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ABSTRACT

This thesis aims to compare Aristotle’s and Thomas Aquinas’s doctrines of divine and
human happiness. I argue that the doctrine of participation creates a significant difference
between the two theories. I proceed by first considering Aristotle’s doctrines in the
Metaphysics and the Nicomachean Ethics and indicating points of comparison between
his theory and Aquinas’s. I then consider Aquinas’s doctrines in the Summa Theologiae
and other works, during which I complete the comparison of those points that I indicated
in my consideration of Aristotle’s theory. My analysis of Aristotle shows that both God’s
activity and the essence of the human determines the nature of human happiness, and my
analysis of Aquinas shows how beatitude is the final cause of the Summa Theologiae. My
comparison shows that participation creates a difference between Aristotle’s and
Aquinas’s positions on the content of God’s contemplation and the human’s relation to
the divine in perfect happiness.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

The most prominent of Thomas Aquinas’s philosophical and religious authorities
upon whom he draws to formulate his doctrine of happiness are Aristotle, Augustine, and
Boethius. Aquinas consistently appeals to these three figures in his accounts of divine
happiness in the Prima Pars of the Summa Theologiae (ST) and of human happiness in
the Secunda Pars. However, this study will not consider Augustine’s and Boethius’
influence on Aquinas. Rather, the goal of this study is to compare Aristotle’s and
Aquinas’s doctrines of divine and human happiness.

Let me introduce the focus of my comparison with a passage from Louis-Bertrand
Geiger’s study on participation in Thomas Aquinas:

In Aristotle, apart from the passages where they serve to define the Platonic

doctrine, the term péBe&ic or the verb petéyetv are extremely rare. They almost

never have any other meaning than that of the current language. One can not be

surprised if it is true that participation does not offer any philosophical content in

the eyes of Aristotle. In St. Thomas, on the contrary, the terms: participatio,

participare, and their derivatives, are found on every page.!

Some studies have compared Aristotle’s and Aquinas’s doctrines of happiness,” yet the

role that participation plays in creating a difference between their theories has not been

!'L.-B Geiger, La participation dans la philosophie de saint Thomas d’Aquin, Montréal: Institut d’Etudes
Meédiévales, 1952, 10-11. This is my own translation.

2 For studies on Aquinas’ interpretation of the Nicomachean Ethics and its influence on his doctrine of
happiness generally, see Harry V. Jaffa, Thomism and Aristotelianism.: A Study of the Commentary by
Thomas Aquinas on the Nicomachean Ethics (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1979); Jorn
Miiller, Duplex Beatitudo: Aristotle’s Legacy and Aquinas’s Conception of Human Happiness,” in Aquinas
and the Nicomachean Ethics, edited by Tobias Hoffman, Jorn Miiller, and Matthias Perkams (Cambridge:
CUP, 2013), 52-71; Anthony Kenny, “Aquinas on Aristotelian Happiness,” in Aquinas's Moral Theory:
Essays in Honor of Norman Kretzmann, edited by S. MacDonald and E. Stump (Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 1998), 15-27; T.H. Irwin, “Aquinas, Natural Law, and Aristotelian Eudaimonism,” in The
Blackwell Guide to Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics, edited by Richard Kraut (MA: Blackwell Publishing,
2006), 323-341. For studies that explore contemplation in Aquinas and its relation to Aristotelian
contemplation, see Mary Catherine Sommers, “Contemplation and Action in Aristotle and Aquinas,” in
Aristotle in Aquinas’ Theology, edited by Gilles Emery and Matthew Levering (Oxford: OUP, 2015), 167-
185; Adriano Oliva, “La Contemplation des Philosophes selon Thomas d’Aquin,” Revue des Sciences
philosophiques et théologiques 96 (2012): 585-662. For studies on Aquinas’s interpretation of Aristotle’s
perfect happiness as imperfect happiness, see Don Adams, “Aquinas on Aristotle on Happiness,” Medieval
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sufficiently explored. Recently, however, Wayne Hankey has researched this topic, and
his studies show that it is a fruitful area for further research.’ My comparison of Aristotle
and Aquinas, building upon Hankey’s recent work, will largely focus on how
participation creates a difference between their theories of happiness; however, [ will also
explore significant differences in their theories that do not relate to participation. I will
accomplish this comparison by treating Aristotle’s theory on its own and indicating
points of comparison between his theory and Aquinas’s. Then, I will consider Aquinas’s
doctrines on their own and complete the comparison of those points that I indicated in my
consideration of Aristotle’s theory.

Let us consider in outline the specific problems and points of comparison that we
will examine in each chapter. In chapter two, I will first consider Aristotle’s doctrine of
divine happiness in the Metaphysics (MP) in respect to two questions: “What is God’s
happiness?” and “Does God’s happiness include the knowledge of creatures?” The
answer to the latter question is contentious, and Aquinas inherits this problem from
Aristotle. Aquinas’s solution to it, as we will see, leads to a difference between himself
and Aristotle on divine happiness. Next, I will consider Aristotle’s doctrine of human
happiness. The main question that guides my analysis is “What determines the nature of
human happiness?” On the one hand, it seems that the essence of the human determines

human happiness, and, on the other hand, it seems that God’s activity does. Two issues

Philosophy and Theology 1 (1991): 98-118; Anthony Celano, “The Concept of Worldly Beatitude in the
Writings of Thomas Aquinas,” Journal of the History of Philosophy 25 (1987): 215-26.

SW. I Hankey, “Placing the Human: Establishing Reason by its Participation in Divine Intellect for
Boethius and Aquinas,” Res Philosophica 95, no. 4 (2018): 1-33. W. J. Hankey, “Complectitur Omnem”:
Divine and Human Happiness in Aristotle and Aquinas’s Summa Theologiae,” Kronos Philosophical
Journal (Forthcoming). W. J. Hankey, “Participatio divini luminis. Aquinas’ doctrine of the Agent
Intellect: Our Capacity for Contemplation,” Dionysius 22 (2004): 149-78.
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are involved in this question. First, the definition of the human in the Nicomachean
Ethics (NE) seems to be ambiguous: is the human practical intellect or theoretical
intellect? Secondly, can the competing claims that the human definition determines
happiness and that God’s activity determines happiness be reconciled? I will argue that
they can be reconciled through the Aristotle’s doctrine of pros hen homonymy.

However, this solution leads to a problem. It implies that when humans
contemplate and attain perfect happiness, human nature loses its distinction from divine
nature. This inference involves the same difficulty as we find in NE 10.7; namely, that the
intellect and the life of contemplation appear to be divine and above the human yet
proper to the human. Aquinas’s solution to this problem, as we will see, leads to another
difference between himself and Aristotle. Finally, in addition to the problems of whether
God contemplates creatures and whether a human’s nature during contemplation is
distinguished from the divine nature, there is a third problem that Aquinas inherits from
Aristotle; namely, whether the soul is immortal. Since Aquinas’s solutions to these three
problems require an extended consideration of Aquinas’s doctrines, I will develop these
problems in chapter two but leave Aquinas’ solutions to chapter three.

In chapter three, I will argue that happiness is the final cause of the S7 and that
Aquinas orders the content of the ST according to the neoplatonic exitus-reditus pattern
(remaining, going-out, and returning). In light of these conclusions, the main question
that drives my analysis in chapter three is “How does Aquinas develop the content of the
ST according to this exitus-reditus pattern so that the ST achieves its end of demonstrating
the nature of and the way to happiness?” To answer this question, I will first examine the

“remaining” aspect of this pattern in the Prima Pars on God. Secondly, I will consider



humans gone out from God and seeking happiness through their free will and natural
powers in the Secunda Pars. Finally, we will see how Christ, who unites humans to God
in perfect happiness, accomplishes the reditus of the ST in the Tertia Pars.

In chapter three, I also continue my comparison of Aquinas and Aristotle. I will
show that, in his Aristotelian commentaries, Aquinas uses the doctrine of participation to
solve the three problems which he inherits from Aristotle and that he, therefore, attributes
the doctrine of participation to Aristotle. This attribution is interesting since Aristotle
criticizes participation in the MP. Plato posited that changeable sensible things exist by
participation in unchangeable immaterial entities, but Aristotle writes

[i]n respect to ‘participation,” Plato changed the name only. For the Pythagoreans

said that the things which are exist by the imitation of numbers, but Plato by

participation, changing the name. Yet what the participation or imitation of the

forms might be they left to seek in common.*
One of my tasks in chapter three, then, will be to show where in Aristotle’s philosophy
Aquinas may have found the doctrine of participation. I will argue that he finds it in
Aristotle’s doctrine of pros hen homonymy, which Aquinas calls analogy. Furthermore, I
will also show that Aquinas’s doctrine of participation leads to the two differences
between him and Aristotle that I pointed to in my outline of chapter two. Aquinas’s
doctrine of participation allows him to differentiate creatures from God and draw them

back into God’s beatitude, and participation also allows Aquinas to distinguish human

nature from the divine nature when humans attain perfect happiness in the vision of God.

4 MP 1.6.987b10-14: v 8¢ pédekv Todvopa povov petéPorev: oi pev yap Ivbaydpeiot pipncet to dvio
Quoiv eivol TV apBpdv, IIAatmv 8& pedéfel, tobvopa petafodmy. Ty pévror ye uédeév § v pipmowy
ftig av &in tdv eld®dV dpeioav &v kowd nteiv (Aristotle, Metaphysics, edited by W. D. Ross, 2 vols
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1924)). Unless I indicate otherwise, all translations from Greek and Latin texts
are my own but are assisted at times by those translations that I include in the bibliography.
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CHAPTER 2: ARISTOTLE ON DIVINE AND HUMAN HAPPINESS

2.1. INTRODUCTION

In chapter three, I organize my analysis of Aquinas’s doctrine of divine and
human happiness according to the order of the ST divine happiness, the relation between
human and divine happiness, and human happiness. For the purpose of comparison, I will
also organize Aristotle’s account in the same manner. I begin by considering divine
happiness in the Metaphysics, then I will look at human happiness in the Nicomachean
Ethics, and finally I will draw on both works and the De Anima to consider the
relationship between the two. My purpose in this chapter, then, is twofold: firstly, I will
consider Aristotle’s theory of happiness in its own right, and, secondly, I will show how
his doctrines agree or disagree with Aquinas’s, or I will identify a point of comparison
but postpone the comparison until the next chapter. Those comparisons which I postpone
considering involve Aquinas’ solutions to problems that Aristotle’s account leaves for the
later tradition and which require extended treatment of Aquinas’ texts. These problems
are the content of God’s contemplation, the divinity of human nous, and whether the
human soul is immortal.

The major tension that drives most of the analysis in this chapter is Aristotle’s
conflicting answers to the question “what determines the nature of human happiness?”
Human happiness seems to be simultaneously determined by, on the one hand, the nature
of the human (who can be considered as theoretical nous or practical nous) and, on the
other hand, divine nous. At the end of this chapter, I will suggest that these two positions
can be reconciled through Aristotle’s concept of pros hen homonymy. However, [ will

also show that this solution leads to a marked contrast between Aristotle and Aquinas. In



Aristotle’s account of happiness, human nature loses its integrity since he does not
distinguish sharply enough between the human and the divine nous, whereas in Aquinas’s

account human nature is preserved through his doctrine of participation.’

2.2 METAPHYSICS LAMBDA: DIVINE HAPPINESS

2.2.1 The Nature and Happiness of God: Contemplation

My goal in section 2.2 is to consider Aristotle’s doctrine of divine happiness,
which is found in NE 10.8 and MP 12.6-9. This topic involves at least two issues, the first
of which is the nature of God’s happiness. I show that God’s happiness is the activity of
contemplation and that God is His happiness. The first issue leads to the second; namely,
the content of God’s contemplation. This second issue is determined by Aristotle’s
position in MP 12.9 that if nous is the most divine thing, then it must be a “thinking
thinking of thinking” (1] vonoig vonioemg vonoig). Does this mean that God is a Narcissus-
like God who only thinks Himself, or does He think creatures as well? Aquinas
unequivocally affirms that God has proper knowledge of creatures through knowing
Himself, and he attributes this position to Aristotle, but Aristotelian scholars are divided
over Aristotle’s position. Let us begin with the first issue.

The subject of the inquiry of MP 12 is the principles and causes of substance.
Aristotle divides substance into three types: perishable sensible substance, eternal
sensible substance, and immutable substance (which is a truncated way of saying ‘eternal

immaterial substance,’ for since it is immutable, it is also immaterial and eternal) (MP

5 Hankey, “Placing the Human,” 1-33.



12.1). In MP 12.1-5 Aristotle treats the first two types of substance, and in MP 12.6-7 he
aims to demonstrate the existence of “a certain eternal and immutable substance.”® Let us
consider, then, MP 12.6-7.

According to Aristotle, there must be an eternal substance, for “since substances
are first among beings, if all substances are perishable, then all things are perishable.”’
Yet, motion and time are neither generated nor destroyed, and therefore there must exist
some eternal cause of motion. Furthermore, since motion is eternal, “it is necessary that
such a principle exists whose substance is actuality,”® for if this principle possesses an
essence with potentiality, then it may not exist, and therefore the motion that depends on
it will not be eternal. From its pure actuality, it follows that this principle must be
immaterial® since matter is potentiality, and it also follows that this principle is
immutable, for since it does not possess potentiality, it cannot be otherwise than it is.

As an object of desire, this immutable principle moves without being moved as an
object of desire. Rational desire, for Aristotle, as for Aquinas, is the result of a thought
process, and thought in turn is moved by the intelligible, and therefore the principle of
desire is the intelligible. Furthermore, Aristotle argues that the primary intelligible is the
good by employing two series of contraries; however, without going into the details of
this series,'® we may still understand his general argument. One series is the intelligible,
and within this series substance is first, and within substance the simple and actual

substance is first; namely, the immutable principle in question. Since that which is first in

6 MP 12.6 1071b4-5: ¢id16v Tiva odoiav dkivntov.

7 MP 12.6 1071b5-6: ovcion npdTor TV dviov, kol el ndoot eOaptai, mévra eOoapTd.

§ MP 12.6 1071b19-20: 8¢l éipa glvon dpymv TodTny HE 1) ovcio Evépyeia.

® MP 12.6.

19 For a discussion of this series, see André Laks, “Metaphysics A 7,” in Aristotle’s Metaphysics Lambda:
Symposium Aristotelicum, edited by Michael Frede and David Charles (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2000),
224-5.



a class is the best, this primary intelligible substance is the good and the first desirable.
Therefore, this substance is a final cause, but a final cause as that towards which
something aims rather than as a beneficiary.!!

In MP 12.6-7, then, Aristotle argues that there exists a type of substance which is
eternal, immutable, pure actuality, the unmoved cause of motion as final cause, the first
intelligible, the good, and the first object of desire. In MP 12.7, Aristotle concludes that
“heaven and nature hang upon a principle such as this.”!? Aristotle’s subsequent
consideration of the life and happiness of this principle is illuminated by Richard Bodéiis’
study Aristotle and the Theology of the Living Immortals. He argues that Aristotle, in MP
12 and his other writings, does not break from his inherited polytheistic religion and
endorse a monotheism; rather, he assumes and uses the received opinions about the gods
in his philosophy. In light of this view, we should also recognize that Aristotle’s use of
0edc can refer both to an individual god or the class of gods.!?

In NE 10.8, Aristotle uses the received opinions about the gods to reason about
the nature of perfect human happiness. He makes these two assumptions in his argument:

9514

“we assume that the gods are most of all blessed and happy”'” and “all assume that the

[gods] live and are, therefore, active.”!® Therefore, since “the life of men are blessed

1 Laks, “Metaphysics A 7,” 226-227 for the interpretation of Aristotle’s distinction of types of final cause.
12 MP 12.7 1072b13-14: £k Towantng Epa dpyfic fiptnton 6 odpavoc kai 1) pUoig

13 Richard Bodéiis, Aristotle and the Theology of the Living Immortals, translated by Jan Garrett (NY: State
University of New York Press, 2000), 1-5, 8. Although Bodéiis makes this point, he thinks that Lambda
does not “conform to the idea that the Greeks themselves had of a god” (Bodéiis, Living Immortals, 22). To
explain this, he argues that the immaterial principle(s) in question is not among the gods of the Greek
religion but is analogous to it, and therefore Aristotle brings in conceptions of Greek gods to reason about
them (e.g., 1072b24-30) (ibid., 22-29). I do not adopt his interpretation on this point.

14 NE 10.8 1178b8-9: todg 0g00g yap péAota Dnetkfpopey pokapiovg kai evdaipovag elvar- (Aristotle,
Ethica Nicomachea, edited by 1. Bywater, Oxford Classical Texts (London: OUP, 1890)).

15 NE 10.8 1178b18-19: dAAG ufv Cijv ve mhvteg Dneiii@acty odtodg Koi évepysiv dpas
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insofar as they possess a certain likeness of [the god’s] activity,”'® Aristotle searches for
the activity of the gods. He excludes both productive and practical activity and concludes,
“what is left but contemplation? So that the activity of the god, which surpasses in
blessedness, is contemplative, and of human activities, therefore, the one which is most
akin to this is most blessed.”!”

In MP 12.7, Aristotle assumes both of these opinions about the gods; namely, that
they are alive and happy. So, he begins simply by looking for what the life of this
principle is like, but whereas he argues from the nature of God’s happiness to the nature
of human happiness in NE 10.8, he argues from the nature of the human life to God’s life
here:

Its life is like the best life we possess for a short time, for it always possesses this

life, but this is impossible for us.... [Thinking] is in actuality when it possesses its

object so that this rather than [the receptivity of thought] seems to be the
intellect’s divinity, and contemplation is the most pleasant and best.'®

We should note, however, that reasoning from the human to the divine is what Kosman
calls a reverse attribution; namely that, since human thinking has what we judge to be
divine characteristics, it is the clearest “icon” of the divine essence.!® Ontologically, as
we will see in the conclusion of this chapter, human life is like God’s life, not the reverse.
Since human happiness is contemplative activity and the divine possesses such
activity, Aristotle then compares human and divine happiness: “If, therefore, the god is

always happy in this way, as we are sometimes, it is amazing. If the god is even happier,

16 NE 10.8 1178b26-7: 10ig &’ dvOpmmotg, &> 6cov dpoiopd Tt Tig totantng &vepyeiog vmdpyet. ...

17 NE 10.8 1178b21-23: 1i Aeinetar mAny Ocwpia; Gote 1) 100 00D dvépyeta, pokaptdTnTt Stopépovoa,
BecwpnTikn| Gv i Kol T@V avOpomiveov o1 1) TaDT) GVYYEVESTATH EDSUILOVIKOTATT).

18 MP 12.7: 1072b14-24: Sayoyn 8 éotiv ofo 1 dpiotn pikpdv ypdvov Nuiv obtm yap del ékeivo: Npiv pv
YOp AdOVATOV.... Evepyel 6 Exmv, Aot ékeivov pHdAAovV ToDTO 0 doKeT O voig Bgiov Eyev, kail 1} Bempia T
fd1oTOV Kol GpioTov.

19 Aryeh Kosman, The Activity of Being: An Essay on Aristotle’s Ontology (Massachusetts: Harvard
University Press, 2013), 215-17.



it is yet more amazing. But it is this way.”?® Why does God possess always what we
possess temporarily? This is so because God is essentially the actuality of thought, and
therefore God is also his life and happiness:
Life belongs to God, for the actuality of the intellect is life, and God is this
actuality. God’s essential actuality is life, best and eternal. Therefore, we say that

God is a living thing which is eternal and best, so that continuous and eternal life
belong to God, for this is God.?!

2.2.2 Thinking Thinking of Thinking: The Content of God’s Thought

In MP 12.7, Aristotle concludes that God’s happiness and God Himself are life
and active thinking. Now, because God’s happiness is active thinking, the object of active
thinking enters His happiness. However, in MP 12.9, Aristotle raises a number of aporiai
concerning the divine aspect of intellect, one of which concerns the nature of the object
of divine thought, and so let us consider this aporia.

In this aporia, Aristotle lays out the possible objects of divine thinking thus: “it
must think itself or something other, and if something other, then it must think the same
thing always or something different.”?> He concludes that “it thinks itself, if it is the
strongest, and thinking is a thinking of thinking”?* (I will often refer back to this
conclusion in what follows). What does Aristotle mean by “thinking is a thinking of
thinking?” Two answers have been given. First, some hold that Aristotle is referring to

self-reflexivity. This is a thinking that is both subject and object; namely, a thinking that

20 MP 10.7 1072b24-26: €i 0bv oBtog 0 &xgl, g HUEC moTé, 6 Bedg del, BavpooTov: el 8¢ udrlov, &1t
BovpocidTepov. Exsl 8¢ Ode.

21 MP 10.7 1072b26-30: xoi Lor 8¢ ye vmbpyet: 1 yop vod dvépyeta {om, ékeivog 8¢ 1 dvépyeta: dvépyeta 88
N kod’ adTiv keivov (o apio kai didtoc. poudv 81 tov 0dv sivan {Pov didiov dpiotov, Gote (o Kol
ailmv cuveyng kal aidlog Vrapyet T@ Bed: TodTo Yap O Ogde.

22 MP 12.9 1074b22-23: 1 yop antdg o0TOv § E1epdv T Kol &1 ETEpOV TL, 1} TO 01O dei §j GAro.

23 MP 12.9 1074b33-35: adtov Epa voel, elmep 40Tl 1O KpATIoTOV, KOd E6TIV 1] VONGIE VONGEMC VONOIC.
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thinks its own activity of thinking as object. Second, some hold that Aristotle is referring
to an epistemic reflexivity. This is an act of cognition which is of an object other than
itself and simultaneously of this act grasping its object. In this case we know that we
know or understand that we understand. Some proponents of each interpretation maintain
that God is narcissus-like (God is only aware of Himself), and other proponents of each
hold that God thinks things other than Himself.**

The standard interpretation holds that “thinking thinking of thinking” refers to
self-reflexivity and that this interpretation implies a narcissus-like God.>> This account
reasons that since Aristotle says “it is clear, then, that [the divine aspect of intellect]

9926

thinks what is most divine and most honorable,”*® and since God Himself is most

honorable and is the activity of thinking, then God’s active thinking is the object of His
active thinking. Yet, if God thinks Himself reflexively, then it does not necessarily follow
that He only thinks Himself. Joseph Gerbasi argues that

Mind’s knowledge of its contrary form is contained within its knowledge of itself,
just as the art of medicine knows both health and sickness. Moreover, the contrary
to Mind is not a material potentiality but a formal privation.... The free self-
determination of the divine intellect thinks this privation as its contrary to itself,
but is not determined by it. Moreover, the divine’s various privations are the
intelligible objects of desire that as desired determine the actual motion of all
natural beings. It makes sense, then, to say that, for Aristotle, Mind thinking itself
is no different than Mind thinking the logical structure of nature.?’

24 For an overview of the positions on both sides, see Thomas De Koninck, “Aristotle on God as Thought
Thinking Itself,” Review of Metaphysics 47 (1994): 471-515; and Lloyd P. Gerson, Aristotle and Other
Platonists (New York: Cornell University Press, 2005), 196-197.

%5 For sketches of the standard interpretation, see Kosman, the Activity of Being, 221-3; Gerson, Aristotle
and Other Platonists, 197; Jacques Brunschwig, “Metaphysics A 9: A Short-Lived Thought-Experiment?”
in Aristotle’s Metaphysics Lambda: Symposium Aristotelicum, ed. Michael Frede and David Charles
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2000), 287-8.

26 MP 12.9 1074b25-26: 8fjlov toivov 811 10 Bg10TaTOV KOl TIIOTOTOV VOET. . ..

27 Joseph Gerbasi, “The Metaphysical Origin of the Two-fold Conception of Human Selthood in Aristotle’s
Nicomachean Ethics” (master’s thesis, Dalhousie University, 2014), 39-40.
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Gerbasi’s interpretation of God’s self-reflexive thought is sympathetic to Aquinas’s in
that Gerbasi holds that God knows other things through knowing Himself. However,
Aquinas explains how God has knowledge of other things differently than Gerbasi and
with principles foreign to Aristotle. In his Metaphysics commentary, Aquinas writes that
God understands Himself most perfectly and that
the more perfectly a principle is thought, the more perfectly its effect is thought in
it, for what has a principle is contained in the power of the principle. Therefore,

since heaven and all nature depend on the first principle, God, it is clear that God
by knowing Himself, knows all things.*3

I expand upon Aquinas’s reasoning in this passage in the next chapter.?’ There, we will
see that Aquinas uses the notion of participation to explain how God knows creation
through knowing His essence, and I will also argue that Aquinas implicitly attributes
participation to Aristotle in this passage of his Metaphysics commentary.

Jacques Brunschwig maintains that Aristotle refers to both self-reflexivity and
epistemic reflexivity in the conclusion to his aporia about the object of divine thought.
To show this, Brunschwig points to the difficulty that Aristotle raises concerning this
conclusion: “Yet, it appears that science and perception and opinion and discursive
»30

thought are always of something else and of themselves as a secondary activity.

Brunschwig argues that this difficulty is a criticism of epistemic reflexivity, and thus

28 In Metaph. 12 lect. 11 n. 2615: perfectissime ergo intelligit seipsum. Quanto autem aliquod principium
perfectius intelligitur, tanto magis intelligitur in eo effectus eius: nam principiata continentur in virtute
principii. Cum igitur a primo principio, quod est Deus, dependeat caelum et tota natura, ut dictum est, patet,
quod Deus cognoscendo seipsum, omnia cognoscit. (Thomas Aquinas, /n duodecim libros Metaphysicorum
Aristotelis exposition, edited by M. R. Cathala and R. M. Spiazzi (Turin-Rome: Marietti, 1950)).

2 For a defense of Aquinas’ interpretation of “thinking thinking of thinking,” see Patrick Atherton, “The
Validity of Thomas’ Interpretation of NOHZIZ NOHXEQY (NOESIS NOESEOS) (Metaphy. A 9, 1074b34-
45),” Atti del Congresso Internazionale Tommaso nel suo settimo centenario, I (Napoli: Edizioni
Domenicane Italiane, 1975), 156-62.

30 MP 12.9 1074b35-36: @aivetar §° del 8AAov 1) émiotiun Koi 1 aictnoig koi 1 §6&a kai 1 diévota, avThg
& &V mopEpy®.
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either the phrase “intellect thinks itself” or “thinking thinking of thinking” in the
conclusion to which this criticism relates must refer to such reflexivity. Therefore, since
he thinks that the former phrase clearly refers to self-reflexivity, he concludes that the
later phrase must refer to epistemic reflexivity.>!

In Aristotle’s reply to this new difficulty, which we will analyze below,
Brunschwig maintains that Aristotle gives an interpretation of epistemic reflexivity that,
if applied to the divine, allows for God to know multiple things. Yet, he argues that
Aristotle, by the end of MP 12.9, thinks God is narcissus-like and, therefore, that
Aristotle does not mean to apply this solution to God.*> He concludes that “(a) The
doctrine of A 9 is a Narcissus-like theology. (b) It is substantially different from the
doctrine of A 7, which is a theology of God’s omniscience (or rather omni-intellection).
(c) A 9 is a provisional draft, later on supplanted by A 7.733

Along with Brunschwig, Aryeh Kosman holds that the difficulty that Aristotle
raises with his conclusion concerning the object of divine thought shows that the phrase
“thinking thinking of thinking” does not refer to self-reflexivity but that it refers to
epistemic reflexivity.* However, Kosman disagrees with Brunschwig in two respects.
First, Kosman holds that Aristotle does not refer to self-reflexivity at all in MP 12.9;
divine thought is not its own object.*> Secondly, Kosman holds that Aristotle does indeed
apply the solution of the difficulty with epistemic reflexivity to God’s thought and,

therefore, that the narcissus-like interpretation is incorrect.

31 Brunschwig, “Metaphysics A.9,” 288-290.
32 1bid., 296-7.

3 1bid., 304.

34 Kosman, The Activity of Being, 224.

3 Ibid., 225.
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Let us now consider Aristotle’s solution to the difficulty that he raises with his
conclusion about the object of divine intellect:

In some cases, the knowledge (1] émotqun) is the thing itself (16 mpayua). For
instance, in the productive sciences without matter, the substance and the essence,
and in the theoretical sciences, the account (0 Adyoc) or the thinking is the thing
itself. Therefore, since thought and the object of thought are not different in those
things which have no matter, they will be the same, and thinking will be one with
what is thought.¢

In the speculative sciences, then, since the thinking is one with the object of thought,
thinking is not of something else and only of itself incidentally, but the thinking of the
object of thought is identical with the thinking of thinking. Kosman maintains that in this
way thought thinks itself without becoming the object of thought, a concept which is
distinct from self-reflexivity (when thinking thinks itself by becoming the explicit object
of thought). In respect to God’s thinking, Kosman writes,
The failure to mark this distinction has led some to regard Aristotle’s view as the
errant nonsense of supposing one might think a thought that is a nothing but the
thinking of it, or to worry (as others have) that Aristotle’s theology posits a god
supremely narcissistic and wrapped (as one scholar puts it) in eternal self-
contemplation. But these thoughts are errant nonsense; thought thinking itself
signifies merely the activity of thinking, independent of the nature of its object

and solely in terms of one central feature: the self-presence of the subject that is a
condition of its consciousness.>’

For Kosman, “[a]ll cognition is objective; that is, it is intentional,” but this does not hold
for divine thinking on Kosman’s view: “thinking thinking of thinking” is the isolated
activity of thinking. Gerson, however, holds that both divine and human thought is
intentional, and thus gives content to God’s epistemically reflexive thinking:

Whether for humans or for God, in theoretical science, thinking is both intentional
object and activity. Therefore, we need not suppose that just because the

36 MP 12.9 1075a1-5: | én° &viov 1) émiotAun 10 mpdypa, &mi udv tdv momtik®dv dvev DAng 1 odoia koi 1O
Ti v elva, 7l 88 TV OmpnTikdV 6 Adyoc TO TPpdypa Kod 1} vONGoIC; 0vY, £TEpOV 0VV BVTOG TOD VOOULEVOD
Kai 10D vod, 6co ur VANV Exet, 1O a0To £0T0L, Kol 1) VONO1G TG VOOLUEV® Wi,

37 Kosman, the Activity of Being, 230.
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intentional object of God’s thinking is thinking that God’s thinking has not
content. In the case of these sciences, human thinking is thinking of thinking as
well. We differ from God not because we alone have content but because we are
not identical in essence with our thinking.?®

Aristotle leaves the problem of the content of God’s contemplation for later
interpreters, and they have wrestled with it. Aquinas inherits the problem and gives a
solution that is not found among the modern scholarship considered here: he attributes
participation to Aristotle, as we will see in the next chapter. Furthermore, Aquinas, in his
own treatment of God’s happiness, will explicitly differentiate what God knows from
Him and then draw it back into His happiness according to the neoplatonic exitus-reditus

pattern. This marks a major difference between Aquinas and Aristotle.

2.3. NNCOMACHEAN ETHICS 1I: THE GENERAL DEFINITION OF HUMAN
HAPPINESS
2.3.1 The Good Analyzed in Terms of Ends: A Dominant End
Let us now turn to Aristotle’s doctrine of human happiness, which I consider in

sections 2.3 and 2.4. Aquinas adopts Aristotle’s analysis of happiness and the supreme
good in NE 1,% and so it will be useful to make clear the points on which their doctrines
of human happiness agree before we consider in the rest of the chapter the points on
which their doctrines diverge. Therefore, here, I will give an exposition of Aristotle’s
search for the general definition of happiness in NE 1.1-7. First, we will consider

Aristotle’s analysis of the supreme good in terms of ends, and I side with those who view

38 Gerson, Aristotle and Other Platonists, 199.
3 J6rn Miiller, Duplex beatitudo, 52-71.
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happiness as a dominant end (a single good) rather than an inclusive end (an aggregate of

many goods).*

Second, we will examine Aristotle’s ergon argument in which he argues
that human happiness is virtuous rational activity, and I will argue that this implies that
human happiness is determined by the human essence.

Aristotle begins the Nicomachean Ethics by affirming the proposition that “the
good is that at which all things aim.”*! As such, the good is an end. For, in NE 1.7.1-2,
Aristotle reasons that the good of each pursuit is that for which all else is done, yet that
for which the rest are done is the end. Throughout NE 1.1-7, Aristotle analyzes the good
as an end, which he also calls the ergon.*?

In NE 1.1.2-5, Aristotle outlines four relations that hold between different ends.
First, ends may be arranged hierarchically; that is, one end may serve as a means to
another end. Aristotle displays this hierarchical relationship in the relation of a master art
(&pyrrektovikog) to its subordinate art. The master art includes or uses the ends of all
other arts as means to its own end, and these other arts, since they are for the sake of a
higher end, are subordinate to the master art. The second relationship is that all ends,
except the absolutely final end, are relative. In other words, all ends can serve as means
as well. This implies that “master art” and “subordinate art” are relative terms. To

illustrate relations one and two, in NE 1.1.4-6 Aristotle shows that strategy is a master art

over horsemanship and bridle-making, and so it uses the ends of both as means to achieve

40 The distinction originates with Hardie (W. F. R. Hardie, “The Final Good in Aristotle’s Ethics,”
Philosophy 40 (1965): 277-295), and the inclusivist interpretation is championed by Ackrill (J. L Ackrill,
“Aristotle on Eudaimonia,” in Essays on Aristotle’s Ethics, ed. A. Rorty (CA: University of California
Press, 1980), 15-34). Both Kraut and Lear evaluate Ackrill’s argument in depth and conclude,
convincingly, that it is specious (Richard Kraut, Aristotle on the Human Good (NJ: Princeton University
Press, 1989), 267-311; Gabriel Richardson Lear, Happy Lives and the Highest Good: An Essay on
Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics (NJ: Princeton University Press, 2004), 40-46).

41 NE 1.1 1094a3: téyaddv ob mavt’ épieta.

2 EE 2.1 1219a8-13.

16



its own end. However, in relation to politics, strategy is a subordinate art whose end is
used as a means by politics.

The third and fourth principles are closely related. The third principle is that the
end is better than the means, for Aristotle writes that “in the case which the ends are
beyond the actions, the products are better [Bektioo] by nature than the activities.”** The
fourth principle is that the end is more desirable than the means, for Aristotle writes that
“all [the situations in which a faculty is under a master art] the ends of the master art are
more desirable (aipetdtepa) than the ends of the subordinate art, for the ends of the
subordinate art are pursued for the sake of [yéptv] the ends of the master art.”**
Something’s degree of goodness and desirability, then, correspond.

In NE 1.2.1, Aristotle uses the concept of a hierarchy of ends and the concept that
an end is better and more desirable than its means to analyze the characteristics that an
end must have for it to be the good and the best:

If, therefore, there exists an end of our actions which (i) we wish for its own sake

(6 3 arto Povropeba), and (ii) [we wish] the others for the sake of this (dux

109710), and (iii) we do not choose all [ends] for the sake of another [end] (for in

this way [choosing] would continue without limit, so that desire would be empty

and vain), it is clear that this end would be the good and the best (téyaBov kai 1o

dpiotov).*

That Aristotle calls the good and best the “end of our actions” creates a problem. A

practicable end is something that may be attained by action and that may be otherwise

(not necessary) (NE 6.1-2), and so the good and best appear to have these characteristics.

4 NE 1.1 1094a3-6: Srapopd 84 Tig paiveton TV TeEA®V T0 név Yap eicty vépyeio, Ta 8& mop’ odTdc Epya
Ve OV 8 gloi TEAN TV Tapd TAC TPAEELS, v TovToIC PelTin mEPUKE TV Evepyerdv Td Epya.

4 NE 1.1 1094a14-16: &v andooug 8¢ 1o Tdv ApyLTEKTOVIKDY TEAN TAVIOV 40TivV aipeTdTepa TV DT avTd:
TOVTAOV YOP YOPV KAKEIVA SUDKETAL.

4 NE 1.2 1094a18-22: Ei &1 1t téAoc €671 T®V mpoxtdv 6 51 odtd Poviouedo, Torlo 6 S1é Todto, Kai pn
mévto 81 Etepov aipodueda oot Yap obTm Vel dmelpov, GOt tval keviy Kol potaioy Ty dpefy, Sfilov
¢ TodT’dv €in TayaBov kai o dpioTov.
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However, our consideration of God’s happiness demonstrated both that God is the best
and that God is active thinking. Therefore, it appears that the best is necessary and is
active thinking, which is categorically different than the practical. So, how can the good
and best have these contradictory attributes? This is the problem of whether the human
good or The Good is the object of the NE,*® and here I only want to raise it. I will suggest
a solution to this problem when we consider human happiness in section 2.4.

Before moving on, we should note condition (iii) in NE 1.2.1. Aristotle establishes
it through a reductio argument. Assuming the negation of this condition as a hypothesis,
he reasons that if we did choose all ends for something else, then desire would not
achieve its purpose (o1’ eivar keviyv ko patoiov v dpe&wv). The implication in this
passage is that Aristotle rejects this inference, and so he affirms that desire cannot be in
vain, a principle that is fundamental to Aquinas’s doctrine of happiness.

The supreme practicable good of NE 1.2.1 is happiness. In NE 1.2.4-8, Aristotle
argues that the supreme good is the object of politics. For, politics is the pre-eminent
master art since it uses the ends of all other arts to achieve its end (NVE 1.2.6-7), and the
supreme good is the object of the pre-eminent master art (NVE 1.2.4-5) since the end that
all other ends are used to achieve is the supreme good. Since happiness is the accepted
object of Politics (NVE 1.4.1-2), the supreme good is therefore happiness (gvdaipovia),
which is synonymous with living well (t0 §’&0 {fjv) and doing well (10 &) mpdrtewy).

In NE 1.7, it appears that whether the good or happiness is a dominant end or

inclusive end is an open question, and so Aristotle considers these rival hypotheses

46 For a discussion of this problem see Gerbasi, The Metaphysical Origin, 1-18. Gerbasi argues that the
theoretical good is the end of the practical good and that the practical good is derived from it. Therefore,
“Aristotle’s discovery of the human good comes about within an affirmation on the dependence of the
human good on its divine, and transcendent, source” (ibid., 11).
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concerning the nature of the good: (1) “if there is an end of all pursuits, this would be the
practicable good” and (ii) “if there are many [ends of all pursuits], these [would be the
practicable good].”*’ In NE 1.7.3-5, Aristotle considers these two hypotheses by
distinguishing three types of ends:
(A) Since there appears to be many ends, and we choose some of these for the
sake of another (81" £€repov), such as wealth, flutes, and instruments in general, it
is clear that not all [ends] are complete (téiewa), yet the best [end] appears to be
something complete. (B) Therefore, if a certain [end] alone is a complete [end],
this would be what [we are] seeking, but if there are multiple [complete ends], the
most complete of these [would be what we are seeking]. (C) We say that the [end]
pursued in virtue of itself (t0 xa®’ a10) is more complete than the [end pursued]
for the sake of something else (61" £tepov) and that the [end] never chosen for the
sake of another [end] is more complete than [the end] chosen in virtue of itself
and also for the sake of another end (k08’ adtd kai 61’ avto0), and therefore [the

end] that is always chosen in virtue of itself and never for the sake of another
[end] is absolutely complete (4mAdG. .. téAe10v).

In (A) Aristotle affirms that there are indeed many (mAeim) ends of our actions, and thus it
appears that he rejects the first hypothesis concerning the nature of the practicable good
and accepts the second; namely, that the many ends collectively are the practicable good.
However, Aristotle rejects the second hypothesis as well since it is too general to
adequately describe the nature of the practicable good, for “many ends” can be divided
into final ends and non-final ends, and the practicable good is not a non-final end, but a
final end. Final ends are chosen for themselves even if nothing results, while non-final
ends are chosen for their results. In light of his categorization of the practicable good as a

final end, he reformulates, in section (B), his rival hypotheses from (A), and he puts them

4T NE 1.7 1097a22-24: HoT &1L TL 16V TpokTdv Gmévimv €6t Téhog, TodT’ v £in 10 mpaktov dyadov, el 58
mAeim, TodTo.

4 NE 1.7 1097a25-34: énei 8¢ mheio @aiveton T téA1, 00TV 8 aipoduedd tva 81 Etepov, olov mhodtov
avAoVG Kai OAMG T0 dpyova, dTiAov MG 0VK E0TL TAVTO TéEAEIR TO & AploTov TEAELOV TL PaiveTol. BT’ €l puév
€oTv v TL povov TéELEOV, ToUT’ Gv €in 10 {nToduevov, €l 8¢ mheim, TO TEAEIOTATOV TOVT®V. TEAEIOTEPOV OE
Aéyopev 10 Ko’ avto StwkTov Tod S ETepov Kal TO UNdEmoTe 01’ GALO aipeTOV TV Kol Kah’ adTd Kol dt’
a0TO aipeT®V, Kol AmA®dS 61 TEAEOV TO KB’ aTO aipeTodv del kol pndémote St GAAO.
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in terms of final ends: (i) if there is one thing alone which is final, then this would be the
good which we are seeking (ii) if there are many final ends, then the most final of these
would be the good.

In (C), Aristotle affirms that there are multiple final ends since he divides them
into two categories: (i) qualified final ends: ends chosen for themselves but also for
something else and (ii) absolutely final ends: ends always chosen for themselves and
never for something else. Since Aristotle affirms that there are multiple final ends, he
supports the second reformulated hypothesis, and therefore he affirms that the most final
end is the good. Therefore, happiness is the most final end since it is the only absolutely

final end (NE 1.7 1097a34-b6), and so happiness is also a single good.

2.3.2 The Ergon Argument: Human Happiness and Human Essence

Thus far, Aristotle has identified the supreme good with happiness, but in NE
1.7.9-16 he aims to make “what [the good] is clearer.”*® To this end, he uses the nature of
the human ergon to demonstrate that the human good or happiness is virtuous rational
activity. I will follow Aristotle’s argument and argue that the nature of happiness is
ultimately determined by the essence of the human (which I will define in section 2.4).%°

In the opening passage of the argument, Aristotle argues that human happiness or
the human good is found in the human ergon:

For just as for a flute-player or sculptor or craftsman of any sort, and generally for
anything that has a certain ergon or activity (§pyov 1t kai Tpa&ic), it seems that the

4 NE 1.7 1097b23: ...8vapyéotepov Ti €oTiv.. ..

50 Although I argue here that the nature of happiness is ultimately determined by the essence of the human,
we will see in section 2.5.3 that human happiness is also determined by God’s active thinking. These
conclusions produce a “clash” that I deal with in section 2.5.4.
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good (téya®ov) or the doing well (1o €0) [of that thing] is in its ergon. Thus, it
would seem that the good is [in the ergon] of man, if man has an ergon.>!

Yet, in what way the good of man is in the human ergon is clarified later. Here, after he
affirms that humans have an ergon, he looks for the nature of the human ergon in the life
distinctive to humans:
To live would appear to be common with the plants, but the proper (10 1610v)
[ergon of the human] is being sought. Therefore, the life of nutrition and growth
ought to be set aside. Some form of sensitive life follows upon [the nutritive life],
but [the human] also appears to share this in common with the horse, ox, and

animals in general. Therefore, a certain practical life of [the part of the soul]
possessing reason remains.>’

Aristotle’s argument finds the proper human ergon by eliminating the types of life that
humans have in common with other ensouled beings to leave what is distinctively human:
rational activity.> Yet, although we can follow Aristotle’s reasoning, we may wonder
about his starting point. Why does Aristotle search for the human ergon in the soul? I
argue that the answer to this question shows that happiness is determined by the essence
of the human.

In Meteor. 390a10-15, Aristotle relates the definition of something to its ergon:

All things are defined by their ergon, for the things that can perform their ergon,
each truly is what it is. For example, the eye if it can see. But the thing that does

ST NE 1.7 1097b25-28: domep yop adITi Kod dyadpatomotd kol movti texvity, kol dSAme dv oty Epyov T
Kol TPAELS, &V T® Epy® dokel Tayabov sivar kai O €0, obTw 36Eeiev dv kai dvOphnw, sinep ot TL Epyov
avTod.

52 NE 1.7 1097b33-1098a7: 10 pév yép Cijv xowodv etvor paivetot koi Toic eutoic, {nteiton 8¢ 1o id1ov.
agpopilotéov dpa TV € Opentikny Kol Ty avéntikny {onv. Emopévn 6¢ aicbntikn Tig av in, paivetol 68
Kai avTh Kown Kol e kod ot kol mavti (ho. Asimstan 81 TPaKTIKh TIC TOD AdYOV EYOVTOC. ..

>3 There is debate over the meaning of the phrase “a certain practical life (nrpaxtiky] T1g),” however. H.
Joachim holds that it refers to the life of moral virtue and prudence (H. Joachim, Aristotle The
Nicomachean Ethics (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1951), 50-51). J. Stewart, however, appeals to Pol.
1325b14ff to show that mpoktikr is broad enough to include contemplation, and so it is synonymous with a
life of reason in general (J. A. Stewart, Notes on the Nicomachean Ethics (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1892),
99). Many follow Stewart in this interpretation (Alfonso Gomez-Lobo, “The Ergon Inference,” Phronesis
34, no. 2 (1989): 174; G. Van Cleemput, “Aristotle on Eudaimonia in Nicomachean Ethics 1,” Oxford
Studies in Ancient Philosophy 30 (2006): 150; Richard Kraut, “The Peculiar Function of Human Beings,”
Canadian Journal of Philosophy 9 (1979): 469-471), as do L.
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not have the ability [to perform its ergon] is homonymously what it is. For
example, a dead eye or one made of stone.>

So, something is defined by its capacity to perform the characteristic ergon of a class of
things.>> But, what provides something with the capacity for its characteristic ergon? In
DA 2.4, we learn that the soul is the formal cause and essence of a living body.>®
Furthermore, in DA 2.1, Aristotle holds that the soul determines what type of living thing
something is by providing it with a capacity for the characteristic activity of that class of
living things (e.g., if the eye possessed a soul, the soul would provide it with the capacity
to see).”’ So, Aristotle looks for the human ergon in the soul since the soul determines the
nature of the human ergon. Therefore, since the ergon of the human determines what
human happiness is, the soul and essence of the human ultimately determines the nature
of human happiness.

However, the exercise of the human ergon alone is not happiness. Rather,
Aristotle uses the nature of the human ergon to demonstrate the nature of the human
good:

If the ergon of man is an activity of the soul according to reason or not without

reason, and we say that the ergon of something and the ergon of the excellent

something are the same in kind (just as the ergon of the harpist and the excellent
harpist [are the same in kind]) — and this applies generally to all things [with an
ergon] — [with the difference that] the superiority in respect to virtue is added to
the ergon (for the ergon of the harpist is to harp, but the ergon of the excellent
harpist is to harp well), indeed if these things are the case, and we hold that the
ergon of man is a certain type of life, and this life is activity or actions of the soul

with reason, and the ergon of the excellent man is to do these things well and
beautifully, and each thing completed according to its own virtue is done well,

>4 Meteor. 390a10-13: omoww &’ éoTiv piopéva @ Epym: TO PEV Yap Suvausva TOEWV TO aOTAV Epyov
6AN0dC £oTv EKacTov, 0lov OQOUANOC &l 6pd, TO & Py Suvapevov dOVOI®C, olov 6 TeBveng §| 6 Aibvog
(Aristotle, Meteorologica, translated by H. D. P. Lee, LCL 397 (London: Heinemann, 1962)).

35 Christopher Shields, Aristotle (New York: Routledge, 2007), 92; Christopher Shields, “The Science of
Soul in Aristotle’s Ethics,” in Bridging the Gap between Aristotle’s Science and Ethics, ed. Devin Henry
and Karen Margrethe Nielsen (Cambridge: CUP, 2015), 239.

%6 DA 2.4 415b12-23.

57 DA 2.1 412b10-413a3.
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indeed if these things are true, then the human good would be an activity of the
soul according to virtue, and if there are many virtues, then according to the best
and most perfect virtue.’8

The reasoning by which Aristotle reaches his conclusion concerning the nature of the
human good and happiness is not clear, so I will provide my interpretation of the main
argument. The first step is to establish this relationship: the ergon of the harpist and of
the excellent harpist is generically the same, but they differ in that the excellent harpist
harps according to a virtuous capacity, and the ergon of this virtuous capacity is not
simply to harp but is to harp well (¢0) or beautifully (xal@c). The second step is to apply
this relationship to the human ergon, rational activity, and this implies that the ergon of
the excellent man is to reason well; namely, to reason according to virtue. From here,
Aristotle reaches his definition of the human good, although he supresses the middle
term; namely, that what is desirable to the excellent man is truly desirable. Now, since
each person chiefly desires the activity of their proper disposition, the excellent man
desires virtuous rational activity most, and therefore this activity is truly the most
desirable activity.’” Since the most desirable activity is the supreme good, for desirability
and goodness correspond as we saw earlier, Aristotle concludes that the human good or

happiness is virtuous rational activity.

8 NE 1.7 1098a7-18: €1 8 éotiv &pyov dvOpdrov yuyfic vépyeta katd Adyov fi um dvev Adyov, 10 & avtd
Qopev Epyov stvon T yével 1008 kol T0d8e cmovdaiov, Gomep Kk1dapioTod Kai crovdaiov KOapoTOD, Kod
amA@®dg o1 ToUT’ £ml TAVTOV, TPOCTIOEUEVNG THG KATA TNV APETTV VIEPOYTIG TPOG TO Epyov: KiBapioTod pev
yap kiapile, cmovdaiov 8 10 €b- &l & oBtme, AvOpmdmov 8¢ Tibepsv Epyov {omv Tva, TodTVv 8 youydic
gvépyelay Kol mpageig petd Aoyov, omovdaiov 8’ avdpdg eb Tadta kol KaA®C, EKactov &’ € Kot TV
oikeiav apetnyv amoteleitar &1 8’ obtw, T0 AvOpdmivov dyaBov yoyiic Evépyela yivetal Kot dpetny, €l 68
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2.4. TWOFOLD HUMAN HAPPINESS

2.4.1 The Division of Human Reason and the Definition of the Human

In this section (2.4), we will consider the specific nature of human happiness. Our
analysis of NE 1.7 shows that the essence of the human determines the nature of its
ergon, and therefore the human essence determines the nature of happiness. However, it
appears that the NE presents two possible definitions of the human. On the one hand, the
essence of the human seems to be a principle of theoretical thought, but, on the other
hand, it seems to be a principle of action. In this section, I will first explore this
ambiguity and suggest how both definitions of the human can be maintained. Then, I will
show how these definitions lead to the twofold happiness in NE 10.7-8; namely, the life
of contemplation and the life of prudence and moral virtue. Finally, to end this section, |
will explore a difficulty in NE 10.7: contemplation appears to be divine and above the
human yet proper to the human. In the next chapter, we will see that Aquinas solves this
difficulty by attributing the doctrine of participation to Aristotle. Let us begin with the
first task.

The ambiguity in the definition of the human relates to Aristotle’s psychology in
the NE, and so let us consider this psychology. In NE 1.13, Aristotle identifies his general
plan for investigating the nature of happiness in books 2-6: “since happiness is a certain
activity of the soul according to complete virtue, virtue must be examined.”*® Thus,
before one examines virtue, one must first understand psychology, but one only needs to

understand it “insofar as it is necessary for the present inquiry.”®! For his purposes,

%0 NE 1.13 1102a5-6: énei & £otiv 1) eddaupovia yoyfic &vépyeld Tig kat’ apetiv teleiav, mepl dpetTiic
EMoKENTEOV OV €.
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Aristotle divides the soul into the irrational and rational (16 Adyov &yov), and then he
divides the irrational thus: “the vegetative in no way partakes in reason, but the appetitive
and in general the desiring [aspect] partakes in reason in some way, in which it listens
and is obedient to it.”%? The virtues, in turn, are divided according to the division of the
soul into the rational and the irrational that obeys reason: the intellectual (dtavontikag)
virtues correspond to the rational aspect and the ethical (tag n0wdq) virtues correspond to
the desiring aspect (NVE 1.13.20).

NE 2-5 is devoted to examining the moral virtues, and NE 6 is devoted to the
intellectual virtues. It is the latter on which I want to focus, for here Aristotle divides the
rational part of the soul into two rational faculties, and thus “the human is defined relative
to the kinds of reasoning.”®® These two faculties are distinguished by their respective
objects: the scientific faculty (10 émotnpovikov) contemplates those things whose
principles cannot be otherwise and the calculative faculty (10 Aoyiotucov) considers those
things whose principles can be otherwise (NE 6.1).

In NE 6.2, Aristotle identifies the ergon of each intellectual faculty since the
virtue of a faculty depends on the ergon of that faculty (although the calculative faculty
encompasses both practical and productive thinking, only practical thinking is relevant to
our purpose). The ergon of both faculties of the intellectual soul is to attain truth, but
whereas the scientific faculty aims to attain truth simply, the ergon of practical thinking
is practical truth, which is truth that agrees with right desire. The virtue of each of these

faculties is the best disposition of each, and this disposition is the one whose exercise best

92 NE 1.13 1102b28-31: aiverar 87 koi 10 dhoyov S1TTov. 10 PV Yap PLTIKOV 00D KOVOVEL Adyov, TO
8 émOupMTIKOV Kod SAMC OPEKTIKOV HETEXEL TMC, | KATAKOOV &0ty aTod Kol Tetdopytcdv. ..
6 'W. J. Hankey, Complectitur Omnem, 4.
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achieves the ergon of the faculty: wisdom is the virtue of the theoretical intellect and
prudence is the virtue of the calculative intellect (NVE 6.11.7, 6.12.4). We will come back
to the intellectual virtues when we discuss the happiness described in NE 10. Here, I want
to further explore the two types of reasoning, theoretical and practical, that define the
human. Let us begin with theoretical reason.

Aristotle opens the Metaphysics with the statement that “all humans by nature
desire to know.”%* Therefore, since all things naturally desire to realize their form (Phys
1.9), the human form appears to be a principle of or capacity for the activity of knowing.
Furthermore, since Aristotle identifies wisdom with the type of knowing that will
ultimately satisfy the human’s natural desire to know (MP 1.1.17), the human essence
appears to be a principle of wisdom. Indeed, at the end of his discussion of the levels of
knowing in MP 1.1, Aristotle connects this discussion to NE 6: “In the Ethics, the
difference between art and science and the other habits like these is stated. The purpose
of the present account is this, that all assume that which is called wisdom is concerned
with the primary causes and principles.”®> Now, since the human form appears to be a
principle of the type of knowing called wisdom, and since in NE 6 wisdom is the virtue of
the theoretical intellect, then it follows that the form and essence of the human is
theoretical intellect.

Although when we interpret the NE through the MP the essence of the human
appears to be the theoretical intellect, Aristotle defines the human as a principle of action

in NE 6.2 itself. For Aristotle, the efficient cause of action is choice, and since action is

% MP 1.1 980a21: mvteg vOpomnot tod idévar dpéyovtar gHoeL.
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the type of movement specific to the human, choice must be capable of producing
movement. Thought by itself, however, moves nothing; rather, only thought directed at
some end can produce movement. Therefore, choice cannot be a type of thought alone;
rather, it must involve the desire for an end; namely, the end of doing well (1] evmpaia).
Thus, Aristotle arrives at a definition of choice and the human: “Therefore, choice is
either desiderative thought or thinking desire, and the human is a principle (dpyn) such as
this.”® In contrast with the opening of the MP, then, Aristotle might have equally opened
the NE as a whole or NE 6 with the statement ‘all humans by nature desire to do well.’

We can maintain and categorize both definitions of the human by appealing to
Aristotle’s treatment of definition and naming in MP 8.3. Here, Aristotle distinguishes
three ways in which a sensible substance may exist and be defined: “as matter, as the
form or actuality, and thirdly as the compound of the two.”®” However, an ambiguity
arises when one assigns a name to a sensible substance, for the name may either “signify
the compound substance or the activity and form, for example...whether animal means a
soul in a body or a soul...”®® This ambiguity is applicable to the human. The human and
the essence of the human are not the same, for the human is the compound and the
essence of the human refers to its form, the soul; however, the name human can be
applied to both the compound and the soul, and thus confusion arises.®

I maintain that we can apply the framework of MP 8.3 to the definitions of the

human in the NE: on the one hand, the human is defined in terms of form or actuality

% NE 6.2 1139b4-5: 510 1 dpekricog vodg 1 mpoaipesic | dpekig Sravontikn, koi 1) TotodTn dpyn dvOpmmoc.
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when it is defined as a principle of knowing or theoretical intellect, and, on the other
hand, the human is defined in terms of the compound when it is defined as a principle of
choice or a desiderative thinking. In what follows I want to argue for this distinction in

NE 10.7-8 while I describe the two types of happiness possible for the human.

2.4.2 The Intellectual Virtues of Wisdom and Prudence

Since happiness is the exercise of virtue, let us first examine the intellectual
virtues of the theoretical intellect and calculative intellect in NE 6 before we consider
happiness in NE 10.7-8. The soul exercises its ergon of achieving truth in five ways: art,
science, prudence, wisdom, and nous. Wisdom, science, and nous fall under the
theoretical intellect, whereas art and prudence fall under the calculative intellect. I will
describe wisdom and prudence and determine which is better, for these are the virtues of
each part of the intellectual soul, and happiness is the exercise of the best virtue.

Aristotle describes wisdom thus:

Wisdom is the most exact of the sciences. It is necessary, therefore, that wisdom

is not only knowing that which follows from the principles, but also it is to know

the truth concerning the principles, so that wisdom is nous and science, as the

consummation [of the sciences], which has knowledge of the most honorable

things.”®
Science (1] émoTiun), in its most proper sense, is a demonstrating habit (£€1g
amodektikn). The object of science (10 €émotntdv) is that which is universal, necessary

(what cannot be otherwise) and, therefore, eternal. Its activity begins with universal first

principles and demonstrates true conclusions from them (NE 6.3, 6.6). Nous is the habit
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which attains the truth of the universal first principles which science uses in
demonstrations (NE 6.6). Nous attains “the one beyond the many, which is present in
them all as one and the same thing.””! The activity through which nous acquires these
principles is induction (émaywyn)) (NE 6.3).
The specific object of wisdom itself is that which is most honorable and,
therefore, divine:
...nor is another science more honorable than this. For, what is most divine is
most honorable, but there are only two ways in which a science can be divine. (i)
That which most of all belongs to God is divine among the sciences, and (ii) if a
certain science is concerned with the divine. This science alone fulfills both of

these: for it seems to all that God is among the causes and is a certain principle,
and this science belongs alone or most of all to God.”

Since the object of wisdom is the divine, Aristotle calls this science theology (Beoioyia)
(MP 6.1). However, Wayne Hankey notes a problem that identifying wisdom with divine
science creates for Aristotle and which Aquinas inherits. In this passage “what best
satisfies what by nature we seek is not, by its nature, ours”;’* this science belongs most of
all to the divine. This problem also occurs in the NE,’* and we shall come back to it
below.

Now let us consider the virtue of the calculative faculty, prudence. Aristotle
defines prudence as ““a rational habit that attains truth concerning what is good and bad
for humans in action.””” The activity (ergon) of prudence is to deliberate well (10 €0

BovAeveashar), and so prudence, which is a type of deliberation, does not attain truth in
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respect to an end since deliberation does not attain such truth (NVE 6.7). Rather, to
deliberate well is to attain truth in respect to the means, and to attain such truth is to
arrive through a process of thought at the means that will achieve one’s end of acting
well. Aristotle calls this process of thought deliberating correctly (6p0dg) (NE 6.9.4, 7;
cf. 6.7.6). Therefore, although prudence is not a process of thought that seeks truth in
respect to the end, it is about ends in that it looks for the means to bring the end of acting
well into existence (NE 6.5).

Aristotle elevates wisdom above prudence by a consideration of the nature of their
objects. As we saw, wisdom is concerned with what is divine and most honorable, but
prudence is concerned with the human and particular actions (1 ka8’ Ekaota).
Therefore, Aristotle reasons that “[i]t would be strange for one to think that politics or
prudence is the most excellent science, for the human is not the best thing in the

cosmos.”’®

2.4.3 The Definition of the Human and Twofold Human Happiness
Now that we understand the intellectual virtues, let us turn to Aristotle’s doctrine
of happiness in NE 10.7-8. My comparison of Aristotle’s and Aquinas’ doctrines of
happiness will focus almost exclusively on the contemplative life; however, here I
consider Aristotle’s doctrine of practical happiness insofar as it relates to our discussion
of the definition of the human. First, I argue that, in NE 10.7-8, the definition of the
human as form leads to perfect happiness, while the definition of the human as the

composite leads to secondary happiness. Secondly, I address a difficulty raised in section
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2.1; namely, that the good of the MP, active thinking, appears to be different than the
practical good of the NE. I argue that the good of active contemplation can be practicable
since prudence is for the sake of contemplation.
In NE 10.7.1 Aristotle argues that perfect happiness is the activity in accordance
with the intellectual virtue of wisdom:
If happiness is the activity according to virtue, it is reasonable that it is according
to the strongest virtue, and this will be of the [the virtue] of the best. Whether,
therefore, this is nous or something else which by nature seems to rule and lead
and to take thought of the noble and divine, whether being divine itself or the

most divine thing in us, the activity of this according to its proper virtue is perfect
happiness. It has already been said that this is contemplative activity.’’

The idea that nous is the strongest (t1v kpatictv) and ruling (&pyewv) relates to how
contemplation can be the practical good of the NE. I come back to this below. Here, |
want to argue that, first, Aristotle derives perfect happiness from the definition of the
human as theoretical intellect and, second, that this definition is the definition of the
human form rather than the human composite. In respect to the first, since contemplation
is perfect happiness, and the nature of happiness is determined by the essence of man,
then the definition of the human that determines perfect happiness must be the principle
of or capacity for contemplation and, therefore, must be theoretical intellect. In respect to
the second, nous in the context of NE 10.7-8 refers to theoretical intellect. For, since, in
the passage immediately above (NE 10.7.1), Aristotle says that nous is divine or the most
divine thing in us, and the divine does not engage in practical or productive thinking (NVE

10.8.7-8), then nous must refer to theoretical intellect, not the calculative intellect. Now,

"7 NE 10.7 1177a12-18: Ei 8 dotiv 1} €08oapovio kot’ dpethv évépyeta, ebAoyov katd Ty Kpatictnyv: abt
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Aristotle contrasts nous in 10.7.8 with the human compound, and therefore the theoretical
intellect cannot be the definition of the human as compound. It remains that it is the
definition of the human as form and actuality.

What does it mean for nous to be strong and ruling? In NE 6.12-13 Aristotle
argues that wisdom is the highest virtue, and this argument both clarifies how nous is
strong and ruling and allows us to suggest in what sense contemplation is considered a
practicable good. Aristotle begins this argument in NE 6.12. Here, he raises a problem
with the relationship between wisdom and prudence: prudence, although inferior to
wisdom, seems to be more authoritative (kvpiwtépa) than it. Aristotle compares wisdom
and prudence to health and medicine respectively to make this point. Wisdom does not
produce happiness as medicine produces health, or, in other words, as the efficient cause;
rather, wisdom produces happiness as healthiness (1] Vyieia) produces health or, in other
words, as the formal cause. Prudence, on the other hand, studies the means (¢ &v) to
happiness and how it comes into existence (yevécemg), and so it produces happiness as
medicine produces health; namely, as the efficient cause. Therefore, since “the thing

creating rules and commands,”’®

it appears that prudence is authoritative over wisdom.
Aristotle solves this problem by making a distinction in the way that something

can rule, a distinction which he makes most explicit in EE 8.3: “medicine is a ruling

principle (&pyn) in one way and health [is a ruling principle] in another: medicine is for

the sake of health.””® As we have seen, medicine rules by giving orders to something, yet

in this passage Aristotle writes that health rules in another way; namely, as the end. In

78 NE 6.12 1143b35: 1j yap morodoo dpyet koi dmrdrtel mepi EKooToV.
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Ethica Eudemia, edited by R. R. Walzer and J. M. Mingay, Oxford Classical Texts (Oxford: OUP, 1991)).

32



fact, in NE 6.13.9, Aristotle argues that medicine does not use health; rather, it is for the
sake of health, and, therefore it does not give orders (émitdtret) to nor is it authoritative
over health. On the contrary, health is the end of medicine, and so health is authoritative
over it. Following this analogy, prudence, then, does not give orders to wisdom, and so it
is not authoritative over it. Rather, wisdom is the end for the sake of which prudence
gives orders, and therefore wisdom rules and is authoritative over prudence as the end
controls the means.*

We will return again to the idea that wisdom is strong and ruling and use it to help
us understand a paradox that arises in Aristotle’s doctrine of happiness. But, here, we can
conclude that wisdom and contemplation are practical goods insofar as the practical
activity of prudence gives orders for the sake of attaining them, and thus contemplation is
the good of the NE.3! Aquinas agrees with the interpretation that prudence in some sense
can attain wisdom through action, for, he writes that prudence “does not use wisdom by
commanding how it ought to judge divine things, it commands for the sake of'it,

ordaining, for example, iow men can arrive at wisdom.”**

80 Kraut, Human Good, 262; Lear, Happy Lives, 190-191.

81 Cf. EE 8.3 1249b13-15. Here Aristotle writes that the faculty of contemplation is the ultimate ruling
factor in respect to which one should live, for “God does not rule by issuing commands, but is the end for
the sake of which prudence issues commands....” (oUtm 6’ £yl katd 1O BEPNTIKOV. OV YO EMTOKTIKAG
Bpyov 6 Bede, GAL’ oD Evexa 1) ppdvnoic émitdriet). Note, however, that both Lear and Gerbasi provide a
different solution. They argue that practical activity is for the sake of intellectual in that its activity
approximates or imitates theoretical activity. Lear, Happy Lives, 93-122; Gerbasi, The Metaphysical
Origin, 82-124.

82 SLE 6 lect. 11 lines 194-198: ...et similiter prudentia etiam politica non utitur sapientia praecipiens illi
qualiter debeat iudicare circa res divinas, sed praecipit propter illam, ordinans scilicet qualiter homines
possint ad sapientiam pervenire... (Thomas Aquinas, Sententia libri Ethicorum, edited by Fratrum
Praedicatorum, 2 vols, Leonine Commission 47 (Rome: Ad Sanctae Sabinae, 1969)).
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The practical life, since it is inferior to the contemplative life, is secondary
happiness (NE 10.7.2-7, 10.8).83 It consists in activity according to prudence and the first
principles of prudential reasoning, the ethical virtues. The ethical virtues are inextricably
linked with the passions, and therefore they are of the composite nature. Since what is
connected with the composite nature is human, the life according to the ethical virtues
and prudence is human (NE 10.8.1-3). But, in light of the facts that practical activity is
inferior to theoretical activity and that happiness is an activity according to the best
virtue, how can Aristotle also consider the practical life as happiness? I maintain that the
practical life is happiness in some sense because happiness is determined by the essence
of the human, and practical activity is the activity of the essence of the human compound.
In proof of the proposition that practical activity is the activity of the compound, let us
recall that the definition of the human compound is desiring thinking as a principle of
choice, as I have argued. Since thinking in this definition refers to deliberation, for
deliberation is the thought involved with choice, and since the moral virtues are the virtue
of the desiring part of the human (NE 1.13), then the activity of the human defined as the

compound is activity according to prudence and moral virtue; namely, practical activity.

2.4.4 A Paradox: Contemplation as Above yet Proper to the Human
Aristotle’s account of perfect happiness contains a paradox that creates a problem

for the later tradition and Aquinas: it appears that the contemplative life is divine and

8 We have considered two ways in which the practical life is inferior to the contemplative life. First, it is
inferior since its object, the human, is inferior to the object of the contemplative life, the gods. Second, it is
inferior since wisdom is authoritative and ruling over prudence. Below, I come back to Aristotle’s

argument in 10.7.2-7 that the practical life is inferior to the contemplative since it possesses the attributes of
God to a lesser degree.
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beyond the human yet simultaneously proper to the human. This is the same problem that
emerged from our consideration of wisdom: the knowledge that by nature we seek and
will fulfill our desire to know is not by nature ours; rather, it is God’s. In NE 10.7.8,
Aristotle writes of the life of wisdom and contemplation that
The life such as this would be stronger (kpeittwv) than the human life, for this life
will not be lived in virtue of being a man but in virtue of something divine in him
(&v avt® vmapyet). As much as this divine thing surpasses the composite, by this
much also its activity surpasses the activity according to the other virtue. If,

therefore, the intellect is divine in comparison with the human, the life according
to this is divine in comparison to the human life.®*

The life of contemplation is divine and stronger than that for which the human compound
has a capacity. How might we understand this? Our analysis of ‘strongest’ and
‘authoritative’ above demonstrated that these terms mean that theoretical intellect,
wisdom, and contemplation are ruling in that they are the final end. I suggest that
Aristotle refers to this ruling characteristic of wisdom when, in the MP, he argues that
humans pursue wisdom for itself and not as something useful.*> Therefore, Aristotle
continues, since to be free is to exist for one’s own sake and not for another, “this is the
only free science.”® Yet, “it is justly supposed that this is not a human possession, for the
nature of men are in many ways servile.”®’” Therefore, the life of contemplation is beyond
a human’s capacity in that humans do not have the complete freedom necessary for it;

man can only rise to this life for a short time, as we saw in MP 12.7.
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Yet, only several lines after stating that the life of contemplation is divine and too
free for the human, Aristotle seems to contradict himself:

It would seem that this [intellect] is each, if indeed it is the authoritative and better

part. Therefore, it would be strange if one chooses not to live his own life but the

life of something different. What was said earlier applies also here: what is proper

(10 oikelov) to each nature is best and most pleasant to each nature, and therefore

the life according to the intellect is best and most pleasant to man, if indeed this is
most of all man. This life therefore is also the happiest life.®

So, how can the intellect and the life of contemplation both belong to the divine and be
above the human yet simultaneously be proper to the human? In other words, since to be
proper to a species means to belong only to that species,? how can the intellect both be
proper to the human and belong to the divine? There are at least two possible solutions to
this problem, both of which focus on Aristotle’s claim in MP 12.7 that God’s
contemplation and human contemplation are alike but that God’s contemplation is also
something more than human contemplation.”® The first solution runs like this: by
“something more” Aristotle means that God is beyond the intellect, and therefore intellect
does not belong to God. Evidence for this is Simplicius’ quotation from Aristotle’s lost
work On Prayer that “the divine is either thought or something beyond thought.”®! The
second solution runs like this: “something more” indicates that Aristotle differentiates

two types of intellect. The divine intellect is pure activity whereas the human intellect is

88 NE 10.7.1178a2-8: 56&¢1e 8’ &v kol eivon kacTtoc 10010, £imep 1O KOPIOV Kol Buetvov. dTomov odv yivorr’
Gv, el un tov avTod Piov aipoito GALG Tvog dALOV. TO AexBév 1€ mpOTEPOV APUOGEL KOl VOV TO Yap oikelov
EkGoTe Tf] POoeL KpaTioTov Kol O16TOV £0TV EKAGT® Kol T® o1 O Kortd TOV vobv PBiog, ginep toito
uéMoto dvBpmmog. ovtoc dpo kai evdarpovéstatoc. Note that in NE 9.8.1169a2 Aristotle writes that each
person is most of all the practical intellect. For a reconciliation of these two passages (Kraut, Human Good,
128-131).

% In Top. 1.5, Aristotle defines something proper as a non-essential attribute that belongs only to a certain
species. However, Aristotle relaxes his use of proper in the NE, for in NE 1.7 he searches for the human
ergon, and therefore its essence, by finding what only belongs to the human and he calls such an attribute
proper. Therefore, in the NE, proper can mean a distinctive essential attribute.

% Note that, as I pointed out in section 2.2.1, ontologically, human contemplation is like divine
contemplation, not the other way around. Cf. Kosman, Activity of Being, 215-217.

91 Kosman, Activity of Being, 215.
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the activity of an underlying potentiality. My intention is not to solve this problem but to
raise it so that I can point out that in his commentary on the NE, Aquinas “used
participatio to reconcile the divinity of intellect with its being the characteristic of the

truly human.””? We will consider Aquinas’ solution in the next chapter.

2.5 THE RELATION BETWEEN DIVINE HAPPINESS AND HUMAN HAPPINESS

2.5.1 The Immortality of the Soul and Happiness after Death

Now that we have examined divine happiness and human happiness, I want to
consider the relationship between the two, and there are at least three points of inquiry on
this topic. First, I will ask whether humans can be happy without the body; in other
words, whether humans can be happy after death. Secondly, we will examine whether the
divine is in some sense the cause of human happiness. Thirdly, we will consider whether
the divine activity determines the nature of human happiness. This final issue is
especially important since I have argued for the position that the human essence
determines the nature of happiness. I will begin with the first issue.

God is immaterial, and therefore His contemplation and happiness occur apart
from the body. Can the contemplation and happiness of the human occur without the
body as well? The answer to this question is determined by whether the human soul can
exist apart from the body, and in De Anima 1.1 Aristotle raises the question of the soul’s
separability:

The affections of the soul involve a difficulty: whether they are all common with
that which has [a soul] or whether there is also a certain proper [affection] of the

92 Hankey, “Complectitur Omnen,” 7.
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soul itself....It seems that most of these are not affected or do not act without the
body; for example, being angry, courageous, desiring, and generally sensing;
rather, this seems most of all proper to thinking. But, if this is a certain
imagination or not without imagination, it would not be possible for this to be
without the body. If, then, there is a certain proper [work or affection] among the
works and affections of the soul, it would be separable, but if none is proper to the
soul, then it would not be separate...for it is inseparable if it always is with some
body.”
Aristotle lays down two criteria for determining whether an activity of the soul is
separable from the body, and he applies these criteria to thinking. If the soul does not
have a proper affection (an affection that does not need the body for its activity), then it is
inseparable from the body. But, if the soul has a proper affection, then it is separable
from the body. The only activity of the soul that is a candidate to be a proper affection is
thinking. To determine whether thinking is a proper affection, Aristotle sets up two tests
that thinking must pass, both of which rely on the fact that imagination cannot occur
without the body. First, if thinking is a type of imagination, then thinking cannot occur
without the body, and therefore it is not a proper affection. Secondly, if thinking requires
imagination and images for its activity, then thinking cannot occur without the body, and
therefore thinking is not a proper affection. We will come back to these criteria.

When Aristotle considers nous in DA 3.5, he concludes that nous momrtikdg is

separable, and therefore it follows that the soul is separable: “And this nous is separate

93 DA 1.1 403a3-16: dmopiav 8 &yet kai T wddn ThC Yoyfic, ToTEPOV d0Tt MAVTA KO Kod ToD EYoviog 1)
€071 TL Kol TR Yoyfig 1d1ov adTic. ...eaivetal 6& TV pev TAioT®v 00BEV Gvey ToD GMUOTOG TACKEWY 0VOE
Totelv, olov 0pyilecBou, Oappsiv, EmBvpsiv, SAm¢ 0icbavesBor, pdiota 8’ otkev idim T vosiv: €1 8 doti
Kol TodTo Pavioacia Tic i pf dvev paviaciog, ovk évdéyott’ &v o0 TodT’ Evey cmUOTOC Etval. £l PEV 0DV
£0TL TL T@V TG WoyTis Epyov T mabnudtov idlov, Evdéyort’ Gv avty ympilecbor i ¢ unbév éotiv idov
aVTHG, OVK AV €N YOPLOTY...AYDPIETOV YAp, elnep del LT cdpATOC Tvog 0Ty (Aristotle, De Anima,
edited by W. D. Ross, Oxford Classical Texts, (London: OUP, 1956)).
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(xwpiotoc) and unaffected and unmixed, being in essence activity...when separated
(xwp1o0eic) it is only what it is, and this alone is immortal and eternal.”*

However, one of the many controversies over the interpretation of DA 3.5 is
whether nous refers to the human nous or divine nous. Most interpreters since Aquinas
have held that the human nous is the subject of DA 3.5; for example, Lloyd Gerson.”
Recently, however, Victor Caston has challenged this consensus:

The structure of the argument concerns a distinction between different species

within the genus of soul, if you will, rather than a distinction between faculties

inside a given soul; and the attributes he assigns to the second species make it
clear that his concern here...is the difference between the human and the divine.

The intellect in question is nothing but its essence (a22-23), which is just actuality

(al8), and it functions without interruption (a22) for eternity (a23) -
characteristics ascribed only to God, who is unique (1074a35-37).%

Caston maintains that the De Anima is concerned with taxonomical separability; it is
concerned with which capacities (nutritive, sensitive, etc.) may exist apart from each
other rather than whether a capacity can exist apart from an individual. If Caston is
correct, then in DA 3.5 Aristotle points to God in whom nous exists without the other
capacities found in the soul to establish nous as a taxonomically distinct type of soul.
Therefore, on Caston’s view, God, not the human, is the subject of DA 3.5 and is
immortal.”’ Yet, to restrict Aristotle’s search for the separability of the soul to a search
for which capacities may exist apart from each other is myopic. As our discussion above
shows, Aristotle is certainly concerned with whether nous can be separated from the body

in an individual human.

% DA 3.5.430a17-18, 23-24: xoi 00T0¢ O vod¢ X®PLETOS Kol amadng kol dptyng, Tf ovoiq dv
gvépyela...xoplobeic &’ éoti povov tod0’ 6mep £oti, Kol TodTo povov ahdvatov kai Gidtov. ...
%5 Gerson, Aristotle and Other Platonists, 152-172.

% Victor Caston, “Aristotle’s Two Intellects: A Modest Proposal,” Phronesis 44 (1999): 200.
7 Caston, Two Intellects, 209-210.

39



So, is the human nous separable, and does the human appear in DA 3.5? We can
address the first question by returning to the two tests for separability that I outlined
above: is thinking a type of imagination and does thinking require imagination? Aristotle
is clear that thought and imagination are different (DA 3.3), and therefore thinking passes
the first test. In respect to the second test, Eli Diamond argues that the potential intellect
requires images but that the actual intellect “has no such external involvement or
dependence on an image....Thinking awareness...is genuinely separate (y®p1o1c); even
by the standards laid out in L1, it is not dependent upon phantasia at all.”*® We cannot
agree with Diamond here, for Aristotle writes that “whenever we think theoretically, it is
necessary to think images at the same time.”*” Therefore, thinking requires the body, and
so soul is not separable as something existing independently from the body.

But if the human nous is not separable, then it seems that the human is not the
subject of DA 3.5, for Aristotle twice predicates separability of nous in DA 3.5, first at
430al17 and again at 430a22. However, there is a sense in which human nous is separable.
In DA 3.4, Aristotle maintains that human rnous is separable in that it is not a bodily
organ,'? a fact that Aristotle uses to explain why nous is not destroyed when it thinks an
extremely intelligible object just as the bodily sensible organ is destroyed when it senses

an intense sensible object. This distinction allows us to maintain against Caston but in

% Eli Diamond, Mortal Imitations of Divine Life: The Nature of the Soul in Aristotle’s De Anima
(Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 2015), 198.

% DA 3.8.432a8-9: ...6tav 1€ Ocopfi, dvaykn duo eévtocpd T Ocmpsiv. ...

100 Here I follow Aquinas’ interpretation that, in DA 3.4, separable means without a bodily organ (SLDA 3
lect. 7). However, my interpretation of Aristotle differs from Aquinas’s in this: on my interpretation, the
human intellect can only exist separately from the body if it can be active without images, whereas Aquinas
maintains that the fact that the human nous is not a bodily organ is sufficient to establish that it can exist
apart from the body. I expand on Aquinas’ interpretation in the next chapter (section 3.4.6).
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agreement with Diamond that the human nous is also present along with the divine nous
in DA 3.5. Let us consider how they are both present.

In 430a17-18, Aristotle writes that “this nous is separate and unaffected and
unmixed, being in essence activity.”!’! Eli Diamond comments that “[a]t this point in the
text we are speaking of that thinking conscious awareness responsible for actualizing the
epistemic memory of settled understanding....This is not yet God.”!** Indeed, on this
reading, “separable” is not used in the sense that something exists independently from the
body which would exclude human nous; rather, Aristotle means separability in the sense
that this nous is not a bodily organ.

The divine nous emerges at 430a22 when Aristotle says that nous “does not
sometimes think and sometimes not think.”!%® The fact that this nous always thinks can
be attributed to the divine but not to the human because human thinking involves
potentiality:

But the full active awareness of our thinking apart from the receptive aspect of

human mind is identical to the divine thinking activity, with the difference that

active human thinking is the activity of some independently underlying potential
for that activity, while divine thinking is pure activity.... It is clearly this kind of
intellect to which Aristotle refers in the concluding section of the chapter: “When

it is separated [ywpioBeic], it alone is that which it is, and this alone is immortal
and eternal” (I11.5.430a22-23).1%4

The divine intellect, then, can exist independently of the body and is eternal,
whereas the human intellect, although it is not a material organ, cannot exist
independently of the body and, thus, is not eternal. This implies for Aristotle, therefore,

that humans cannot be happy after death. However, Aquinas, as we will see in the next

101 D4 3.5 430a17-18: xoi 00t0¢ 6 Voic xwp1oTd¢ Ko dmadng koi duyme, ti ovoic dv évépyeia. ...
192 Diamond, Mortal Imitations, 199.

103 D4 3.5 430a22: GAL 00y 0T pev voel 6TE §°0D VoEl.

194 Diamond, Mortal Imitations, 201.
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chapter, maintains that only the human is the subject of DA 3.5 and, thus, that Aristotle
holds that the human nous can exist apart from the body. Therefore, for Aquinas, whether
Aristotle thinks that the human attains happiness after death is an open question.'®
Aquinas surely thinks humans can be happy after death, and, in our analysis of Aristotle,
this marks a significant difference between the two. Furthermore, when we come to
Aquinas’ commentary on the DA, we will see that, for the third time, he attributes the

doctrine of participation to Aristotle.

2.5.2 The Cause of Human Happiness

Next, let us consider whether the divine is in some sense the cause of human
happiness. In NE 1.9, Aristotle asks “whether happiness is something learned, acquired
by habit or some other practice, or if it is received according to divine providence, or
through luck.”!% In respect to divine providence (Osiav poipav), he answers: “If,
therefore, something is a gift (ddpnua) of the gods to men, it is reasonable that it is
divinely given (edc50tov). ... But this, perhaps, belongs more to another subject.”!’
Aristotle leaves his position on whether the gods influence human happiness unclear, and
we will come back to it below. He is clear, however, that happiness cannot be caused by

fortune. For, the best thing, as with all things in nature, is ordered in the best possible

way, and since happiness is attained in a better way through some study or care than

195 Tn 4 Sent. d. 49 q. 1 a. 1 sol. 4, Aquinas writes that Aristotle speaks of imperfect happiness in the NE,
but he “neither asserts nor denies the other happiness which is after this life” (aliam, quae est post hanc
vitam, nec asserens nec negans). Quoted in Denis J. M. Bradley, Aquinas on the Twofold Human Good:
Reason and Human Happiness in Aquinas’s Moral Science (Washington, DC: The Catholic University of
America Press, 1997), 399.

106 NE 1.9 1099b9-11...161epbV éott podntov f 201610V fj koi dAog Tog doxntov, fi katd tvo Oiav
poipav 1j kol 610 OV Tapayivetat.

107 NE 1.9 1099b11-14: ebloyov xai tv eddarpoviay 8edcdotov etvar. .. dAAL TodTo pév Iomg dAANng Gv €in
OKEYEWMG OIKELOTEPOV. ..
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through fortune, happiness is indeed attained through study and not through fortune (NE
1.9.5-6).

Therefore, insofar as study is within the power of the human, Aristotle’s position
is that happiness can be won by human activity.!®® Aquinas will both agree and disagree
with Aristotle. He agrees in that the happiness of the philosophers, which according to
Aquinas Aristotle describes and is imperfect, depends on the human’s natural powers (ST
la2ae q. 5 a. 5); however, he disagrees in that perfect happiness cannot be attained by
man’s natural powers but only by God’s aid (S7 1a2ae q. 5 a. 5-6). Furthermore, here we
can appropriately note a second difference between the two. For Aristotle, since
happiness is attained through study, it is common to many (NE 1.9.4). However, although
Aquinas accepts that happiness must be attainable by many, he rejects Aristotle’s
explanation of this fact. While arguing for the necessity of sacred doctrine, Aquinas,
following Moses Maimonides who thought that he was following Aristotle,'” maintains
that study does not bring happiness to many:

Even in respect to those things concerning God which human reason is able to

investigate, it is necessary that humans be instructed by divine revelation. Since

the truth concerning God which is able to be investigated by reason would come
to only a few and through a long time and with a mixture of many errors.'!°

108 Aristotle will argue that practical happiness, at least, can be won by human activity and independently of
fortune, for one can exercise moral virtue in the act of bearing their misfortune with nobility and greatness
of soul (NVE 1.10.12-14). However, Aristotle is not clear on whether human activity can produce happiness
independently of the “gift” of the gods and divine providence. But we will see below that the gods do
influence happiness in some way (again, in this interpretation, I follow Bodéiis’ interpretation that Aristotle
takes his inherited polytheistic religion seriously; see section 2.2.1).

19 Wayne Hankey, “Thomas Aquinas,” in The Routledge Companion to Philosophy of Religion, ed. Chad
Meister and Paul Copen, 2™ ed. (London and New York: Routledge, 2012), 235-238.

0871 q. 1 a. 1 resp.: Ad ea etiam quae de Deo ratione humana investigari possunt, necessarium fuit
hominem instrui revelatione divina. Quia veritas de Deo, per rationem investigata, a paucis, et per longum
tempus, et cum admixtione multorum errorum, homini proveniret... (Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae
cum commentariis Caietani, edited by Fratrum Praedicatorum, Leonine Commission 4-12 (Rome: Ex
Typographia Polyglotta, 1888-1906)).
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Now, although in NE 1.9 Aristotle maintains that humans can attain happiness
through study and practice, elsewhere he considers whether the gods influence man’s
happiness in some way. As we have seen, the knowledge whose contemplation is the
human’s perfect happiness belongs most of all to God, and therefore, in MP 1.2, Aristotle
writes that “if what the poets say [is true] and the divine is by nature jealous, then in
respect to this [knowledge] it seems that God is most of all [jealous] and all those [with
this knowledge] extraordinarily unfortunate. But it is not possible for the divine to be
jealous; rather, as the proverb says, the singer tells many lies.”!!! For those who pursue
the happiness of wisdom, then, God is not a hindrance. Rather, in NE 10.8, it appears that
if God does influence human happiness, then He does so as an aid:

The one who exercises nous and who takes care of it seems to be in the best

disposition and most beloved by the gods. For if the gods care for human things,

as it seems, then it would be reasonable that they delight in the best things and the
things most akin [to themselves] (this would be nous) and that they reward the
ones who love and honor this most as taking care of what is dear to them and

acting rightly and beautifully. That all these things belong most of all to the wise

is not unclear. Therefore, they are the most loved by the gods, and it seems that

they will also be the happiest.'!?

2.5.3 The Divine Paradigm of Human Happiness
Let us now turn to our third question; namely, whether divine activity determines

the nature of human happiness. I will argue that divine contemplation is the perfect

U AP 1.2 983a2-6: “81 omn Aéyovoi Tt oi Tontal Kol TEeuke pOovelv 1O Belov, £nl ToVTOV GUanvoa paioto
gikO¢ Kkoi SuoTLYETC Elvar TAVTOG TOVG nsptrroug AL ovte 10 Belov PBovepOV EvdéyeTan ivart, ALY KOTO
TNV Topotpioy TOAAR YeVdovTaL GO1301. .

112 NE 10.8 1179a22-31: 6 8¢ katd vodv évspyﬁ)v kai Tobtov Bepanedv Kol dlakeijlevog dptoTa Kol
Beopiréctatog £otkey. €l yap TG Empéletla TdV avBponivov Hro Bedv yivetar, domep dokel, Kol €in av
gbloyov yaipev te adTOVG T@ ApioTe Kol cVYyeEVESTAT® (ToDTOd’ dv €N O VOUG) Kol TOVG AYam@dVTOG
péAloTa ToDTO Kol TIUAVTOG GVIELTOETY (O TMV PIA®Y a0 Toig Empelovpévoug Kol 0pOdg te Kol KaAGDG
npaTTovTog. 0Tl 88 mhvTa TaDTo T oM HAAMGH’ DTTapyel, 00K GdnAov. Beoiléotatog dpa. TOV avToV &’
€1K0G Kal EDOUOVESTATOV. ...

44



standard of which human contemplation is an imperfect likeness. Let us begin in NE 1.12
with Aristotle’s discussion of whether happiness is something praised or honored.

For Aristotle, each thing is praised if it has a certain quality (mowov 1) and stands
in a certain relation to something (npog 11 dg £xetv), and this something is God and the
good. However, since the gods are the standards of and superior to what we praise, they
themselves are not praised. Rather, “something greater and better [is for the best things],
just as it appears: for we call the gods blessed and happy, and we call the most divine
humans blessed. Likewise of goods things: for no one praises happiness as they do
justice, but we call it blessed as being something more divine and better.”!!* To be
blessed, then, is to be like the divine, and that which is like the divine, such as happiness,
is honored, not praised (NE 1.12.7-8).

So, for Aristotle, to be happy is to be blessed, and to be blessed is to be a god or
to be like the divine. That one is happy insofar as one is like the divine explains why, in
NE 10.7.2-7, Aristotle determines whether the contemplative or practical life is perfect
happiness by comparing these two lives in respect to the attributes which belong to
blessedness (t@® poxapiom). Since the contemplative life possesses the divine attributes,
like self-sufficiency and continuity, to a greater degree than the practical life, it is perfect
happiness. Thus, in this passage, Aristotle’s reasoning infers the nature of human
happiness from the nature of divine happiness. Indeed, Aristotle reasons from divine to

human happiness again in NE 10.8.7-8: God’s activity is contemplation, and therefore,

13 NE 1.12 1101b22-27: ...5fjhov 811 tdV dpictmv ovk Eottv Emavog, GAAY Lellov Tt kol PEATIOV, KoBdmep
Kai goivetat: To0¢ te yap Oeovg pokopilopey kai evdatpovilopey Kol Tdv avopdv Tovg BgtotdTong
pokapilopev. opoing 8¢ kol Tdv ayaddv: 00delc Yap TV gvdatpoviay Erxovel kabdmep 10 dikaov, GAL" ®G
0e16TepOV TL KO BEATIOV pakapilet.
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since to be happy is to be like the divine, the human activity most akin (cvyyeveotdtn) or
which has a certain likeness (opoioud t1) to divine contemplation is happiness.
Therefore, although humans can attain perfect human happiness, because the
human contemplative life possesses the divine attributes to a degree, its blessedness and
happiness is imperfect when it is compared to the perfect blessedness and happiness of its
divine standard. So, when Aristotle attributes blessedness to humans, he distinguishes
their blessedness from God’s blessedness and calls them “blessed as humans.”!* This is
an important phrase for Aquinas. As we will see in the next chapter, he points to it to
argue that Aristotle recognizes that both the contemplative and practical human happiness
which he expounds in the NE is only imperfect. On my reading of the NE, however,
Aristotle holds that humans can attain perfect human happiness in this life, and so this

marks a difference between the two.

2.5.4 The Clash and its Reconciliation: Pros hen Homonymy

My analysis of Aristotle’s theory of happiness in this chapter produces a clash of
arguments. In section 2.5.3, I argued that the nature of human happiness is determined by
the nature of God’s activity. However, in sections 2.3 and 2.4, I argued that human
happiness is determined by the essence of the human. Can these two positions be
reconciled? I argue that they can be reconciled through Aristotle’s notion of pros hen
homonymy: the nature of human happiness is determined both by God’s activity and
human nature, for the human nous is defined in reference to God. First, I will consider

Aristotle’s doctrine of pros hen homonymy, which he uses to explain the unity of the

14 NE1.10 1101a20-21: ...pakapiovg 8 évOpdrovg.
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categories of being, and, secondly, I will argue that he also uses pros hen homonymy to
unite various types of substances.

In the Categories, Aristotle distinguishes two types of predication: univocal and
homonymous. One term is univocally predicated of two things if the definition of the
term in both cases is the same, whereas a term is homonymously predicated if the
definition of the term in one case is different from the definition in the other case (Cat.
1). Now, predicating a term univocally of the objects one wishes to study appears to be a
necessary condition of a united and single science. However, this condition creates a
problem for metaphysics, the study of being qua being, for the predicate “being” is said
in many ways (homonymously), and therefore it appears that there can be no single
science of being. In MP 4.1, Aristotle solves this problem by distinguishing a third type
of prediction; namely, pros hen homonymy:

Being is said in many ways, but in relation to one thing and some one nature, and

not homonymously.... The study of one science is not only of things said

according to one thing but also of things said in relation to one nature, for these
things are also said in a certain way according to one thing...In each [science]

knowledge is principally of what is first, and on which the others depend, and on
account of which they are named.!!®

Aristotle’s solution to the apparent disorder of being is that although the science of being
is not united through univocal predication, all the various senses of being are united in
that they contain one univocal sense of being within their definitions and to which they
relate in a certain way. For example, the primary sense of being is substance, and this

sense of being appears in the definitions of the other senses of being: “some things are

15 MP 4.1 1003a33-b19: To 8¢ 6v Aéyeton pév moAhoy@®g, GAAY Tpdg £V Kkai piov TveL UGV Kol oy
OUOVOU®C. ... OV Yap povov Tdv kab’ &v Aeyouévav Emomung €oti Bewpiicat pidg GAAL Kol TV TpOg piov
Aeyopévov @Oov: Kol yap TadTo TPOTOV Tive Aéyovtot Kob’ Ev...mavtayod 08 Kupimg Tod TpMTOL 1
gmoTAu, kai €€ o & dALa fiptnTan, Kai S O AéyovTat.
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said to be since they are affections of substance, others are a process towards substance,
or destructions, or privations...of substance.”''® This primary sense of being on which the
definitions of the other senses depend is what Aristotle refers to when he says that the
many senses of being are said “in relation to one thing and some one nature (mpog £v Kol
piav Tiva Oowv).” In general, this primary sense of a pros hen homonym has been called
the focal meaning or core-homonym of the term.!!’

Eli Diamond argues that Aristotle defines life as a pros hen homonym, and
therefore that he also defines soul as a pros hen homonym since soul is the principal
(&pym) of life in a living body (DA 2.4).!1® T will follow Diamond’s general argument and
show that it implies that pros hen homonymy unites various types of substance. First, |
will consider the homonymy of life, second the relation that obtains between the various
types of souls, and finally the core-homonym of soul. Let us consider the homonymy of
life through Aristotle’s rejection of a common definition of the soul in De Anima 2.3:

A common account is possible concerning figures, which fits each but is proper to

none of them. Likewise, this is the case with the kinds of soul we have discussed.

Therefore, it is foolish to seek the common account concerning these things and

other things, which will be a proper account of none of the beings nor will be

according to the proper and undivided form, while leaving an account such as this
behind.'"”

16 p1P 4.1 1003b6-10: t0 pév yap 811 ovosion, dvro Adyetor, T 8 611 ©éoN ovsiog, To 8 &1 680¢ £ig odoiav
i pBopai 1} otepnoeig f| ovoiag:

7 G.E.L. Owen, “Logic and Metaphysics in Some Earlier Works of Aristotle,” in Articles on Aristotle 3:
Metaphysics, ed. J, Barnes, M. Schofield, and R. Sorabji (London: Duckworth, 1979), 17; Christopher
Shields, Order in Multiplicity: Homonymy in the Philosophy of Aristotle (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1999),
103-130.

18 Diamond, Mortal Imitations, 37-42.

119 DA 2.3 414b22-28: yévorro & av koi &mi 1V oynuétev Adyog kowvdg, O¢ épappdcet uév ndoty, 1dtog 8’
000ev0Og £0TaL GYNULOTOG. Opoimg 8¢ Kail £ml Talc eipnuévalg yoyais. S0 yehoiov {ntelv TOV Kowov Adyov kol
€mi ToVTOV Kol £Q° £TEP@V, O¢ 000eVOG EoTan TAV OVTMV 1010¢ AOYOC, 000E Katd TO oikelov Kol dtopov
£100¢, APEVTAC TOV TOlODTOV.

48



In DA 2.1, Aristotle provides a common definition of the soul as “the first actuality of a
natural body with organs,”'? but he rejects it in D4 2.2 because life (1) (o) is ‘said in
many ways’: as the capacity for nutrition, sensation, thought, or movement (DA
2.2.413a20-b13). The problem with giving a common definition of a homonymous term
is that the common definition does not describe the essence of any one type of soul.!?!
Since Aristotle eliminates searching for a common or univocal definition of the soul, we
may infer that if the science of soul will be united, he must define soul as a pros hen
homonym.

Following his critique of a common definition of soul, Aristotle identifies the
relationship between the various senses of soul, and this relationship allows us to identify
the core-homonym of soul:

The situation concerning the figures is much the same as that concerning the soul.

For the former thing always belongs potentially in what follows concerning both

figures and ensouled things, for example the triangle in the quadrilateral, and the
nutritive soul in the sensitive.'?*

Diamond explains that the relation between types of soul is a hierarchical ordering of
means to end in the sense of how the potential is for the actual. The final term in the
series, therefore, will be that for which the lower terms exist, and which exists for its own
sake. Since, for Aristotle, something is defined in terms of its end, the final term in this
hierarchy will be the core-homonym or focal term of soul.'?

So, what is this final term and core-homonym of soul? The answer is twofold and

depends on whether we restrict our investigation to the soul or broaden it to life. Yet,

120 D4 2.1 412b5-6: &viedéyeta 1) TPAOTN CMOUOTOG PUGTKOD OPYAVIKOD.

121 Cf. Top. 6.10 148a23-7.

122 DA 2.3.414b28-415a3: nopominciog 8 &xel 16 mepi TV oYNUATOV Kol TO KoTd yoyiv- Gel yop &v 1d
8peEfic vmapyel Suvapel TO TPOTEPOV £l TE TAV GYNUATMV Kol &7l TV EydymV, 010V 8V TETPAyOVE LEV
Tplywvov, &v alctnTik® o6& T0 BpentiKov.

123 Diamond, Mortal Imitations, 62.
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from another perspective, there is only one answer: the active contemplation of nous. If
we restrict our inquiry to the soul, then the final term and core-homonym of soul is the
active thinking found in humans. Eli Diamond shows this when he writes that, in respect
to the types of soul,
each level of actuality is the potentiality for the subsequent actuality...such that
the actuality of nutrition is the potentiality of perception, and the actuality of

perception is the potentiality of thinking. In this sense, thinking is the actuality of
the whole series.'?*

It appears, then, that thinking is the final term of soul. Yet, Aristotle is more precise about
the structure of thinking in DA 3.3-5 in that thinking itself is structured hierarchically
according to degrees of potentiality and actuality: the first potentiality of the intellect is
its capacity to become all things; the first actuality of intellect is its state of having
learned and actually become its objects, a state which is simultaneously the potential for
thinking its object; and second actuality intellect is the active thinking or contemplation
of these objects.!?*> On this account, the final term of soul and, therefore, the focal term of
soul is the active thinking found in humans.

So, the diverse types of soul relate to active thinking, the core-homonym of soul,
through the relation of means to end or potentiality to actuality, and this reading implies
that living substances are united according to pros hen homonymy. For, Aristotle
maintains that the soul is substance since it is the cause of life in the living body:
“substance is the cause of being for all things, and for living things being is life, and the
soul is also the cause and source of life.”'?¢ Therefore, since the soul is the substance of

the living body, and the types of soul are united according to pros hen homonymy, then

124 Diamond, Mortal Imitations, 64.
125 Tbid., 165-9.
126 DA 2.4 415b8-14.
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living substances themselves, and not only the categories of being, are united according
to pros hen homonymy.

If we broaden our perspective to consider all life and not only the soul, then the
focal term and essence of /ife is not the active thinking found in humans, but, I maintain
along with Christopher Shields, the focal term is God’s active contemplation which is
God Himself.'?” For, as we have seen, “life belongs to God, for the activity of intellect is
life, and God is this activity.” Furthermore, all forms of life stand in a teleological
relationship to God’s thinking. Therefore, as the final term of life, God’s active thinking
is the core-homonym of life.

Let me defend the claim that all forms of life stand in a teleological relationship to
God’s thinking. In our consideration of God’s happiness, we saw that God is the good
and best. Therefore, since God is active thinking, we may infer that the good is God’s
active thinking. Now, in MP 12.10, Aristotle considers how the good or best is in nature:

whether as something separate and itself by itself, or in the order. Rather, in both

ways...all things are ordered together in some way, but not in the same way...and

all things are ordered together in relation to one thing (mpdc pév yap &v).'?8
Therefore, since all things are ordered to the good and best, they are ordered to the active
thinking of God as their end.

That all things are ordered to God as their end is affirmed in DA 2.4, which also
provides the type of means-end relationship involved. Aristotle writes that the ergon of
all living creatures is

to make another like itself, an animal makes an animal, a plant makes a plant, in
order that they may partake (petéywoiv) of the immortal and divine in the way

127 Shields, Order in Multiplicity, 188-191; Diamond, Mortal Imitations, 5-6.
128 MP 12.10 1075a11-19: ... tOtEpOV KEYOPIGUEVOV TL Kad a0TO KO’ avTo, ) TV TAEWv. §
GUPOTEPMG. . . TTAVTO, & CLUVTETAKTOL TS, GAL’ 0VY OpoimG. ... mPOG ueV yap &v dmavta GuVTETaKTaL. ...
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they are able, for all desire this, and for the sake of this they do all they do
according to their nature.'?’

The activity of each type of soul is for the sake of partaking in the immortal and the
divine life. This relation is ambiguous, and I will come back to its ambiguity below.

So, how can happiness be defined by human nature, on the one hand, and God’s
nature, on the other hand? Pros hen homonymy allows us to propose an answer.
Although the nature of happiness is determined by human nature, the human nous as soul
and as a principle of life is defined as a pros hen homonym whose core term is God.
Therefore, since each such homonym is defined in reference to its core term, human nous
is defined in relation to God, and therefore happiness is simultaneously determined by
God’s nature.

Now, let us return to the ambiguity in the pros hen homonym “life.” As we have
seen above, the definition of a non-core term in a pros hen homonym contains both some
relation to the core homonym and the core-homonym itself. However, Aristotle leaves the
relationship between the various senses of life and God ambiguous: the activity of each
living thing is for the sake of partaking in God. Yet, he never defines what he means by
“partakes” (petéyw), and he himself has critiqued the term as an empty phrase (MP 1.9).
Therefore, since he leaves this relation ambiguous, he also leaves the pros hen definition
of the human ambiguous.

I do not intend to address the question of whether Aristotle accepts or rejects
platonic participation; rather, I bring attention to this ambiguity in the pros hen definition

of the human to point out two implications that it has for our comparison of Aristotle’s

129 DA 2.4 415a28-b2: 10 morfican £1epov olov antod, {Hov pev {Hov, euTov 88 euTdVv, Tva Tod del Kkod Tod
Ociov petéymoty | Svvavrorl wévta yop dkeivov Opéyetal, kol Ekeivov Eveko TpaTTEL HO0 TPATTEL KOTA
pHow.
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and Aquinas’ doctrines of happiness. First, at the end of section 3.4 of the next chapter, I
will argue that Aquinas’ doctrine of analogy (Aristotle’s pros hen homonymy) includes
his doctrine of participation and that this relation between analogy and participation
might explain why Aquinas interprets Aristotle with the notion of participation in the
instances we have pointed out. Secondly, because Aristotle leaves the relation between
the human and divine in the pros hen definition of the human ambiguous, he does not
clearly differentiate the human from the divine. For, as we have seen in the paradox that I
raised in section 2.4.4, Aristotle writes that the intellect, which is divine, is indeed truly
what the human is. Furthermore, Aristotle exhorts us to become as immortal as is
possible, and, again, since the thinker and the object of thought become one (D4 3.4-5,
MP12.7), the human who contemplates God becomes divine. In Aristotle’s account of
perfect happiness, then, at the moment of contemplation, the human appears to lose its
identity and is not established firmly against the divine.'*® Aquinas, in contrast,
establishes the human in relation to the divine through his clarified notion of
participation.'*! T address how Aquinas does this at the end of section 3.5 of the next

chapter.

130 Hankey, “Placing the Human,” 4-9. Hankey also shows that the human loses its identity in Plato (Ibid.,
1-4) and Plotinus (Ibid., 9-10).
31 Ibid., 18-19.
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CHAPTER 3: AQUINAS ON DIVINE AND HUMAN HAPPINESS

3.1 INTRODUCTION

I ask two general questions in this chapter: what are Aquinas’s doctrines of divine
and human happiness and how do they differ from Aristotle’s? I organize my analysis of
Aquinas’s doctrines of divine and human happiness according to the order of the S7. In
section 3.2, I argue that the acquisition of beatitude or happiness is the aim of the ST and
that Aquinas develops the content of the ST according to the neoplatonic exitus-reditus
pattern to achieve this goal. In accordance with this pattern, the Summa first treats divine
happiness, then the relation between divine and human happiness, and finally human
happiness. My explication, then, will follow this order.

My purpose in this chapter is also to continue the comparison between Aristotle’s
and Aquinas’s doctrines on those points which I indicated that Aquinas’s doctrine
differed from Aristotle’s. Through this comparison, we will see how the doctrine of
participation creates a difference in their theories. First, in respect to divine happiness,
Aquinas’s doctrine of participation allows him to differentiate creatures from God and
draw them back into God’s happiness (3.3). Secondly, in respect to human happiness,
participation allows Aquinas to preserve the nature of the human in relation to God when
the human reaches perfect human happiness in the beatific vision (3.5). Furthermore, in
the analysis of Aquinas’s solutions to those problems that Aristotle’s theory of happiness
creates for him, we will also see how Aquinas, in his commentaries on the Metaphysics,
De Anima, and Nicomachean Ethics, uses the doctrine of participation to interpret
Aristotle. Once we have surveyed these texts, [ will suggest that Aquinas found the

doctrine of participation in Aristotle’s doctrine of pros hen homonymy.
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In respect to considering Aquinas’s doctrines on their own, my goals in this
chapter are twofold. First, as I mentioned above, I will show how happiness is developed
in the ST according to the exitus-reditus pattern. This means that I will not only consider
what perfect human happiness is but that I will also show how the attainment of perfect
happiness is a return to God through Christ in the Tertia Pars of the Summa. Secondly, 1
will consider the essence of happiness, the different types of happiness, and the
difference between divine and human happiness. In respect to this goal, I will focus
predominately on Aquinas’s analysis of Aristotelian happiness. I will ask why it is
imperfect and whether there is any instance in which the philosopher can attain true and

perfect beatitude.

3.2. THE STRUCTURE AND MOVING PRINCIPLES OF THE SUMMA
THEOLOGIAE
3.2.1 The Exitus-Reditus Structure of the Summa Theologiae

My explication of Aquinas’s doctrines of divine and human happiness will follow
the structure of the Summa Theologiae. In this section, I aim to show why this method is
not arbitrary; indeed, happiness is the rule that, from the first article, orders the
development of the Summa’s content and is developed by the neoplatonic exitus-reditus
pattern. I close this section by providing the plan for sections 3.3 and 3.4.

Aquinas reveals the general structuring principle of the S7 in its prologue. Here,

Aquinas declares that he will treat the subject matter of sacra doctrina in a way that is
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“suited to the instruction of beginners.”'*? To achieve this purpose, Aquinas aims to
redress what he observes to be the aspects of other theological texts that hinder the
student’s progress in grasping this science: repetitions; useless questions, articles, and
arguments; and, most importantly for our purposes, “those things that are necessary for
them to know are not taught according to the order of the discipline (ordinem
disciplinae), but according as the exposition of the book requires, or the occasion that the
argument offers.”!3 In the prologue, then, Aquinas makes a distinction between the
ordering of the discipline and the order that the material is presented in some theological
texts. However, in the Summa, Aquinas will order the material according to the order of
the discipline so that it is “appropriate for ‘teaching beginners.” This explains how the
Summa proceeds.”!3*

The specific structuring principle according to which Aquinas orders this
discipline is the neoplatonic exitus-reditus pattern and notion of inclusive perfection that
this pattern entails.!** The subject of sacra doctrina is God, and all things in it are treated
“under the notion of God, either since they are God Himself or because they are ordered
to God as to their principle or end.”'*® The Summa as a whole or in its parts develops this

material according to the self-related circles of “remaining (povn, “in Deo continentur

omnia”); going-out (mpdodog, exitus); and return (motpon, reditus...), by which all

132 ST pr.: ...congruit ad eruditionem incipientium.

133 ST pr.: ...ea quae sunt necessaria talibus ad sciendum, non traduntur secundum ordinem disciplinae, sed
secundum quod requirebat librorum expositio, vel secundum quod se praebebat occasio disputandi....”

134 W. J. Hankey, “The Conversion of God in Aquinas’ Summa Theologiae: Being’s Trinitarian and
Incarnational Self-disclosure,” Dionysius 35 (2017): 139.

135W. J. Hankey, God in Himself: Aquinas’ Doctrine of God as Expounded in the Summa Theologiae
(Oxford: OUP, 1987); Hankey, Conversion of God, 146-7,

136 §T'1 q. 1 a. 7 resp.: Omnia autem pertractantur in sacra doctrina sub ratione Dei: vel quia sunt ipse
Deus; vel quia habent ordinem ad Deum, ut ad principium et finem.
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things come out from and circle back to their beginning.”'*” As a whole, “[t]hree parts of
the Summa accomplish this: ‘God, the movement of humans in, towards, and into God,
[and] Christ, who because he is human is our way of journeying into (tendendi) God.’
The Third Part unites the other two, thus perfecting God’s self-conversion.”!*® I will
organize my discussion of happiness according to this remaining, going-out, and return
structure, as I explain in more detail at the end of this section. To get there, we will first
look at the necessity of sacra doctrina and the principle that governs the exitus-reditus

pattern; namely, union with God as beatitude.

3.2.2 The Necessity of Sacra Doctrina for Perfect Human Happiness

In the first article of the first question of the Summa, Aquinas argues that a
theology other than the theology which is a part of philosophy is necessary for humanity
to achieve its end and, thus, to be happy. Aquinas differentiates the theology of sacra
doctrina from the theology which is part of philosophy by the means in which each
science achieves knowledge of God: the things learned about God through sacra doctrina
are known through the light of revelation (lumine divinae revelationis), whereas those
things learned through philosophy are known through the light of natural reason (lumine
naturalis rationis).'> Yet, in the first article of the first question of the Summa, Aquinas
must justify the necessity of sacra doctrina, for it appears that philosophy, built through
natural reason, has already adequately treated all knowledge, including knowledge of

God.'*® Aquinas’ justification of sacra doctrina, then, must show that it possesses

137 Hankey, Conversion of God, 140.

138 Hankey, Conversion of God, 141, quoting ST 1 q. 2 pr.
398T1q.1a.1ad.2.

140871 q. 1 a.1 obj. 2.

57



knowledge of God through revelation which the theology belonging to philosophy does
not. Indeed, Aquinas argues that this knowledge exceeds human reason.

The knowledge revealed by God through sacra doctrina is necessary for man’s
salvation, a feat which the knowledge man gains through natural reason cannot
accomplish “since man is ordained to God as to an end which exceeds the comprehension
of reason....However, it is necessary for people who are to direct their intentions and
actions to an end to know the end beforehand.”!*! Therefore, man cannot direct his
thoughts and actions towards his end, God, by natural reason, and so man cannot achieve
God as end, happiness, or salvation through natural reason. From philosophy’s inability
in these respects, Aquinas draws the conclusion that “it is necessary for the salvation of
man that certain things which exceed human reason are made known to man through

» 142 50 that, as Wayne Hankey writes, “humans, in accord with the

divine revelation
demands of the rational freedom which they possess as the divine image, can direct their
desires, intentions, and actions to the supernatural end, which alone fully satisfies
them.”!43

The Summa as sacra doctrina, then, is itself justified as a body of knowledge
about God in addition to, for instance, Aristotle’s Metaphysics since only through it can
humanity achieve perfect happiness. Indeed, beyond being justified, the Summa is

necessary, therefore, since according to both reason and faith man must attain his end.'*

141871 q. 1 a. 1 resp.: Primo quidem, quia homo ordinatur ad Deum sicut ad quendam finem qui
comprehensionem rationis excedit.... Finem autem oportet esse praecognitum hominibus, qui suas
intentiones et actiones debent ordinare in finem.

142 Tbid.: Unde necessarium fuit homini ad salutem, quod ei nota fierent quaedam per revelationem divinam,
quae rationem humanam excedunt.... Necessarium igitur fuit...sacram doctrinam per revelationem haberi.
143 Hankey, “Placing the Human,” 23-4.

144 8T 1 q. 12 a. 1 resp.
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3.2.3 Happiness as the Final Cause of the Summa Theologiae

Not only does happiness as the final cause justify and necessitate the discipline of
sacra doctrina and the work of the ST as a whole, but this finality is also the ultimate end
of sacra doctrina and the ST.'* In ST 1 q. 2, Aquinas lays out the chief aim of sacra
doctrina and the structure by which he develops the whole Summa to achieve this goal:

Since, therefore, the chief intent of this sacred doctrine is to teach the knowledge

of God, not only as He is in Himself, but also as He is the principle of things and

the end of things, and specifically of the rational creature....since we endeavor to

expound this doctrine, first we will treat of God, secondly of the movement of the

rational creature into God, and thirdly of Christ, who, in that he is man, is our way
of pressing into God.!'*®

The end of sacra doctrina is the knowledge of God, and since the knowledge of God is
the beatitude of the intellectual substance,'” then beatitude is the end of sacra doctrina.
Furthermore, since the end is the rule of that which is ordained to the end,'*® then
beatitude is the rule of sacra doctrina and, therefore, the whole S7. That beatitude is the
rule means that beatitude determines the content of the S7 and how its exitus-reditus
structure develops: both are determined by their goal of teaching that in which beatitude
consists and the means to this beatitude. Now, let us consider in more detail how the
exitus-reditus structure of the ST and beatitude relate.

Two aspects of the exitus-reditus structure are essential for understanding how it
relates to beatitude: union and inclusive perfection. The exitus-reditus structure forms a

circle in which what goes out returns and is united with its source. Aquinas maintains that

145 Hankey, Conversion of God, 146.

146 ST'1 q. 2 pr.: Quia igitur principalis intentio huius sacrae doctrinae est Dei cognitionem tradere, et non
solum secundum quod in se est, sed etiam secundum quod est principium rerum et finis earum, et
specialiter rationalis creaturae, ut ex dictis est manifestum; ad huius doctrinae expositionem intendentes,
primo tractabimus de Deo; secundo, de motu rationalis creaturae in Deum; tertio, de Christo, qui, secundum
quod homo, via est nobis tendendi in Deum.

147 ST 1a2ae q. 3 a. 8 resp.

148 §T 1a2ae q. 1 pr.: ...ex fine enim oportet accipere rationes eorum quae ordinantur ad finem.

59



the end of the rational creature and, therefore, of happiness, is to be united with its
source. Therefore, human happiness is the reditus, and so according to this logic it is
intelligible why perfect happiness is accomplished in the reditus of the Summa’s Tertia
Pars. Furthermore, this reditus is what Wayne Hankey calls an “inclusive perfection.”
This means an “end as return to source, or beginning, but with this difference, the
beginning as end includes what is traversed between the source and the end.” Hankey,
building on the work of Adriano Oliva, describes how the Summa as a whole is an
inclusive perfection:
Thus, God as end, attained in the émotpoen, “to God all is converted,” through
Christ, “who as human is our way of being drawn (tendendi) into God,” is
inclusive perfection vis-a-vis God as povr, “everything is contained in God.” Fr
Oliva writes: “Christ, in that he is human, is the way of our return (tendendi) to
God, and, in that he is God, he is the goal of this very return.” That is, God again,

but now known as containing and redeeming, by the life, death, and resurrection

of the Son of God and Man, the Fall into alienated existence with its

consequences. '

Therefore, as an inclusive perfection, human happiness contains the knowledge of Christ
as God, or, in other terms, the trinity. We will see this in our discussion of faith in section
3.4.

Yet there is a dialectical tension according to which Aquinas develops his
doctrine of happiness towards man’s reditus to God and perfect happiness. Humans
desire happiness by nature, but attaining it is beyond human nature. In order to achieve it,
humans need the supernatural help of grace through which their natural faculties are
elevated, an elevation which leads to a problem that we encountered in our analysis of

Aristotle’s doctrine of happiness; namely, it seems that human nature changes into

149 Hankey, Conversion of God, 146-7, quoting Adriano Oliva, “La Somme de théologie de saint Thomas
d’Aquin: Introduction historique et littéraire,” yopa REAM 7-8 (2009-2010), 250.
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something else in the vision of God. This nature-grace tension and the resolution of the
problems for the integrity of human nature that arise from it, then, develop Aquinas’
discussion on happiness and, thus, move the Summa. '*° Aquinas, indeed, preserves
human nature in the vision of God, and he does so in accordance with the principle that
“grace does not destroy nature but completes it.”'*! I will show, at the end of section 3.5,
that grace enables the human to achieve the vision of God while preserving human nature
in its characteristic form of knowing.

The order of my explication of beatitude in the Summa will follow the order of the
Summa in its general structure of exitus-reditus that we have been discussing. In section
3.3, I will consider God’s beatitude and what is included within it. In section 3.4, I will
consider humans in the image of God and gone out from Him in their attempt to return in
the Secunda Pars, a movement which achieves imperfect happiness. Finally, in section
3.5, I will consider perfect human happiness as it is explicated in the Prima and Secunda
Pars and briefly consider how it is accomplished through Christ in the Tertia Pars. As 1
consider Aquinas’s doctrines, I will provide his solutions to those problems that he
inherits from Aristotle and that we brought up in chapter one. These problems are the
content of God’s contemplation, the divinity of human nous, and the immortality of the

human soul.

130 Hankey, “Placing the Human,” 19.
151 “Aquinas ultimately derives this from Proclus and Dionysius” (Hankey, “Placing the Human,” 24).
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3.3 GOD’S REMAINING IN DE DEO: DIVINE HAPPINESS

3.3.1 Exitus-reditus, self-differentiation, and inclusive perfection

In section 3.2, I argued that Aquinas develops the Summa as a whole and in its
parts according to a remaining, going-out, and return structure. [ begin my analysis of
happiness in relation to this structure with the Prima Pars which constitutes the
remaining stage in this movement, and within this stage I shall consider a smaller circle
that is relevant to our comparison of Aquinas and Aristotle on happiness; namely, the
operations of God in ST 1 q.14-q.26. In this circle,

beginning in God’s knowledge, the movement of the question is outward through

will and love, and those activities, like providence and predestination, which

combine them, to the operation ad extra of power and back to God’s knowing

self-enjoyment in beatitude. Within the parts of this general exitus-reditus pattern,
there are a number of movements of the same type.!>?

In this movement outward from God’s knowing and the return to it in God’s beatitude,
the difference between God and creation emerges, but because the exitus-reditus circle is
an inclusive perfection (an end that includes what is traversed in the return to its source)
knowledge of creatures is also included within God’s beatitude.

The content that the inclusive perfection of God’s beatitude includes is articulated
throughout questions 14-26 by several “ever widening and strengthening” differentiations
in God,'? the first of which is God’s self-relation as knower which appears in article two
of question fourteen: “whether God understands Himself.” This self-differentiation is
prior to the differentiation within God that is crucial for our purposes; namely, the

multiplicity involved in God’s self-knowledge insofar as God knows creatures through

152 Hankey, God in Himself, 96.
153 Hankey, Conversion of God, 155.
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knowing His essence. This differentiation of creatures from God and their subsequent
inclusion in God’s knowledge marks a distinction between Aquinas’s and Aristotle’s
doctrines of divine happiness. Not only is it a contentious issue whether God’s
knowledge includes the knowledge of creatures in Aristotle, but in Aristotle’s doctrine,
there is no such movement of differentiation and inclusion of creatures in God’s
knowledge.

My immediate aims in this section (3.3) are twofold: first, I will analyze how God
possesses this knowledge of creatures in the S7. This doctrine appears in S7' 1 q. 14 a. 5,
and we will follow it through the discussion on God’s knowing, willing, power, and back
again to God’s knowing in His beatitude. Secondly, I will show how, in Aquinas’s
discussion of God’s knowing, he implicitly attributes the doctrine of participation to

Aristotle in his Metaphysics commentary.

3.3.2 Multiplicity and Creation in God’s Self-Knowledge
The first differentiation within God that we will consider is His self-knowledge
or, in other words, that God understand Himself through Himself. The nature of God’s
self-knowledge rests, paradoxically, on God’s simplicity. God is his essence, for since He
is simple, He is not composed of matter.'!>* Furthermore, God’s essence is His existence
since form relates to existence as potentiality to actuality, but God is pure act.'*®

Therefore, it follows that God is His existence as well. In addition, God’s simplicity also

134871 q. 3 a. 3 resp.
155871 q. 3 a. 4 resp.
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implies that God is His intellect,'>® His own act of understanding,'>” and the intelligible
species through which He understands.'>®

Taking these five conclusions together, we can understand how God understands
Himself through Himself. Since the intelligible species through which God understands is
His essence, and the divine essence is identical with God Himself, then the intelligible
species God understands is God Himself.!*® Furthermore, God is not only the object He
understands, but God’s intellect through which He understands and His act of

£.10 Therefore, God understands Himself through

understanding are also God Himsel
Himself.

Aquinas’ God, although the primary object of His intellect is His own essence, is
not a solipsistic God. This brings us to the next differentiation within God that we will
consider. In the response of ST 1 q. 14 a. 5-6, Aquinas establishes that God has proper
knowledge of things other than Himself through Himself and that God has this
knowledge by knowing Himself as participated. We will consider these two propositions
and how through them Aquinas attributes participation to Aristotle. Then, we will finish
our discussion of God’s knowledge by examining how God knows creatures through the
divine ideas.'®!

First, let us consider how God knows things other than Himself through Himself.

For Aquinas, God perfectly understands Himself, and this implies that He perfectly

156 ScG 3.45.3.

157 Comp. The. ¢. 1.31; cf. ST 1 q. 14 a. 2 resp.; ScG 3.45.2

8 ST 1 q. 14 a. 2 resp; Comp. The. c. 1.31; cf. ScG 3.46.3.

159 S¢G 3.47.2; cf. ScG 3.48.6.

160871 q. 14 a. 2 resp.; ScG 3.47 4.

161 Gregory T Doolan, Aquinas on the Divine Ideas as Exemplar Causes (Washington, DC: The Catholic
University of America Press, 2008), 250. For a discussion on Aquinas’s interpretation of Aristotle on
whether God knows the world see Vivian Boland, Ideas in God according to Saint Thomas Aquinas:
Sources and Synthesis. Leiden: Brill, 1996), 284-296.
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knows His power and to what it extends. Therefore, since God is the first effective cause
of all things, He knows things other than himself. But, something is known in two ways:
“[s]Jomething is known in itself when it is known by the proper species adequate to the
thing known itself...[and something] is seen through another which is seen through an
image of something containing it...”'®? God sees Himself in the first way, but He sees
other things “not in themselves, but in Himself, inasmuch as His essence contains a
similitude of things other than Himself.”'®* Furthermore, God has proper knowledge of
those other things that He knows in His self-knowledge, and such knowledge is to know
something both in general and as distinct from other things.!®* To prove God has proper
knowledge of other things, Aquinas argues that an understanding that only knows
something generally is imperfect, but God’s knowledge and understanding must be
perfect, for if they were imperfect, His being would not be perfect. !¢

Now, as we saw in section 2.2, Aquinas holds that Aristotle’s doctrine that God is
a “thinking thinking of thinking” does not mean that God only thinks Himself, but it also
means that God thinks His effects by thinking Himself; this is the doctrine of ST'1 q. 14
a. 5-6 which we just considered. In what follows, I argue that by explaining Aristotle’s
doctrine of God’s contemplation thus, Aquinas implicitly attributes the doctrine of
participation to Aristotle. To show this, I will sketch Aquinas’s doctrine of participation

and show that his account of how God knows things other than Himself relies on it.

122 8T'1 q. 14 a. 5 resp.: In seipso quidem cognoscitur aliquid, quando cognoscitur per speciem propriam

adaequatam ipsi cognoscibili.... In alio autem videtur id quod videtur per speciem continentis....

163 Ibid.: ...non in ipsis, sed in seipso, inquantum essentia sua continet similitudinem aliorum ab ipso. For
Aquinas, sensation also pre-exists within God although in a different mode than in the human (S7 1 q. 14 a.
11). This doctrine is also found in Plotinus and Augustine (Martin Sastri, “The Influence of Plotinian
Metaphysics in St. Augustine’s Conception of the Spiritual Senses,” Dionysius 24 (2006): 99-110).

164871 q. 14 a. 6 sc.

165 8T 1 q. 14 a. 6 resp.
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In his commentary on the De ebdomadibus of Boethius, Aquinas distinguishes
three types of participation, one of which is relevant for us: an effect, Aquinas writes,
participates in its cause.!® This type of participation is what Geiger calls participation by
likeness or formal hierarchy,'®” and it is established by efficient causality in line with the
principle that “all agents make something like itself.”'®® God as the agent of the universe
impresses on all things a likeness of His form, but since God is a pre-eminent and
transcendent agent, these likenesses are not perfect likenesses; rather, they are more or
less imperfect possessions of what God possesses maximally and essentially.

Now, we saw above that God has proper knowledge of things other than Himself
but not how God has this knowledge. In ST'1 q. 14 a. 6, Aquinas uses the doctrine of
participation to explain how. Aquinas argues that since God’s knowledge is perfect, He
knows both His own essence and “each way His own perfection is participated by
others.”!'%? Therefore, since “the proper nature of each thing consists...in a participation
of the divine perfection,”!”® God knows all things with proper knowledge in His perfect
self-knowledge. So, when Aquinas explains, in his commentary on the Metaphysics, that
Aristotle’s God as a “thinking thinking of thinking” knows other things by thinking His
effects in Himself, he must attribute the doctrine of participation to Aristotle for his
explanation to work. For, as we have seen here, God knows His effects insofar as they

participate in His perfection.

1% De ebdo. lect. 2 lines 65-115.

167 Geiger, La Participation, 28-29, 66-71. See also N Clarke, “The Meaning of Participation in St. Thomas
Aquinas,” Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical Association 26 (1952): 152.

168 ST'1 q. 4 a. 3 resp.: Cum enim omne agens agat sibi simile inquantum est agens. ...

169 ST 1 q. 14 a. 6 resp.: quomodocumque participabilis est ab aliis sua perfectio.

170 ST 1 q. 14 a. 6 resp.: Propria enim natura uniuscuiusque consistit, secundum quod per aliquem modum
divinam perfectionem participat.
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The discussion on God’s knowledge extends from question fourteen to question
eighteen. “[The effect of these questions] is to develop the self-relation belonging to the
divine knowing as it is presented by Thomas from the very beginning. By this means the
transition to will is made.”!”! Next, I will examine the role of the divine ideas and truth in
God’s knowledge of creatures before I consider the divine will and its necessity in
creation.

In the proem to God’s knowledge, Aquinas explains why the ideas must follow a
treatment of God’s knowledge: “since everything known is in the knower, but the notions
of things insofar as they are in God as knower are called ideas, the consideration of ideas
ought to be joined with the consideration of knowledge.”!’> My goal here is to analyze
Aquinas’s explanation of how God has knowledge of many creatures through the divine
ideas without contradicting the divine simplicity in S7'1 q. 15.

In ST'1 q. 15 a. 1, Aquinas defines the ideas thus: “by the ideas are understood the
forms of other things, existing apart from the things themselves.”!”® The ideas are divided
by Aquinas into exemplars (exemplar) and notions (ratio). An exemplar is a principle of
making things, and this principle belongs to practical knowledge, whereas a notion is a
principle of knowledge, and this principle belongs to speculative knowledge.!” Some
ideas may be either an exemplar or a notion depending on the intention of the intelligent

agent. 175

7! Hankey, God in Himself, 100.

1728T'1 q. 14 pr.: ...quia omne cognitum in cognoscente est, rationes autem rerum secundum quod sunt in
Deo cognoscente, ideae vocantur, cum consideratione scientiae erit etiam adiungenda consideratio de ideis.
13 8T'1 q. 15 a. 1 resp.: ...per ideas intelliguntur formae aliarum rerum, praeter ipsas res existentes.

174 ST 1 q. 15 a. 3 resp.

175 8T 1 q. 14 a. 16 resp.
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Aquinas then demonstrates that ideas exist in the divine mind. Since the agent of
generation acts for a form as its end only if the likeness of the form is in the agent, the
intellectual agent of the world must possess an intelligible likeness of the form of the
world. Since God made the world through an intellectual act, it follows that God
possesses a form in His mind the likeness after which the world was made,'’® and this
type of idea is an exemplar.!”” God as efficient cause, then, creates according to the
exemplar ideas, and therefore in the participation by likeness that efficient causality
establishes, the creature imitates its appropriate divine idea.

In the third objection of S7'1 q. 15 a. 1, Aquinas clarifies the way in which the
ideas exist in God: God’s essence itself is an idea insofar as it is a likeness to other
things.!”® This thesis leads to the first objection of article two: God’s essence is one, and
therefore the ideas must not be many but one.!” Aquinas responds that the ideas are
indeed many since many notions are understood through God’s one essence.'®" The
burden of the main response in article two is to show how God understands many ideas
through His simple essence.

Aquinas begins by demonstrating that there are many ideas in the divine mind.
Since God intends the order of the universe as its end, God must possess the idea of the

order of the universe. Aquinas continues,

176 ST'1 q. 15 a. 1 resp.

177 This conclusion is contrary to the Platonic position that the ideas existed in themselves rather than in the
intellect (S7'1 q. 15 a. 1 ad. 1).

178 ST 1 q. 15 a. 1 ad. 3: Deus secundum essentiam suam est similitudo omnium rerum. Unde idea in Deo
nihil est aliud quam Dei essentia.

179 ST 1 q. 15 a. 2 obj. 1: Videtur quod non sint plures ideae. Idea enim in Deo est eius essentia. Sed
essentia Dei est una tantum. Ergo et idea est una.

180 §7'1 q. 15 a. 2 ad. 1: quod idea non nominat divinam essentiam inquantum est essentia, sed inquantum
est similitudo vel ratio huius vel illius rei. Unde secundum quod sunt plures rationes intellectae ex una
essentia, secundum hoc dicuntur plures ideae.
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One cannot possess a notion of some whole unless the proper notions of each
thing from which the whole is constituted is possessed.... Therefore, it is
necessary that in the divine mind there are proper notions of all things....
Therefore, it follows that in the divine mind there are many ideas.'®!

One may think that the conclusion that God understands many things is “repugnant”!'®? to
the divine simplicity, and it would be if the divine mind understood by many species;
however, if it understands many things through one species, then, Aquinas maintains,
God’s simplicity is maintained. Thus, Aquinas proceeds to demonstrate how the divine
intellect understands many things through one species, the divine essence. Aquinas again
employs the doctrine of participation. God, in knowing His own essence perfectly, knows
it as a likeness participated by creatures, and so God knows His single essence as the
proper account and idea of each creature.!®3

In question sixteen on truth, “the circle of self-knowledge by which God knows
his relation to things becomes more explicit...”!®* In this question, Aquinas will move
beyond demonstrating how God understands many things through one species and argue
that this multiplicity of ideas originates through God knowing Himself as truth. Let us
consider this.

Aquinas begins His treatment of truth by placing truth primarily in the intellect.
He argues that the true denotes that towards which the intellect tends, and since the

intellect knows insofar as the thing it knows is in it, then truth must be in the intellect.!8’

From this Aquinas infers the definition of truth as “the conformity of the intellect to the

181 ST 1 q. 15 a. 2 resp.: Ratio autem alicuius totius haberi non potest, nisi habeantur propriae rationes

eorum ex quibus totum constituitur.... Sic igitur oportet quod in mente divina sint propriae rationes
omnium rerum.... Unde sequitur quod in mente divina sint plures ideae.

182871 q. 15 a. 2 resp.

183 871 q. 15 a. 2 resp.: ...inquantum Deus cognoscit suam essentiam ut sic imitabilem a tali creatura.
134 Hankey, God in Himself, 102.

858T1q.16a. 1 resp.; Cf. ST1q. 16 a. 1 ad. 2.
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thing.”'® In contrast with humans, however, truth not only resides in God’s intellect, but
God is truth:

Truth is found in the intellect insofar as it apprehends a thing as it is, and in a
thing insofar as he has an existence conformable to the intellect. This, however, is
found maximally in God. For, His existence not only is conformed to his intellect,
but it is indeed His own act of understanding, and his own act of understand is the
measure and cause of every other being and intellect, and He Himself is His
existence and understanding. Therefore, it follows that not only that truth is in
Him, but that He is the highest and first truth itself.'®’

However, the thesis that God is truth leads to a differentiation in God insofar as
truth implies a diversity. Since truth is a conformity between the intellect and the thing
known, truth adds the notion of a comparison to the intellect.!® To know truth, then, is

“to know this conformity [between the intellect and the thing known]”!%

and, therefore,
to know a comparison.'*® But since the notion of conformity and comparison require
diversity, the notion of truth also assumes a diversity of things.'®! For God to know
Himself reflexively as truth, then, requires that He knows some diversity in Himself to
which he compares Himself. This comparison “introduces differentiation into God” 12
and multiples the ideas of things: “Such relations, by which the ideas are multiplied, are

not caused by the thing, but by the divine intellect comparing its essence to the things.”!*?

186 §T'1 q. 16 a. 2 resp.: Bt propter hoc per conformitatem intellectus et rei veritas definitur.

187 8T 1 q. 16 a. 5 resp.: ...veritas invenitur in intellectu secundum quod apprehendit rem ut est, et in re
secundum quod habet esse conformabile intellectui. Hoc autem maxime invenitur in Deo. Nam esse suum
non solum est conforme suo intellectui, sed etiam est ipsum suum intelligere; et suum intelligere est
mensura et causa omnis alterius esse, et omnis alterius intellectus; et ipse est suum esse et intelligere. Unde
sequitur quod non solum in ipso sit veritas, sed quod ipse sit ipsa summa et prima veritas.

188 ST 1q. 16 a. 3 resp.: ...ita et verum comparationem ad intellectum.

18 ST 1 q. 16 a. 2 resp.: Unde conformitatem istam cognoscere, est cognoscere veritatem.

190871 q. 16 a. 2 resp.

YIDyVq.1a.3.

192\ J. Hankey, Aquinas’s Neoplatonism in the Summa Theologiae on God: A Short Introduction
(Forthcoming), 59.

193 8T 1 q. 15 a. 2 ad. 3: Ad tertium dicendum quod huiusmodi respectus, quibus multiplicantur ideae, non
causantur a rebus, sed ab intellectu divino, comparante essentiam suam ad res. Cf. Hankey, Conversion of
God, 156.
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Therefore, in knowing Himself as truth, God knows Himself as the likeness to what He
creates, and such knowledge is to know what He creates. “The enjoyment of this result is

part of the felicity of the divine beatitude.”!**

3.3.3 God’s Will and Power

Aquinas’s consideration of God’s will follows his consideration of God’s
knowledge since “will follows upon the intellect.”'*> God’s will is a step outward in the
exitus of God’s operations, but it is not the final step; this belongs to God’s power.

The exitus movement from God’s knowledge to His will can be seen in the idea
that God’s will is a more proximate cause of creation than His knowledge. God’s
knowledge alone cannot be the sufficient cause of creation. For, if this were the case, then
created things would be eternal since God’s knowledge is eternal, and when a cause is
present so is its effect.!”® Yet, creation is not eternal. To show why creation is not eternal,
Aquinas combines God’s knowledge and will.'”” The knowledge of God is the cause of
things he creates “only insofar as it is joined with the will,”!?® for an intelligible form is a
principle of action only if God has “the inclination to do what the intellect has
conceived[.]”'”® Therefore, God’s will is essential to His exitus. However, His will is an

internal operation and so we have not yet reached God’s creative power.

194 Hankey, Conversion of God, 156.

58T 1q. 19 a. 1 resp.: ...voluntas enim intellectum consequitur.

19 ST 1 q. 14 a. 8 obj. 2: Praeterea, posita causa ponitur effectus. Sed scientia Dei est aeterna. Si ergo
scientia Dei est causa rerum creatarum, videtur quod creaturae sint ab aeterno.

197 Hankey, Conversion of God, 158-9. Aquinas argues that God possesses a will since the intellect both
seeks to possess its intelligible form and rests in it when possessed, and “both of these belong to the will.”
ST1q.19a. 1 resp.

198 ST 1 q. 14 a. 8 resp.: sua scientia sit causa rerum, secundum quod habet voluntatem coniunctam.
199871 q. 19 a. 4 resp.: nam inclinatio eius ad agendum quod intellectu conceptum est, pertinet ad
voluntatem.
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Yet, a problem arises from this explanation of creation. Since God must will to
create, there might not be an exitus of creatures from God. For, it is disputed whether
God wills anything other than Himself, for if so, He would be moved by another,??’ and
therefore God would not be moved by Himself. 2°! To solve this Aquinas explains that “it
pertains to the notion of the will to communicate to others the good that one has, insofar
as it is possible,”?°? and so God does indeed both will Himself and others to be. But God
wills thus with this difference: He wills “Himself as end, and others as to that end.”?%?
This distinction provides a resolution to the above objection. When God wills others, He
is moved by Himself since the end is what moves the will, and God wills others towards
Himself as end.

Question twenty-five on God’s power marks the fundamental distinction in the
treatise on God’s operations and is the culmination of God’s movement outwards in this
treatise. Aquinas writes of this fundamental distinction at the beginning of his
consideration of God’s operations:

And since one kind of operation is that which remains in the operator, and another

is that which proceeds to the exterior effect, first we will consider knowledge and

will (for to understand is in the one understanding, and to will is in the one

willing); and after this the power of God, which is considered as the principle of
the divine operation proceeding to the exterior effect.?%*

200871 q.19a. 2 obj.2.

201871 q. 19 a. 1 ad. 3. For a discussion on How God moves Himself with respect to both God’s intellect
and will and how this solution reconciles Plato’s self-moving creator and Aristotle’s unmoved mover see
Hankey, God in Himself, 102-105; Hankey, Conversion of God, 157.

202871 q. 19 a. 2 resp.: Unde et hoc pertinet ad rationem voluntatis, ut bonum quod quis habet, aliis
communicet, secundum quod possibile est.

203 8T 1 q. 19 a. 2 resp.: Sic igitur vult et se esse, et alia. Sed se ut finem, alia vero ut ad finem...

204 ST 1 q. 14 pr.: Bt quia operatio quaedam est quae manet in operante, quaedam vero quae procedit in
exteriorem effectum, primo agemus de scientia et voluntate (nam intelligere in intelligente est, et velle in
volente); et postmodum de potentia Dei, quae consideratur ut principium operationis divinae in effectum
exteriorem procedentis.
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In the question on God’s power, God’s movement outwards extends beyond knowing
creatures and willing their existence, and “by this outward movement, the operation ad
extra is reached. Power is ‘principium effectus’.”?% In ST 1 q. 25 a. 1 ad. 4, Aquinas
relates knowledge, will, and power to summarize how God produces His effect, and he
explains why the consideration of the interior effect precedes the consideration of the
operation to the exterior effect:

Power implies a notion of principle executing that which the will commands, and

to which knowledge directs.... Therefore, a consideration of knowledge and will

precedes in God a consideration of power as a cause precedes the operation and
206
effect.

After the exitus in God’s operations reaches its apex in God’s power, God’s operations

return to Himself in His beatitude.

3.3.4 God’s Beatitude as an Inclusive Perfection of de operatione Dei
Question twenty-six , “On the Divine Beatitude,” concludes the outward
movement of the divine operations from God’s knowledge, to His will, and to His
power.?” In the conclusion of this movement, this question “effects a return to God’s
knowledge, which began the tract and dominates it”?°® since happiness is “the perfect
good of the intellectual nature.”?% First, I aim to show how God is His own Beatitude, a
doctrine with which Aristotle agrees. Secondly, we will consider how God’s beatitude

includes both all types of beatitude and the knowledge of what has been differentiated

205 Hankey, God in Himself, 110.

206 ST 1 q. 25 a. 1 ad. 4: potentia importat rationem principii exequentis id quod voluntas imperat, et ad
quod scientia dirigit.... Unde consideratio scientiae et voluntatis praecedit in Deo considerationem
potentiae, sicut causa praecedit operationem et effectum.

207 Hankey, God in Himself, 111; Hankey, Conversion of God, 161. Cf. ST 1 q. 2 pr.

208 Hankey, God in Himself, 111.

209 8T 1 q. 26 a. 1 resp.: bonum perfectum intellectualis naturae. Cf. Hankey, Conversion of God, 161.
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from Him in the questions on His knowledge, will, and power. Both points rely on
Aquinas’s doctrine of participation,?!® and both points also mark a difference between
Aquinas’s and Aristotle’s doctrines of divine happiness. For, the beatitude of Aristotle’s
God does not include all types of beatitude, and, even if Aristotle’s God knows creatures,
He does not know them by means of this self-differentiation. Let us begin with the first.

For Aquinas, the perfect good of God is beatitude since beatitude is the perfect
good of the intellectual nature.?!! The perfect good in each being, in turn, is its most
perfect operation: it is an operation which involves understanding itself, the perfection of
the intellect for the operation, and the highest intelligible as its object.?!? God is blessed
since He possesses all aspects of this most perfect operation:

He is intelligent, and His intellect is the highest power, nor does it need a

perfecting habit since He is perfect in Himself, as was shown above. Moreover,
He understands Himself, who is the highest intelligible...?'?

This consideration of God’s happiness as consisting in both the act of the intellect and its
object further implies that God is His own beatitude. Since the object of God’s beatitude
is Himself as intelligible object, and, as has been established, God is identical with His
intelligible object, then God is His own beatitude in respect to the object. Furthermore,
since God’s understanding is His substance, and beatitude consists in the understanding,

then God is His blessedness in respect to His understanding as well.>!*

2101 have demonstrated the role of participation in God’s knowledge of what is differentiated from Him in
section 3.3.2. I show how the proposition that God’s beatitude includes all others relies on the doctrine of
participation in this section (3.3.4).

211871 q.26 a. 1 resp.; ScG 1.100.2.

212 8¢G 1.100.3.

213 8¢ 1.100 lines 2-6, p. 265: ...cum sit intelligens; et suus intellectus altissima virtutum sit, nec indiget
habitu perficiente, quia in seipso perfectus est, ut supra ostensum est; ipse autem seipsum intelligit, qui est
summum intelligibilium... (Thomas Aquinas, Summa contra Gentiles cum commentariis Ferrariensis,
edited by Fratrum Praedicatorum, Leonine Commission 13-15 (Rome: Typis Riccardi Garroni, 1918-30)).
24 8¢G 1.101.2.
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In article two of question twenty-six, Aquinas also argues that God is His act of
intellect and, therefore, His own happiness.?'> However, Wayne Hankey observes that, in
this question, these identifications are not the “salient point....[r]ather it is precisely as
intellectual act, ‘secundum rationem intellectus’, that beatitude gathers together all the

preceding perfections....[it] involves a return to the point of departure which contains

9216

what intervenes,”~'® and so the divine beatitude is what Hankey calls an inclusive

perfection.?!’

This inclusive perfection of God’s knowledge, will, and power in His happiness is
displayed in Aquinas’ answer to the question of whether beatitude belongs to God:

Nothing other is understood by the name beatitude than the perfect good of the
intellectual nature, which knows its own sufficiency in the good which it
possesses, and to which it befits that some good or bad may occur, and which is
the master of its own operations.?!8

Commenting on how this passage shows the inclusive nature of happiness in respect to
God’s will and power, Hankey writes

Specifically, happiness is presented as an intellectual activity containing will and
power... Happiness knows the good it possesses—or, put otherwise, it is by
knowledge that will enjoys its self-possession as its own end or good. Further, the
intellectual nature, which is happy, is, as will, the source of good or evil, and has
power over its acts. Intellect is the origin of will and power...and they are also
thus the perfections of intellect.... Beatitude is intellect knowing and enjoying its
will and power...2"

The inclusivity of God’s beatitude also arises in article four’?’ in which Aquinas

asks, “whether every beatitude is included in God’s beatitude.” In addition to including

58T 1 q. 26 a. 2 resp.

216 Hankey, God in Himself, 111-112.

217 Hankey, Aquinas’s Neoplatonism, 61.

218 ST 1 q. 26 a. 1 resp.: Nihil enim aliud sub nomine beatitudinis intelligitur, nisi bonum perfectum
intellectualis naturae; cuius est suam sufficientiam cognoscere in bono quod habet; et cui competit ut ei
contingat aliquid vel bene vel male, et sit suarum operationum domina.

219 Hankey, God in Himself, 112.

220 Hankey, God in Himself, 112-113; Hankey, Conversion of God, 161.
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His will and power, the divine beatitude includes all perfections, and thus it includes both
the goods of every creature and, more specifically, all types of beatitude.??! That God’s
beatitude includes every type of beatitude relies on the doctrine of participation,
therefore. For, the perfections of all creatures are participations in God’s essence.???

That God’s beatitude includes every type of beatitude means that God possesses
wholly in His beatitude whatever is desirable in the beatitudes of earthly happiness
(which consists in delight, riches, power, dignity, and fame), practical happiness, and
contemplative happiness. In contemplative happiness “God possesses a continual and
most certain contemplation of Himself and all other things.”??* The burden of my analysis
in sections 3.3.1-3.3.4 has been to show how, in the contemplation of Himself, God
contemplates all other things. God’s beatitude consists in the self-reflexive contemplation
of His own essence, and by knowing His essence as the exemplar ideas of creatures, God

has a proper knowledge of all creatures. Therefore, God’s beatitude includes His

knowledge of creatures.

3.3.5 The Divine Mission: From Divine to Human Happiness
Happiness, for Aquinas, is the perfection of the intellectual nature, and, in the
Secunda Pars of the ST, he concludes that this perfection consists in knowing and loving
God. My aim in this final section on God’s happiness is to argue that the mission of the

divine persons is a transition from God’s happiness to human happiness insofar as

221 ST'1 q. 26 a. 4 sc.: Sed contra est quod beatitudo est perfectio quaedam. Divina autem perfectio
complectitur omnem perfectionem, ut supra ostensum est. Ergo divina beatitudo complectitur omnem
beatitudinem. Cf. ST 1 q. 26 a. 1 ad. 1.

228T1q.4a. 2.

223 8T'1 q. 26 a. 4 resp.: De contemplativa enim felicitate, habet continuam et certissimam contemplationem
sui et omnium aliorum....
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through the indwelling of the divine persons the human knows and loves God. This
happiness via God’s indwelling is treated in the Secunda Pars, and it is also an
anticipation of the eternal ultimate happiness treated in the Tertia Pars.

We may consider this transition by distinguishing the several ways human
knowing participates in God’s own knowing: by the light of nature, the light of faith or
grace, and the light of glory.?** In Aquinas’s discussion on how God is known by us, he
writes,

It is clear, however, that God is the author of the intellectual power and that he

can be seen by the intellect. Since the intellectual power of the creature is not the

essence of God, it remains that it is some participated likeness of it, which is the

first intellect. Therefore, also the intellectual power of the creature is called a

certain intelligible light, as if it is derived from the first light, whether this is

understood concerning the natural power or concerning some perfection added by
grace or glory.??®

In Aquinas’ discussion of the divine mission in S7' 1 q. 43 a. 3, he distinguishes
between our participation in God’s knowing by nature and by grace in terms of mission.
Our natural light, the agent intellect, refers to “the one common mode by which God is in
all things, through essence, power, and presence as the cause is in the effects participating
in its goodness.”*?® However, God, in the divine mission, can also be in the rational

creature in another mode. The notion of mission implies a relation of the one sent to its

224 W. J. Hankey, “God’s Indwelling: Aquinas’s Platonist Systematization of Aristotelian Participation,”
(Forthcoming), 14-15.

225 ST'1 q. 12 a. 2 resp.: Manifestum est autem quod Deus et est auctor intellectivae virtutis, et ab intellectu
videri potest. Et cum ipsa intellectiva virtus creaturae non sit Dei essentia, relinquitur quod sit aliqua
participata similitudo ipsius, qui est primus intellectus. Unde et virtus intellectualis creaturae lumen
quoddam intelligibile dicitur, quasi a prima luce derivatum, sive hoc intelligatur de virtute naturali, sive de
aliqua perfectione superaddita gratiae vel gloriae.

226 Hankey, God’s Indwelling, 15. ST 1 q. 43 a. 3 resp.: Est enim unus communis modus quo Deus est in
omnibus rebus per essentiam, potentiam et praesentiam, sicut causa in effectibus participantibus bonitatem
ipsius.
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term, and in the divine mission, the divine person who is sent, since they are already in
everything according to a common mode, exists in its term in a new mode:?%’

And since, by knowing and loving, a rational creature by its own operation
touches God Himself, according to this special mode God is not only said to be in
the creature but even to inhabit them as in His temple. Thus, no other effect is

able to be the reason that the divine person is by this new mode in the rational
creature except sanctifying grace (gratia gratum faciens).?®

In this new mode in which God is in the rational creature, the knowing and loving proper
to human nature is elevated since in the giving of the Holy Spirit and the Son the soul is
assimilated to the love of the Holy Spirit and the knowing of the Son.??’ Since something
is given insofar as it is possessed by someone, and one possesses “only what [they] can
freely use and enjoy,”?*° humans possess through this grace the power of the Holy Spirit
and the Son as if it were their own. Indeed, Camille de Belloy, commenting on the one to
whom the divine persons come in 1 Sent. d. 14 q. 2 a. 2 ad. 2, avers, against the neo-
Thomist rationalists, the subjective experience of this knowing and loving in Aquinas.?*!
Furthermore, this knowing and loving that the human possesses through grace is not only
a higher contemplation than the contemplation of reason, but it is a participation in the
Trinity; namely, in the Son and the Holy Spirit. For, “[s]anctifying grace, is the means of

99232

the participation of the just in the Persons of the Trinity as they send themselves,”*~ and

the human participation in the light of grace or faith is through this sanctifying grace.

278T1q.43 a. 1 resp.

228 8T 1 q. 43 a. 3 resp.: Et quia, cognoscendo et amando, creatura rationalis sua operatione attingit ad
ipsum Deum, secundum istum specialem modum Deus non solum dicitur esse in creatura rationali, sed
etiam habitare in ea sicut in templo suo. Sic igitur nullus alius effectus potest esse ratio quod divina persona
sit novo modo in rationali creatura, nisi gratia gratum faciens.

298T1q.43a.5ad. 2.

230 ST1 q. 43 a. 3 resp.: illud solum habere dicimur, quo libere possumus uti vel frui.

B1I'W. J. Hankey, “Henri-Louis Bergson,” in Plotinus’ Legacy: Studies in the Transformation of
‘Platonism’ from Early Modernism to the Twentieth Century, edited by Stephen Gersh (forthcoming),
referring to Camille de Belloy, Dieu comme soi-méme. Connaissance de soi et connaissance de dieu selon
Thomas d’Aquin: L herméneutique d’Ambroise Gardeil. Bibliothéque thomiste 63 (Paris: Vrin, 2014), 13.
232 Hankey, God’s Indwelling, 16.
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To connect the divine mission with human happiness, de Belloy explains how,
through the divine mission and indwelling, the human is united with God as the final end:

Without leaving its temporal and created condition, [the human] receives by grace

the Son and Holy Spirit according to the immanent mode in which these persons

eternally proceed, one as Word, the other as Love within the uncreated Trinity,
and by which each of them does not cease, in a movement without change, to
return to the Father, but also to bring back there, in time and as its final end, the
rational creature whom they have chosen for a dwelling place.?*

However, although humans in this life are brought to their end by assuming the
divine powers of knowing and loving God and, therefore, possess a type of happiness,
humans cannot know the divine essence in this life (as will be shown), and therefore, by
the light of grace humans do not reach perfect happiness and complete union with God.?**
Yet, this grace “looks forward to the perfection of the state of glory...”** in which God

by His essence will be in the knower through the light of glory. Therefore, the light of

glory alone is the participation by which humans are brought to perfect happiness.

3.4. DE MOTU RATIONALIS CREATURAE: IMPERFECT HUMAN HAPPINESS

3.4.1 The Structure of the Summa in relation to Human Happiness
Aquinas’ treatment of God characterized by continual differentiations in His

names, operations, real relations, and creating accomplishes the remaining stage of the

233 de Belloy, Dieu comme soi-méme, 13, quoted in Hankey, “Placing the Human,” 28.

234 Although, in this study, I take the position that humans can only see the divine essence in this life
through rapture, and so humans do not see the divine essence in this life through the divine mission, there is
room for further study. The reason for my position is that Aquinas argues in ST'1 q. 12 a. 11 and S7 1a2ae
g. 5 a. 3 that as long as the human’s proper mode of knowing is through sensible substances, then the
human cannot see God’s essence. Rapture circumvents this problem, for the human is separated from the
body and the senses. On the other hand, it is possible that the human sees the divine essence in this life
through the divine mission by assuming the knowing of Son if one were to argue that Christ experienced
beatitude in via.

235 Hankey, God’s Indwelling, 17.
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exitus-reditus structure of the whole Summa. The Secunda Pars and Tertia Pars
accomplish the exitus and reditus stages respectively:
The return to God as Goodness per se, takes place in the cosmos fallen in the
exitus of the Second Part. That fall is a consequence of our pursuit of our good,

happiness, a quest which, crucially, also contains the possibility of our return....
In Christ, the human motion is given a way back.?*

In sections 3.4 and 3.5, I will focus on the reditus of man. Before I lay out the aims of
this section (3.4), however, let us look more closely at the structure of the Summa in
relation to human happiness.

I closed section 3.3 by considering the divine mission through which humans are
brought to happiness. In the prologue to the Secunda Pars, Aquinas identifies the subject
of the Secunda Pars as the human who is the image of God:

Since the exemplar, God, has been treated and those things which have proceeded

from the divine power according to His will, it remains for us to consider His

image, man, insofar as he is the principle of his own operations, as having free
will and power over his actions.?’

In the prologue to the first question of the Secunda Pars, “On the Ultimate End of Human
Life,” Aquinas connects the human’s free will from the prologue of the Secunda Pars to
human happiness, and thus in humanity’s pursuit and attainment of happiness, Aquinas
preserves human freedom and choice alongside of the grace of the divine mission.?*® The
prologue reads:

In regard to this, first the ultimate end of the human life ought to be considered,
and then the things through which man is able to approach this end or deviate

236 Hankey, Conversion of God, 150.

237 ST 1a2ae pr.: postquam praedictum est de exemplari, scilicet de Deo, et de his quae processerunt ex
divina potestate secundum eius voluntatem; restat ut consideremus de eius imagine, idest de homine,
secundum quod et ipse est suorum operum principium, quasi liberum arbitrium habens et suorum operum
potestatem.

238 QOlivier Boulnois, “What is Freedom,” Dionysius 35 (2017): 51-52.
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from it, for it is necessary to receive from the end the rule of those things ordained
to the end....the ultimate end of human life is assumed to be happiness. ..?*’

Furthermore, this passage structures both the Secunda and Tertia Pars of the ST. Aquinas
considers happiness first (S7 1a2ae q.1-5) since as end it will structure his discussion on
the means to happiness. In this consideration of happiness, he divides it into an imperfect
happiness that is attainable in via and a perfect happiness that is only attained in patria.
Since Aquinas’ goal, after he discusses happiness itself, is to consider “the things through
which man is able to approach this end,” he must, then, consider how humans advance to
both imperfect and perfect happiness. The rest the Secunda Pars after 1a2ae q. 5
describes how we advance to imperfect happiness. This includes a consideration of
human actions themselves and both the internal principles of action, such as virtues and
vices, and the external principles of action, the law and grace.?*’ The Tertia Pars
describes how humans attain perfect happiness through Christ who returns to and unites
them with their source:*!
Since our saviour the Lord Jesus Christ, to save His people from their sins...,
showed us the way of truth in Himself, through which we are able to arrive to the
beatitude of immortal life by resurrecting, it is necessary that to the completion of
the whole business of theology after the consideration of the ultimate end of

human life and the virtues and vices, our consideration of the savior of all people
and his benefits bestowed upon the human race ought to follow.?*?

239 ST 1a2ae q. 1 pr.: Ubi primo considerandum occurrit de ultimo fine humanae vitae; et deinde de his per
quae homo ad hunc finem pervenire potest, vel ab eo deviare, ex fine enim oportet accipere rationes eorum
quae ordinantur ad finem. Et quia ultimus finis humanae vitae ponitur esse beatitude....

240 ST 1a2ae q. 6 pr., 1a2ae q. 49 pr., 1a2ae q. 90 pr.

241 Hankey, Conversion of God, 149-150.

242 ST 3 pr.: Quia salvator noster dominus Iesus Christus, teste Angelo, populum suum salvum faciens a
peccatis eorum, viam veritatis nobis in seipso demonstravit, per quam ad beatitudinem immortalis vitae
resurgendo pervenire possimus, necesse est ut, ad consummationem totius theologici negotii, post
considerationem ultimi finis humanae vitae et virtutum ac vitiorum, de ipso omnium salvatore ac beneficiis
eius humano generi praestitis nostra consideratio subsequatur.
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In this section (3.4), we will consider imperfect human happiness in the Secunda
Pars relative to four goals. First, I aim to differentiate the types of contemplative
happiness that are found in Aquinas’s texts. In Aquinas’s analysis, Aristotle’s perfect
human happiness becomes imperfect human happiness. My second goal is to show why
Aristotelian happiness is imperfect for Aquinas. I will argue that humans are ordained to
God who is an end that exceeds the comprehension of reason as Aquinas maintains in the
first article of the Summa. Humans as intellectual creatures can only be satisfied by the
vision of God’s essence, but they cannot reach this end as substances who naturally know
by abstracting species from phantasms. My third goal is to show how, for Aquinas, sacra
doctrina is necessary in the pursuit of happiness. Although it is not beyond reason to
grasp that knowledge of God is its end, knowledge of God’s essence is beyond the grasp
of reason. I will argue that this tension of knowing the end but not having the means to
achieve it accounts for the frustration that Aquinas says some pagan philosophers
experience in the pursuit of their happiness. Furthermore, I will argue that sacra doctrina
is necessary in that it reveals a means to attain this end and, thus, gives hope to the
believer, a hope which would relieve the frustration of the non-Christian philosopher.
Yet, we will also consider an exception to this argument; there is a case in which the
philosopher can overcome this frustration apart from sacra doctrina. Finally, we will see
that Aquinas uses the notion of participation to interpret Aristotle’s doctrine of happiness
two more times: once in his commentary on the NE and, again, in his commentary on the
DA. So, I will close this section by providing an explanation for why Aquinas can

interpret Aristotle thus even though Aristotle seems to reject the doctrine of participation.
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3.4.2 The Essence of Human Happiness: Knowing God

To achieve my first goal, I will first consider the nature of human happiness
before its division into various types. I argue that the essence of happiness is knowing
God, whereas loving God is not included in the essence of happiness but is a necessary
means and concomitant perfection of happiness.”** Secondly, I will argue that perfect
happiness is knowing God’s essence. Finally, I will argue that four types of happiness can
be differentiated according to four types of contemplation, which are characterized by
different degrees of knowledge of God.

First, let us consider human happiness before its division. In S7'1 q. 61 a. 1

Aquinas writes that beatitude?** i

s “the ultimate perfection of the rational or intellectual
nature.” The perfection of a thing is also its ultimate end,?** and therefore happiness is the
ultimate end of the intellectual nature. In S7 1a2ae q. 1 a. 8, Aquinas asks whether all
other creatures agree with man in his last end. He begins his response by dividing the
notion of an end into two types; “namely, for which and by which, that is, the thing itself
in which the notion of the good is found and the use or acquisition of that thing.”*¢ All

things agree with man in his end in respect to the thing itself; this end is God. However,

in respect to the end as the achievement or acquisition of the thing itself, man differs

243 This is the standard interpretation. For a recent dissenter from this interpretation, see Joseph Stenberg,
“Aquinas on the Relationship between the Vision and Delight in Perfect Happiness,” American Catholic
Philosophical Quarterly 90, no. 4 (2016): 665-680.

24 Aquinas often uses felicitas and beatitudo as synonymous, but some scholars have identified nuanced
distinctions between these terms; see Brian Davies, “Happiness,” in The Oxford Handbook of Aquinas,
edited by Brian Davies and Eleonore Stump (Oxford: OUP, 2012), 231-2; Celano, Worldly Beatitude, 119-
220. Although at times these nuances may be present and important, I will use the two terms synonymously
unless otherwise noted.

245 ST 1a2ae q. 1 a. 6; ST 1a2ae q. 1 a. 7.

246 ST 1a2ae q. 1 a. 8 resp.: scilicet cuius, et quo, idest ipsa res in qua ratio boni invenitur, et usus sive
adeptio illius rei.
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from the irrational creatures, for “man and other rational creatures attain the ultimate end

d,”?*” and irrational creatures do not.

by knowing and loving Go

This division of ends into two types allows Aquinas to articulate more precisely
what he means by happiness. He maintains that “the thing itself which is desired as an
end is that in which happiness consists and that which makes one happy, but the
attainment of this thing is called happiness.”?*® Therefore, God, the thing itself, is desired
as an end and makes one happy, but knowing and loving God, the attainment of the end,
is called happiness and indeed is the very essence of human happiness.?*” For man to
attain God, in turn, is for man to be “united to the uncreated good.”**°

The third question in Aquinas’s treatise on happiness is “What is Happiness?”’
Part of Aquinas’s search in this question is for the precise internal operation whereby
man attains God and is united to Him.?! This question shows that although the definition
of happiness as knowing and loving God may have served Aquinas’s purposes in ST
la2ae q. 1 a. 8, it is not precise. Let us, then, consider Aquinas’ precise understanding of
the essence of happiness.

In ST 1a2ae q. 3 a. 4, Aquinas argues that the essence of happiness does not

consist in the act of the will, for the act of the will does not attain an end. Rather, the will

relates to an end in two ways: if the end is absent, then the will desires it, but if the end is

247 ST 1a2ae q. 1 a. 8 resp.: homo et aliae rationales creaturae consequuntur ultimum finem cognoscendo et
amando Deum....

248 ST 1a2ae q. 2 a. 7 resp.: Res ergo ipsa quae appetitur ut finis, est id in quo beatitudo consistit, et quod
beatum facit, sed huius rei adeptio vocatur beatitudo.

249 ST 1a2ae q. 3 a. 1 resp.: si autem consideretur quantum ad ipsam essentiam beatitudinis. Note, however,
that this distinction seems to collapse once it is analyzed. For, the thing itself, God, is perfect self-knowing.
In other words, the attainment and the thing itself are both ‘knowing.’

250 ST 1a2ae q. 3 a. 3 resp.: Nam beatitudo hominis consistit essentialiter in coniunctione ipsius ad bonum
increatum....

251 ST 1a2ae q. 3 a. 3 resp. Cf. ST 1a2ae q. 3 a. 2 resp.; ST 1a2ae q. 3 a. 2 ad. 3.
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present, then the will delights in it. Instead of an act of the will, the essence of happiness
consists in an act of the intellect since God is an intelligible end, and we attain such an
end by making it present to us by an act of the intellect.>>> Therefore, precisely speaking,
the essence of happiness consists in knowing God and not in loving God.?*?

Yet, although love does not constitute the essence of happiness, love is required
for happiness as its moving cause. The will moves each power to its act, and therefore it
moves the intellect to its act.?>* Since the essence of happiness consists in the act of the
intellect, the will is the moving cause of happiness. More specifically, the will moves one
to happiness through love. As Aquinas states, “the love of God incites one to the vision of
the first principle itself; namely, God.”?*° Therefore, the love of God is the moving cause
of happiness and, consequently, not the essence of happiness.?*®

Furthermore, the love of God necessarily accompanies happiness as a proper
accident and perfection. For Aquinas, the end corresponds to the beginning, and since the
movement towards the vision of God begins in the appetite, the vision of God must have

its end in the appetite as well;**’ this end is called delight. Delight is caused when one

attains what they love and the appetite rests in it. Since happiness is to attain God by

252 ST 1a2ae q. 3 a. 4 resp.

253 Two more characteristics of happiness that are worth mentioning and that follow from the conclusion
that happiness is the attainment of God in knowing and loving Him are: first, happiness itself, since man
attains happiness through the soul, belongs to the soul as an inherent good, but happiness as the thing
attained, God, exists outside of the soul (ST 1a2ae q. 2 a. 7 resp.; ST 1a2ae q. 2 a. 7 ad. 3). Second, since
happiness itself as attainment exists in the human, it is created, but since the last end as object or cause of
happiness is God, happiness in this respect is uncreated (ST 1a2ae q. 3 a. 1 resp.).

234 ST 2a2ae q. 180 a. 1 resp.

255 §T 2a2ae q. 180 a. 1 ad. 1: ...ad ipsam visionem primi principii, scilicet Dei, incitat amor ipsius.

256 ST 2a2ae q. 180 a. 2 ad. 1: Causae autem moventes non intrant essentiam rei. ...

257 ST 2a2ae q. 180 a. 7 ad. 1.
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seeing Him, delight is caused by the very sight of God Himself, and so delight is a proper
accident or necessary concomitant of seeing God.?*8
Because delight follows upon the vision of God, it is the perfection of happiness

2259 and

in a way. Aquinas writes that delight or joy is “the consummation of happiness,
he says that this is what Augustine means by his statement in Confessions 10 that
“happiness is joy in truth.”2%* Yet, although delight is called the perfection of the
intellect, this proposition must be qualified since delight results from the operation of the
intellect, and so it is a concomitant perfection. Delight does not make the act of the

t,261

intellect itself, the vision of God, perfec and therefore delight does not perfect the

essence of happiness.

3.4.3 The Argument from Desire: Perfect Happiness as Seeing God
Now that we have established that the essence of happiness consists in knowing
God, let us consider Aquinas’s argument that perfect beatitude consists specifically in the
knowledge of God’s essence before we move on to consider how various types of
knowing differentiate various types of happiness
Aquinas’s argument that perfect happiness consists in the knowledge of God’s

essence is based on the relationship between desire and the ultimate end.?®? If a man

28 ST 1a2ae q. 4 a. 1 resp.; ST 1a2ae q. 4 a. 1 ad. 2.

239 ST 1a2ae q. 3 a. 4 resp.: ...consummatio beatitudinis. ...

2600 ST 1a2ae q. 3 a. 4 resp.: ...beatitudo est gaudium de veritate....

261 ST 1a2ae q. 4 a. 2 ad. 2.

262 Bradley, Twofold Human Good, 435-6; 427-8; Brian Davies, Thomas Aquinas, (London: Continuum,
2002), 229-230. Bradley, in fact, distinguishes three types of arguments that Aquinas uses to establish that
perfect happiness is the vision of God, “The arguments appeal to: (1) the coincidence of efficient and final
causality; (2) the nature of exemplar causality; and (3) the ultimate fulfillment of the human desire to
know” (Bradley, Twofold Human Good, 431-2).
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reaches his ultimate end, then his natural desire comes to a rest,?®> which means that he
does not desire a further end.?** Indeed, the very nature of the ultimate end is that for the
sake of which everything else is sought and which is sought for nothing else.?%

This connection between the ultimate end and desire brings us to the first
fundamental premise in Aquinas’ demonstration that human happiness consists in
knowing the divine essence: since perfect human happiness consists in one attaining their
ultimate end, and when one attains their ultimate end, their desire is quieted, then the
“human is not perfectly happy as long as something remains for him to desire and to
seek.”?%® This conclusion immediately implies that if a human is perfectly happy, then
nothing remains for him to desire.

The second premise in Aquinas’s demonstration lies in the human’s natural desire
to know. In ST 1a2ae q. 3 a. 8, Aquinas writes that “the perfection of each power depends
on the nature of its object. But the object of the intellect is...the essence of a thing....
Wherefore the perfection of the intellect proceeds as far as it knows the essence of
something.”?®’ Since, as we saw in ST la q. 62 a. 1, each thing naturally desires its own
perfection, the intellect naturally desires to know the essence of each thing.?%

This natural desire leads the human to desire to know the essence of the first

cause. For, if someone knows the essence of an effect, then that person knows that a

263 ScG 3.48.10; ST 1a2ae q. 3 a.4.

264 ST 1a2ae q. 2 a. 8; ScG 3.48.2.

265 SLE 1 lect. 2 lines 13-16: Quicumque finis est talis quod alia volumus propter illum et ipsum volumus
propter se ipsum et non aliquid aliud, iste finis non solum est bonus, sed etiam est optimus....”

266 ST 1a2ae q. 3 a. 8 resp.: ...quod homo non est perfecte beatus, quandiu restat sibi aliquid desiderandum
et quaerendum. Cf. ScG 3.63.9.

267 ST 1a2ae q. 3 a. 8 resp.: Secundum est, quod uniuscuiusque potentiae perfectio attenditur secundum
rationem sui obiecti. Obiectum autem intellectus est quod quid est, idest essentia rei, ut dicitur in III de
anima. Unde intantum procedit perfectio intellectus, inquantum cognoscit essentiam alicuius rei.

268 For similar demonstrations of the fact that humans naturally desire to know see ST 2a2ae q. 180 a. 7;
ScG 3.63.2; In Metaph. 1 lect. 1 n. 1-3.
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cause of the effect exists, and therefore she desires to know the essence of this cause. The
human’s desire to know the essence of the cause of each effect does not cease until one
grasps the essence of the first cause.?®” Therefore, since one is perfectly happy only if
their desire has ceased, man is perfectly happy only if he knows the essence of the first
cause. Now, the final step is this: “The first cause, however, is God. Therefore, the

ultimate end of the intellectual creature is to see God through his essence.”?”

3.4.4 Division of the Types of Contemplative Happiness
We have seen that the essence of human happiness is to attain God through the
operation of the intellect which grasps His essence. Next, [ aim to show that this
operation is the operation of the speculative intellect, although Aquinas holds, in
agreement with Aristotle, that the operation of the practical intellect constitutes a
secondary type of happiness. Secondly, now that we reached contemplative happiness,
we will consider how Aquinas resolves the paradox of NE 10.7. Finally, I argue that

different modes of contemplation distinguish different types of primary happiness,?’! and

269 ST 1a2ae q. 3 a. 8 resp.; Comp. The. c. 1.104; ScG 3.25.11.

20 Comp. The. c. 1.104: Prima autem causa Deus est...est igitur finis ultimus intellectualis creaturae, Deum
per essentiam videre (Thomas Aquinas, Compendium theologiae et cetera, edited by Fratrum
Praedicatorum, Leonine Commission 42 (Rome: Editori di San Tommaso, 1979)). The proposition that
humans could see the divine essence was condemned in 1241. For a discussion on how Thomas Aquinas
deals with the effects of this proposition see W. J. Hankey, “The Concord of Aristotle, Proclus, the Liber de
Causis, and Blessed Dionysius in Thomas Aquinas, Student of Albertus Magnus,” Dionysius 34 (2016):
177-9; W. J. Hankey, “Dionysius in Albertus Magnus and his Student Thomas Aquinas,” in The Oxford
Handbook to Dionysius the Areopagite, ed. Mark Edwards, Dimitrios Pallis, and George Steiris.
(Forthcoming).

271 The standard division of happiness is into perfect and imperfect happiness (e.g., Bradley, Twofold
Human Good, 369-423). However, there are some who also divide imperfect happiness; see T. J. Lopez,
“Trichotomizing the Standard Twofold Model of Thomistic Eudaimonism,” American Catholic
Philosophical Quarterly 86 (2012): 23-46. Lopez argues for a threefold division of happiness in Aquinas
whereas I will argue that there are four types of contemplative happiness. Furthermore, Lopez takes
practical happiness into account whereas, after my consideration of whether the practical or contemplative
life is better, I focus only on contemplative happiness.
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we will see that Aquinas categorizes Aristotelian happiness as imperfect happiness. Let
us begin with Aquinas’s comparison of contemplative and practical activity.

Aquinas considers the operations of the speculative and practical intellects as
candidates for the intellectual operation in which happiness consists.?’?> These operations
differ in respect to their ends: the end of the former is truth while the end of the latter is
some external action.?’® These two types of intellectual operations also distinguish two
prominent lives that man can live; namely the contemplative live and the life of action.
The contemplative life aims to contemplate truth and the active life aims to act according
to moral virtue and prudence.?’*

In his comparison of the contemplative and active lives, Aquinas adopts the eight
arguments which Aristotle uses in NE 10.7-8 to show that the contemplative life is better
than the active life (e.g., the argument from continuity, self-sufficiency, and what is best
in man).?’® Aristotle’s evaluation seems to be conclusive for Aquinas since these
arguments “appear individually in works of Aquinas of almost every sort...and from the
beginning to the conclusion of his teaching.”?’® Even so, Aquinas adds his own ninth
argument to this list. Aquinas attributes this argument to Jesus who responds thus to
Martha’s complaint that Mary, who is listening to Jesus teach, is not helping her with the
work: “Mary has chosen the best part which shall not be taken from her.”?’” Based on

similar considerations, Aquinas concludes that whereas perfect happiness consists

272 ST 1a2ae q. 3 a. 5.

273 ST 2a2ae q. 179 a. 2 resp.

274 ST 2a2ae q. 181 a.1 resp., a. 2 resp.

275 ST 2a2ae q. 182 a. 1 resp.

276 Sommers, “Contemplation and Action,” 169-170.
277 ST 2a2ae q. 182 a. 1 resp.
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entirely in contemplation, “imperfect happiness first and principally consists in

contemplation and secondarily in the operation of the practical intellect.”?’®

Let us now focus on contemplative happiness.?” First, how does Aquinas resolve
the paradox of NE 10.7-8; namely, that the intellect and life of contemplation appear to
be divine and above the human yet proper to the human? In his commentary on Book 10
of the NE, Aquinas resolves this paradox through the notion of participation. In respect to
Aristotle’s comment that the intellect is proper to man, Aquinas writes:

Nor is this contrary to what was said above, that [the intellect] is not according to
the human but above the human, for it is not according to the human in respect to
man’s composite nature; however, it is most properly according to the human in
respect to that which is principal in man: that which is most perfectly found in the
superior substances, but in man imperfectly and by participation.**

A passage from Aquinas’s commentary on the MP explains the relevant aspects of
participation at work in this passage from his commentary on the NE:

The form or the idea is the specific nature itself by which humans exists
essentially. The individual, however, is human by participation insofar as the
specific nature is participated by this determined matter. For what is totally
something does not participate in it but is the same as it essentially. However,
what is not something totally, having something other added, is properly said to
participate that thing.?%!

Therefore, the human participates intellect because, as Aquinas comments, the human is

“composed of diverse things,” the intellectual soul and body. Moreover, the fact that

278 ST 1a2ae q. 3 a. 5 resp.: Beatitudo autem imperfecta, qualis hic haberi potest, primo quidem et
principaliter consistit in contemplatione, secundario vero in operatione practici intellectus....

279 My consideration of Aquinas’s doctrine of happiness from here forward will focus on contemplative
happiness and not practical happiness. So, when I speak of either imperfect or perfect happiness in what
follows, I am referring to imperfect or perfect contemplative (primary) happiness.

280 SILE 10 lect. 11 lines 153-164: Nec hoc est contra id quod supra dictum est quod non est secundum
hominem, sed supra hominem; non est enim secundum hominem quantum ad naturam compositam, est
autem propriissime secundum hominem quantum ad id quod est principalissimum in homine; quod quidem
perfectissime invenitur in substantiis superioribus, in homine autem imperfecte et quasi participative....
281 In Metaph. 1 lect. 10 n. 154: ...nam species, vel idea est ipsa natura speciei, qua est existens homo per
essentiam. Individuum autem est homo per participationem, inquantum natura speciei in hac materia
designata participatur. Quod enim totaliter est aliquid, non participat illud, sed est per essentiam idem illi.
Quod vero non totaliter est aliquid habens aliquid aliud adiunctum, proprie participare dicitur.
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humans participate intellect implies for Aquinas that they have received intellect from a
source that possesses it totally and essentially. In his commentary on the NE, Aquinas
identifies this source as the divine intellect and again appeals to participation:
And for this reason, explaining what was said, he added that man living in this
way, having leisure for contemplation, does not live according to what is human,

who is composed from diverse things, but according to something divine existing
in him, insofar as he participates in a likeness of the divine intellect.?3?

Therefore, Aquinas explains how the intellect belongs to God but is proper to the human
and, therefore, resolves the paradox of NE 10.7 thus: the intellect is found perfectly in
God whereas it is found imperfectly and by participation in the human. This resolution,
then, is a second instance in which Aquinas attributes the notion of participation to
Aristotle.

Now, let us look more closely at the types of contemplative happiness. Aquinas
distinguishes various types of contemplative happiness among various types of
intellectual beings based on this principle:

Since happiness signifies a certain final perfection, insofar as diverse things

capable of happiness can attain to diverse grades of perfection, so far is it
necessary that happiness is said in many ways.?%?

God is happy essentially, angels are happy with a single and everlasting happiness, and

99284

although man in patria will be happy “as the angels in heaven, in via man’s operation

is neither single nor continuous.?®

282 SLE 10 lect. 11 lines 94-99: Et ideo manifestans quod dictum est subdit quod homo sic vivens, scilicet

vacando contemplationi, non vivit secundum quod homo, qui est compositus ex diversis, sed secundum
quod aliquid divinum in ipso existit, prout scilicet secundum intellectum divinam similitudinem participat.
283 ST 1a2ae q. 3 a. 2 ad. 4: Ad quartum dicendum quod, cum beatitudo dicat quandam ultimam
perfectionem, secundum quod diversae res beatitudinis capaces ad diversos gradus perfectionis pertingere
possunt, secundum hoc necesse est quod diversimode beatitudo dicatur.

284 ST 1a2ae q. 3 a. 2 ad. 4: quando erimus sicut Angeli in caelo....

285 ST 1a2ae q. 3 a. 2 ad. 4. We have considered God’s happiness already, and the consideration of angelic
happiness is beyond the scope of this study.
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With this same principle; namely, that types of happiness are distinguished by the
diverse grades of perfection of their operations, we can differentiate between the diverse
types of human happiness. Humans have imperfect happiness in two ways: in respect to
themselves and in respect to God. In the former way, perfect happiness is distinguished
from imperfect happiness in this: perfect happiness consists in the contemplation of
God’s essence through the light of glory, whereas imperfect happiness consists in the
contemplation of God that falls short of grasping His essence, 2% and therefore imperfect
happiness consists in a less perfect knowledge of God than perfect. In the latter way,
human perfect happiness is imperfect in respect to God’s happiness for reasons we will
consider in section 3.5.2%7

For Aquinas there are three types of imperfect happiness, and they are
differentiated by the perfections of their operations and the powers which are the
principles of these operations. One type is Aristotelian happiness, and this type consists
in the knowledge of God that can be attained through natural reason.?*® However, the
knowledge of God that comes through the light of grace given to man by the indwelling
of the Holy Spirit is more perfect than the knowledge of God that is attained through
natural reason,”® and therefore the contemplation of the light of glory is a different and
higher mode of happiness.>”® Yet, there is a still more perfect knowledge of God that can
be attained in this life. The faithful cannot know God’s essence by the light of grace;

however, one can see the essence of God in this life through rapture,?! and therefore the

286 Syper DT q. 6 a. 4 ad. 3.

87 ST 1a2ae q. 5 a. 4 ad. 2.

88T 1q.61a.1; Super DT q. 6 a. 4 ad. 3.

898T1q. 12 a. 13 resp.

290 The knowledge of God that comes through the light of grace consists in the articles of faith, as we will
see in section 3.4.7.

21 8T 2a2ae q. 175 a. 3.
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vision of rapture is more perfect than the vision of the light of grace. Rapture, then,
constitutes a different mode of happiness than the previous two.

Yet, although rapture consists in the vision of God’s essence, it falls short of
perfect happiness. In perfect happiness “the mind of man will be joined to God by a
single, continuous, and everlasting operation. But in the present life, insofar as we fall
short of the unity and continuity of such an operation, so far do we fall short of perfect
happiness.”?°? Since rapture must cease, it is not perfect happiness.

So, in sum, Aquinas distinguishes and orders four types of happiness by the
degree to which each attains the knowledge of God: the contemplation of God by natural
reason, by the light of grace, by the light of glory in rapture in via, and by the light of
glory in patria.?®* In section 3.5, I will consider the perfect happiness that humans
possess through the light of glory. In the remainder of section 3.4, however, let us

consider imperfect happiness.

3.4.5 Imperfect Happiness: Knowledge of God via Natural Reason
Let us now pursue the second goal of section 3.4: let us consider the knowledge of
God in which Aristotelian happiness consists and why Aristotelian happiness is imperfect
for Aquinas. To this end, we will examine Aquinas’ understanding of Aristotelian

wisdom, what knowledge we can have of God through this wisdom, and why Aquinas

22 ST 1a2ae q. 3 a. 2 ad. 4: quia una et continua et sempiterna operatione in illo beatitudinis statu mens
hominis Deo coniungetur. Sed in praesenti vita, quantum deficimus ab unitate et continuitate talis
operationis, tantum deficimus a beatitudinis perfectione.

293 Cf. Super Is. 1 lect. 1 for the distinction of these four types of contemplation, and for a characterization
of them see Sommers, “Contemplation and Action,” 176-8.
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holds that our natural lights cannot reach to the knowledge of God’s essence. Let us begin
with Aquinas’s understanding of Aristotelian wisdom.

As we saw above, Aquinas writes that one type of imperfect happiness is the
happiness attained through the natural power of the created intellect and is the happiness
of which Aristotle speaks. In ScG 3.44.5, Aquinas gives a summary of his interpretation
of Aristotelian happiness. Aristotelian happiness is the operation of speculation according
to the chief intellectual virtue, wisdom.>** Aquinas continues,

[w]isdom, according to him, is one of the speculative sciences, the head of the

others, as he says in Ethics 6, and at the beginning of the Metaphysics, he names

the science which he intends to treat in that book wisdom. Therefore, it is clear
that the opinion of Aristotle is that the ultimate happiness which a man in this life

is able to acquire is a knowledge of divine things that is able to be possessed
through the speculative sciences.?”?

Aquinas’ interpretation that Aristotelian contemplative happiness consists in the
knowledge of God attainable through the speculative science of wisdom agrees with our
analysis of the NE in chapter one. Let us now consider what type of knowledge of God
we can have through this wisdom. The answer to this question, moreover, will allow us to
understand why Aristotelian happiness is imperfect for Aquinas.

For Aquinas humans “receive the principles of speculative knowledge through
their senses.”?*® Aquinas uses a biblical image to explain how knowledge beginning with
the senses leads to knowledge of God. Perfect contemplation in the future life is to see

God face to face, but the imperfect contemplation of God in this life is to see God

24 ScG 3.44.5.

2% ScG 3.44 lines 34-42, p. 115: Sapientia autem, secundum ipsum, est una de scientiis speculativis, caput
aliarum, ut dicit in VI Ethicorum: et in principio metaphysicae scientiam quam in illo libro tradere intendit,
sapientiam nominat. Patet ergo quod opinio Aristotelis fuit quod ultima felicitas quam homo in vita ista
acquirere potest, sit cognitio de rebus divinis qualis per scientias speculativas haberi potest.

29 ST 1a2ae q. 3 a. 6 resp.: ...principia scientiarum speculativarum sunt per sensum accepta....
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through a mirror and in an enigma.?’ In Super ad 1 Corinthios 13, Aquinas explains that
to see God face to face is to see God as he is, which is to see the essence of God. In
contrast, when we see something through a mirror, we do not see the thing itself (ipsam
rem); rather, we see the likeness of the thing reflected in the mirror,?*® and for Aquinas to
see God in this manner means to see the invisible things of God through creation.?*” The
way that creation as a mirror reflects the invisible things of God is as an effect reflects a
cause; namely, by possessing the likeness of the cause.>*’ Therefore, to see God in a
mirror is to see a likeness of him in creation. Therefore, the question to ask now is “what
kind of knowledge of God can the human intellect gain through knowing creation?”

In ScG 3.39.1, Aquinas writes that the knowledge of God that is acquired through
demonstrations is higher than that which is possessed by most men. Most men possess “a
common and confused knowledge of God” acquired by natural reason. This confused
knowledge is the knowledge that God exists: “when men see that natural things run
according to a fixed order, since ordering does not occur without one that orders, most
perceive that there is some orderer of things which we see.”*! However, the one who

only knows that this orderer exists is left confused since “who, or what kind, or if there is

297 ST 2a2ae q. 180 a. 4 resp.

2% For Aquinas, to see through a mirror (per speculum) not only refers to the object seen, but it also refers
to the power by which one sees, the power of reason. See Super I ad Cor. 13 lect. 4 n. 801; ScG 3.47.8-9.
299 Super 1 ad Cor. 13 lect. 4 n. 802: Cum enim videmus aliquid in speculo, non videmus ipsam rem, sed
similitudinem eius; sed quando videmus aliquid secundum faciem, tunc videmus ipsam rem sicut est. Ideo
nihil aliud vult dicere Apostolus, cum dicit: Videbimus in patria facie ad faciem, quam quod videbimus
ipsam Dei essentiam. I lo. III, 2: Videbimus eum sicuti est, etc. (Thomas Aquinas, S. Thomae Aquinatis
doctoris angelici in omnes S. Pauli Apostoli Epistolas Commentaria, edited by Raffaele Cai (Turin:
Marietti, 1953)).

300 ST 1a2ae q.180 a. 3 ad. 2.

301 §eG 3.38 lines 11-15, p. 94: Videntes enim homines res naturales secundum ordinem certum currere;
cum ordinatio absque ordinatore non sit, percipiunt, ut in pluribus, aliquem esse ordinatorem rerum quas
videmus.
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only one orderer of nature is not yet immediately grasped from this common
consideration.”3%?

Demonstration moves beyond this common consideration and distinguishes God
from created beings by removing what characterizes created beings from Him. In this
way we know, for example, that God is immovable, eternal, incorporeal, completely
simple, and one.**® However, demonstrations fall short of reaching God’s essence as well
since through demonstrations one can only know God by negations. Aquinas explains
that although one can have proper knowledge through affirmation or negation, these
modes differ in that

[t]hrough affirmation when we have proper knowledge of a thing, one knows

what the thing is and in what way it is separated from others, but through negation

when we have proper knowledge of a thing, one knows that it is distinct from
others, yet what it is remains unknown. But such knowledge is the proper

knowledge which one has concerning God through demonstration. This, however,
is not sufficient for the ultimate happiness of man.’*

As we saw above, the knowledge that comes through the speculative science of wisdom
is that knowledge characteristic of happiness in via, Aristotelian happiness. Therefore,
since wisdom knows through demonstrations, but demonstrations can only know God by
negations, then the knowledge of God characteristic of Aristotelian happiness is negative.
This happiness cannot be perfect happiness since negations cannot reveal the essence of
God. Therefore, Aristotelian happiness is imperfect. In what follows we will examine

why humans cannot come to know the essence of God through the natural light of reason

302 S¢(G 3.38.1 lines 15-17, p. 94: Quis autem, vel qualis, vel si unus tantum est ordinator naturae, nondum
statim ex hac communi consideratione habetur.... Cf. ST 1 q. 2.

303 SeG 3.39.1.

304 S5 3.39.1 lines 1-10, p. 95: Sed hoc interest inter utrumque cognitionis propriae modum, quod, per
affirmationes propria cognitione de re habita, scitur quid est res, et quomodo ab aliis separatur: per
negationes autem habita propria cognitione de re, scitur quod est ab aliis discreta, tamen quid sit remanet
ignotum. Talis autem est propria cognitio quae de Deo habetur per demonstrationes. Non est autem nec ista
ad ultimam hominis felicitatem sufficiens.
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and the demonstrations of speculative science, and the answer to this question will also
reveal why demonstrations cannot have any positive knowledge of God’s essence.

For Aquinas, the human intellect knows when the intellect in act becomes or is
assimilated to the intelligible in act, and this assimilation can only occur if the intellect is
informed by a species or likeness (similitudo) of what is known.?% Aquinas distinguishes
two ways in which the thing known may be in the knower:

In one way, according to the thing itself, when [the intellect] is directly informed

by a similitude of it, and then that thing is known according to itself. In another

way, [the intellect] is informed by the species of what is like to it, and then the

thing is not said to be known in itself but in its likeness.>%
My aim here is to show that humans cannot come to know God’s essence through the
natural light of reason, and I will do this by demonstrating that in this life God’s essence
cannot be in the human’s intellect in either of the ways just distinguished. First, I will
argue that due to the weakness of the human intellect, the essence of God cannot be in the
intellect by directly informing it as a similitude of God’s essence. Secondly, I will argue
that due to the disproportion of a sensible nature to God, God’s essence cannot be known
by the human intellect through a species of what is like it. Let us begin with the first.

In ST'1 q. 12 a. 4 Aquinas writes that “the thing known is in the knower according
to the mode of the one knowing. Therefore, the knowledge of any knower is according to

the mode if its nature.”**’ Since the human is a soul in individual matter, the proper

object of human knowing, then, is sensible natures composed of matter and form, and the

3058T1q.12a.90bj. 1;ST1q.88a.1ad.2.

306 ST 1 g. 12 a. 9 resp.: Uno modo, secundum se, quando directe eius similitudine informatur, et tunc
cognoscitur illud secundum se. Alio modo, secundum quod informatur specie alicuius quod est ei simile, et
tunc non dicitur res cognosci in seipsa, sed in suo simili.

307 8T 1 q. 12 a. 4 resp.: Cognitum autem est in cognoscente secundum modum cognoscentis. Unde
cuiuslibet cognoscentis cognitio est secundum modum suae naturae.
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human intellect comes to know sensible natures by abstracting their forms from
phantasms.**® However, the human cannot come to know natures that are not in matter’®
such as immaterial substances and God: since these natures are incorporeal, they cannot
be sensed, and since they cannot be sensed, the intellect cannot possess a phantasm of
them from which the agent intellect can abstract a species. The human intellect, then,
cannot know God by being directly informed by a similitude of God’s essence in this
life.>!% This aspect of human knowing constitutes the human intellect’s weakness and
makes it in relation to God “...as the eyes of owls to the light of day, which they are not
able to see, even though they may see it obscurely, and this is on account of the weakness
of their sight.”3!!

However, although in this life the human intellect cannot possess a species of the
divine essence itself, Aquinas holds to a principle that makes it possible for the human to
know God in some way and possibly even to know His essence: “[t]he natural knowledge
of some creature is according to the mode of his substance: thus concerning the
intelligence it is said in the Liber de Causis that it knows things that are above it, and
things that are below it, according to the mode of its substance.”!> As we saw above, the

human substance is form in matter, and so its proper object is form in matter. Therefore,

the human knows that which is above it insofar as it is possible to know such things

308 In Metaph. 2 lect. 1 n. 285.

398T1q.12a. 4.

310ST 1 q. 88 a. 1 resp.; ST 1 g. 12 a. 12 obj. 2.

31 In Metaph. 2 lect. 1 n. 282: ...sicut se habent oculi nycticoracum ad lucem diei, quam videre non
possunt, quamvis videant obscura. Et hoc est propter debilitatem visus eorum. Cf. ST laq. 12 a. 1; ScG
3.25.4. Note that although Aquinas uses “bat” in the analogy in these two passages, he normally uses owl
(ScG 3.45.7; In Metaph. 2 lect. 1 n. 282).

312 ST 1a2ae q. 5 a. 5: Naturalis enim cognitio cuiuslibet creaturae est secundum modum substantiae eius:
sicut de intelligentia dicitur in Libro de causis, quod cognoscit ea quae sunt supra se, et ea quae sunt infra
se, secundum modum substantiae suae.
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through sensible substances.?!* Now, since God is the cause of the world, and a cause
always makes things according to its likeness,*'* then sensible substances bear a likeness
to Him. Therefore, humans can know God by their natural powers in this life insofar as
something may be known through a species that is similar to it. Thus, we have arrived at
the second way something may be in the knower, and I will argue that God’s essence
cannot be known by the human intellect in this way either.

Aquinas appeals to Dionysius for the affirmative answer to the question of
whether the intellect can understand immaterial substance through material things:
“Dionysius says in / cap. Cael. Hier. that it is not possible for the human mind to be
raised up to that immaterial contemplation of the heavenly hierarchies unless it is led by
material guidance according to itself.”*!* In his response, Aquinas nuances this answer.
He reasons that since material things do not have a sufficient proportion to immaterial
things, humans cannot have perfect knowledge (knowledge of the essence) of the
immaterial things. Yet, although humans cannot come to a perfect knowledge in this
manner, Aquinas notes that we can rise to some type of knowledge of the immaterial.>'®

What is the proportion that must exist between two things for one to be capable of
revealing the essence of another? Aquinas maintains that even among sensible
substances, the species of one thing (e.g., an ox) cannot disclose the full essence of a

different species (e.g., donkey).*!” So, since if two things do not agree in species, then

313Cf. ST 1 q. 12 a. 11 resp. Here Aquinas also mentions the principle that a human may know, to some
degree, what is not proper to it through its proper mode.

314 8T 1 q. 4 a. 3 resp.: Cum enim omne agens agat sibi simile inquantum est agens...

3158T 1 q. 88 a. 2 obj. 1: Dicit enim Dionysius, I cap. Cael. Hier., quod non est possibile humanae menti ad
immaterialem illam sursum excitari caelestium hierarchiarum contemplationem, nisi secundum se materiali
manuductione utatur.

3166871 q.88a.2ad. 1.

317 Comp. The. c. 1.105; ScG 3.41.8.
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one cannot reveal the essence of the other, it follows that if one thing can reveal the
essence of another, then they both must agree in species. Aquinas confirms this inference
in ScG 3.41: “By reason of a likeness it would not be possible to know what the cause is
from the effect unless the agent is of one species [with the effect].”!® In light of this
principle, Aquinas explains why the created intellect cannot see God’s essence through
an image of it: “Since the essence of God is itself his existence, as was shown above,
which does not befit any created form, it is not possible for some created form to be a
likeness representing the essence of God to the one seeing.”!

Although we cannot know God’s essence through knowing a likeness of it found
in a sensible substance, Aquinas maintains that one can have imperfect knowledge of one
species through another species if they agree in genus and that the more remote the genus
in which they agree the less perfect the knowledge.*** Since created material substances

) 321 «

are in the same logical genus as created immaterial substances (angels it is possible

to know something affirmative concerning angels in respect to a common notion,
although not according to a specific notion.”**?
Although humans can possess imperfect knowledge of the essence of an angel by

grasping a genus that the angel shares in common with sensible substances, humans

cannot gain any degree of affirmative knowledge of God’s essence through knowing

318 §cG 3.41 lines 20-22, p. 104: Ratione autem similitudinis, ex effectu non poterit sciri de causa quid est,
nisi sit agens unius speciei. ...

319871 q. 12 a. 1 resp.: Secundo, quia essentia Dei est ipsum esse eius, ut supra ostensum est, quod nulli
formae creatae competere potest. Non potest igitur aliqua forma creata esse similitudo repraesentans videnti
Dei essentiam.

320 Comp. The. c. 1.105.

321 8T 1 q. 88 a. 2 ad. 4. Concerning the nature of the genus in which angels and humans agree see also ScG
3.41.7.

322 8T1 q. 88 a. 2 ad. 4: ...aliquid affirmative potest cognosci de Angelis secundum rationem communem,
licet non secundum rationem speciei....”
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sensible substances.*?* For Aquinas maintains that if two species do not agree in any
genus, then one cannot come to know in any way the essence of one species through its
likeness with another species.*?* Since “no created thing communicates with God in
genus, God cannot be known through His essence through any created species, not only
sensible but also intelligible.”3?> Furthermore, that one cannot gain affirmative
knowledge of God’s essence through material substances explains why demonstrations
can only yield knowledge of God through negations: the principles of speculative science
that are used in demonstrations are acquired through the senses.>

So, if sensible substances are not like God in species or genera, in which way are
they like God, and what kind of knowledge of God do we gain through grasping this
likeness? Aquinas gives us these answers in his discussion on God’s perfection:

If therefore there is some