in other areas. One might think of 
mathematics or logic, but Aquinas no doubt had in mind theology (see 
84.7 ad 3) .  The remark equally appl ies to our knowledge of our own 
minds, which also comes through understanding external th ings, rather 
than by looking within , introspectively (see Q87) .  

Ad 2 .  those who form syllogisms while sleeping always realize when 
awakened that they have gone wrong in some respect. Aquinas is presum
ably speaking from personal experience. Many stories attest that he 
would be so deep in thought during meetings and meals as entirely to 
lose track of where he was. Absorbed in his work to such an extent, he 
must have had dreams that were similarly preoccupied. This categori
cal disavowal that good work can be done while asleep raises questions 
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about the claim of one of  Aqu inas' secretaries, Evan Garn it, that 
Aquinas would continue dictating, even after fall ing asleep, and that 
Garnit would simply continue writing. (See Weisheipl 1 974, pp. 243-
44. )  If the story is true ,  then perhaps we should infer that Aquinas 
caught these mistakes while reviewing his secretary's notes. Alterna
tively, the story gives Aquinas' readers a useful opening to dismiss the 
occasional recalcitrant passage as defectivus ex somno. 

Question 85 

How the intellect understands 

bodily things, and in what order 

85. 1 .  Does our intellect understand by 
abstracting species from phantasms? 

Yes.  This conclusion has al ready been presupposed at many places 
(e.g. , 76.2c 1 00, 79 . 3c42_44, 84.2c67) .  Here it is officially explained and 
defended. But although this article explains why abstraction is crucial 
for the human intellect and clears up some potential misconceptions, it 
says nothing useful about how the intellect manages to grasp the nature 
of the species apart from its individuating conditions. That further story 
has to be assembled from the rest of Aquinas' account of intellect. 

To abstract species from phantasms: "to consider the nature of the 
species without cons idering the individual principles that are repre
sented by the phantasms" (ad 1 86_88) .  See Diagram 1 on p. 28 1 .  

The principle of individuation: "bodily [corporeal ] matter" ( c41 ) ;  "sig
nate [ individual] matter" (75 .4c23) .  See 85 .7 ad 3 ,  with note. 

Objection 2. material things cannot be understood without matter. But 
matter is the principle of individuation. Therefore material things cannot 
be understood by abstracting the universal from the particular, which is 
to abstract intelligible species from phantasms. It was a standard scholas
tic thesis that individual , particular things are made individual by their 
matter. Two copies of the same book are the same insofar as they share 
the same form and are different insofar as they are made up of different 
matter. But, as th is ob jection explains, th is raises a puzzle over how 
abstraction works . Since abstraction is supposed to be a way of stripping 
away the particular and of getting to the universal ,  it seems that abstrac
tion must strip away matter. But the ordinary, natural objects that sur
round us cannot be understood without matter, since their matter is a 
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part of what makes them what they are. We already saw in the case of 
human beings, for instance, that a human being is not just soul alone, 
but soul and body (75 .4) . For further discussion of the abstraction of 
universals, see Appendix 4. 

Corpus. So the object of this cognitive power is a form subsisting with
out matter ( 45-46) . The angels are created with an innate stock of 
intell igible species that conta in "the natures of all th ings,  corporeal 
and spiritual" (56 .2c) .  Through these species the angels are capable of 
understanding particular material th ings ( 57.2 ) ,  but such things are not 
fitting objects for the angels, who rightly spend the bulk of their time 
contemplating immaterial beings such as themselves and, of course, 
God. See 87. l c3 1_36, with note. 

Ad 2. quantity is in the substance before the sensible qualities are ( 1 19-
20) .  Aquinas presumably does not mean th is in the temporal sense: it is 
not as if there is a time at which the substance has quantity but no sen
sible qual ities (color, flavor, etc . ) .  The point seems to be rather that 
these qual ities rest on quantity much as paint rests on a canvas. This 
analogy might again seem to give quantity some kind of temporal prior
ity, since the blank canvas comes first. But even a blank canvas must 
have some color. Moreover, one can stretch a canvas, and then the col
ors remain while the quantity (the size) changes . This seems to show 
again that the priority in question is not temporal . Evidently, some sort 
of metaphysical dependence is at issue. A remark at 78. 3 ad 2 sheds 
some further l ight: "quantity is the proximate subject of those qual ities 
that produce alteration, as a surface is the subject of a color." 

By giving quantity this kind of priority, Aquinas is able to articulate 
a distinction between sensible matter and intelligible matter: the 
former is matter conceived of along with i ts sensibl e qual ities and 
quantities, the latter is matter conceived of as underlying quantity 
alone. This in turn gives Aquinas an account of what mathematical 
objects are. To abstract away sensible matter and consider only intel l i
gible matter is to consider matter as subject only to quantity in its vari
ous forms, such as number and shape. Our talk of the number five or 
of an equilateral triangle is much l ike our talk of natures and essences, 
except that it involves a further degree of abstraction. We remove not 
j ust individual (s ignate) matter, as we do in conceiving of human 
nature, but also common sensible matter, which leaves us with various 
kinds of quantity riding on someth ing that Aqu inas cal ls common 
intell igible matter. Mathematical objects, then , are abstracted entities, 
in the sense that they are the product of the intellect's abstraction .  (All 
of this leaves large questions, however, about what status such objects 
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have outs ide the mind, just as there are questions about what status 
essences have outside the mind.)  

It is possible, in some cases, to abstract away even common intell igi
ble matter, as Aquinas goes on to explain in the final paragraph of ad 2 .  
What one is left with are the most basic concepts of  metaphysics, con
cepts that apply to all of reality, material and immaterial . For further 
discussion of abstraction, see Appendix 4. 

85 . 2. Are intelligible species abstracted from phantasms 
related to our intellect as that which is understood or as 

that by which something is understood? 

They are that by which (id quo). The first view leads to absurd conse
quences: "all knowledge would concern only the intell igible species in 
the soul" (c 34) and "every opinion will be equally true" (c 5 0_5 1) .  Aquinas 
defends his own account as consistent with broader Aristotel ian tenets 
about the role of forms in producing action ( c5 5-65) .  

Intelligible species (species intelligibilis) : "abstracted from phan
tasms" (title) , "received in intellect" ( c28), "the form in virtue of which 
the intellect understands" ( c64_65 ) ,  " the l ikeness of the th ing that is 
understood" ( c63_64). Species are accidental forms that have a cognitive 
power as their subject. 

Sensible species (species sensibilis) : "an intelligible species is related 
to intellect just as a sensible species is related to sense" (sc). 

Sed contra. But a sensible species is not that which is sensed, but rather 
that by which sense senses. Aquinas seems to take this for gran ted here, 
perhaps on the basis of a claim made back in 78 .  3c40 : " the external 
thing making the impression is what the senses perceive per se." But it's 
not clear whether that claim was supported by any real argument. No 
matter, because the main reply here, far from taking for granted the 
sensory case, argues in a way that can apply to both sensible and intell i
gible species. See, in particular, c62-65 · 

Corpus .  Some have claimed that the cognitive powers in us cognize 
nothing other than their own states (24-25 ) .  Here, and in obj . 3 ,  'state' 
translates passio,  which can have the more specific meaning of recep
tion or state of being acted on . 

When Aquinas speaks of "some," he probably has in mind Aristotle's 
discuss ion of the Presocratics in Met. IV, esp. 1 009bl-38 .  But many 
others had desc ribed the interven ing mental representation as the 
immediate object of thought and perception. Avicenna, for example, 
remarks that " the first th ing sensed most certa inly is that which is 
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depicted in the instrument of sense, and we apprehend that" (Liber de 
anima 11 .2, p. 1 2 1 ) . But the argument of this paragraph (c24_5 1 ) is not 
a imed at the claim that species are the immediate objects of thought 
and perception. The target is the much more extreme view that species 
are the only th ings cognized. Aquinas will eventually conclude, how
ever, that species are understood secondarily and that external th ings 
are understood first ( c68-7o) .  

The following makes this clear (5 3-54) . The previous remarks estab
l ished that species are not the (only) things cognized. But Aquinas now 
wants a further, positive account of what role an intell igible species 
plays in cognition. He has said that it is that "by which" (quo) the intel
lect thinks (sc, c53) ,  but this is a rather vague characterization of its role. 
After all ,  the phantasm too is a thing by means of which the intellect 
th inks .  So to make clear precisely what role  the intell igible species 
plays, Aquinas introduces the following general discussion of how forms 
contribute to action (c 5 5_65 ) .  The aim is to show that species play a 
causal role in action much l ike the causal role played by other acciden
tal forms, such as heat. (Again, Aquinas uses heat as a paradigm instance 
of a form [see 75 . 1 c46, 75 .2c44, 76.4c43, 77. 1 ad 3, 78. 3c47, 88. l c6s] . )  

Ad 2.  the intention of universality. The object of  intellect is the natures 
of things, but these natures can be conceived of in several ways. In one 
way, a nature can be conceived of as someth ing universal - i . e . ,  as 
something that belongs to many different individuals. To conceive of a 
nature in this way is to conceive of it under the intention of universal ity 
(see 85 . 3  ad 1 ) .  Grasping it in this way should be contrasted with grasp
ing it "as it is in singular th ings" (85 .  3 ad 4) . 

This usage of 'intention' is closely connected to its usage in discuss
ing the internal senses, where ' intention' referred to an aspect of an 
object not directly perceivable by the external senses (78.4c73) .  Here,  
too, an intention is  a nonsensory aspect under which a thing can be 
apprehended. See Appendix 4 for further discussion. 

Ad 3. the things that the intellect forms for itself This is one of the few 
places in the Treatise where Aquinas discusses the operations of possi
ble intellect that extend beyond its in itial reception of an intell igible 
species. Beyond that first initial passive stage, the intellect "forms for 
itself" an increasingly clearer concept of the things it is struggl ing to 
understand. This concept, Aquinas here allows, is the thing signified by 
our spoken words (the concept then signifies external things), but the 
concept is not the same as the in tell igible species. 

Two formative processes are distinguished here, corresponding to 
two stages of intellectual operation (see 85 . 5 ) .  F irst, the intellect forms 
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a definition of the thing understood, as a result of its first simple under
standing of a thing's quiddity. This concept is what Aquinas elsewhere 
refers to as the mental word (see the Lecture on the Gospel of John 1 . 1 
[Appendix 5 ] ) .  Second, the intellect assembles these concepts into 
statement-l ike constructs ,  either affirming (composing) or denying 
(dividing) one thing of another. Aquinas elsewhere explains that the for
mation of such concepts is essential to genuine understanding: "before 
some conception is fixed in our mind, we are not said to be understand
ing (intelligere) , but to be th inking (cogitare) in order to understand" 
(QDP 9.9c) . 

85.3 .  Does our intellect naturally understand the more universal first? 

Yes. If one looks at the whole cognitive process, from sense to intellect, 
then it is the singular that is apprehended first, inasmuch as all cogni
tion begins with the senses and the senses apprehend singulars. But if 
one focuses solely on the level of intellect, then i t  turns out that we 
begin with the most general and confused conceptions and work our 
way to "complete knowledge, through which things are cognized dis
tinctly and determinately" ( c28_29) .  The same holds true at the sensory 
level , where "we make a sensory judgment about the more common 
before the less common" ( cs 3-s4) . 

Objection 1 .  the prior is that for which "the implication of being does 
not hold reciprocally." Aristotle offers a clear example of how to identify 
the prior using this test: "one is prior to two because if there are two it 
follows at once that there is one, whereas if there is one there are not 
necessarily two, so that the impl ication of the other's existence does not 
hold reciprocally from the one" (Cat. 14a30-34 ) . 

This test is supposed to show that the universal is prior by nature, but 
the test shows as much only if (a) the existence of universals follows 
from the existence of individuals, whereas (b) the existence of individu
als does not follow from the existence of universals. On the face of 
things, it is far from clear that Aquinas would endorse either (a) or (b) .  
Ad 1 will make i t  clear that everything depends on how one conceives 
of "the universal." A similar l ine of argument and reply is found in obj . 
4 & ad 4. 

Corpus. imperfect knowledge, through which things are known indis
tinctly, under a certain confusion ( 30-3 1  ) .  Here 'confusion' has a specific 
technical meaning. Confused things are jumbled together; l iterally, the 
word suggests that they are fused together. In commenting on Physics I, 
the Aristotelian inspiration for this article, Aquinas remarks that "that is 
called confused here that contains th ings potentially within itself, indis-
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tinctly" (I .  I .  7; see also c37_39) . Think, for instance, of the way that a 
word-search game contains words running forwards, backwards , and 
diagonally. The words are there, but only potentially there, indistinctly, 
until a circle is drawn around them. 

a human being before Socrates or Plato ( 57-58) .  This extension of 
the argument to the sensory case introduces some compl ications. It  
might seem that the senses cannot possibly begin with the more univer
sal ,  given that their objects are always singulars. The examples Aquinas 
in fact gives are all cases of sensation supplemented by some kind of 
conceptual class ification (what he elswhere calls sensation per accidens 
[78. 3 ad 2; see InDA 11. 1 3 , in Appendix 1 ] ) .  An object, for instance, " is 
perceived as a body before being perceived as an animal." In this sort of 
case the visual sensation is being supplemented by a higher-level con
ceptual judgment, and it is that judgment that goes from being more to 
less universal . M ight we say, however, that an object at a distance yields 
an indeterminate conceptual judgment because the underlying percep
tion is itself indeterminate? This isn't so clear. Things seen at a great 
distant are not seen as well , inasmuch as the perception conveys less 
information. At first, an object may look l ike a black dot on the horizon. 
But uninformative as that perception is, it seems to have a perfectly  
determinate content: that of a black dot. What is indeterminate is the 
conceptual judgment based on that sl ight information . So one might 
conclude, contrary to what Aquinas implies, that the phenomenon at  
stake in this article i s  fundamentally an intellectual phenomenon. 

The reason for this is clear (63) .  What follows is the general reason 
for why universals take priority in cognition , at both the sensory and the 
intellectual level . As usual, Aquinas uses the phrase huius ratio ("the 
reason for this") to mark the start of his deeper explanation for why a 
thing is the case. (See, e.g. , 84.7c44, with note, one of nine occurrences 
of th is phrase in the Treatise.) 

Ad 1. an animal is generated before a human being is. Aristotle bel ieved 
that embryos only gradually acquire the characteristics of their species, 
working up from the nutritive to the sensory and then finally (in the 
human case) to the rational . Only at that last point does the embryo 
become a human being. According to Aristotle's On the Generation of 
Animals: 

An animal does not become at the same time an animal and a man or a 
horse or any other particular animal. For the end is developed last, and 
the peculiar character of the species is the end of the generation in each 
individual. . . . At first all such embryos seem to live the life of a plant. . . .  
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It remains, then, for reason alone so to enter [from outside] and alone to 
be divine, for no bodily activity has any connexion with the activity of rea
son. (II 3, 736b2-28) 

Ad 4. whereas sometimes we do the opposite. That is, we go from sensi
ble effects to a grasp of causes that are unknown to us. An example of 
this is the way we grasp the soul's essence through its actions (see 77. 1 
ad 7). In saying that a cause or an effect is unknown (ignotus), Aquinas 
seems to mean that we are not immediately acquainted with it. We can 
come to have knowledge of it, but only through something else that we 
can grasp immediately, through the senses. 

85.4. Can our intellect think about 
more than one thing at the same time? 

No. The intellect can take on only one thought at a time for the same 
reason that a physical object can take on only one shape or color at a 
time. We can th ink of more than one thing at once, however, if we con
sider them under the aspect of a single relationship (ad 4 ) . 

Sed contra. whereas we know more than one thing. Knowing (scire) is 
dispositional, whereas th inking (intelligere) is always an occurrent act. 
Hence we all know many things, in virtue of having that knowledge dis
positionally, even though we can th ink of only one thing at a time. 
Here intelligere cannot be transla ted as understanding (as it was for 
most of Q85 ) ,  because understanding suggests a dispositional state l ike 
knowing. There are, right now, in Aquinas' view, many things that you 
understand but only one thing that you are th inking about. 

Ad 1. the number of the motion of corporeal things. In the background is 
Aristotle's definition of time, "the number of motion with respect to 
before and after" (Physics IV 1 1 , 2 1 9b 1 ) . It was with this definition in 
mind that obj. 1 remarked, "before and after involve time." In replying 
here, Aquinas holds that the intellect is above a certain kind of time, 
the time that numbers the motion of corporeal things. But there is no 
reason why time cannot also measure the motion of incorporeal things, 
and when time is so understood, then the intellect is not above time. 

85.5. Does our intellect 's thinking occur 
through composition and division? 

Yes. Most of the discussion of intellect, so far, has concerned either the 
abstractive operation of agent intellect or the first simple operation of 
possible intellect. (The exception was the discussion of reasoning in 
79.8 . )  But here it becomes clear that the operations of poss ible intellect 
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extend beyond that first simple grasp of a thing's quiddity. As Aquinas 
puts it here, " the human intellect does not immediately, in its first 
apprehension, acquire a complete cognition of a thing; instead, i t  first 
apprehends something about it . . .  " ( cz6_zs) . This article helps to put in 
context the surprising claim of the next article, that the intellect can 
never err (with regard to its first, simple operation). 

Composition and division (compositio et divisio) : the second opera
tion of intellect, analogous to the formation of a sentence; one either 
affirms a predicate of a subject (composition) or negates it (division) ;  
inspired by Aristotle, De an. III 5 ,  430a26-b6. 

Objection 2. Every composition and division has some time attached 
to it, either present, past, or future. Composition and division requires a 
verb. So when one thinks 

The man is white 

the copula must be in the present, past, or future tense. 

Objection 3. For the human being is truly that which the animal is. 
When one forms the composite thought 

That human being is an animal 

the predicate stands for the same individual that the subject stands for. 
The predicate does not stand for some kind of abstract entity, animality, 
that is somehow related to the particular human being in question (see 
ad 370_72) .  The story remains fundamentally the same, but it becomes 
more complex, in the case of thoughts l ike All human beings are ani
mals. Medieval philosophers developed extremely sophisticated seman
tic theories to handle these sorts of cases (see Kretzmann et al . 1 982) .  

Corpus. it bears some likeness to things that undergo generation without 
immediately taking on their complete perfection, but by acquiring it suc
cessively (24-26). Think of something l ike a tree, which starts out as a 
seed and only slowly develops into its mature form. Although the human 
intellect is created by God all at once, complete in form, still it is analo
gous to that tree inasmuch as the intellect also undergoes development. 
At first it is a tabula rasa (79.2c55 ) ,  but in time it accumulates knowledge. 

Angelic and divine intellects, on the other hand, are like incorruptible 
things that have their complete perfection immediately from the start 
( 34-36). In contrast to the generable things described in the previous 
paragraph, Aquinas is th inking of the incorruptible aspects of the cre
ated world,  in particular celestial bodies .  The human mind is also 
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incorruptible, and so in a sense it counts here, but of course Aquinas 
has just explained how in another sense the human mind does not have 
its "complete perfection immediately." So it is best to stay with the 
example of the celestial bodies, which possess an incorruptible physical 
nature (75 .6c5 1_52, with note) . 

85 .6. Can the intellect err? 

One of Aquinas' most surprising cla ims about the intellect, at first 
glance, is h is claim that it cannot err. But this claim turns out to be 
severely limited: the intellect is infall ible only with respect to its initial 
grasp of the quiddity of a thing. Analogously, the senses are infall ible (in 
the right conditions) regarding the sensible qual ities that are their 
proper objects (see 78. 3 ad 2) .  

Even when qualified, it is hard to defend this claim for intellectual 
infall ibil ity. One might take Aquinas to mean that sense and intellect 
cannot be false regarding how things seem to them. But this is the sort 
of claim that Aquinas rej ected back at 8 5 .2c38-5 1 . So presumably he 
wants a stronger claim about our infall ible grasp of the external world;  
yet he has frustratingly l ittle to say about the details. His brevity is  at 
least partly expla ined by the fact that he had already devoted two arti
cles to this issue earl ier in ST 1a ,  one concerning sensory error ( 1 7.2) 
and another concerning intellectual error ( 1 7. 3) .  

Quiddity (quidditas) : the essence or nature of a thing, expressed by 
the definition; the proper object of intellect. 

Sed contra. "anyone with a false belief does not understand the thing he 
has a false belief about. " As Aquinas explains in an earl ier discussion of 
th is passage, "we are sa id to understand a thing, properly, when we 
reduce it to its quiddity and judge it accordingly" ( l a  1 7. 3  ad 1 ). So if 
we fail to grasp a thing's quiddity, the intellect does not have a false con
ception of that thing but simply fails to apprehend the thing at all. (The 
following article, again quoting Augustine, will make this same point 
[ 8 5 .7 obj .  1 ,  c23_26] . )  These cons iderations suggest a possible l ine  of 
defense for the claim of intellectual infall ibil ity. The simple apprehen
sion of a th ing cannot be false: it can only be the simple apprehension 
of something else instead, or of nothing at all. As Aquinas remarks ear
l ier in ST, "in cognizing simple quiddities the intellect cannot be false: 
it is either true or else understands noth ing at all" ( 1 7. 3c ) . Or as he 
remarks in his Metaphysics commentary, 

One either attains the quiddity of a thing through intellect, and then one 
truly cognizes what the thing is, or one does not attain that quiddity, and 
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then one does not apprehend the thing, in which case there is neither 
truth nor deception regarding it. (IX. l l . l907) 

Corpus. gall (23) .  Not l iterally b ile (and not vinegar, as previous trans
lations have it) ,  'gall' (fel) can refer to any sort of bitter substance. Mat
thew 27. 34 describes wine mixed with gall being offered to Jesus. Psalm 
69 . 2 1  contains the seemingly prophetic remark, They put gall in my 
food and gave me vinegar for my thirst. Commenting on the former pas
sage, Aquinas remarks that " it is customary for everything bitter to be 
referred to under the heading of gall" (InMat. 27.2 .2360). He uses th is 
gall-honey example often ; perhaps he l ikes the wordplay in confusing 
fel (gall) with mel (honey). 

But such things always stand to one another in the same way (2 5-26) . 
Capacities always have objects, and they are always "directed per se" to 
their objects, which is to say that they are designed by nature to interact 
with that object in a certain way. It is their very nature as a capacity to do 
just that. So as long as the eye functions properly as an eye, it will receive 
colors and thereby engage in the activity of sensation. It is trivially true, 
for Aquinas, that a properly functioning sense organ will be reliable. 

The same holds true for intellect, as Aquinas will go on to say, except 
that there is no question of the intellect's ceasing to function properly, 
since it is incorruptible. 

the quiddity of a thing (28) .  This claim for infall ibil i ty regarding 
quiddities is not as dramatic as it might seem. Our initial grasp of quid
dities is not going to be anyth ing l ike a complete grasp of the entire 
essence of a thing. Aquinas thinks we never reach that deep an under
standing of the world  (77. 1 ad 7) .  We instead begin with the most 
sweeping characterizations of a th ing's essence- that it is a being or 
that it is l iving (85 . 3 ) -and at that level our intellect really is reliable. 
Kretzmann ( 1 992) distinguishes in this context between the intellect's 
initial alpha cognition and its ultimate goal , the omega cognition of a 
th ing's complete and real essence. 

Per accidens, however, the intellect can be deceived about quiddities in 
composite things ( 38-39) .  The remarks that fol low explain how the 
intellect can make mistakes, even in its first apprehension of quiddities. 
But this is error per accidens, which in this context seems to mean that 
these mistakes lead to error and falsity and are not themselves false. In 
general , a great deal here seems to rest on the idea that although a sim
ple apprehension of a qu iddity can go wrong, in some broad sense, it 
cannot strictly be in error or be false. Only composite judgments can be 
false. As Aristotle remarked at De interpretatione 1 6a 1 2-1 3,  "truth and 
falseness concern composition and divis ion." 
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85.7. Can one person understand the same thing better than another? 

Yes. Experience makes it clear that this is so, but it is not obvious how 
the fact can be accounted for given Aquinas' view that the intellect is an 
immaterial part of the soul. As obj . 3 points out, we are all members of 
the same species because we have the same form, the same type of soul . 
Aquinas' solution is that individuals within a species do not have exactly 
similar forms. In fact, we are distinct as individuals precisely because of 
the differences between our forms (ad 3) .  

Corpus. they take on a soul that has a greater power for understanding 
(39-40) .  Surprisingly, individuals of the same species differ not only in 
their matter but also in their form. (See obj .  3 & ad 3 for a discussion of 
how this can be consistent with the standard assumption that differ
ences in form entail differences in species.) Aquinas' explanation here 
begins with the case of things that differ in species. Of course we will 
find a difference in form in such cases, and those differences will corre
spond to the differences in matter. He then says that the same thing 
holds even within a species, such as the human species. "Even among 
human beings," there are better bodies and worse bodies. The better 
bodies get the better souls. Now the two cases may not seem at all anal
ogous, but Aquinas thinks they are. The reason one substance becomes 
a duck, another a goose, is that matter organizes in a certain way. The 
form rises up as a result of that material organization: "No one makes a 
form, nor is a form generated . . . .  Everyth ing that is made, is made 
from matter" (InMET VIII. 3 . 1 7 1 6) .  The same is true for individual dif
ferences within a species, but in a subtler way. Differences between one 
body and another lead to differences between the soul of one duck and 
the soul of another duck. 

Of course, the human intellect is entirely immaterial and infused by 
God, whereas geese and duck souls are not. How can the body influ
ence the immaterial soul? When Aquinas says that better bodies "take 
on" a better soul , a more l iteral translation would be "are alloted" (sorti
untur). This reading suggests the pecul iar view that God for some rea
son matches up the best souls and the best bodies- not very fair, one 
might object. Another (I think more plausible) possibil ity is that souls 
adapt themselves to the body that they inform. In this context we might 
think of Aquinas' claim that "the scope of a form is restricted by its mat
ter" ( l a  7 . 1 c) .  Such restriction might individuate each soul and might 
also explain why Aquinas thinks that a soul is capable of being united 
only to its particular body (e.g. , sec 11 .7 3) .  

those whose imaginative, cogitative, and memory powers are better dis
posed are themselves better disposed for understanding ( 44-46). This is a 
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less surprising explanation of what gives one person a greater power for 
understanding. There are many ways in which the intellect depends on 
the internal senses for operations that might seem wholly intellectual. 
In 84.7,  most notably, the intellect's abil ity to understand was said to 
depend on the phantasms generated by these three internal senses . 
Aquinas also gives a central role to the cogitative power in our practical 
th inking (80 .2  ad 3 ,  86. 1 ad 2 )  and ascribes to memory in human 
beings the power to "inquire as if syllogistically into memories of past 
events" (78 .4c l o4_5) .  

Ad 3 .  For distinct individuals have distinct forms, made distinct by their 
matter. This is a telling passage as regards the controverted problem of 
individuation.  Although Aquinas regularly speaks of matter as the prin
ciple  of individuation (75 .4c24, 8 5 . 1  obj . 2, 85 . l c41 , 86. 3c25 ) ,  the impl i
cation of this passage is that matter serves to individuate form (7 5 . 5c52_ 
5 3) and that differences in form are what individuate substances. 

85.8. Does our intellect cognize the indivisible prior to the divisible? 

No, not in all cases. This rather slight-looking article seems to take its 
inspiration from the opening words of Aristotle's Physics: 

When the objects of an inquiry, in any department, have princ iples, 
causes or elements, it is through acquaintance with these that knowledge 
and understanding is attained ( l 84a l 0-l 2; see obj . 1 ) . 

Aquinas takes th is remark to describe the ideal of complete knowl
edge and not to reflect the sequence in which knowledge is actually 
acquired. 

Corpus . And the reason for this is that the intellect in its own right 
understands this sort of two-part indivisible as its proper object ( 39-41 ) . 
The nature (ratio) of a species is always expressed in terms of genus and 
differentia. A human being, for example, is a rational animal. So the 
nature of a species is in this sense a two-part indivisible. Yet, despite its 
complexity, th is nature is apprehended by us before the discrete parts of 
the nature are apprehended. Why? Because, as Aquinas already noted, 
the nature or qu iddity of a thing is the proper object of intellect. We are 
designed, as cognitive beings ,  to get at th is nature, and so we do that 
prior to analyzing the parts of the nature . 

Ad 3 .  If the former were the case, then sight would cognize hearing more 
than it would color. If l ikeness occurred in virtue of a similarity between 
the nature of the cognitive power and its object, then sight would have 
to become l ike its object in nature. But Aquinas doesn't bel ieve that the 
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facul ty of sight actually becomes colored (78. 3c52) .  Generally, cogni
tion occurs through the reception of species rather than through any 
l ikeness at the level of the cognitive power's essence (84.2) .  If l ikeness 
in nature explained cognition, then Aqu inas points out here that sight 
would seem to cognize hearing more than it would color, inasmuch as 
one sensory power is more l ike another sensory power than it is l ike any 
sensible qual ity. 

Question 86 

What Our Intellect Cognizes in Material Things 

86. 1 .  Does our intellect cognize singulars? 

Yes, but the intellect cannot "directly and primarily" (c 1 5_16) apprehend 
singular material things. The reason for th is surprising conclusion is 
that singular material things are made singular by their matter, which is 
precisely what the intellect must abstract away. So the intellect is capa
ble of grasping material particulars only indirectly, by reflecting back 
on phantasms. But these considerations do not l imit the intellect's abil
ity to apprehend singular immaterial th ings, such as itself (ad 3, Q87) 
and the angels (Q88) .  

Aquinas' later critics would make much of the apparent oddity of 
this doctrine. But the claim is neither as odd nor as far-reaching as it 
might seem. Aquinas regularly stresses that it is the whole human being 
that th inks and reasons, not the intellect (see 75 .2  ad 2) .  So although 
the intellect, all by itself, cannot directly apprehend material singulars, 
a human being can , through the combined efforts of intellect and the 
senses. 

Corpus. Indirectly, however, and through a kind of reflection, as it were, 
it can cognize the singular (2 1 -22 ) .  The deta ils of th is process are 
obscure. Aquinas' hesitant remark that the process occurs quasi per 
quandam reflexionem ("through a kind of reflection, as it were") signals 
that this is not reflection in the str ict sense. In the str ict sense, as 
described at 85 . 2c66-69, reflection involves a cognitive power's focusing 
on itself. Here the intellect is not focused inward, but it is reflecting 
back on the sensory data (the phantasms) that produced the universal 
intelligible species. Stil l ,  Aquinas suggests elsewhere that th is process 
does involve a kind of self-reflection, inasmuch as the intellect, after 
considering intell igible things, "reverts back to considering its act and 
intell igible species . . .  , and thus it comes to consider the phantasms 
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and singular th ings that the phantasms are concerned with" (QDA 20 
ad 1 sc;  see QDV 1 0 . 5c) .  Apparently, th is sort of reflection (reflexio) is 
closely related to the turn (conversio) toward phantasm described in 
84.7 .  But it is not c lear precisely what the relationsh ip is, and it is 
important not to conflate the two processes. 

Ad 2. The choice of a particular course of action serves as the conclusion 
to a syllogism of practical intellect. There is dispute, in the Aristotel ian 
tradition, over whether the conclusion of a practical syllogism is a prop
osition, an action, or (as here) a choice (electio ) .  It is a bit odd to think 
of a syllogism's having anything other than a proposition as its conclu
sion, and Aquinas h ints at th is oddity by using the phrase est quasi , 
which I translate as "serves as" but which might also be rendered " is, so 
to speak." 

a particular apprehension belonging to the sensory part. The refer
ence is to the cogitative power, which is what human beings use to fill 
in the particular details in practical reasoning. See 78. 4c98, 8 1 . 3  ad 273, 
and 8 1 .  3c23_28 with note. 80.2  ad 3 cites Aristotle for the view that "uni
versal opinion produces movement only when mediated by particular 
opmwn." 

86.2. Does our intellect cognize the infinite? 

No. Our intellect has infinite potential , in that it can (and will) con
tinue forever to acquire new information.  But i t  will never actually 
achieve knowledge of infinitely many things, no more than I could ever 
completely count all the positive integers, no matter how long I l ive. 

Objection 2. But some genera, such as number, proportion, and shape, 
have infinitely many species. If we think of number, for instance, as a 
genus, then each individual number will be a distinct species. Since it 
is the species of things that our intellect is suited to cognize, it seems 
that we ought to be able to cognize the infinitely many species of num
ber (and proportion and shape) . As it stands, the argument is not very 
persuasive, because it gives us no reason to suppose that our intellect 
cognizes every genus and species. But we are presumably supposed to 
find compell ing the idea that we do, of course, know infinitely many 
numbers (and, correspondingly, proportions and shapes) .  The reply ad 
2 will explain the sense in which this claim is and is not so. 

Corpus.  whole and complete ( 32 ) .  Aristotle remarks in Physics III 6, 
207 a1 , that "the infinite turns out to be the contrary of what it is sa id to 
be. It is not what has nothing outside it that is infinite, but what always 
has someth ing outside it." Aristotle then goes on to remark that "what 
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has nothing outside it is complete and whole" (207a9). So if the intellect 
is grasping something of this latter sort, it is not grasping the infinite .  

Ad 1.  without comprehension . It is  not that the blessed won't under
stand God at all, but that they won't have a comprehensive understand
ing of God. They will spend all eternity contemplating God's nature 
without ever exhausting or fully comprehending that nature. 

86.3 .  Does our intellect cognize contingent things? 

Yes and no. Directly, the intellect is capable of cognizing only universal 
and necessary truths. But, as 86. 1 argued, the intellect can indirectly 
grasp material singulars - and hence con tingent th ings .  Moreover, 
"nothing is so contingent as to have within itself noth ing that is neces
sary" ( c 1 7_ 1 8) .  Therefore some fields of intel lectual inquiry ( that is , 
some sciences, such as physics) directly concern the necessary connec
tions with in and between contingent things. 

Contingent ( contingens) : "what has the potential to exist and not to 
exist" ( c22) .  

Sed contra. the portion that deals with generable and corruptible things. 
Aquinas took the traditional view that the heavenly bodies are neither 
generable nor corruptible (see 75 .6c5 1_52, with note) .  So the sciences 
concerned with the planets and stars do not have contingent things as 
their subject. But the core subjects of natural science, physics and biol
ogy, do concern the changeable sublunary realm. So to the extent that 
we can have knowledge in these areas, we can have knowledge of con
tingent things. 

As elsewhere (see, e.g., 84. l sc,  with note) ,  scientia here can mean 
either knowledge or science. 

86.4. Does our intellect cognize the future? 

Yes and no.  Th ings in the future are always contingent particular 
things .  So, as in the previous article, a distinction has to be drawn 
between the intellect's indirect grasp of the particulars themselves and 
its direct grasp of the necessary aspects of particular things. We can and 
do apprehend the necessary aspects of future particulars- not by intuit
ing them directly, in themselves, in the way that God does, but by infer
ring them through their present or past causes. 

Ad 1 .  in keeping with how the effect is ordered to its cause. This is a refer
ence back to c33_39, and to the distinction between a necessary connec
tion, which grounds certain knowledge, and a probable connection , 
which grounds a conjecture. Depending on how cause and effect are 
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ordered, one can either have knowledge or make a conjecture about 
the future. 

Ad 2. the human intellect is illuminated ( 5 8) .  Aquinas th inks that th is 
sort of spiritual illumination will be pervasive once our soul is separated 
from its body (see Q89) . In that separated state, the angels will be able 
to communicate directly with our mind. In th is l ife, the constant rush 
of sensory stimuli makes it harder for the angels to have any influence 
on us. They have to work through the senses, either by influencing our 
imagination or else by actually taking physical form in front of us. But 
Aquinas is confident that the angels exercise th is influence: he thinks 
that they have a kind of moral obl igation to teach us what they can . 
Unfortunately, just as the angels will be capable of influencing us, so 
will the demons (the fallen angels), as Aquinas goes on to explain . For 
details, see l a  Ql l l . 

So since the heavenly bodies are the cause of many things in the 
future, the imagination acquires the signs of various things in the future. 
(7 1-7 3) .  Aquinas doesn't have in mind-at least not primarily - the 
obscure sorts of causation that astrologists appeal to . His princ ipal 
example of this sort of influence is instead the sun , which obviously 
does play a crucial role in everyth ing that happens on Earth (see l a  
Q l l 5 ) .  Of course, there is something h ighly  implausibl e  i n  what 
Aquinas is cla iming here. He's accepting the view that we can receive 
information from the sun and other heavenly bodies and (here's the 
implausible part) that th is information can serve as a "sign" of contin
gent future events. But even th is won't seem so absurd if we focus on 
the cases that Aquinas discusses in obj .  3 & ad 3 :  predicting "rain and 
the l ike." 

Question 87 

How the Intellective Soul Cognizes 

Itself and the Things within It 

87. 1 .  Does the intellective soul cognize itself through its essence? 

No. The conclusion of 84.2  was that the intellect understands external 
objects through species, not through its own essence. Here Aquinas 
reaches the parallel conclusion for the case of self-knowledge. In this he 
takes as h is inspiration a remark from Aristotle's De anima, that "the 
mind is itself intell igible in just the way that other intell igible things 
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are" (III 4 ,  430a2-3, paraphrased in the sed contra) . The point i s  not to 
deny that the intellect can understand its essence but rather to deny 
that its essence is that by which it understands itself (see QDV 1 0.8, in 
Appendix 6). This point in turn implies that we have no special intro
spective insight into the mind's very nature .  "Our intellect cognizes 
itself through its act, not through its essence" ( c56-57 ) .  Thus we under
stand the mind only indirectly, from the outside in. 

a thing is able to be cognized insofar as it is actual, not insofar as it is 
potential ( c 1 7_1 8) .  You can't see my potential to speak Spanish, you can 
see only that I am actually speaking it and can thereby infer my abil ity. 
In general, potentialities l ie hidden until they are actual ized. This prin
ciple was introduced earl ier, at 84.2c43_46 (with note) .  It will be crucial 
throughout Q87. 

Corpus. an angel . . .  cognizes things other than itself through their like
nesses ( 3 1-36). Aquinas discusses angel ic cognition at length in QQ54-
58  and returns to the topic in 75 .7sc, 76. 5c,  79.2c, 79. 8c, 84.2c , 84. 3 ad 
1 ,  84.7c,  8 5 . l c , 85 . 5c ,  and 87. 3c .  Here the importan t point is that 
angel ic cognition falls halfway between God's case and our own. Like 
God, an angel ic intellect has its own essence as an object of thought: 
according to 87.  3c27_28, " the  fi rst obj ect of i ts understanding is i ts 
essence." It is probably impossible for us to imagine what that experi
ence is l ike, because we simply don't think that way, as Aquinas will go 
on to argue. If angels were entirely self-centered creatures, then th is sort 
of th inking about their own essences would be enough . But angels 
know many things about the rest of the world- more than we do-and 
since they are not God, their essences cannot provide all th is informa
tion. For this reason, angels also cognize through intell igible species, as 
we do. Of course, such species are not abstracted through phantasms, 
since angels lack all senses. These species are not even acquired over 
the course of an angel's l ife; instead, "the intellect of an angel is per
fected by intell igible species, as part of its nature" (84. 3 ad 1 ) . In other 
words, an angel has "knowledge of the truth naturally given to it" 
(76. 5c3 1 ) ,  and as a result, "an angel ic intellect is always in actual ity with 
respect to its intell igible objects" (79.2c50_5 1 ) .  

This is why i t  is called the possible intellect ( 39-40) .  In  its unformed 
initial stage, as a blank slate, the poss ible intellect is only potentially 
intell igible. It is only potentially  a being (ens); but to be cognized a 
th ing must be a being and be true (c 19) .  Here it is useful to keep in 
mind that the phrase 'poss ible intellect' really means potential intellect. 
(The Latin possibilis often just means potential. ) Aquinas has in mind 
the following passage from the De anima (III 4, 429a1 8-24) : 
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It is necessary, therefore ,  since it thinks all things, that the mind be 
unmixed . . .  ; for the encroachment of anything foreign hinders and 
impedes it. Consequently, its nature is nothing other than this: that it is 
potential ( dunatos!possibilis) . Therefore, the part of the soul called the 
mind . . .  is, before it thinks, not counted among the things that exist in 
actuality. (tr. Shields) 

Aquinas' comparison with prime matter ra ises a question about just 
how far he wants to push the intel lect's merely potential character. 
Prime matter does not exist at all without some form. Can we l ikewise 
say of the possible intellect that it does not exist until a person begins 
to think? This does not seem to be Aquinas's view. In the face of Aristo
tle's claim (above) that the possible intellect, " is before it thinks ,  not 
counted among the things that exist in actual ity," Aquinas suppl ies the 
remark that " just as s ight is lacking in a certain kind of sense object, so 
intellect must lack sensible nature entirely" (InDA III. 7. 1 69-70). So it 
is not that the possible intellect lacks any nature, and so is simply noth
ing, but that it lacks sensible nature. (This then connects with the argu
ment of 75 .2  for the intellect's immaterial ity. ) The possible intellect, as 
a blank slate, does have a nature: its nature, as Aquinas goes on to say 
here, is simply to be potentially cognizant. (Analogously, a slate that is 
blank still has a nature: being a slate.) But whereas we know quite well 
what it is to be a slate, Aquinas has little to say about what the nature of 
possible intellect consists of. And th is is not surprising, given his the
ory. For the very point of the present article is that we have no direct 
access to the mind's essence. 

For even the Platonists posited an order of intelligible beings above the 
order of intellects ( 42-44 ). It is noteworthy that the Platonists took this 
view, because Plato is so closely associated with the doctrine that the 
mind in some sense has innate knowledge, which it needs only to 
remember. So the fact that "even the Platon ists" acknowledged the 
mind's need to be actual ized is good evidence for the truth of the claim. 

in its state of life at present ( 5 1 ) . Compare 89.2c30_33, where the sep
arated intellect is said to change its or ientation toward the realm of 
pure thought communicated by the angels. At that point, " it will under
stand itself through itself." 

First, in particular cases, inasmuch as Socrates or Plato perceives him
self to have an intellective soul, as a result of perceiving himself to be 
thinking ( 58-60) .  It was standard scholastic practice to use 'Socrates' 
and 'Plato' as generic names for individuals, in the way that philoso
phers today speak of Mary or J im. Elsewhere Aqu inas says that the 
method described here can be used not just to recognize that one has 
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an intellective soul but, more basically, to recognize that one l ives and 
exists (QDV 1 0.8c, in Appendix 6) .  Elsewhere he writes that "anyone 
can experience in himself that he has a soul and that his soul is what 
gives him l ife" (InDA 1. 1 .95-96) .  

This occurs in two ways . . . .  how it ought to be, in the eternal natures" 
( 58-68) .  The entire paragraph is drawn from De trinitate IX.vi.9. First 
Augustine distinguishes our first-person knowledge of our own minds 
from our general knowledge of the nature of the human mind, then he 
points to the difference in how these two sorts of knowledge claims are jus
tified. When someone tells us what he is thinking, we simply take his 
word for it. When someone makes claims about the nature of mind in 
general, we ourselves see the truth of what he is saying. Immediately 
before the quoted passage, Augustine writes that "we do not, by seeing 
many minds through our bodily eyes, gather by similarity a general or spe
cific knowledge of the human mind, but we grasp the unshakable truth . .  
. . " We do so through the eternal natures. Of course, Aquinas' endorse
ment of this claim must be read in l ight of 84. 5 ,  where he explains just 
how he understands the contribution of these eternal natures. 

In this sense it is said to cognize itself through its presence (72). Taken 
on its own, this passage suggests that we have some sort of direct intro
spective access into our own existence. Some have read Aquinas' account 
in just this way, in an effort to provide a kind of Cartesian foundation of 
self-knowledge on which to build a broader theory of knowledge. But in 
the context of the whole article, it looks as if Aquinas is making a much 
more modest point: that anyone who has a mind has what it takes for self
knowledge of th is first kind. The mind's mere presence guarantees that a 
person will engage in the kind of intel lectual operations that we are 
aware of and that in turn fuel our judgment that we exist. (See QDV 
1 0.8, in Appendix 6, for further discussion of this issue. ) 

let it seek to cognize its difference from other things, which is to cog
nize its quiddity and nature (78-80) . To grasp the mind's difference 
from other th ings is to grasp the differentia that distinguishes each 
member of a genus into its own species. So we understand the nature of 
mind by understanding the distinctive way in which it receives the 
forms of things immaterially. This is what distinguishes the mind from 
other cognitive and noncognitive powers. 

Ad 1 .  The mind "knows itself through itself' . . .  (as color is visible per se 
and substance per accidens) . Aquinas is offering a quick commentary on 
Augustine's text. First, he expla ins why Augustine holds that the mind 
knows itself: because it loves i tself. Of course, there are other reasons 
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for bel ieving that the mind has self-knowledge; Aquinas means to point 
out only that this is Augustine's reason, in the passage at hand. Second, 
Aquinas explains why the mind knows itself through itself. Here he dis
tingu ishes two poss ible meanings of known th rough i tself (per se 
notum) . In the first sense, a th ing is known through itself when it is 
immediately apprehended. A first principle, for instance, is not under
stood through any more basic principle. In the second sense, a cognitive 
faculty is said to grasp a thing per se when that faculty itself grasps the 
th ing. So s ight sees colors per se but sees a th ing's substance per 
accidens. An entomologist, for instance, grasps the essence of an insect, 
i ts species, by looking at it. Yet she is not really seeing the species but 
instead is using her visual information to arrive at an intellectual judg
ment about the insect's essence. So she sees its essence per accidens, 
but through in tellect she knows it per se. (Even so, th is information is 
not known per se in the first sense. She doesn't grasp the thing's essence 
immediately, as a basic first principle of biology.) 

In the case at hand, the mind is not known per se in the first sense, 
because it is not known immediately but rather "through its act" (ad 
1 82) .  Yet it is known per se in the second sense, inasmuch as the mind 
"knows itself through itself' (as Augustine puts it) , rather than through 
any further faculty. 

Ad 3. Thus the human intellect, which is actualized through the species 
of the object understood, is understood through that same species, as 
through its own form ( 1 0 1 -4) . This intr iguing remark suggests the 
sense in which our self-knowledge begins with an awareness of exter
nal obj ects .  The only en try we have into the nature of intellect  is 
through the intell igible species that the intel lect receives. The intel
l ect has no way of grasping its own nature directly. To understand 
itself, it must first be actual ized (c52_54) - engaged in thought-and 
then i t  must reflect on those thoughts and indirectly work back toward 
the nature of intellect itself. It is surprising that Q87 never discusses 
reflection. The process is briefly mentioned, but not expla ined, in 
8 5 . 2c66_69. See also Appendices 6-7. 

87.2. How does the intellective soul cognize 
the dispositions existing within it? 

Just as the soul is known indirectly rather than through its essence 
(87. 1 ) ,  so the soul's various capacities and dispositions are known indi
rectly, through the actions they produce. Aquinas here focuses on dis
positions, taking for granted that the same story will hold for capacities. 
Presumably he focuses on dispositions because of their importance for 
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the moral theory that is the central concern of ST. (All the virtues and 
vices are dispositions of various kinds. Strictly speaking, however, this 
article covers only the intellect's dispositions. Knowledge of the will's 
dispositions can't be establ ished until 87.4 [and see III Sent. 2 3 . 1 .2 ad 
3, in Appendix 7 ] . )  As elsewhere in this treatise, Aquinas conceives of 
these articles as simply laying the foundations for the vast ethical study 
he will undertake in the second part of ST. 

Sed contra. Hence dispositions are cognized through acts, just as capac
ities are. Despite th is remark, Aquinas has not officially establ ished 
that capacities are cognized through acts. The closest he comes is in 
77. 3 ,  where he uses th is same remark from the De anima to establ ish 
that "capacities are distinguished in terms of their acts and objects." 
But that is a principle of taxonomy or methodology rather than an epis
temological claim of the sort at issue here in Q87. The claims are, to 
be sure, closely connected. A capacity is always a capacity for some 
action. Since that action is what distinguishes the capacity from other 
capacities, knowledge of the action goes a long way to supplying a 
knowledge of the capacity. Stil l ,  knowledge of the action does not 
directly tell us how the capacity does what it does, and one might have 
hoped for more direct insight into the workings of the capacity itself. 
Aquinas is tell ing us here that such direct ins ight into the capacities 
themselves is not possible. We cannot, for instance, just directly intuit 
the immaterial ity of intellect. This has to be inferred through the intel
lect's operations, as Aquinas attempted to do in 7 5 .2c.  See 87. 3c33_40 
for further discussion of how we come to know the soul 's capacities. 

Corpus. Instead, it must be cognized through its act (28) .  As in the pre
vious article, one word (actus) is being translated first as actuality and 
then as act. One could speak throughout of actuality, but doing th is 
would obscure the basic point, wh ich is that we learn about our disposi
tions by studying the way we behave- not just what we do, but what we 
th ink and feel and value. Aquinas has in mind a certain kind of actual
ity: the kind that involves doing something, as opposed to be merely 
brought into some state .  A wall is made actual , in a certa in respect, 
when it is painted some color, but taking on the color is not an act on 
the part of the wall .  To do something is to act, to perform an operation; 
'operation' is Aquinas' precise word for this kind of actuality, although 
he uses it only in the sed contra. 

Ad 1 .  For no one would know that he has faith, if not by perceiving that he 
believes ( 40-41 ) . Faith is one of the three theological virtues- it is "the 
first among virtues" (2a2ae 4.7) -and like all virtues, it is a disposition. 
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The act associated with faith is bel ieving in God (see 2a2ae 2 . 1  ) , and 
so Aquinas says here that one recognizes one's own fa ith "by perceiv
ing that he bel ieves." The reference to "the internal act of the heart" 
is metaphorical ; Aquinas actually thinks that the subject of faith is the 
intell ec t  (2a2ae 4. 2 ) .  This example helps make it c lear j ust what 
Aquinas means when he talks about recogn izing our dispos itions 
through our acts. It's clear that he wants to rule out any sort of direct 
awareness of our dispositions . But he also does not want to go to the 
opposite extreme, notoriously defended in the 20th century by Gil
bert Ryle, that we know our own mind in just the way we know the 
minds of others :  "through external movements of the body" (ad 1 ) , 

observing what we say and do. Instead, Aquinas thinks that we have a 
more direct way of knowing our own dispositions, through the mind's 
knowledge of its own actions. This is the subject of the next article. 

Ad 3 .  health is because of life (48-49) ; health is because of medicine 
( 5 1 ) . These phrases are bound to seem awkward in Engl ish , because 
the argument of obj . 3 exploits an ambigu ity in the Latin word propter, 
which can mean as a result of or for the sake of In the first case, health 
is [desirable] for the sake of l ife. In the second case, health is [desirable] 
as a result of medicine. Such equivocation renders invalid the principle 
stated in obj .  3. 

Therefore, if we take two things, each of which is, in itself, ordered 
among the objects of cognition, then that because of which another is cog
nized will be more known, as principles are more known than conclusions. 
But a disposition, considered as a disposition, is not ordered among the 
objects of cognition ( 54-58) .  The case of first principles is the one Aristo
tle had in mind in proposing the maxim in question: "that because of 
which anything is, is itself more" ( cf. Post. An. I 2 ,  72a29-32) .  The force 
of Aqu inas' reply is that the princ iple holds only when the word 
'because' (propter) is used with two commensurable terms. It may clarify 
the maxim to reformulate it in terms of some logical variables: 

• If Fx because of y, then Fy (and Fy even more than Fx) . When 'F' 
stands for the predicate is known, then the maxim holds only if x 
and y are objects of knowledge. (Let x be Sam is in New York, and 
let y be Today is Thursday and Sam is always in New York on 
Thursday. ) The maxim does not hold, in contrast, if x is an object 
of knowledge and y a background disposition.  (Let x be Sam is in 
New York, and let y be My keen interest in the lives of others. ) The 
background disposition needn't i tself be known for it to do its 
work. The maxim holds true, therefore, only in carefully del im
ited cases. In the case that Aquinas is considering, the fact that I 
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know a th ing because of having a certain disposition does not 
mean that I know the disposition. See also 88. 3 ad 2 ,  where this 
same maxim is analyzed in the same way. 

87.3. How does the intellect cognize its own act? 

An act of thought is the ultimate actual ity of intellect. So since th ings 
are understood in virtue of being actual, it follows that "the first thing 
understood about intellect is its own understanding" ( c20_2 1 ) .  Even so, 
we don't grasp the act directly. We begin with the objects of intellect, 
things in the external world, and reflect back on our own actions. 

objects are cognized before acts, and acts before capacities ( c39_40) .  
Th is Aristotel ian slogan captures the core of Aquinas' thinking about 
self-knowledge. We work our way from the outside in toward an under
standing of our nature, beginning with things in the world,  which is all 
we are capable of grasping directly, and working backwards toward the 
nature of our actions and our souls. 

Corpus. Therefore the first thing understood about intellect is its own 
understanding (20-2 1 ) . It is not immediately obvious how Aquinas is 
entitled to conclude that the intellect's act is the first thing it cognizes 
about itself. He presumably means to be contrasting this article with the 
previous article's discussion of dispositions. Dispositions are l ikewise a 
way in which the intellect is actual ized or perfected, but they are a sort of 
halfway actual ity (see 87 .2c24) , not the intellect's final actual ity. So since 
a thing is cognized insofar as it is actual, dispositions will not be as readily 
apprehended as acts will. Acts will be the first thing cognized, and dispo
sitions through acts. In fact, this makes perfectly good sense. One learns 
how a person is disposed only by watching that person in action : th is 
method extends to what someone knows, what someone's personal ity is 
l ike, and what sorts of virtues and vices someone has acquired. 

One intellect, the divine, just is its own understanding; in God's case, 
then, understanding his own understanding is the same as understand
ing his essence, because his essence is his understanding (22-25 ) . Aristo
tle makes what seems to be the same claim, that the prime mover must 
be "thought thinking itself' (Met. XII 7, 1 072b20) .  It is difficult to con
ceive of God as identical with h is act of thought or understanding, but 
Aristotle had insisted ,  and Aquinas agrees, that God's perfection 
requires this identity. If God were identified merely with the capacity 
for thought- identified with h is intellect- then there would be some
th ing miss ing from divine perfection , inasmuch as God's essence 
would be partly potential , not entirely actual . To make God come out 
as entirely actual , essentially, God must be identified not just with his 
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various capacities but also with the acts that spring from those capaci
ties. So God just is his own act of understanding. 

Ad 2. in the way that a thing and its perfection are understood by a sin
gle act. Aquinas is alluding to the case of the angels ( c3 1_32) .  Since the 
angels have their own essence as their primary object of thought and 
since that essence has as its "perfection" (or completion) the very th ink
ing of that essence, the angels understand their own intellectual activity 
in virtue of understanding their own essence. Human beings, in con
trast, do not have their  own essence as their  immediate object  of 
thought. Instead, our intellects are directed outward at the nature of the 
world around us . But obviously, as Aquinas points out here, that out
wardly directed cognition does not y ield any direct understanding of 
our own operations. Unl ike the case of the angels, then, reflection on 
our own actions requires a separate act of thought. 

87.4. How does the intellect cognize an act of will? 

Since intellect and will are different capacities ( obj .  1 )  and have differ
ent objects ( obj .  2 ) ,  it is not obvious how the intellect is able to appre
hend the will's actions. But the will 's incl inations are intell igible in just 
the way that the intellect's thoughts are, and so evidently the intellect 
cognizes the will's acts in much the same way that it cognizes its own. I 
say "evidently" because this last step is not entirely clear. Indeed, it is 
interesting to wonder exactly how Aquinas' general theory can account 
for the intellect's knowledge of the will 's desires. See III Sent. 2 3. 1 .2 ad 
3 (translated below in Appendix 7) for h is most detailed but still rather 
sketchy remarks on this score .  

Corpus. both insofar as someone perceives that he wills, and insofar as 

someone cognizes the nature of this act (28-29). These are the two kinds 
of self-knowledge described already in 87. 1-2 .  One can have either a 
private, individual grasp of one's own actions, or a universal grasp of the 
nature of the mind and its actions. The former is direct and straight
forward - " i t  is enough to have the presence i tself of the mind" 
whereas the latter requires "dil igent and subtle investigation" (87. 1 c74). 

Ad 1. one is in a certain way the source of the other. The intellect can be 
said to be the source (principium) of will inasmuch as "the good that is 
an object of intellect moves the will" (82. 3 ad 2) .  The will can be said 
to be the source of intellect inasmuch as "the will , as an agent, moves 
all the soul's capacities to their acts" (82 .4c42_43) .  In III Sent. 23 . 1 .2 ad 3 
(Appendix 7), Aquinas appeals to both of these relationships to explain 
the intellect's knowledge of the will's acts and dispositions. 
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Question 88 

How the Soul Cognizes Things above It 

88. 1 .  Can the human soul, in its state of life at present, 
understand immaterial substances in themselves? 

No. The human soul in this l ife is a imed at the material world, which it 
understands through the senses. So, contrary to Plato and Averroes, the 
intellect is incapable of understanding immaterial substances in them
selves. To understand them "in themselves" (per seipsas) should be con
trasted with understanding them in some kind of derivative, accidental 
way (per accidens) ,  "through a comparison to sensible corporeal things" 
(84.7 ad 3 ) .  Only the latter sort of understanding is possible for us in 
this l ife, as 88.2 ad 2 will make clear. 

Immaterial substances (substantiae immateriales) : "what we call 
angels" (88pr) ; also referred to, throughout, as separate substances (sub
stantiae separatae) .  The category does not include God, who, strictly 
speaking, is not a substance (see 88.2 ad 4 ) .  

Corpus. Averroes . . .  holds that in this life a human being can in the end 
come to understand separate substances ( 5 1 -5 3 ) . This remark 
announces the start of a long and difficult discussion of Averroes' 
account of our capacity to understand immaterial substances, an excur
sus that makes th is the second longest article in the Treatise (after 76. 1 ) .  
Why does Aqu inas bother to go on at  such length about a topic that 
seems so obscure? In part, the issue is important because it connects 
with Averroes' influential thinking about the nature of the human intel
lect. Averroes bel ieves that all human beings share a single agent intel
l ect; a l though this view was cr itic ized back in 79.4-5 , the present 
article gives Aquinas the opportunity to reconsider the issue from a dif
ferent perspective. 

Averroes' account is important for a second, less evident reason . In 
contrast to the Christian view that the ultimate goal of human existence 
is a face-to-face vision of God, many earl ier philosophers had conceived 
of the ultimate cognitive ach ievement for human beings as an under
standing of these separate substances (perhaps including, but not l im
i ted to , God) .  Below, he says " it is clear that  Aristotle  located the 
ultimate human happiness in the cognition of separate substances" 
(c i22-24) . More generally, he remarks elsewhere, 

Just as we hold in keeping with our faith that the ultimate end of human 
life is the vision of God,  so the philosophers held that the ultimate 
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happiness of human beings is to understand substances separate in 
existence from matter. (IV Sent. 49.2 . lc) 

In both the Aristotel ian and Platonic traditions, knowledge of separate 
substances played a central role. In the De anima, Aristotle had raised 
and then postponed the question of "whether or not the mind can know 
anything of separated th ings, when it itself is not separated from spatial 
magnitude" (III 7, 43 1 b 17-19) .  Although (or perhaps because) Aristo
tle never returned to th is issue, his later followers proposed various solu
tions of the sorts Aquinas considers in this and the next article. 

In this Averroes locates the ultimate human happiness (78-80) . Here 
is the expl icit acknowledgment that, for Averroes, the understanding of 
immaterial substances is associated with the ultimate goal of human 
l ife (see Averroes, De anima III. 36) .  Avicenna l ikewise writes in h is 
Liber de anima that "when the soul is freed from the body and the 
body's acc idents, then it will be able to be con joined to the agent intel
lect, and then we will find in it intell igible beauty and unending plea
sure" (V.6, p. 1 50) .  

So it is clear that even once all material things have been understood, 
the agent intellect would not be united with us in such a way that 
through it we could understand separate substances ( 1 06-9) .  All of 88. 1 
is presented in more detail, and often more clearly, in QDA 1 6. This 
argument in particular is stated more clearly in that earl ier treatment 
(p. 198) .  The thrust seems to be as follows: We are not entirely united 
with the agent intellect until we come to grasp all intellectual objects. 
Once united in this way, then (on their account) we could say that we 
understand separate substances, through agent intellect. But first we 
have to achieve th is unity, and on our own the best we could possibly 
do (as all sides agree) is to apprehend all material things. This, however, 
isn't good enough to achieve complete unity: it would "fall short of the 
agent intellect's power." In effect, then, the argument presents a catch-
22:  we cannot understand separate substances until we are united with 
agent intellect, but we cannot be united with agent intellect until we 
understand separate substances. 

88.2. Can the human soul reach knowledge of immaterial 
substances through the cognition of material things? 

No, not through the usual means of abstraction from matter. We have 
no reason to th ink that the character of material things sheds any l ight 
on the character of immaterial substances. The repl ies to the objec
tions qual ify this claim in various ways, allowing that we can ach ieve 



Commentary. Question 88. 367 

"some degree of cognition" (ad 1 ) , through the methods of "subtrac
tion" and "association" (ad 2) ,  allowing us to grasp someth ing of their 
"general character" (ad 4 ) .  Still , this achievement falls short of being a 
"complete cognition" (ad 1 ) ; i t  is neither understanding nor knowl
edge (notitia) . 

Corpus. but supposes that immaterial substances are of an entirely dif
ferent character (rationis) than the quiddities of material things ( 34-36). 
Aquinas is notably hesitant to make any cla ims about what separate 
substances are. The argument of Avempace holds only if we assume a 
Platon ic conception of these substances. If, on the other hand, we sup
pose that immaterial substances are entirely different in nature, then no 
amount of abstracting away matter will get us to them from material 
substances. Aquinas is careful not to commit himself to any particular 
account, and he stops short of rejecting the Platonic account. His point, 
instead, is that Avempace's argument assumes the one case but fails to 
rule out the other. It is h is very point, of course, that we don't know 
enough about separate substances-at least not in this l ife - to say deci
sively which account is true. 

Aquinas is cautious in this way throughout th is and the previous arti
cle. Except at the end of ad 4, he refrains even from describing the sep
arate substances as angels. They are "what we call angels" (88 pr) , but 
Aquinas apparently wants to stress that we are not entitled to that desig
nation - not  wi thout appeal ing to the authority of the B ible and  
Church teachings. Aquinas does not appeal to such authority here, pre
sumably because his focus is on what human beings can come to know 
through their own cognitive powers, without revelation . 

Ad 2 .  Instead, teachings about them are conveyed to us in the various 
branches of knowledge through the method of subtraction and of a cer
tain association with material things ( 50-5 3) .  This method of subtrac
tion (via remotionis) was described by Pseudo-Dionysius, and Aquinas 
recommends it for understanding both God and immaterial substances 
(see 84.7  ad 3 ) .  But i t's not obvious that he h imself- the Doctor 
Angelicus-adheres to this method. In the lengthy Treatise on Angels 
that came earl ier in the Summa (QQ50-63) ,  Aquinas reached a long 
l ist of impressive- looking conclusions. He himself would have been the 
most prominent witness to the fact that "teachings about the angels are 
conveyed in both theology and philosophy" ( obj .  2) .  Inspection, how
evers, reveals that even there he follows the method of subtraction. His 
conclusions seem generally to be expressible  in negative terms: the 
angels are not corporeal (50 . 1 ), they are not composed of matter (50 .2) , 
they are not corruptible (50 . 5 ) .  There certainly are exceptions, however, 
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such as 50. 3 :  there are a vast number of angels. But th is claim tells us 
nothing about what the angels are. 

To account for Aquinas' claims about angels that do not seem to fol
low the via remotionis, we presumably need to appeal to the other sort 
of method that Aquinas allows, a certain association with material 
things. The phrase is not entirely clear, but perhaps he means that we 
can comb ine what we know about the material world  with what we 
know angels are not, and on that basis reach further conclusions about 
what angels are. It is in this way, in fact, that he concludes there must 
be a vast number of angels. His argument rests on showing that there 
must be many more angels than there are species of material th ings 
( 50. 3c) . 

Ad 4. Immaterial created substances do not correspond with material 
substances in natural genus, because they do not have the same charac
teristics of potentiality and matter. Aquinas does not mean to deny that, 
at some level, immaterial substances and material substances are of the 
same kind or of the same genus. But the level at which they can be 
classed together is above the level of "natural genus," because these two 
kinds of substances don't have enough in common by way of potential
ity and matter. Aquinas bel ieves that a th ing's genus is a function of its 
material characteristics and, more generally, its potential ities (see, e.g. , 
66.2 obj . 2 & ad 2) .  Its differentia, in contrast, is a function of its formal 
characteristics and its actual ities. 

88. 3 .  Is God the thing we cognize first? 

No. Inasmuch as we understand God at all ,  we do so through creatures. 
The crucial point, as in earl ier articles ,  is that our intellect's primary 
object is the nature of the material world. John Duns Scotus would 
later make an interesting attack in this area on Aquinas and on Henry of 
Ghent, for whom God is the first obj ect of intellect. Scotus argues 
instead that being is the first object of intellect (Ordinatio I. 3 . 1 . 2-3) .  

Al though strictl y speaking God is not  a substance ( 88 . 2 ad 4) ,  
Aquinas is willing to speak here of God as an  "uncreated substance" 
( c 19) ,  thereby allowing him to fit this article into the official topic of 
Q88: "how the human soul cognizes the things that are above it, imma
terial substances." One might wonder, though, why Aquinas devotes so 
l ittle time to the seemingly central question of how we come to know 
God. To be sure, the 87 questions preceding this one provide bountiful 
illustrations ofhow Aquinas th inks we come to understand God and his 
creative activity. But this is as close as he comes in ST to an expl icit dis
cussion of the general methodological problem. 
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Objection 3. That which is cognized first in an image is the exemplar 
from which the image is formed. Aquinas uses ' image' to refer to a cer
tain kind of l ikeness: a l ikeness made in imitatation of something else, 
the exemplar (see la 3 5 . l c , 93 . l c) .  In such cases, we see the image as 
an image of the original exemplar. What one sees in a portra it, for 
instance, is the person depicted by the artist. Of course, one can resist 
treating the image as an image of something else: one can look at a 
portrait as just an abstract pattern of shapes and colors. But the objec
tion's point is that such an attitude has to be cultivated. Images have 
the initial effect of leading our thoughts elsewhere, to the original 
exemplar. 

Question 89 

The Separated Soul's Cognition 

This is the final item that Aquinas has promised to investigate; it is the 
coun terpart to h is longer discuss ion of how the intel lect  cognizes 
when attached to its body (QQ84-88 ) .  These two cases obviously 
exhaust the possibil ities. But it still may seem odd that Aquinas ends 
the Treatise in this way, given that separation is a temporary state, last
ing only until the Final Judgment. At that time, the bodies of the dead 
w ill be resurrected and reunited with their original souls. Although 
soul and body wil l  be un ited then as they are now, much of what 
Aquinas says in the Treatise will not apply to this next l ife: for exam
ple, the resurrected body wil l  be incorruptible;  phantasms will no 
longer be essential for cognition (compare 84.7 c20_2 J , with note) ;  and 
sensory desires, for the blessed, will be entirely under the control of 
reason (compare 8 1 . 3) . 

It might seem as if there should be a further set of articles devoted to 
the workings of the soul when reconnected to its body. Aquinas had 
considered such issues in detail in IV Sent. dd. 43-50 and in SCG 
IV.79-97) ,  and he intended to take up the resurrection in ST, at the 
end of the third part. (He died before doing so, and his early disciples 
did what they could to complete it by taking articles verbatim from IV 
Sent. This is known as the Supplement. ) Why did Aquinas want to wait 
for ST 3a to discuss l ife after the resurrection? Presumably, he felt that a 
discuss ion of resurrected human beings would rely too heavily on 
revealed truths of Christianity and would thus be out of keeping with 
the rest of the Treatise, where Aquinas is careful to rely only on princi
ples that can be rationally defended outside a specifically Christian 
framework. 
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89. 1 .  Can the soul understand when separated from its body? 

Yes. As obj .  3 indicates, the question here is whether by natural means 
the human soul can continue th inking apart from the body. It is crucial 
to his larger theological project to establish th is result, because the soul 
must continue to function if it is to continue to exist after death (75 .6 
obj . 3 & ad 3) ,  and the soul must continue to exist if human beings are 
to receive their ultimate reward in heaven or in hell .  Aquinas' aim is 
quite modest here, however. All he wants to show is that there is noth
ing inconsistent in the possibility of the soul's continuing to function 
apart from the body. 

Separated soul (anima separata) : death is the separation of soul and 
body; since the soul is incorruptible and the body is not (75 .6), death 
results in the existence of a separated soul. A separated soul reta ins its 
immaterial powers, intellect, and will , but loses its nutritive and sensory 
powers (77 .8) .  Since human beings are not just their souls (75 .4), a sepa
rated soul is not a human being, or even a person (29. 1 ad 5) ,  and so my 
separated soul is not I. I go out of existence at death and come back into 
existence when my body is resurrected (see Inl C 1 5 .2 ,  in Appendix 8) .  

Sed contra. But it can be separated. The proof that the human soul can 
be separated from the body came in 75 .6. But Aqu inas left in doubt 
there the issue of whether the soul could continue to operate without 
its body. (See 75 .6 obj . 3 & ad 3 . )  So it seems that he isn't here entitled 
to assert that the soul can be separated, until he establ ishes that a sepa
rated soul could continue to operate. Perhaps Aquinas puts this argu
ment in the sed contra rather than in the main reply because he 
recognizes the circularity. But in  other texts, Aquinas makes much the 
same argument in the main reply, as if he were entitled to assume the 
soul's incorruptibil ity. (See, e.g. ,  QQ 3 .9. 1 c, QDV 1 9. l c. )  It is interest
ing that in the last text, he appeals to the Christian faith, rather than to 
any argument, as his grounds for accepting the soul 's separability. 

Corpus.  The perfection of the universe required that there be different 
levels among things ( 1 04-5) .  "Nature always aims at what is better" (c69_ 
70) .  So since Aquinas wants to claim that it is natural for human beings 
to acquire information through the senses, he needs some account of 
why th is method is better for us. (This is the "further puzzle" discussed 
at c70_ 1 1 3 . )  His answer is that our l imited intellects can get more and 
clearer information from the senses than they can by "turning toward 
intell igible th ings straightaway" (c71 ) .  (This point gets developed fur
ther in 89. 3 . )  But that explanation immediately raises the question of 
why our intellects are so l imited: why did God make us so dumb? To 
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that perfectly good question Aquinas gives th is reply, that diversity in 
the universe enhances its perfection. God could have made all crea
tures as intell igent as the highest of angels, but such a universe would 
not have represented God's glory as well as does a complexly diverse 
hierarchy of creatures. This point was developed in more detail back in 
47.2 ,  where Aquinas remarks, " if only one grade of goodness were 
found in things, the universe would not be perfect." 

nevertheless it can be separated and have another mode of under
standing ( 1 1 5-1 6) .  This ultimate conclusion is intended as a restate
ment of someth ing impl icitly claimed earl ier ( c61-63) :  that a separated 
soul can have another, nonnatural mode of cognition corresponding to 
its nonnatural mode of existence. The modesty of th is conclusion 
matches Aquinas' actual aim in this article. He is not trying to establish 
that the separated soul actually does continue its intellectual opera
tions, only that it can do so. (Compare the title of this article . )  The 
main obstacle that Aquinas sees to its being able to continue function
ing is that this would draw into question the point of its being united to 
the body in the first place. So Aquinas has to show that there is a way of 
mainta ining both that its union to the body is a good thing for the soul 
and that the soul could function without the body. As for what exactly 
w il l  al low it  to continue function ing- illumination from above 
Aquinas doesn't get around to mentioning this until ad 3 .  

Ad 3.  So as soon as it stops turning toward the body, it  is turned toward 
higher things. Aquinas does not even consider the possibility that a sep
arated soul might continue to function without receiving any sort of 
external stimulus; the argument of 84.7 precludes that possibil ity. But 
what will replace phantasms? Here he identifies the crucial source: it is 
a kind of divine illumination. The remain ing articles of Q89 provide a 
few more details about such illumination, but the picture is never very 
complete. Elsewhere, Aquinas makes it clear that human beings will 
have access to this divine l ight not directly from God but rather through 
the angels. ("Impressed species are caused in the separated soul by 
God, mediated by the angels" [QDA 20 ad 1 1  ]) .  The illumination is 
divine in its ultimate origins, but angels will carry the message. (The 
word 'angel ' comes from the Greek word for messenger. ) 

It is important to stress that the separated soul will be functioning 
" just as other separate substances do"- that is, just l ike the angels .  
The angels themselves are in  constant  commun ication w i th one 
another, and it is the responsibility of the higher angels to illuminate 
the lower angels. Likewise, the lower angels have the job of watching 
over us ( in this l ife) and illuminating us ( in our separated condition) .  
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Aquinas discusses these matters in detail in QQ1 07-1 3 .  To contempo
rary ears, all of this may sound l ike a fairy tale, but it has a pleasing 
theoretical consistency. The human soul is "at the boundary between 
spiritual and corporeal creatures" (77.2c) .  In this l ife, the soul's atten
tion is directed downward, toward the corporeal world; in the next l ife 
it wil l  be directed upward, toward the angelic orders. Aquinas is com
m itted to the ex is tence of these angels anyway, on independent  
grounds. So h is account  of  separated souls i s  not made up out of  
whole cloth, a desperate effort to ensure human immortal ity. Rather, 
it is a consistent appl ication of principles that he has already worked 
out in explaining how other separate spiritual substances function. 

89.2. Does a separated soul understand separate substances? 

Yes, although imperfectly. In contrast to what we are capable of in this 
l ife, when connected to a body (see Q88), a separated soul does under
stand separate substanc es (angels and demons) .  Th is is true not  
because of some sort of miraculous intervention but because the soul , 
in this unnatural separated state, will automatically acquire a new 
mode of operation.  It will be oriented not toward sensory phantasms (as 
described in 8 5 . 1 )  but toward pure immaterial forms, such as itself and 
the separate substances. 

The interesting implication of th is article is that our mind's orienta
tion toward phan tasms (and hence the material world) is a conse
quence not of its nature but of "the weight and distraction of its body" 
(ad 1 ) .  Contrary to what one might assume on the basis of QQ87-88, 
there is nothing intrinsic to the human mind that makes it unable to 
grasp itself or the angels directly. Once separated from the body, i t  per
fectly well can have a kind of direct intellectual intuition of immaterial 
th ings . But th is is not  to say that  such a mode of cogn ition is an 
improvement. As the previous article stressed, "turning toward intell igi
ble th ings straightaway" is not a boon to us, given our l imited intellec
tual powers (89. l c70-I l 3) .  

Objection 2 .  They also cannot be cognized through any species that the 
soul could abstract from an angel, because an angel is simpler than the 
soul. This takes for granted that the process of abstraction consists of a 
kind of simplification or purification. The mind abstracts when it takes a 
material object, with its complex accidental features, and strips it down to 
its essential nature. In his QDA 17  ad 4, Aquinas writes that in abstraction 

the species received exists in the one cognizing more simply and imma
terially than in the thing that is cognized. If, conversely, the thing cog
nized is more immaterial and simple than the one cognizing, then the 
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species of the thing cognized in the one cognizing is said to be not 
abstracted, but rather impressed or influxed. 

In keeping with this distinction, Aquinas will reply in ad 2 that angels 
are understood "through divinely impressed l ikenesses." 

Corpus .  But the mode of a separated soul's substance is beneath the 
mode of an angelic substance, although it matches the mode of other sep
arated souls. So it has a complete cognition of other separated souls, and 
an incomplete, deficient cognition of the angels (3 8-42) .  Throughout 
this paragraph, Aquinas uses 'substance' as a synonym for 'nature.' His 
point is straightforward: things differ in how they cognize in keeping 
with differences in their nature. So even though separated souls will 
receive an influx of information about the angels, " through divinely 
impressed l ikenesses" (ad 2), they w ill not be able to understand the 
angels very well. It is not that they will lack information but that they 
will be unable to process this information fully. "The nature of a soul is 
below that of an angel" (ad 2) ,  and as a result the truth about the angels 
is just too difficult for our l imited minds to grasp fully. In contrast, sepa
rated souls will be able to understand other souls completely and 
directly, just as they will be able to understand themselves. This ability 
marks quite a contrast with our present mode of existence, in which we 
cannot even directly understand our own mind but must infer its nature 
by working backward from its objects and acts (see 87. 1 ) . 

Here we are speaking of the natural cognition of a separated soul. 
There is a different account for its cognition of glory (42-43) .  The 
account of Q89 appl i es to all sepa ra ted human souls ,  saved and 
damned. (That's why Aquinas can appeal , here and elsewhere, to Luke's 
"rich man cast into hell" [sc] . )  Aquinas isn't bothered by the fact that 
the damned will receive illumination, because it will only make them 
feel worse about their fate (see QDA 1 8  ad 1 5 ) .  But the souls of the 
blessed will receive a special supernatural illumination, obta ined not 
through nature but through grace. In virtue of this illumination, these 
sanctified souls will be promoted to the level of angels (see 89. 8c52 : 
"they are equal to the angels") .  They remain human, and so their intel
lects remain inferior by nature. But they will be so rewarded by grace as 
to make up for the difference. (See 1 08.8,  where Aquinas notes that this 
reward is promised at both Matthew 22. 30 and Luke 20. 36.) 

89. 3 .  Does a separated soul cognize everything in nature? 

Yes, but only in a general and confused way. Since things in nature are 
sensible things, and separated souls lack the senses, one might doubt that 
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even this much is so. But Aquinas insists that a separated soul will be 
able to do what the angels do, albeit in an inferior way, and so will under
stand the natural world "through species that it receives from the influ
ence of the divine l ight" ( c20_2 1 ) . Since Aquinas' reply is so qual ified, he 
ends by replying to the initial arguments on both sides of the question.  

Objection 1 .  The separate substances possess the accounts of all natural 
things. Aquinas argues in Q58  that an angel understands all material 
th ings, not j ust in the universal but even in their particular deta ils. 
Since angel ic minds are in every respect superior to our own, he sup
poses that anything we can do, the angels do better. And in contrast to 
our slow, painstaking efforts to acquire knowledge about the world, the 
angels are illuminated with this knowledge from the start. Aquinas con
ceives of this illumination as analogous to the process of creation :  " just 
as things emanate from God in order to subsist in their own nature, so 
they do so in order to exist in angel ic cognition" (57.2c) . Later in this 
article, Aqu inas says much the same th ing: "everything that God made 
in its own individual nature he made in the angel ic mind" ( c28-29) . 

Ad 1 .  does not entail that the soul cognizes everything in nature.  
Although a separated soul does directly apprehend the nature of the 
angels , this does not allow it to apprehend everything that the angels 
apprehend. The reason is that the angels cognize th ings through acci
dental forms ( intell igible species) impressed upon them from above, 
rather than through their very substance (essence, nature) .  So knowl
edge of the nature of an angel doesn't yield knowledge of what the 
angel knows: one would further have to know the contents of an angel's 
mind, which cannot be inferred from its nature. Hence a separated 
soul's knowledge of "everything in nature" must have a different source: 
it must come from the same sort of illumination from above. 

This case should be contrasted with what it is l ike for the blessed in 
heaven to see the essence of God. Since God understands all th ings 
through his essence, someone who sees God's essence sees all things in 
that essence. Hence in coming to know God, the blessed come to know 
the natural world as well (see, e.g. , 1 a  1 2 . 8) .  

89.4. Does a separated soul cognize singulars? 

Yes. S ince the mind in this l ife does not cognize singulars and since the 
separated soul just is the mind, it might seem that a separated soul can
not cognize singulars ( obj .  1 ) .  But, as stressed in previous articles, a sep
arated soul will take on a new mode of cognition, "through the influx of 
species from God" ( c20) .  Consequently it can have knowledge of at least 
some particular events. 
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Objection 3. If it cognizes singulars, and not through the senses, then it 
would by the same reasoning cognize all singulars. But it does not cog
nize all singulars. Therefore it cognizes none. This is an important objec
tion, but one that needs to be spelled out in more detail . Knowledge 
received directly into the intellect through some sort of spiritual impres
sion would not seem to represent one particular thing or another. Such 
information would seem too general; if it gave us knowledge of singu
lars, it would seem to give us knowledge of all singulars. This is the sort 
of knowledge that both God and the angels have , as Aqu inas will 
explain in the body of the question . (And see 89. 3c27_29: "the angels 
cognize everything in nature, and completely, because everything that 
God made in its own individual nature he made in the angel ic mind.") 
But surely the separated soul does not have such all-encompass ing 
knowledge. The only way of knowing singulars that is suited to the soul 
is through the senses, and this is of course not available to a separated 
soul . So a separated soul must not know singulars at all , or so the objec
tion argues. (Compare QDV 20 obj . 2 . )  

Corpus. Separated souls cognize some singulars but not all, even of those 
that exist at present ( 1 5-1 6) .  One might suppose that separated souls are 
aware of all particular th ings and events going on at present and that 
they are unaware only of future singulars. This is how th ings are for the 
angels; they know all about the present and the past, but are unaware of 
future events, except insofar as they can predict the future on the basis 
of the past ( l a  57. 3) .  Aquinas wants to make it clear that, even as regards 
present events, separated souls are not aware of all singulars. 

But separated souls, through such species, can cognize only those sin
gulars toward which they have somehow been determined: through 
either a prior cognition, some affection, a natural disposition, or divine 
order ( 3 1 -34) . This is the key to Aquinas' account of how separated 
souls can apprehend some singulars but not all . (Compare ad 3 and 
the further use Aquinas makes of this principle in 89. 8c 19_22. )  The gen
eral idea is this: although the soul is too weak in its cognitive power to 
grasp all the particular information conta ined in the overwhelming 
influx of divine l ight, still the soul will be able to grasp some particu
lars- those that it has some reason to focus on or look for. (Think of 
untrained observers walking through a ra inforest. They will miss most 
of the l ife around them, but if they are told to focus on a few th ings, 
they stand a good chance of recognizing at least some of that. )  Aquinas 
describes four ways in which a separated soul may be focused on par
ticulars. The first and the last are straightforward: first, memories from 
th is l ife may prompt the separated soul to recognize in the divine l ight 
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certain particular details (th ink of the rich man and his five brothers 
[sc ] ) ;  last, God may have reasons for drawing a separated soul's atten
tion to something particular. It's not so clear what Aquinas has in mind 
with the second and third cases . Perhaps an example of an affection 
(affectionem) would be one's love and concern for certain particulars. 
(Again, think of the rich man and his five brothers . )  Perhaps an exam
ple of a natural disposition would be a jealous or competitive streak, 
inclining one to focus on the progress of a still-living rival . 

89.5. Does the dispositional knowledge 
acquired here remain in a separated soul? 

Yes, inasmuch as dispositional knowledge is contained within intellect. 
But even intellectual dispositions involve the sensory powers to some 
degree, inasmuch as our intellect's natural mode of cognition requires 
constant interaction with sensory phantasms. Hence the knowledge 
retained by a separated soul will be somewhat fragmentary, shorn of its 
usual sensory context. Stil l ,  Aquinas indicates in the latter half of the 
corpus that such purely intellectual knowledge can never be lost: i t  
"necessarily remains" ( c44) because there is  no way for a separated intel
lect to forget or be deceived. 

Th is article must be read in conjunction with the following one, which 
considers whether a separated soul can use its preserved dispositions. 

Corpus. This is especially so with regard to the simple intellection by 
which one understands a thing's quiddity. But contraries are found in 
intellect with regard to the operation by which it composes and divides, 
and also reasons. This is so inasmuch as, in a proposition or argument, 
false is the contrary of true (54-58) .  Aquinas has in mind the three oper
ations of intellect: s imple intellection, composition and division, and 
reason ing. Simple intellection gets at what a thing is (quod quid est) 
its essence or qu iddity; composition and division ( dis)associates one 
simple understanding with (from) another; reasoning moves from one 
compos ition/divis ion to another (see 8 5 . 5 c) .  Aqu inas has already 
argued, back in 75 .6c 5 5_56, that "the concepts of contrary things are not 
contraries within intellect; instead, the same knowledge embraces con
traries." Here he extends the discussion beyond simple concepts, to take 
account of propositions. At the propositional level it is possible for the 
intellect to go from contrary to contrary-as when the intellect bel ieves 
this is a tree and (later) bel ieves this is not a tree. These remarks corre
spond with Aquinas' view that the intellect's judgments can be false 
only insofar as some sort of composition enters in. It never goes wrong 
at the level of simple concepts (see 85 .6  and 8 5 . 1  ad 1 ) .  
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Ad 1 .  Thus he remarks, in proof of this, Now I cognize in part. . . .  
Aquinas expects readers to complete the passage on their own: 

Now I cognize in part, but then I will cognize as I am cognized (I Corin
thians 1 3 . 1 2) .  

Still ,  it is not immediately obvious how this text supports Aquinas' read
ing of Paul's earl ier remark, knowledge will be destroyed ( 1 3 .8) .  Since all 
knowledge, strictly speaking, is dispositional knowledge, verse 1 3 . 8  
looks to be right on target as as objection. And when 1 3 . 1 2  goes o n  to 
ins ist that we will continue to cognize in the next l ife, it looks as if the 
last thing he could mean is that the act of cognition is destroyed. 

Aquinas' commentary on I Corinthians makes it clear what he has in 
mind (Bk.  3 ,  l ee .  1 3 ) .  When Paul wr i tes that  knowledge will be 
destroyed, Aquinas takes this to mean that we will no longer be able to 
function in the standard way, by turning toward phantasms. When Paul 
adds, in the next life I will cognize as I am cognized, Aquinas takes th is 
to mean that in the next l ife Paul will take up a new mode of cognition, 
one at least analogous to God's direct mode of cognizing Paul . So in 
saying that knowledge will be destroyed, Paul means that our present 
mode of cognition will be destroyed. We will continue to possess dispo
sitional knowledge, and we will continue to use that knowledge (as the 
next article makes more clear) . 

89.6. Can a separated soul use the 
dispositional knowledge acquired here? 

Yes. A separated soul not only retains the knowledge it acquires in this 
l ife but also can use that knowledge, which is just to say that it can actu
ally think about the information it has retained. The reason one might 
question this is that actual thought has been said to require phantasms, 
even after the information has already been acquired (84.7c28-3 1 ; see 
objs. 2-3 here) .  But Aquinas repl ies ,  as throughout Q89, that a sepa
rated soul will have a different mode of thought and so will not need to 
turn toward phantasms. 

Corpus. There are two things to consider in an act: the species of the act 
and its mode. One considers the species of the act on the basis of the 
object toward which the species directs the act of the cognitive power; that 
species is a likeness of the object (22-2 5 ) .  Of the four occurrences of 
'species' here, the last two clearly refer to the sensible or (in this case) 
intell igible species that informs the cognitive power. But the first two 
occurrences seem to have quite a different meaning: species in the clas
sificatory sense. (What kind of act is it?) Aquinas can skip from one to 
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the other here (and later on in the reply) because he bel ieves they 
amount to the same thing. A cognitive act is of a certa in kind because it 
has a certain content; that content is fixed by the sensory or intell igible 
species. An act is a seeing of a stone, or a thought of an apple, because 
of the species that is a l ikeness of the object. The species (l ikeness) 
determines the species (kind) of the act. 

89.7. Does spatial distance impede a separated soul's cognition? 

No, not in the slightest. As explained in previous articles ,  a separated 
soul acquires its information "through the influx of species from the 
divine l ight" ( c28-29) .  Spatial distance is therefore irrelevant. 

89. 8. Do souls separated from their bodies 
cognize the things that go on here? 

No, except for those blessed souls that are immediately taken up into 
heaven . Ordinary souls are in the company of the angels, focused on 
the realm of intell igible truth rather than on our mundane concerns 
here. A great deal of this article, including the first objection and the 
reply ad 1 ,  is taken straight from Augustine's On the Proper Care for the 
Dead (De cura pro mortuis gerenda) , chs. xiii-xv. 

Corpus. the souls of the blessed ( 34-35) .  There is a special controversy, 
in  o ther words, regarding those separated soul s- the saints - that 
ascend directly to heaven . Since they are granted a direct vision of God, 
and made equal to the angels, it may seem that they will surely know 
what goes on here on earth. 

except insofar as the working of divine justice requires it (56) .  This 
provides an interesting explanation for why the saints do not comfort 
the l iving-why Augustine's beloved mother Monica, for instance, did 
not visit him after her death.  Grasping divine justice in the way that 
they do, the saints simply are not saddened by the th ings that happen 
here and feel no temptation to get involved. But why exactly aren't the 
saints saddened? Aren't there things that happen here that should make 
any caring observer sad: genocide, slavery, starvation , plagues? Presum
ably it is not that the saints don't regard these as bad th ings, in them
selves . The impl ication rather seems to be that a grasp of the larger 
scheme of things shows how these evils are redressed, in the long run, 
by divine justice. The sa ints see God's plan, and see that it is good; 
hence there is nothing to be sad about. 



APPENDIX 1 
Distinctions between sense objects 

(InDA II. 1 3.72-222) 

72-8 1 .  There is a problem here concerning the distinction between 
common sens ibles and th ings that are sensible per accidens. For just 
as per accidens sensibles are apprehended only insofar as proper sensi
bles are apprehended, so too for common sensibles. For the only time 
sight apprehends size or shape is when it apprehends something col- 5 
ored. Therefore it seems that common sens ibles are also per accidens 
sensibles. 

82-90. So some say that there are two reasons why common sensibles 
of this sort are not sensible per accidens. The first is that common sensi-
bles of this sort are proper to the common sense- in the way that the 10 

proper sensibles are proper to individual senses. The second is that 
proper sensibles cannot exist without common sensibles, whereas they 
can exist without per accidens sensibles. 

90-98. Each of these repl ies, however, is inadequate. The first is inade-
quate because it is false that those common sens ibles are the proper 1 5 
objects of the common sense. For, as will be clear below [ III 1 ,  42 5a 1 6; 
III 3 ,  427a9-16 ] ,  the common sense is a certain capacity at which the 
impressions of all the senses terminate. That is why it is impossible for 
the common sense to have a proper object that is not the object of a 
proper sense. 20 

98-105.  But with respect to these impressions of the proper senses from 
their objects, the common sense does have some distinctive operations 
that the proper senses cannot have: it perceives the sensory impressions 
themselves, and discerns between sense objects of different senses. For 
it is through the common sense that we perceive that we see and dis- 25 
cern between white and sweet. 

106-1 18 .  Moreover, even if common sensibles were the proper objects 
of the common sense, that would not rule out their being sensible per 
accidens with respect to the proper senses. For the question here con-
cerns sensibles insofar as they have a relationship to the proper senses; 30 

for the capacity of common sense has not yet been explained. But that 
which is the proper object of any internal capacity can be sensible per 
accidens, as will be said below [ 1 82-222 ] .  Nor is it surprising that what 
is sensible per se to one of the external senses is sensible per accidens 

379 
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3 5  with respect to another sense. Something sweet, for instance, is visible 
per accidens. 

1 19-1 24. The second argument is also not adequate. For it is irrelevant 
to being sensible per accidens whether the subject of the sensible qual
ity is or is not its subject per se. For no one would say that fire, which is 

40 the proper subject of heat, is sensible per se to touch. 

125-134. And so one should answer in a different way. Sensing consists 
in a kind of being affected and being altered, as was said earl ier [II 1 0, 
4 1 6b33-34] . Therefore, whatever makes a difference with respect to a 
sense's being affected or altered has per se a relationsh ip to the sense 

45 and is said to be sensible per se. But that which makes no difference to 
the impression received by the senses is said to be sensible per accidens. 
That is why the Philosopher says in the text [41 8a23-24] that "by the 
(per accidens) sensible," sense " is not affected in virtue of being such." 

1 34-144. But there are two ways in which something can make a differ-
50 ence in the impression received by a sense. It can do so in one way in 

virtue of the kind (speciem) of agent it is . It is in this way that per se sen
sibles make a difference in the impress ion received by a sense- inas
much as this one is a color, that one a sound, this one white, that one 
black. For, among th ings active on the senses, the proper objects of 

5 5  sense are those kinds for which a sensory capacity is naturally suited. As 
a result, the senses are distinguished in terms of the differences among 
these sensibles. 

144-1 59. Other things make a difference in how a sense is affected not 
in virtue of the agent's kind but in virtue of the way it acts. For sensible 

60 qual ities move a sense corporeally and with respect to position . Thus 
they move a sense in different ways insofar  as they are in a larger or 
smaller body, and insofar as they are in a different position- viz. , closer 
or farther, the same or different. And th is is how common sens ibles 
make a difference in how the senses are altered. For it is clear that 

6 5 either size or position is made to differ with respect to all five of these 
[common sensibles] .  And because they do not have a relationship to a 
sense as do the kinds (species) of the active [objects] , it follows that we 
do not draw distinctions among the sensory capacities in accord with 
them. Instead [ these objects] remain common to more than one sense. 

70 161-163. So now that we have seen how both common and proper sen
sibles are said to be sensible per se, it remains to be seen why something 
is said to be sensible per accidens. 
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164-174. So it is important to know that for something to be sensible 
per accidens, the first thing that is required is that it be an accident of 
something sensible per se . For example, being a human being applies 75 

accidentally to what is white, as does being sweet. The second thing 
required is that it be apprehended by the thing that is sensing. For if 
there were some accident of the sense object that was h idden from the 
thing sensing, that would not be said to be sensed per accidens. It must 
then be cognized per se by some other cognitive capacity belonging to 80 

the thing sensing; this will be another sense, or intellect, or the cogita-
tive or estimative power. 

175-18 1 .  I speak of "another sense" as if we were to say that sweet is vis
ible per accidens insofar as sweet is accidental to white, which is appre-
hended by sight, whereas sweet is apprehended per se by taste. But, to 85 

speak strictly, this is not someth ing altogether sensible per accidens, but 
rather something visible per accidens and sensible per se. 

182-190. What is not cognized by a proper sense is, if it is something 
universal , apprehended by intellect. Still, not everything that can be 
apprehended by intellect in someth ing that has been sensed can be 90 

called sensible per accidens, but [only] that which is apprehended by 
intellect right when the thing that has been sensed is encountered. For 
example, right when I see someone speaking or moving, apprehending 
through intellect his being al ive, I can say on th is basis that I see he is 
l iving. 95 

191-205 .  If, however, [ the object] is apprehended as an individual -
e.g. ,  when I see something colored I perceive this human being or this 
animal - then this sort of apprehension in a human being is produced 
through the cogitative power. Th is is also called particular reason, 
because it joins individual intentions in the way that universal reason 1 00 

joins universal concepts (rationum). But all the same, this power is in 
the soul 's sensory part. For the sensory power, at its highest level, partic
ipates somewhat in the intellective power in a human being, in whom 
sense is connected to intellect. In an irrational an imal, on the other 
hand, the natural estimative power brings about the apprehension of an 1 0 5  

individual intention . It is in virtue of th is that a sheep, through hearing 
or sight, recognizes its offspring or anything of that sort. 

205-222. The cogitative and estimative powers stand differently in this 
regard. For the cogitative power apprehends an individual as existing 
under a common nature. It can do th is insofar as it is united to the 1 10 

intellective power in the same subject. Thus it cognizes this human 
being as it is th is human being, and this piece of wood as it is this piece 
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of wood. But the estimative power does not apprehend an individual in 
terms of its being under a common nature, but only in terms of its 

1 1 5  being the end point or starting point of some action or affection. It is in 
this way that a sheep recognizes a given lamb not inasmuch as it is this 
lamb but inasmuch as it can nurse it. It recognizes this grass inasmuch 
as it is its food. Thus its natural estimative power in no way apprehends 
any individual to which its acting or being affected does not extend. For 

1 20 the natural estimative power is given to animals so that through it they 
are directed toward the proper actions or affections that should be pur
sued or avoided. 



APPENDIX 2 
Do human beings have free choice? 

(QDM Q6) 

There is a question regarding human choice. And the first question is 
whether human beings have free choice over their acts or whether they 
choose of necess ity. 

It seems that they choose not freely, but of necessity: 

1 .  It is said in Jeremiah 1 0. 2 3  that A person's way is not up to him, nor 5 

does it belong to a man to walk and direct his steps. But that with respect 
to which someone has freedom belongs to him, as if it were placed 
within his domain . Therefore it seems that a human being does not 
have free choice over his ways and his acts. 

2.  But it was said that th is passage refers to the carrying out of one's 10 

choices, which are at times not within one's power. 
On the contrary is what the Apostle says in Romans 9 . 1 6, it does not 

belong to him who wills (to will ) ,  nor to him who runs (to run), but to 
God who shows mercy. But just as running pertains to the external carry-
ing out of actions, so willing pertains to the in ternal choice. Therefore 1 5 
even internal choices are not with in a human being's power, but are 
given to a human being by God. 

3. Now it was said that a human being is moved to choose by a kind of 
internal impulse, given by God h imself, unchangeably, but that this is 
not incompatible with freedom. 20 

On the contrary, although every animal moves itself through appe
tite, still animals other than human beings do not have free cho ice, 
because their appetite is moved by some external mover (by the power 
of a celestial body, or by the action of some other body) . Therefore if 
the will of a human being is unchangeably moved by God, then it fol- 25 

lows that human beings do not have free choice over their acts. 

4. "The violent is that whose source is external , with the one acted on 
contributing no force." 1 Therefore if the source of the choice in will is 
external (namely, God), it seems that the will is moved by violence and 
of necessity. Therefore it does not have free choice over its acts. 30 

1Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics III 1 ,  1 1 1  Ob 1 5-16. 
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5 .  It is impossible for the will of a human being to disagree with the will 
of God. For as Augustine says in h is Enchiridion [xxvi. l 00] , either a 
human being does what God wants, or else through that act God fulfills 
his own will . But the will of God is unchangeable, and therefore so is 

3 5  the will of a human being. Therefore all human choices proceed from 
an unchangeable choice. 

6. The act of any capacity can only be toward its object. The action of 
sight, for instance, can concern only the vis ible. But the object of the 
will is the good; therefore the will can will only the good. Therefore 

40 it wills the good of necessity, and does not have free choice over good 
or bad. 

7 .  Every capacity to which its object is related as mover to movable is a 
passive capacity, and its operating is being affected. It is in this way that 
something sens ible moves a sense; hence sense is a pass ive capac ity, 

45 and "sensing is a kind of being affected . "2 But the obj ect of will is 
related to the will as mover to movable. For the Philosopher says in De 
anima III [43 3b l l- 1 2 ]  and in Metaphysics XII [ 1 072a26] that the 
object of appetite is an unmoved mover, whereas appetite is a moved 
mover. Therefore the w il l  is a pass ive capacity, and to w ill is to be 

50 affected. But every passive capacity is moved of necessity by its active 
object, if that object  is sufficient. Therefore it seems that the will is 
moved of necessity by an object of appetite. Therefore a human being 
is not free to will or not to wil l .  

8 .  Now it  was said that the will has necessity with respect to its ultimate 
5 5  end, s ince every human being necessarily wills to be happy, but not 

with respect to the means to the end. 
On the contrary, just as the end is the object of the wil l ,  so is the 

means to the end, since each has the character of being good. There
fore if the will is moved toward the end of necessity, it seems that it is 

60 also moved of necessity toward the means to the end. 

9. Where there is the same cause of motion and the same thing being 
moved, the manner of being moved is also the same. But when some
one wills the end and the means to the end, it is the same thing that is 
moved (the will) and the same thing that produces the motion, because 

6 5  someone wills the means to the end only insofar as he wills the end. 
Therefore the manner of being moved is also the same. That is to say, 
then, that just as someone wills the ultimate end of necessity, so he wills 
the means to the end of necessity. 

2Aristotle, De anima II l l , 423b32.  
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10 .  Just as the intellect i s  a capacity separate from matter, so is the will . 
But the intellect is moved of necessity by its object: for a human being 70 

is compelled of necessity to assent to some truth, by the force of reason. 
Therefore for the same reason the will is necessarily moved by its 
object. 

1 1 . The condition of the first mover is left over in all the following mov-
ers, because all the secondary movers move insofar as they are moved 75 

by the first mover. But in the order of voluntary motions, the first mover 
is an apprehended object of appetite. Therefore since the apprehension 
of an object of appetite occurs of necessity, if something is proved to be 
good through a demonstration, it seems that the necessity is passed on 
to all the following motions, and so the will is moved to willing not 80 

freely but of necessity. 

1 2. A th ing is the source of motion more than an intention is. But 
according to the Ph ilosopher in Metaphysics VI [ 1 027b2 5-27] , good
ness is in things, whereas truth is in the mind. Thus it is the thing that is 
good, whereas the intention is true. Therefore the good has more of the 85 

character of being a source of motion than the true does. But what is 
true moves the intellect of necessity, as was sa id [ obj .  1 0] .  Therefore 
what is good moves the will of necessity. 

1 3. Love, which pertains to the will , is a stronger motion than cogni-
tion, which pertains to the intellect. For cognition assimilates, whereas 90 

love transforms, as is seen in Dionysius, Divine Names 14. 1 3 . Therefore 
the will is more movable than the intellect. Therefore if the intellect is 
moved of necessity, it seems that the will is much more so. 

14. Now it was said that the action of intellect occurs with respect to a 
motion toward the soul, whereas an act of will occurs with respect to a 95 

motion from the soul . Thus the intellect has the character more of 
something passive, whereas the will has the character more of some
thing active. So it is not affected by its object of necessity. 

On the contrary, assenting pertains to the intellect just as consenting 
pertains to the will. But assenting signifies a motion toward the th ing 1 00 

assented to, just as consenting also does, toward the thing consented to. 
Therefore the motion of will is no more from the soul than is the 
motion of intellect. 

1 5 . If the will is not moved of necessity with respect to certain things 
that are willed, then it is necessary to say that it stands open to opposites, 1 05 

since what is not necessarily the case is possibly not the case. But every
th ing that is in potential ity for opposites is brought to actual ity regarding 
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one of them only through some actual being that makes what was in 
potential ity be actual . Now that which makes something be actual is 

1 10 what we call its cause. Therefore if the will determinately wills some
th ing, there will have to be some cause that makes it will this th ing. But 
once a cause is posited, it is necessary that the effect be posited, as Avi
cenna proves. 3 (For if, once the cause is posited , it is still possible for the 
effect not to occur, then something else will still be needed to bring it 

1 1 5 from potential ity to actual ity, and hence the first was not a sufficient 
cause . )  Therefore the will is moved to will a th ing of necessity. 

16. No power that stands open to contraries is active. This is because 
every active power can bring about that which it is actively capable of. 
But from someth ing possible's being posited the impossible does not 

120 follow, whereas it would follow from this that two opposites occur at 
once, which is impossible. But the will is an active power. Therefore it 
does not stand open to opposites, but is determined of necessity to one. 

17 .  The will begins to choose at some point before which it was not 
choos ing. Therefore it either is or is not changed out of the state in 

125 which it existed before. If it is not, it follows that just as it was not choos
ing before, so it is not choosing now, and so that which is not choosing 
would be choosing, which is impossible. But if its state is changed, then 
it is necessary that it is changed by something, since everything that is 
moved is moved by another . 4 But  that wh ich causes the motion 

130 imposes necessity on that which it moves; otherwise it would not be the 
sufficient cause of the motion . Therefore the will is moved of necessity. 

18 .  Now it was said that these arguments hold for a natural capacity, 
one that is in matter, but not for an immaterial capacity, which is what 
the will is . 

1 3 5  On the contrary, the source of all human cognition is the senses . 5 

Therefore a human being can cognize a thing only insofar as either it or 
its effects fall under the senses. But the power itself that stands open to 
opposites does not fall under the senses, while as regards its effects that 
do fall under the senses, one does not find two contrary acts occurring 

140 at once; rather, we always see one determinately coming to actual ity. 
Therefore we cannot judge that human beings have an active power 
standing open to opposites. 

3Metaphysics 1.6 (p. 46). 
4Aristotle, Physics VIII 7, 2 54b24-32. 
5Aristotle, Posterior Analytics II 20, lOOa l O; Met. I 1 , 98 la2.  
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19. Since a capacity is spoken of relative to its act, capacity stands to 
capacity just as act stands to act. But two opposite acts cannot occur at 
once. Therefore neither can there be one capacity for two opposites. 145 

20. According to Augustine in De trinitate I [ i . l ] ,  nothing is the cause 
of its own existence. Therefore, by the same reasoning, nothing is the 
cause of its own being moved. Therefore the will does not move itself. 
But it is necessarily moved by something, because it begins to act after 
having not been acting,* and every such thing is in some way moved. 1 50 

(Thus we say of God, on account of his immovabil ity, that he does not 
begin to will after having been not will ing. ) Therefore it is necessary 
that the will be moved by another. But that which is moved by another 
receives necessity from the other. Therefore the will wills necessarily, 
not freely. 1 5 5  

2 1 .  Everyth ing mul tiform is  reduced to someth ing un iform. But  
human motions are varied and multiform. Therefore they are reduced 
to a uniform motion as their cause, and this is the motion of the heav-
ens . But that which is caused by the motion of the heavens arises of 
necess ity, because a natural causes produces i ts effect of necess ity 1 60 

unless there is an impediment, whereas nothing can impede the 
motion of a heavenly body from resulting in its effect, because even 
someth ing of that which impeded it would have to be reduced to a 
celestial principle as its cause. Therefore it seems that human motions 
arise of necessity and not out of free choice. 165  

22. Anyone who does what he does not want to do does not have free 
choice.  But human beings do what they do not wan t to do, as in 
Romans 7. 1 5 : The evil that I hate, that is what I do. Therefore human 
beings do not have free choice over their acts. 

23. Augustine says in his Enchiridion [ ix. 30] that "a human being who 1 70 

abused free decis ion destroyed both h imself and it." But to choose 
freely belongs only to one who has free decision. Therefore human 
beings do not have free choice. 

24. Augustine says in Confessions VIII [ v. l 0] that "when custom is not 
resisted it becomes necessity." Therefore it seems that at least in those 175  

who have become accustomed to do something, the will is moved of 
necessity. 

On the contrary. 

1 .  It is said in Ecclesiasticus 1 5 . 1 4  that God established human beings 
from the start, and left them in the hands of their own counsel. But th is 1 80 
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would not be so if they did not have free choice, which is the appetite 
for what has been "preselected," as is said in Ethics III [ 1 1 1 2a 14-1 5 ] .  
Therefore human beings have free choice over their acts. 

2. Rational capacities are open to opposites, according to the Philoso-
185  pher.6 But the will is a rational capacity, because it is in reason, as is 

sa id in De anima III [432b5 ] .  Therefore the will is open to opposites, 
and is not moved of necessity toward one. 

3. According to the Philosopher in Ethics III [ 1 1 1 0a 1 7-1 8 ]  and VI 
[ 1 144a 1 0-1 1 ] ,  human beings are in control of their actions, and it is up 

190 to them to act and not to act. But th is would not be the case if they did 
not have free choice. Therefore human beings have free choice over 
their acts. 

Reply. Some cla imed that the will of a human being is moved of neces
sity to choosing someth ing. Not that they claimed that the will was 

195 forced, because not everything necessary is violent, but only that whose 
source is external. Thus some natural motions are found to be neces
sary, but they are not found to be violent, because the violent is incom
patible with the natural just as it is with the voluntary, since the source 
of each of these is internal , whereas the source of the violent is external. 

200 This view is heretical, because it  removes the basis of merit and 
demerit in human actions. For it does not seem to be meritorious or 
demeritorious for someone to act out of necessity in such a way that he 
cannot avoid the action. 

It should also be numbered among those views that are alien to phi-
20 5 losophy, because it is not only contrary to the faith,  but it also subverts 

all of the principles of moral philosophy. For if it is not something up to 
us, but instead we are moved to will of necessity, then that removes 
deliberation, encouragement, commands, punishment, pra ise, and 
scorn- the things that make up moral philosophy. Views of th is sort 

2 1 0  that destroy the principles of some part of philosophy are said to be 
alien theses. The claim that nothing is in motion, for instance, destroys 
the principles of natural sc ience. Now some men were led to hold such 
theses because of perverseness, and others because of various soph isti
cal arguments that they could not solve, as is said in Metaphysics IV 

2 1 5  [ 1 009a 1 9-22] .  
To make the truth clear regarding this question, we should first con

s ider that  in human beings, as in other th ings,  there is a principle 
behind their distinctive actions. Now the active or motive principle that 

6Met. IX 2 ,  l 046b5 .  
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is distinctive in human beings is intellect and will , as is said in De 
anima III [4 3 3a l 3- 1 8 ] .  Th is principle partly agrees with the active 220 

princ iple  in natu ral th ings,  and it partly differs from i t. It agrees, 
because just as in natural things one finds a form that is the principle of 
the action and an incl ination that fol lows from the form, wh ich is 
called a natural appetite, from which the action follows, so in human 
beings one finds an intellective form and an incl ination of the will that 225 

follows the apprehended form, from which an external action follows. 
But there is a difference in th is, that the form of a natural th ing is a 
form individuated through matter, and so the inclination following it is 
determined to one thing, whereas the form apprehended by intellect is 
a universal , under wh ich many th ings can be included. So s ince 230 

actions concern singulars , in which there is none that matches the 
potential of the universal ,  the will 's incl ination remains indeterminately 
related to many. It is as when a builder conceives the form of a house in 
the universal , under which are included various shapes for the house. 
His will can be incl ined so that he build a square house, a round house, 235 

or one of another shape. 
Now in the case of brute animals, their active principle stands half

way between the two. For a form apprehended through the senses is an 
individual , just as the form of a natural th ing is, and so from it there fol-
lows an incl ination toward one action - just as in the case of natural 240 

things. But yet the same form is not always received in the senses, in the 
way that it is in natural th ings .  For fire is always hot, but one form is 
received at one time and another at another: at one time, for instance, a 
pleasant form is received , and at another time a painful one. So one 
flees the fire at one time and pursues it at another. In this respect it 245 

agrees with the active human principle. 
Second, we should cons ider that a capacity is moved in two ways, 

from the subject side and from the object side: 

• from the side of the subject, in the way that sight, by an alteration 
to the condition of its organ, is moved to see either more or less 2 50 

clearly; 
• from the side of the object, in the way that sight at one time sees 

white and at another time sees black. 

The first alteration pertains to the exercise of the action, so that it either 
does or does not act, or acts better or worse. The second alteration per- 255  

tains to the specification of the act, because an act is specified by an 
object. 

But we should consider that in natural th ings an act is specified by 
its form, whereas the exercise comes from the agent that causes the 
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260 motion. But that which produces the motion acts for the sake of an end. 
Hence it remains that the first principle of motion, as regards the exer
cise of the act, comes from the end. If, however, we consider the objects 
of will and intellect, we find that the object of intellect is first and prin
cipal in the genus of formal cause, because its object is being and the 

26 5 true. But the object of will is first and principal in the genus of final 
cause, because its object is the good, under which all ends are included 
just as all apprehended forms are included under the true. Hence the 
good itself, inasmuch as it is a form capable of being apprehended, is 
contained under the true as someth ing true, and the true itself, inas-

270 much as it is the end of intellectual operation, is included under the 
good as a certain particular good. 

Therefore if we consider the motion of the soul's capacities from the 
side of the object specifying the act, the first principle of motion comes 
from the intellect. For in this way the good apprehended by intellect 

275 also moves the will itself. But if we consider the motions of the soul's 
capacities from the side of the exercise of the action, then the principle 
of the motion comes from the wil l .  For a capacity to which the princi
pal end perta ins always moves to actual ity a capacity to wh ich the 
means to the end perta in - in the way that a soldier moves the maker of 

280 bridles to his operation. In this way the will moves both itself and all 
other capacities. For I think when I want to, and l ikewise I use all my 
other capacities and dispositions because I want to . Hence the Com
mentator in De anima III [ 1 8] defines a disposition as that which some
one uses when he wants .  So to show that the will is not  moved of 

285 necessity, one has to consider the will's motion both as regards the exer
cise of its act and as regards the determination of its act, which comes 
from its object. 

As regards the exercise of its act, then, it is clear first that the will is 
moved by itself. For just as it moves other capacities, so it also moves 

290 itself. Nor does it follow from th is that the will is in both potential ity 
and actuality in the same respect. For in cases of discovery a human 
being with respect to intellect moves himself to knowledge, inasmuch 
as he goes from one thing actually known to another that is unknown 
and was only potentially known. In the same way a human being, by 

295 actually wil l ing something, moves h imself to wil l ing something else 
actually. By will ing health, for instance, he moves himself to will to 
take medicine. For by will ing health he begins to deliberate about what 
contributes to health, and once the deliberation is finally finished, he 
wills to take the medicine. In th is way, then , the del iberation precedes 

300 the will to take the medicine, and the del iberation proceeds from the 
will of the one wanting to del iberate .  Therefore since the will moves 
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itself through del iberation, and del iberation is an inquiry that is not 
demonstrative but l ies open to opposites, the will does not move itself of 
necessity. But since the will has not always willed to del iberate, it is nec
essary that it be moved by something to its wanting to del iberate. And if 305 

that which moves it is itself, then it is again necessary that the del ibera-
tion precede the will's motion , and an act of will precede the del ibera-
tion. And since this cannot go on ad infinitum, it is necessary to hold 
that as regards its first motion, the will of anyone who has not always 
been actually willing is moved by something external , through whose 3 10 

impulse the will begins to will. 
Some have claimed, then, that this impulse comes from a heavenly 

body. But th is cannot be. For since the will is in reason, according to 
the Philosopher in De anima III [432b5 ] ,  whereas reason or intellect is 
not a corporeal power, it is impossible for the power of a heavenly body 3 1 5  

to move the wil l  i tself directly. But to hold that the will of human 
beings is moved by the impression of a heavenly body, in the way that 
the appetites of brute animals are moved, is to be in accordance with 
the view of those who hold that intellect does not differ from sense. For 
in the De anima the Philosopher ascribes to such people the cla im of 3 20 

those who say that such is the will in human beings "as during the day 
the father of men and of gods directs"7-that is, as the heavens or the 
sun directs. 

It remains then , as Aristotle concludes in his chapter "On Good For
tune,"8 that what first moves will and intellect is something above will 325 

and intellect, namely God. S ince God moves all things in accord with 
the nature of the th ing being moved (e.g. , l ight th ings up and heavy 
th ings down) ,  he also moves the will in accord with its condition: not of 
necessity but so that it stands indeterminately to many. Therefore it is 
clear that if the will 's motion is considered from the side of the exercise 3 30 

of its act, it is not moved of necessity. 
If, however, the will's motion is considered from the side of the object 

determining the will 's act to will ing th is or that, then it should be consid-
ered that the object moving the will is something good apprehended as 
su itable .  So if something good is proposed wh ich is apprehended 335  

under the aspect of the good, but not under the aspect of the suitable, 
then it will not move the wil l .  But since del iberation and choice con-
cern the particulars involved in the act, the thing apprehended as good 

7 Aristotle, De anima III 3 ,  427a26, quoting Homer, Odyssey Bk. 1 8, lines 
1 36--37.  

8Eudemian Ethics VII 14,  1 248a 17-32. 
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and suitable is required to be apprehended as good and suitable in par-
340 ticular, not just in the universal . Therefore if something is apprehended 

as a suitable good with respect to all the particulars that can be consid
ered, it will move the will of necessity. This is why human beings have 
an appetite of necessity for happiness, which according to Boethius is 
"the state perfected by the presence of all goods."9 I say that th is is of 

345 necessity with regard to the determination of the act, because it cannot 
will the opposite, not with regard to the exercise of the act, because one 
is able not to will to think about happiness then, since even these acts of 
intellect and will are particulars. 

If, however, the good is such that it is not found to be good with 
350 respect to all the particulars that can be considered, then it w ill not 

move of necessity, even with regard to the determination of the act. For 
even someone who is thinking about it will be able to will its opposite, 
since that might be good or suitable with respect to some other particu
lar object of consideration . What is good for health is not good for plea-

35 5 sure, for instance, and l ikewise in other cases. 
The fact that the will is drawn toward what is offered to it more with 

respect to one particular condition than another can occur in three 
ways: 

• first, insofar as one condition dominates, and then the will is 
360 moved by reason (for instance, when someone chooses that which 

contributes to health over that which contributes to sensual plea
sure); 

• in another way, insofar as someone thinks of one particular cir
cumstance and not another (very often ,  th is occurs because of 

365 some event, initiated from within or without, that makes such a 
thought occur to the person); 

• in a th ird way, it occurs due to the state of the person. For accord
ing to the Philosopher, "as anyone is, so the end seems to him." 1 0 

Hence the will of someone angry is moved toward a thing in a dif-
370 ferent way than is the will of someone calm, because what is suit

able to each is not the same. (In just this way, someone healthy 
accepts food differently than someone sick. ) 

Therefore if the disposition through which someth ing seems good 
and suitable to a person were natural and not subject to the will, then 

375 the will would choose it out of natural necessity- in the way that all 

9Consolation of Philosophy III pr. 2 .  

lDNicomachean Ethics III 5, l l l4a32-b l .  
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human beings naturally desire to exist, to l ive, and to think. But if the 
disposition is such as to be not natural , but subject to the will -as when 
someone is disposed through a disposition or passion so that something 
seems to him either good or bad in this particular, the will will not be 
moved of necessity. For he could have removed th is state, so that the 380 

thing would not seem so to him. This occurs, for instance, when some-
one calms his anger within so as not to judge something as an angry 
person does. Passions, however, are removed more easily than disposi-
tions are. 

From the side of the object, therefore, the will is moved of necessity 385 

with respect to some things, but not with respect to all .  From the side of 
the act's exercise, however, it is not moved of necessity. 

Ad 1 .  That authoritative passage can be understood in two ways. First, 
so that the prophet speaks in terms of the execution of a choice. For it is 
not in the power of a human being to bring to effect that which he 390 

th inks through in h is mind. In another way i t  can be understood in 
terms of this: that even the internal will is moved by some h igher prin
ciple, God. It is in this sense that the Apostle says that it does not belong 
to him who wills (to will) nor to him who runs (to run) ,  as if he were the 
first principle, but to God who is the instigator. 395 

Thus the solution ad 2 is clear. 

Ad 3. Brute animals are moved through the impulse of a higher agent 
toward someth ing determinate according to the mode of a particular 
form, the conception of which sensory appetite follows. But God moves 
the will unchangeably because of the efficacy of h is moving power, 400 

which cannot fall short. Because of the nature of the will that is moved, 
however, which is indifferently open to various things, necessity is not 
introduced and the l iberty remains .  It is in th is way, too, that divine 
providence works infall ibly in all things and still effects contingently 
arise from contingent causes, inasmuch as God moves all th ings pro- 405 

portionately, each according to its mode. 

Ad 4. The will contributes something when it is moved by God. For it 
is the thing that functions, but moved by God. So although its motion 
comes from without as from its first principle, it is still not violent. 

Ad 5 .  The will of a human being does in a certa in way disagree with the 4 1 0  

will of God, inasmuch as it wills something that God does not will i t  to 
wil l ,  as when it wills to sin. Yet even so, God did not will the will not to 
will this, because if God had willed this, i t  would have been so. For the 
Lord has done all the things that he has willed [Ps. 1 34.6] . And although 
in th is way one's will disagrees with the will of God, as regards the 4 1 5  



394 Appendix 2 

motion of the will , still it never can disagree as regards the exercise or 
outcome, because the will of a human being always obtains th is out
come: that through the human being, God fulfills h is own will . But as 
regards the mode of will ing, the will of a human being does not have to 

420 match the will of God, because God wills each and every thing eter
nally and infinitely, whereas a human being does not. This is why it is 
said in Isaiah 5 5 .9, Just as the heavens are exalted above the earth, so my 
ways are exalted above your ways [and my thoughts above your 
thoughts]. 

42 5 Ad 6. From the fact that the good is the object of the wil l ,  it can be 
inferred that the will wills nothing except under the aspect of the good. 
But since many varied th ings are conta ined under the aspect of the 
good, it cannot be inferred from this that the will is moved of necessity 
to th is or that. 

430 Ad 7 .  That which is active moves of necessity only when it surpasses the 
power of what is passive. But since the will is in potential ity with respect 
to the universal good, no good surpasses the power of will as if moving it 
of necessity, except that which is good according to every consideration, 
and th is alone is the perfect good, happiness. The will cannot not will 

43 5 th is, in such a way that it wills the opposite, although it is able not actu
ally to will , because it can avoid the thought of happiness insofar as it 
moves the intellect to its act, and in this respect it does not even will 
happiness itself of necessity. In this way, too, someone does not get hot 
of necessity if he can push the hot th ing away from himself when he 

440 wants to. 

Ad 8.  The end is the basis of will ing the means to the end. Hence the 
will is not related in the same way to each. 

Ad 9. When there is only one way in which one can reach an end, then 
the account is the same for will ing the end and will ing the means to the 

445 end. But th is is not so in the present case, because there are many ways 
in which one can reach happiness. And so although a human being 
wills happiness of necessity, he wills of necessity none of the things that 
lead to happiness. 

Ad 10. The cases of intellect and will are similar in some respects and 
450 dissimilar in others. They are dissimilar with respect to the exercise of 

the act, because the intellect is moved to act by the will , whereas the 
will is moved not by any other capacity but by itself. From the object's 
side, however, there is a similarity in each case. For just as the will is 
moved of necessity by an object that is the all-encompassing good, but 
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not by an object that can be taken as bad in some aspect, so too the 455  

in tellect is moved of necessity by something necessarily true that cannot 
be taken as false, but not by a contingent truth that can be taken as false. 

Ad 1 1 . The condition of the first mover remains in those that are moved 
by it, insofar as they are moved by it, because this is how they receive a 
l ikeness of it. But they need not entirely follow its l ikeness: thus the first 460 

moving principle is unmovable, whereas the others are not. 

Ad 12. Because the true is a kind of intention existing in the mind, as it 
were, it follows that it is more formal than the good and more a source 
of motion, taken as an obj ect. But the good is more a source of motion 
when taken as an end, as was said [ cz62-67] . 465 

Ad 13 .  Love is said to transform the lover into the beloved insofar as the 
lover is moved by love toward the thing loved. Cognition assimilates, in 
contrast, insofar as the l ikeness of the thing cognized is brought about 
in the cognizer. The first of these pertains to the alteration that comes 
from the agent that seeks the end, whereas the second pertains to the 470 

alteration that occurs with respect to form. 

Ad 14. Assenting refers to the intellect's motion not toward a thing, but 
toward a conception of the thing, possessed within the mind, to which 
the intellect assents when it judges that [conception] to be true. 

Ad 1 5 .  Not every cause produces its effect of necessity, even if it is a suf- 475 

ficient cause, because a cause can be impeded so that sometimes its 
effect does not follow. An example would be natural causes, wh ich pro-
duce their effects not of necessity but for the most part, because they are 
impeded in just a few cases. 1 1  In this way, then , the cause that makes 
the wil l  wi l l  someth ing need not make th is happen of necess i ty, 480 

because an impediment can be raised by the will itself: either by remov-
ing the cons ideration that is leading the person to will, or by consider-
ing the opposite - viz., that the thing proposed as good is not good in 
some respect. 

Ad 16. The Philosopher in Metaphysics IX [ 1 048a5-1 0] shows through 485 

that means of argument not that no active capacity stands open to con
traries, but that an active capacity open to contraries does not produce 
its effect of necessity. For if this were supposed, then it clearly would 
follow that contradictory things would occur at once. But if one main-
tains that an active capacity stands open to opposites, it does not follow 490 

that the oppos i tes occur at once. For even if each of the opposi tes 

l lAristotle, Physics II 5, 196b l 0  etc .  
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toward which the capacity stands open is possible, still one is incompat
ible with the other. 

Ad 17 .  When the will begins for the first time to choose, it is changed 
495 from its prior condition inasmuch as it was before potentially choosing 

and later is made to be actually choosing. This change does indeed 
come from some mover, inasmuch as the wil l  itself moves itself to act, 
and inasmuch as it is also moved by an external agent, God. But it is not 
moved of necessity, as was said [ c249_5 J , ad 1 5 ] .  

500 Ad 18.  The source of human cognition is from the senses, but yet not 
everything cognized by a human being must be subject to the senses, or 
be immediately cognized through a sensible effect. For even the intel
lect itself understands itself through its act, which is not subject to the 
senses. It l ikewise understands the internal act of will inasmuch as (a) 

505 the will is in a certain way moved by the act of intellect, and (b) the act 
of intellect is, in another way, caused by the will , as was said [ c272_82] .  
In this way, an effect is cognized through its cause, and a cause is cog
nized through its effect. 

But even given that the will's capacity for being open to opposites 
5 10 can be cognized only through a sensible effect, the argument still is not 

val id. For just as a un iversal that is everywhere and always is cognized 
by us through singulars that are here and now, and prime matter that is 
in potentiality for various forms is cognized by us through a succession 
of forms that do not coexist in the matter, so the will 's capacity for being 

5 1 5 open to opposites is cognized by us not through the opposite acts' coex
isting, but because they succeed each other successively from the same 
principle. 

Ad 19. The statement that "capacity stands to capacity just as act stands 
to act" is true in one way and false in another. For if the act is taken as 

520 corresponding to the capacity on an equal level, as the capacity's univer
sal object, then the proposition comes out true. For hearing stands to 
seeing just as sound stands to color. But if the act is taken as that which 
is contained under the universal object- a particular act- then the 
proposition does not come out true. For there is one visual capacity, 

525 and nevertheless white and black are not the same. Therefore although 
the will's capacity for being open to oppos ites exists all at once in a 
human being, nevertheless those oppos ites to which the will stands 
open do not exist at once. 

Ad 20. The same thing, in the same respect, does not move itself, but it 
530 can move itself in another respect. For in this way the intellect, inas

much as it actually understands certain principles, brings itself from 
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potentiality to actual ity with respect to the conclusions. So too the will , 
inasmuch as it wills an end, brings itself to act with respect to the means 
to the end. 

Ad 2 1 .  The will's motion, since it is multiform, is reduced to some uni- 5 3 5  

form principle. This, however, is not  a heavenly body but rather God, 
as was said [ c326] ,  if one takes the principle  that directly moves the will . 
If, however, we are speaking of the will's motion inasmuch as it hap-
pens to be moved by an external sensible, then the will's motion is 
reduced to a heavenly body. Even so the will is not moved of necessity, 540 

because it is not necessary that when enjoyable things are present, the 
will desires them. 

It is also not true that th ings caused directly by the heavenly bodies 
arise from them of necessity. For as the Philosopher says in Metaphysics 
VI [ 1 027a29 ff. ] ,  if every effect were to arise from some cause and every 545 

cause were to produce its effect of necess ity, it would follow that all 
th ings would be necessary. But each of these is false, because some 
causes, even though they are sufficient, do not produce their effects of 
necessity, because they can be impeded, as is clear for all natural 
causes. Nor again is it true that everything that occurs has a natural 5 50 

cause. For th ings that are brought about per accidens are not brought 
about by any active natural cause, since that which is per accidens is 
not a being and one th ing. Therefore the occurrence of an impedi
ment, since it happens per accidens, is not reduced to a heavenly body 
as its cause, because a heavenly body acts in the manner of a natural 5 5 5  

agent. 

Ad 22. Someone who does what he does not want to do does not have 
free action, but he can have free will .  

Ad 23. A human being, in sinning, destroyed free decision with respect 
to freedom from fault and misery, but not with respect to freedom from 5 60 

force. 

Ad 24. Custom makes for necessity not unconditionally but chiefly in 
those who are impetuous. For no matter how much someone is accus-
tomed, he can through del iberation act against that custom. 565  



APPENDIX 3 
Turning toward phantasms 

(InDMR 2. 1 3-1 1 3) 

Aristotle first [De memoria 449b30] sets out that in his book De anima 
he has said regarding phantasia what it is : namely, that it is a move
ment made by actual ized sense. He also said, in the same book, that it 
is not possible for a human being to understand without a phantasm. 1 

5 Next [4 30a 1 ] ,  he makes clear what he had last sa id. For it could 
seem unacceptable to someone that a human being cannot understand 
without a phantasm. For a phantasm is a l ikeness of a corporeal thing, 
whereas understanding is of universals that are abstracted from particu
lars .  And so to make this clear he invokes an example, saying that it 

1 0  occurs with regard to intellect, as regards its needing a phantasm, just 
as it occurs when one sketches geometrical shapes. In such cases one 
sketches a triangle of some determinate quantity, but still the geome
ter in his demonstration does not use any determinate quantity of the 
triangle .  Likewise too in the case of a human being who wants to 

1 5  understand some thing: a phantasm of some determinate quantity (it 
being of a singular th ing) is put before his eyes. For instance: someone 
who wants to understand a human being has occur to him an imagina
tion of a two-cubit-tall human being; but the intellect understands the 
human being as a human being, not  as having th is quan tity. But  

20 because the intellect can understand the nature of quantity, Aristotle 
adds that if certain things that ought to be understood are quantities by 
their nature (e.g. ,  l ine, surface, number) but are not finite ( i .e. , a deter
minate determination of singularity) all the same still a phantasm of a 
determinate quantity is placed before one's eyes. In this way, when 

2 5  someone wants to understand a l ine, there occurs to him the phantasm 
of a two-foot l ine. But the intellect understands it only with respect to 
the nature of quantity, not with respect to its being two feet long. 

Next [450a7 ] ,  he shows what is reserved for another consideration. 
And he says that it pertains to another account to assign the reason for 

30 why a human being can understand nothing without succession (con
tinuo) and time. 

This is so insofar as a human being can understand nothing without 
a phantasm. For a phantasm must occur w ith succession and time, 

1De anima III 3 ,  429a l-2; III 7, 43 l a l6--17 .  Words in bold come verbatim 
from the text of Aristotle's De memoria. 

398 
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because it is a likeness of a singular th ing that is here and now. But as 
for why a human being cannot understand without a phantasm, the 3 5  

reason can easily be given with respect to the first reception of intell igi-
ble species that are abstracted from phantasms, according to Aristotle's 
teaching in De anima III.2 But it is clear to experience that even one 
who has already acquired intell igible knowledge through intellectively 
cognized species cannot actually consider that of which he has knowl- 40 

edge unless some phantasm occurs to him. This is why when the organ 
of imagination is harmed a human being is impeded not only from 
understanding something anew, but also from considering things that 
he has understood before. This is clear with the phrenetic. 

But someone could say to this that intell igible species do not remain 45 

in the human possible intel lect  except for as long as one actually 
understands, whereas, after one stops actually understanding, intel l igi-
ble species cease to be in intellect: in just the way that a l ight ceases to 
be in air at the absence of the illuminating body. And thus it is neces-
sary, if the intellect wishes to understand anew, that it should again 50 

turn itself toward phantasms so as to acquire intell igible species. But 
th is view is expressly contrary to the words of Aristotle in De anima III, 
where he says that, when possible intellect becomes the individual 
objects  of the intellect [429b5-6 ] ,  wh ich happens through their spe-
cies, then it is also in potential ity for actual understanding. This view is 5 5  

also incompatible with reason, because intell igible species are received 
in the poss ible intellect unmovably - in keeping with the intel lect's 
mode [of existence] . 

But the possible intellect's having intell igible species even when it 
does not actually understand is not the same as what happens in the 60 

sensory powers. There, on account of the condition of the corporeal 
organ , it is one thing to receive the impression (this brings about actual 
sensing) and another to retain it, even when the things are not actually 
sensed (as Avicenna ob j ects) . [ In intellect, ]  in contrast, th is occurs 
because of intelligible forms' having a different level of being: either in 65 

pure potential ity (before one discovers or learns) , or in pure actual ity 
(when one actually understands), or in a mode between potential ity 
and actual ity (this is to be disposed) .  Therefore the human possible 
intellect needs a phantasm not only in order to acquire intell igible spe-
cies, but also to inspect (inspicit) them [ i. e. , the species] in some way in 70 

phantasms. And th is is what De anima III [43 l b2 ]  says: "The intellec-
tive capacity therefore understands species in phantasms." 

2De anima III 7, 43 lb l2-l 7; III 8, 432a3-l4. 
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Now the reason for th is is that an operation is proportioned to its 
power and essence, whereas the intellective capacity of a human being 

75 is in the sensory capacity, as is said in De anima II [4 1 5a l-14] .  So its 
proper operation is to understand intell igible things in phantasms, just 
as the operation of a separate substance's intel lect is to understand 
th ings that are understood in their own right. And so the reason for this 
has to be brought out by the metaphysician, to whom it pertains to con-

so sider the different levels of intellects. 



APPENDIX 4 
Particulars and universals 

(InDA 11. 1 2 .65-1 5 1 )  

In connection with the th ings said here we should consider (I) Why 
sense is concerned with s ingular th ings whereas knowledge is con
cerned with universals, and (II) In what way universals exist in the soul. 

I. Why is sense concerned with singular 
things, knowledge with universals? 5 

7 1-79. It is important to know, then, with respect to the first of these 
questions, that a sense is a power in a corporeal organ. Intellect, on the 
other hand, is an immaterial power that is not the act of any corporeal 
organ. But each and every th ing is received in another according to the 
mode of the recipient. Now every cognition is produced by the cognized 10 

thing's somehow being in the one cognizing- namely, in virtue of a l ike-
ness. For what is actually cognizing is the very thing actually cognized. 

79-94. The senses, therefore, must corporeally receive a l ikeness of the 
thing being sensed. Intellect, in contrast, incorporeally and immateri-
ally receives a l ikeness of what it understands. But in the case of corpo- 1 5  

real and material things, the individuation of a common nature results 
from corporeal matter contained under determinate dimensions. A uni
versal , on the other hand, exists through abstraction from this kind of 
matter and from the individuating material conditions . So it is clear 
that a thing's l ikeness, received in the senses, represents that thing as it 20 

is s ingular. A l ikeness received in intellect, on the other hand, repre-
sents that th ing as the defin ing character (rationem) of a universal 
nature. That is why the senses cognize s ingular th ings, whereas the 
intellect cognizes un iversals. And it is these latter that the sciences (sci-
entiae) are concerned with. 25 

II. In what way do universals exist in the soul? 

96-1 16. In connection with the second question, we should be aware 
that 'universal' can be taken in two ways . In one way, the common 
nature itself can be call ed universal inasmuch as i t  falls under the 
intention of universal ity. In the second way [a common nature can be 5 

taken ] in its own right. Similarly, 'white' can be taken in two ways 
either for that to which being white appl ies, or else for the th ing itself 
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inasmuch as it is subsumed under whiteness. But that nature to which 
the intention of universal ity belongs- e.g. ,  human nature- has two 

1 0  kinds of existence. One kind is material , in virtue of its existing in natu
ral matter. The other is immaterial , in virtue of its existing in intellect. 
Inasmuch then as it has existence in natural matter, no intention of uni
versal ity can belong to it: for it is individuated through matter. Thus the 
intention of universal ity belongs to it inasmuch as it is abstracted from 

1 5  individual matter. But i t  is not possible for it to be abstracted in reality 
(realiter) from individual matter, as the Platonists claimed. For no 
human being exists except in th is flesh and these bones (as the Philoso
pher proves in Metaphysics VII [e.g. ,  1 034a5-8] ) .  

1 16-139. It follows, then, that human nature does not exist outside of 
20 its individuating principles- except only in intellect. But yet the intel

lect is not false when it apprehends a common nature outside of the 
individuating principles without which it cannot exist in the natural 
world. For the intellect does not apprehend th is: that a common nature 
exists without its individuating principles . Rather, it apprehends the 

2 5  common nature without apprehending the individuating principles ,  
and this is  not false, although the first would be false. Similarly, if I were 
to separate whiteness from a white man in such a way as to understand 
that he is not white, then this apprehension would be false. But if I were 
to separate whiteness from the man in such a way as to apprehend the 

30 man while apprehending nothing of h is whiteness, then that would not 
be a false apprehension. For the truth of an apprehension does not 
require that when one apprehends some thing, one apprehends all the 
th ings in it. So in this way, without falsity, the intellect abstracts genus 
from species insofar as it understands the nature of the genus without 

3 5  understanding the differentiae. Likewise, the intellect abstracts species 
from individuals insofar as it understands the nature of the species with
out understanding the individuating principles. 

1 39-1 5 1 .  So in this way it is clear that the intention of universal ity can 
be attributed to a common nature only as regards the existence it has in 

40 intellect. For [such a nature] is one from many only inasmuch as it is 
understood outside of the principles by which one is divided into many. 
It follows, then, that universals, inasmuch as they are universal, exist 
only in the soul . But the natures to which the intention of universality 
appl ies exist in the world (in rebus) . And for this reason the common 

45 names signifying those natures are predicated of individuals. But this is 
not the case for names signifying [logical] intentions. For Socrates is a 
human being, but he is not a species ,  even though human being is a 
species. 



APPENDIX 5 
The mental word 

(I nfohn 1 . 1 .2 5-2 8) 

To understand the term 'word; it should be known that according to 
the Philosopher, "things in speech are signs of those states that are in 
the soul." 1 Now it was customary in Scripture for the things signifed to 
be named by the names of the signs, as in I Corinthians 1 0 .4: the rock 
was Christ. Necessarily, however, that which is intrinsic to our soul , 5 

which is signified by our external word, must be called a word. It makes 
no difference for now whether the term 'word' appl ies primarily to the 
thing expressed by external speech, or to the conception of the mind. It 
is clear at any rate that the thing signified by speech, existing internally 
in the soul , is prior to the word expressed in external speech, inasmuch 10 

as it serves as its cause. So if we we want to know what the internal word 
of the mind is, we should see what is signified by what external speech 
expresses. 

Now there are these three things in our intellect: 

• the capacity itself of intellect; 1 5  

• the species of the thing understood, which is the intellect's form, 
standing to intellect as a species of color stands to the pupil ; 

• third, the operation itself of in tellect, which is understanding 
( i ntelligere) . 

But the word expressed by external speech signifies none of these. For 20 

the term 'stone' does not signify the intellect's substance, since the one 
using the term does not intend to say that. Nor does it signify the spe-
cies (which is that by which the intellect understands) , s ince th is too is 
not the intent of the one using the term. It  also does not signify the 
understanding itself, since understanding is not an external action pro- 25 

ceeding from the one understanding, but rather remains within him. 
Therefore that is strictly called the internal word that the one under
standing forms by means of understanding. 

But the intellect forms two things, with respect to its two operations. 
For in virtue of the operation that is called the understanding of indivis- 30 

ibles, it forms a definition . In virtue of the operation by which it com-
poses and divides, it forms a statement or something of that sort. So that 

l De interpretatione l ,  l6a 3-4. 
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which is formed and expressed in th is way through the operation of 
intellect (defining or stating) is what external speech signifies. Hence 

3 5  the Philosopher says that the account (ratio) that the term s ignifies is 
the definition.2 So that which is expressed in this way- that is, formed 
in the soul - is called the internal word.  Hence it relates to the intellect 
not as that by which the intellect understands, but as that in which it 
understands. For in that expressed and formed word, it sees the nature 

40 of the thing understood. It is in this way, then, that we take the significa
tion of the term 'word.' 

Next, from the things just said, we can conceive that the word is 
always something proceeding from an intellect that is in actual ity, and 
that further the word is always the account and l ikeness of the th ing 

45 understood. And if what understands is the same thing as what is under
stood, then the word is the account and l ikeness of the intellect from 
wh ich it proceeds. But if what understands is different from what is 
understood, then the word is the l ikeness and account not of what 
understands but of the thing understood. For example, the conception 

50 that someone has of a stone is a l ikeness of the stone alone, but when 
the intellect understands i tself, then such a word is the l ikeness and 
account of the intellect. Thus Augustine posits a likeness of the Trinity 
in the soul inasmuch as the mind understands itself, not inasmuch as it 
understands other th ings. 3 

5 5  I t  is therefore clear that i n  every intellectual nature it is necessary to 
posit a word, because it is part of the definition (ratione) of understand
ing that the intellect, by means of understanding, forms someth ing. 
The formation of this is called the word. So in everything that under
stands, one must posit a word.  There are, however, three kinds of intel-

60 lectual natures: human, angel ic, and divine. Thus there are three kinds 
of words. There is the human word, to which Psalm 1 4. 1 refers: The 
fool said in his heart, "There is no God." There is also the angelic, which 
is spoken of in Zechariah 1 .9 and in many places in sacred Scripture: 
The angel said, etc . The th ird is the divine Word, which Genesis 1 . 5 

6 5  refers to: God said, "Let there be light," etc .  
So when the Evangel ist says In the beginning was the Word [John 

1 . 1 ] , this cannot be understood of the human or angel ic word, since 
each of these words was made. For human beings and angels have a 
source and cause for their existence and operation, and the word of a 

70 human being or an angel cannot exist before these do. The Evangelist 

2Metaphysics IV 7, 1 0 1 2a2 5 .  

3De trinitate IX.v.8. 
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explains what word he meant when he says that  th is word was not  
made, since All things were made through him [John 1 .  3 ] .  This i s  the 
Word of God, which John is speaking of here. 

It should be known, however, that this word differs from our word in 
three ways . The first difference, according to Augustine, is that our 75 

word is formable before it is formed. For when I want to conceive of the 
nature (rationem) of a stone, I must get there through reasoning. So it is 
for all things that are understood by us, except perhaps for first princi-
ples; since these are grasped directly (simpliciter) , they are known at 
once, without any process of reasoning. As long, then, as the intellect is so 

tossed this way and that by so reasoning, its formation is not complete-
until it has completely conceived of the th ing's very nature,  and then 
for the first time it has the character of a complete word. And thus it is 
that in our soul there is thought (cogitatio ) ,  which signifies the process 
itself of investigation, and the word, formed upon the completed con- 85 

templation of the truth . In this way, then, our word is potential before it 
is actual , whereas the Word of God is always actual. Thus the term 
'thought' does not strictly apply to the Word of God. For Augustine says 
in De trinitate XV. 1 6. 2 5 ,  "it is called the Word of God so as not to be 
cal led the Thought of God ,  lest  someth ing seemingly in flux be 90 

bel ieved of God." Anselm, however, is not spreaking strictly when he 
says that "for the Supreme Spiri t, to speak is noth ing other than to 
intu it through thought."4 

The second difference between our word and the Divine Word is 
that our word is incomplete,  whereas the Divine Word is perfectly com- 95 

plete. For since we cannot express all our conceptions by a single word, 
we have to form multiple incomplete words, through which we sepa
rately express all the things that are within our knowledge. But in God 
th is is not the case. For since he understands by a single act both him-
self and whatever he understands through his essence, the one Divine 1 00 

Word expresses the whole of what is in God, not only the Divine Per-
sons but also creatures. If not, it would be incomplete. Hence August-
ine says that if there were anything less in the Word than is contained in 
the knowledge of the one speaking, then the Word would be incom
plete. But it is clear that it is perfectly complete. Therefore there is just 1 05 

one Word. And [so says] Job 3 3 . 14: God speaks just once. 
The third difference is that our word is not of the same nature as us, 

whereas the Divine Word is of the same nature as God, and so is some
th ing subsistent in the divine nature .  For an understood concept (ratio) 
that the intellect seems to form of a thing has intell igible being only in 1 10 

4Monologium ch. 63 .  
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our soul . But the understanding in our soul is not the same as the soul 's 
nature, since the soul is not its operation.  Hence the word that our 
intellect forms does not belong to the soul's essence, but is an accident 
of it. In God's case, in contrast, understanding and existing are the 

1 1 5  same. So the Word of the divine intellect is not an accident but instead 
pertains to its nature. For whatever is within God's nature is God. 



APPENDIX 6 
The mind's knowledge of itself 

(QDV 1 0 .8c) 

Does the mind cogn ize itself through i ts essence or through some 
species? 

Reply. When it  is asked whether something is cognized through its 
essence, that question can be understood in two ways. 

• First, so that 'through its essence' refers to the th ing cognized. In 5 

this way, a thing is understood to be cognized through its essence 
when its essence is cognized, and a thing is not when what is cog
nized is not its essence but rather certain of its accidents. 

• Second, so that the phrase refers to that by which i t  is cognized. In 
this way, a thing is understood to be cognized through its essence 10 

because that essence is that by which it is cognized. It is in this 
way that it is here asked whether the soul understands i tself 
through its essence. 

To make the question clear, it should be known that, as Augustine 
says in De trinitate IX [ vi .9 ] ,  there are two kinds of cognitions that any- 1 5  

one can have of the soul : 

• one, by which the soul of anyone cognizes itself only as regards 
that which is distinctive of it; 

• another, by which the soul is cognized as regards that which is 
common to all souls. 20 

For that cognition that is had in general of every soul is that by which 
the soul 's nature is cognized, whereas the cognition that someone has 
of the soul with respect to what is distinctive of himself is a cognition of 
the soul inasmuch as it has existence in a certain sort of individual . So 
through th is cognition one cognizes whether there is a soul, as when 25 

someone perceives himself to have a soul. Through the other cognition 
one knows what the soul is, and what its per se accidents are. 

So as far as the first kind of cognition is concerned, a distinction 
must be drawn, since a thing is cognized both dispositionally and actu-
ally. With respect, then, to the actual cognition by which someone con- 30 

siders himself actually to have a soul, I say that the soul is cognized 
through its acts. For someone perceives himself to have a soul , to l ive, 
and to exist, in that he perceives himself to sense, to understand, and to 
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carry out other such works of l ife. Thus the Philosopher says in Ethics 
3 5  IX [ 1 1 70a 3 1 ] , "we sense that we sense and we understand that we 

understand, and because we sense this, we understand that we exist." 
But one perceives oneself to understand only as a result of understand
ing something, because understanding someth ing is prior to under
standing that one understands. So the soul comes actually to perceive 

40 that it exists through the fact that it understands or senses. 
With respect to dispositional cognition, however, I say that the soul 

sees itself through its essence. That is, from the fact that its essence is 
present to it, it is able to go into an act of cognition of itself- just as from 
the fact  that someone has some dispositional knowledge, he is able, 

45 from the very presence of that disposition , to perceive the things that 
underlie that disposition. But for the soul to perceive itself to exist and 
for it to "attend to what it does in itself," 1 no disposition is required. The 
essence of the soul alone, which is present to the mind, suffices for this. 
For that essence is actually perceived in the acts that proceed from it. 

50 But if we are speaking of a cognition of the soul when "the human 
mind is defined by a special or general cognition,"2 then again a distinc
tion seems needed. For two things have to come together for cognition: 
an apprehension and a judgment about the thing apprehended. Hence 
a cognition by which the soul's nature is cognized can be considered 

5 5  both with respect to apprehension and with respect to judgment. So i f  it 
is considered with respect to apprehension, I say that the soul's nature is 
cognized by us through the species that we abstract from the senses. For 
our soul holds last place in the genus of intellectual beings ,  just as 
prime matter does in the genus of sensible beings, as is clear through 

60 the Commentator in De anima III [ 5 ,  1 7] .  For just as prime matter is in 
potential ity for all sensible forms, so our possible intellect is in potenti
al ity for all intell igible forms. So in the order of intell igibles it is l ike 
pure potentiality, as matter is in the order of sens ibles. Hence just as 
matter is sensible only through a supervening form, so the poss ible 

65 intellect is intelligible only through a superinduced species. Hence our 
mind cannot understand itself in such a way that it immediately appre
hends itself. Rather, as a result of apprehending other things, it arrives 
at its own cognition - just as the nature of prime matter is cognized 
from the fact that it is receptive of such forms. This is clear from observ-

70 ing the way in which the philosophers have investigated the soul's 
nature. For from the fact that the human soul cognizes the universal 

1Augustine, De trinitate IX.vi.9. 
2Augustine, De trinitate IX.vi.9. 
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natures of th ings, they have perceived that the species by which we 
understand is immaterial. (Otherwise it would be individuated, and so 
would not lead to a cognition of the universal. )  From the fact that the 
intell igible species is immaterial, they have perceived that the intel lect 75 

is the kind of thing that does not depend on matter, and from th is they 
have proceeded to cognize other proper characteristics of the intellec-
tive soul . And this is what the Philosopher says in De anima III [430a2-
3 ] ,  that the intellect " is intell igible just l ike other intelligible things," 
which the Commentator [ 1 5 ]  expla ins by saying that "the intellect is so 

understood through an intention within it, just as other intell igible 
things are." This intention is nothing other than an intell igible species. 
But this intention exists in intellect as something actually intell igible, 
whereas in other th ings it does not exist that way, but as someth ing 
potentially intelligible. 85 

If, in contrast, one considers the cognition that we have of the soul 's 
nature with respect to the judgment by which we hold things to be as 
we have apprehended through the deduction just described, then we 
have knowledge (notitia) of the soul inasmuch as "we grasp the unshak-
able truth, and on th is basis we define, as completely as we can , not 90 

how the mind of each human being is, but how it ought to be, in the 
eternal natures," as Augustine says in De trinitate IX [ vi.9] . We intuit 
this unshakable truth in a l ikeness of it, impressed on our mind, inas
much as we naturally cognize certain things as known per se and we 
examine everything else relative to them, judging all th ings in accord 95 

with them. 
In this way, then, it is clear that in one way our mind cognizes itself 

through its essence, as Augustine says, that in a second way it does so 
through an intention or species, as the Ph ilosopher and the Commen-
tator say, and that in a third way it does so by intu iting the unshakable 1 00 

truth, as Augustine also says. 



APPENDIX 7 
How the soul reflects on itself 

(III Sent. 2 3. 1 .2 ad 3) 

There are two ways in which the soul reflects through cognition on 
itself or what belongs to it. 

In one way, a cognitive power cognizes its nature or the nature of 
what is in it. This can be done only by an intellect, to which it belongs 

5 to cognize the qu iddities of th ings. But, as is said in De anima III 
[ 4 30a2-3 ] ,  the intellect cognizes i tself j ust as i t  does other th ings, 
because it cognizes itself through a species not of itself but of its object. 
This species is its form. From th is species, it cognizes the nature of its 
act, and from the nature of its act it cognizes the nature of its cognitive 

1 0  capacity, and from the nature of its capacity the nature of its essence, 
and consequently the nature of i ts other capacities . It is not that the 
intellect has different l ikenesses for all these, but that in its object it cog
nizes not only the aspect (rationem) of truth, in virtue of wh ich it is the 
object of intellect, but every aspect that is in that object. Hence it cog-

1 5  nizes the aspect of goodness, and consequently through that same spe
cies it cognizes the will's act and its nature, and likewise too the soul's 
other capacities and their acts. 

In the other way, the soul reflects on its acts by cognizing that those 
acts exist. But this cannot occur in such a way that a capacity using a 

20 corporeal organ reflects on i ts own act, because the instrument by 
which it cognizes itself would have to fall in between the capacity itself 
and the instrument by which it had first cognized. But a capacity using 
a corporeal organ can cognize the act of another capacity inasmuch as 
the impression of a lower capacity flows back to a higher one. Through 

2 5  the common sense, for example, we cognize that sight sees. 
The intellect, however, since it is a capac ity that does not use a cor

poreal organ, can cognize its act insofar as it is affected in a certain way 
by the object and informed by the species of the object. But it perceives 
the will 's act through the will's motion flowing back to intellect. It flows 

30 back in virtue of the fact that these two capacities are gathered together 
in the soul's single essence, and because in one way the will moves the 
intellect (since I think because I will to) and in another way the intel
lect moves the will (since I will someth ing because I think that i t  is 
good) . And so inasmuch as the intellect cognizes the will's act, it can 

3 5  cognize a disposition existing in  the will . 

4 1 0  



APPENDIX 8 
The resurrection of the body 

(In l C  1 5 .2 )  

If Christ is preached, that he rose from the dead, then how is i t  that some 
of you say that there is no resurrection of the dead? . . . If our hope in 
Christ is in this life only, then we are more miserable than all other 
human beings [ I  Cor. 1 5 . 1 2 ,  1 5 . 1 9] .  

There seem to be two difficulties regarding th is argument. 5 

First, it does not seem to be universally true, as the Apostle says, that 
Christians are assured in this life only. For they could say that although 
their bodies have no good except in this l ife, which is mortal , still with 
respect to their soul they have many goods in another l ife. This is coun-
tered in two ways. 10 

1 .  If the resurrection of the body is denied, it is not easy but rather 
difficult to maintain the immortal ity of the soul . For it is plain that the 
soul is naturally united to the body, and is separated from it against its 
nature and per accidens. So a soul that is stripped of its body is incom-
plete, for as long as it exists without its body. But it is impossible for that 1 5  

which is natural and per se to be  l imited, and as if nothing, while that 
which is contrary to nature and per accidens is unl imited ( if the soul 
endures forever without a body) . Hence the Platonists who bel ieved in 
immortal ity bel ieved in reincarnation, although th is is heretical . So if 
the dead do not rise, we will be assured in th is l ife only. 20 

2.  It is plain that a human being naturally desires h is own salvation. 
But the soul, since it is part of the human body, is not the whole human 
being, and my soul is not I. So even if the soul were to achieve salvation 
in another l ife, it would not be I or any human being. Moreover, since 
human beings naturally desire salvation, even of their body, a natural 25 

desire would be in vain. 
The second difficulty is that it seems that, on the assumption that 

bodies do not rise, we Christians would not be more miserable than 
other human beings. For those who are in sin undergo the greatest 
labors: they have labored to commit iniquity [Jer. 9 . 5 ] ;  and the impious 30 

say, We have walked through hard ways [Wisdom 5 .7 ] .  In contrast, it is 
said of the good and the just that the fruit of the spirit is charity, joy, 
peace, etc . [Gal. 5 .22 ] .  

To this it should be  said that the evils of  th is world should be  desired 
not in their own right, but in that they are aimed at some good. But the 3 5  

Apostles and Christians have suffered many evils in th is world .  They 
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would, then, be more miserable than other human beings if those evils 
were not a imed at some good. So they are aimed either at a future good 
or at a present good. They are not aimed at a future good, however, if 

40 there is no resurrection of the dead. Now if they are a imed at a present 
good, this is either an intellectual or a moral good. In the first way the 
natural philosophers suffered poverty and many other evils so as to 
reach the true truth. But if there is no resurrection of the dead then the 
evils that Christians suffer could not be a imed at th is good, because 

45 then their faith would be false, since they have preached that the resur
rection is to come, and falseness is not an intellectual good. Alterna
tively, the good is moral : the moral philosophers, for instance, suffered 
many evils so as to achieve virtue and a good reputation . But the evils 
that Christians suffer cannot be aimed at this either, because if there is 

50 no resurrection of the dead then to will to sacrifice all pleasures and to 
bear the pain of death and contempt would be counted not as virtue 
and glory but as stupidity. So it is clear that Christians would be more 
miserable than other human beings. 



GUIDE TO EMENDATIONS 

It is a well-known and scandalous fact that the best existing Latin edi
tions of the Summa Theologiae are woefully inadequate, both with 
respect to the text itself and with respect to the accompanying notes. 
(For discussion, see Bataillon 1 998. )  This translation attempts modest 
improvements in both areas. Generally, the text follows 

(L) Thomas Aquinas, Opera Omnia (Rome: Commiss io Leonina, 
1 882), vol. 5 .  

I have not systematically compared this edition against the manuscripts. 
But I have made emendations in various places, in an admittedly hap
hazard way, based on the following manuscripts: 

(Pe) Cambridge, Peterhouse 1 8 3 

(Tr) Cambridge, Trinity B . 1 6.8  

(V2) Vatican Lat. 727 

(V3) Vatican Lat. 728 

(v>) Vatican Lat. 7 3 1  

I have also consulted 

(W) Thomas Aquinas, Somme Theologique (Editions de Ia Revue des 
Jeunes), tr. J. Webert (Desclee: Paris, 1 930) 

which contains a text somewhat different from L. l Where the editions 
indicate manuscript readings that they do not accept, I mark that fact 
with the notations "Lms" and "Wms." 

Throughout, I have si lently emended the frequently misleading 
titles suppl ied in L. Within the text, I have made the following emenda
tions, marked with an asterisk ( ' ) .  

7 5 . 1 pr, nature: natura V2V6V3LmsWms ] substantia LW; creatura 
PeTr; cf. la  77. 8sc (substantia) ; 1 a  1 06pr (natura) 

7 5 . 3  obj .  2 ,  apprehends: apprehendit V2V6PeTrLmsW ] intelligit 
V3L 

75 . 5 c43, unconditioned: absoluta V2V3V6PeTrLmsWms ] absolute 
LW 

l I have not used the Piana edition of 1 570, as printed in the Ottawa edition of 
1941-45 .  Although I have benefited considerably from the notes in that edition, 
the Piana text is considerably inferior to L and W. 
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75 . 5  ad 1 ,  that: illa V2V3V6PeTrLmsW ] om. L 
7 5 .6c35 ,  subsistent: per se om. V2V3V6PeTrLmsW ] add. L 
75 .6c 5b  which: quae V3V6PeTrLms ] quia V2LW 
76. 1 ad 1 ,  philosophy: philosophiae V3PeTrLmsW ] philosophi V2L 
76.2c69, contacts: contactus V2V3PeTrLmsW ] tactus L 
76. 3c55 ,  seems to follow: sequi videtur V2V3y6PeTrLmsW ] sequitur 

L; videtur y6 

76.4c47, departs: abscedit PeTrLmsW ] recedit V2V3L; abscessit V6 

76.6c30, any: substantia/em om. V2V3V6PeTrLmsW ] add. L 
77 . 1 ad  7 ,  capac ity :  essentia ani  mae si t eius potentia V2V3 

V6PeTrLmsW ] potentia animae sit eius essentia L 
77. 3  ad 1 ,  And: etiam V2V3PeTrLms ] autem LW; enim V6 

77.6  ad 3 ,  succession : consequentiam V2V3V6Wms ] resultationem 
LW (cf. 1 a  77.7 ad 1 ) ; concomitantiam PeTr 

78. 1 c44, both: et V2V6W ]  om. V3PeTrL; etiam Lms 
78. l c 5b  waste: ut conversio alimenti et expulsio superflui PeTrLms ] 

om. V2V3V6LW 
78. 1 c5 1 , are: fiunt V2V6PeTr ] fit V3LW 
78.2sc, growth: facere om. V2V6PeTrLmsWms ] add. V3LW 
78. 3c25 ,  both: utrumque V2V6V3PeTrLmsW ] ali quid huiusmodi L 
78 .4c 5 1 , seek: quaerendum V2V3PeTrLmsW ] inquirendum L;  

acquirendum y6 

78.4c69, wolf: venientem om. V2V3V6PeTrLmsW ] add. L 
78.4 ad 2 ,  because: quia V2V6PeTrLms ] qui LW 
79.2 obj .  1 ,  power: virtus V2V6V3PeTrLmsW ] potentia L 
79.2c55 ,  tablet: rasa om. V2PeTrLmsW (cf. l a  84. 3sc, 89. 1  obj . 3) ] 

add. V3L 
79.4pr, the: nostrae om. V2V3V6PeTrLmsW ] add. L 
79. 5  ad 2 ,  one: in omnibus om. V2V6PeTrLmsW ] add. V3L 
79.6c48, even: et V2V3V6LmsWms ] ut LW; sicut PeTr 
79. 8c26, because: quia V2V3V6PeTrLms ] qui LW 
79.9c36, capacities: animae om. V2V6PeTrLmsW ] add. V3L 
79.9c53, Also: iterum V3V6PeTrLmsW ] ideo V2L 
79. 1 3c38, knowledge: scientiam V2V3V6PeTrLmsWms ] conscien-

tiam LW 
79. 1 3c4b knowledge: scientiam V2V3y6PeTrLms ] conscientiam LW 
82 . 1  pr, it: voluntas om. V2V6PeTrLms ] add. V3LW 
82. 1 c38, which: quod V2V3V6PeTrLms ] quia LW 
82 . 1  c39, which: quod y2y3y6PeTrLms ] quia LW 
82 . 2  obj .  2 ,  move: obiecta . . .  moveant V2V3V6PeTrLmsW ] obiec

tum . . .  moveat L 
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82 . 2 obj . 3 ,  move: apprehensa . . .  moveant V2V3V6PeTrLmsW ] 
apprehensum . . .  moveat L 

82.2c25 ,  sort: huiusmodi V2V3PeTrLmsW ] his L; huius V6 

82.2c33, adheres: adhaeret V2V3V6PeTrLmsWms ] inhaeret LW 
83 .2  obj . 3 ,  destroyed: perdidit (Augustine: cf. ad 3 [perdidisse] ;  II 

Sent. 24. 1 . 1  obj . 4; QDV 24.4 obj . 6; QDM 6 obj. 2 3) ] perdit y2y3y6 

PeTrLW 
83 .2  ad 3, morals: in secunda parte huius operis om. V2V3PeTrLms 

Wms ] add. LW; scilicet in secunda parte add. V6 

83 .4 obj .  3 ,  will: a voluntate V2V6PeTrLmsW ] praeter voluntatem 
V3L 

84pr, understand: Utrum indigeat phantasmatibus ad hoc quod actu 
intelligat V2V6PeTrLms ] Utrum intellectus possit actu intelligere per 
species intelligibiles quas penes se habet, non convertendo se ad phantas
mata V3LW 

84. 1 sc, were: cognosceret V2V3V6PeTrLms ] cognoscit LW 
84. l sc, would: sequeretur V2V3V6 ] sequitur LW 
84. 1 c2 1 , except for: nisi V2V6PeTrLms ] praeter V3LW 
84. 1 c35 ,  bodily: corporalia V2V3V6PeTrLms ] corpora LW 
84. 1 c64, without: absque V2V3V6PeTrLms ] sine LW 
84. 3 obj .  2 ,  species :  sibi om. V2V3V6PeTrLmsW ] add. L 
84. 3c28, then: oportet om. V2V6PeTrLms ] add. V3LW 
84. 3c28, is: est V2V6PeTrLms ] esse V3LW 
84. 3cz9, is: est V2V6PeTrLms ] esse V3LW 
84. 3 ad 1 ,  forms: formas V2V3V6PeTrLmsW ] formam L 
84. 3 ad 3 ,  that: quod V2V3V6PeTrLms ] quia LW 
84.4c43, occurs: est V2V3V6TrLmsW ] fit L; om. Pe 
84. 5 ad obj . ,  this: hoc V2V3V6PeTrLms ] haec LW 
84.6c79, given that: eo quod V2V3V6PeTrW ] quia L 
84.6 ad 2 ,  is brought about: fiat V2V3y6PeTrLmsW ] sit L 
84.6 ad 2 ,  understood: intelligi V2V3V6PeTrLmsW ] accipi L 
84.6 ad 3,  extends: extendat V2V3V6PeTrLmsW ] extendit L 
84.7 obj .  3 ,  cannot: potest y2y3y6PeTr ] posset LW 
84.7 obj . 3 ,  without: sine phantasmatibus V2V6 ] absque phantas

mate PeTr; nisi convertendo ad phantasmata V3; nisi converteretur ad 
phantasmata LW 

84.7c47, object: intelligibile V2V3PeTrLmsWms ] intelligibilia V6LW 
84.7c52, because: quia V2V3V6PeTrLms ] quod LW 
84.8  ad 1 ,  obstructed: ligato sensu V2V3V6PeTrLmsW ] ex ligamenta 

sensus L 
84.8  ad 2 ,  and so: ita om. V2V6PeTrLmsWms ] add. V3LW 
84.8  ad 2 ,  motion: vaporum om. V2V3V6PeTrLmsW ] add. L 
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84.8  ad 2 ,  judges: iudicet V2v>PeTrLmsW ] iudicat V3L 
85 .2 ad 2 ,  understood: quae intelligitur V2V6PeTrWms ] om. V3LW 
85 . 3  obj .  1 ,  being: essendi V2V3PeTrWms ] subsistendi V6LW 
85 .7c32, power: et om. V2V6PeTrWms ] add. V3LW; sicut add. V6 

85 .7c34, stronger: fortior V2Wms ] per{ectior V3LW; fortior seu per{ec-
tior PeTr; formatior V6 

85 . 8  ad 1 ,  composite th ings :  principiata V3W ]  principia V2PeTr 
LWms; in principia y6 

86.2 obj .  3 ,  time: simul V2PeTrWms ] om. V3v>LW 
86.4 ad 2 ,  foresee: praevident V2V6PeTrWms ] praevidentur V3LW 
87.2 obj .  3 ,  is : tale om. V2V3v>PeTrLms ] add. LW 
87.2 ad 1 ,  would: sciret V2V6PeTrWms ] scit V3LW 
87.4 ob j .  1 ,  intellect: cum sint diversae potentiae om. V2V6PeTr 

LmsWms ] add. V3LW 
88. 1 c96, objects: speculatis V2V3V6PeTrWms ] speculativis LW 
88. 1 c 1 1 3 , come: provenire V2V3V6Pe ] pervenire TrLW 
89. 1 pr, body: a corpore V2V3V6PeTrLmsW ] om. L 
89.2 ad 3 ,  have been: intelligerentur V2V3V6PeTrLmsW ] intelligan

tur L 
89 . 3  ad 3 ,  not: non autem loquitur V2V3V6PeTrLmsWms ] nos 

autem loquimur LW 
89.6 obj .  3 ,  knowledge: habitus V2V3v>PeTrLmsW ] om. L 

QDM 6 obj .  20 (Appendix 2) ,  acting: ageret ] egerat 
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Alexander of Aphrodisias (fl. c .  ZOO): influential Greek commentator on Aristo
tle . Aquinas refers to Alexander's treatise De intellectu (see 88. 1 c83), but it 
appears that he knew of this work only indirectly, through Averroes and 
others. 

Aristotle , the Philosopher (384-322 B.C.E.) :  the chief philosophical inspiration 
for Aquinas' work. His ideas appear on virtually every page of this Treatise, 
though often transformed in subtle and not so subtle ways . 

Augustine (3 54-430): the chief theological inspiration for Aquinas' work, and 
the principal counterweight to his Aristotelian empiricism. 

Avempace (d. 1 1 39): Islamic philosopher who lived in Spain, occasionally cited 
by Aquinas. 

Averroes, the Commentator ( 1 1 26--1 1 98) :  Islamic philosopher, known espe
cially for his commentaries on Aristotle . Aquinas fiercely rejected some of 
his ideas (see, in particular, 76. 1-2)  but was also influenced in countless 
ways. 

Avicenna (980- 1  03 7) :  brill iant Islamic philosopher, one of Aquinas' main 
sources of philosophical inspiration. 

Basil the Great (329-379): Greek Father of the Church, occasionally cited by 
Aquinas. 

Bernard of Clairvaux ( 1 090-1 1 53) :  Cistercian monk, known for his mystical 
writings. An occasional authority for theological claims (see 83.2 obj . 2 ) .  

Boethius (c .480-52 5): Christian philosopher and theologian, and an important 
source of inspiration for later medieval philosophy. 

Commentator: see Averroes. 

Damascene, John (c.67 5-c.7 50): Greek Church Doctor, whose De fide ortho
doxa is very often cited by Aquinas. 

De spiritu et anima ( 1 2th century) : traditionally ascribed to Augustine, and so 
often cited in the early 1 3th century. Aquinas dismisses this work as having 
"no authority" (77.8 ad 1 ,  with note). 

Dionysius [Pseudo] (c . 500): anonymous author of treatises and letters purport
ing to have been written by St. Dionysius the Areopagite, the first-century 
Athenian converted by St. Paul (see Acts 1 7. 34). Medieval readers accepted 
the authenticity of these works and hence gave them an authority only one
step removed from that of Paul's epistles. Aquinas was greatly influenced by 
Pseudo-Dionysius' Neoplatonism. 

Euclid (fl .  c . 300 B.C.E . ) :  Greek mathematician famous for his foundational 
work in geometry, the Elements. 

Gregory of Nyssa (died c . 394) : Greek theologian, mistakenly cited by Aquinas 
as the author of De natura hominis. (See Nemesius of Emesa, below.) 
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Gregory the Great (c . 540-604): pope and Latin Church Father. His authority, 
though infrequently invoked by Aqu inas , rivaled that of Augustine (see 
89.8c). 

Isidore of Seville (c .560-636): Christian scholar, famous for his encyclopedic 
work, Etymologiae. 

Jerome (c .347-c .419): Latin Church Father and brilliant scholar whose transla
tions of the Bible formed the basis of the medieval Vulgate text. 

Liber de causis (Book of Causes): a series of thirty-two propositions extracted 
from Proclus' Elements of Theology, a fifth-century Neoplatonic treatise . 
The Liber de causis was traditionally ascribed to Aristotle; Aquinas, in his 
commentary on the work, first identified Proclus as the source (see InDC 
prologue). 

Nemesius of Emesa (fl. c . 3  50): Christian philosopher and true author of the De 
natura hominis, an influential treatise on human nature . Aquinas was 
indebted to this (not entirely reliable) work for much of his information on 
Plato's theory of the soul (see, e.g., 7 5. 3c l9-23• 7 5 .4c41-43) .  

On Church Dogma: traditionally ascribed to Gennadius of Marseilles (fifth c .) .  
Aquinas quotes a few select authoritative passages from this work. 

Origen ( 1 8 5-2 53 ) :  controversial Christian theologian, Platonic in outlook. 
Aquinas usually introduces his ideas only to criticize them (see 75 .7c). 

Philosopher: see Aristotle. 

Plato (427-347 B.C .E . ) :  the principal stalking horse for Aquinas' own views 
regarding the soul and knowledge. Latin medieval authors had almost no 
firsthand familiarity with Plato ; Aquinas' information comes largely from 
Aristotle and Nemesius. 

Pseudo-Dionysius: See Dionysius. 

Sentences, Book of (mid- 12 th century) : the standard medieval theology text
book, written by Peter Lombard (c. l09 5-l l 60) . Later medieval theologians, 
including Aqu inas, were obliged to write commentaries on this work as a 
kind of doctoral dissertation. The work was influential less for Lombard's 
own views and more for the authoritative texts he collected, as well as for the 
way he organized the material . 

Themistius (fl. c . 360): Greek commentator on Aristotle. Aqu inas' own com
mentary on the De anima makes extensive use of Themistius' work, which 
had just recently become available in Latin translation. 
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