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1 he theme of the “passions of the soul”
i:i ’ invites reflection both because of its
~ moral and practical urgency and be-
cause of its vivid contribution to theoretical
E onsideration of human nature. Analogously,
i Aquinas’s unprecedentedly elaborate “trea-
| tise” on the passions is of interest both for its
¥ part in the great argument of the Summa
theologine, where it is subordinated to the goal
of clarifying the action by which the rational
creature finds happiness in a return to its
Creator and Exemplar, and for its own ab-
sorbing argument and detail, which make it a
precursor of early modern philosophical trea-
tises on the passions that had other aims.! In
his youthful Sentences commentary and De
veritate, Aquinas took up a patristic tradition
of occasional reflection on the passions in
connection with such topics as the suffering
of Christ, the theological virtues of hope and
charity, fear as a gift of the Holy Spirit, and
the rewards and punishments of the afterlife.?
In the treatise in the Summmna, he uses his theo-
logical and philosophical sources on the
passions, his skill at arranging material for
maximum intelligibility, and his highly “for-
mal” use of language to produce a compre-
hensive survey of the passions from the point
of view of human nature and human action.?

“PASSION” AND ITS SUBJECT

The treatise is characterized by special dis-
tinctions between proper and improper senses
of words. Meaning is extended on two sides.
On one hand, particular passions lend their
names to acts of will that resemble them (Ta
Ilae, q. 23, a. 1, ad 3); in this respect the
treatise both transcends its assigned topic and
prepares an imagery and a vocabulary for dis-

- The Passions of the Soul (Ia Ilae, qq. 22-48)
v. Kevin White |

cussions of more important, spiritual realities
in the Secunda secundae.* On the other hand,
because passions are “motions” of sense-appe-
tite that resemble motions of bodies, they and
their effects are metaphorically described in
terms of the latter (Ia Ilae, q. 23, 3. 4;q. 37, a.
2); in this respect the treatise seems to support
the view that poetry is the appropriate kind of
speech about passion. With likeness to both,
passions are motions situated “between” spiri-
tual and bodily motions. All three kinds of
motion occur in human nature, making up a
complex “human motion” that, in its complex-
ity, is morally problematic.

Aquinas’ vocabulary gives the actuations of
intellect, will, sense-powers, and the locomo-
tive power no distinctive names correspond-
ing to passiones, the generic term for actuations
or motions of sense-appetite. This term itself
has several meanings, which the treatise be-
gins by sorting out. The related verb pati in its
widest sense refers to any reception, although
reception without elimination should rather
be called perfici, “a being brought to a perfec-
tion.” More properly, pati means reception ac-
companied by elimination; what is eliminated
may be either unsuitable, as when a body gets
rid of sickness in being healed, or suitable, as
when a body loses health in becoming sick.
The latter corresponds to the most proper
sense of passio, because pati connotes a “being
pulled” (traki), and it seems to be the violence
implied by “pulling” (“yanking” or “jerking”
might be better here) that suggests a thing’s
being taken away from what is suitable to it;
pati in this most proper sense signifies a wors-
ening, a production (generatio) of the worse
out of the better that is, more precisely, a
destruction (corruptio). Passion as mere recep-
tion occurs in the soul when it senses or un-
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derstands; passion as reception with elimina-
tion occurs in the composite of soul and body
when it is “affected” (patitur), and so only in-
cidentally in the soul itself. Since change for
the worse more properly has the nature (ratio)
of passion than does change for the better,
pain is more properly called a passion than is
joy (a Ilae, q. 22, a. 1). This point anticipates
a striking theme of the treatise, that pain more
fully has the nature of passion than does any of
the other ten passions distinguished (Ia Iae, q.
35, a. 1), being seconded in this respect by fear
(Ia Ilae, q. 41, a. 1). Pain is analogous to, as
well as a direct cause of, bodily distress, and is
itself called a sickness (Ia Ilae, q. 35, a. 1; Ia
Ilae, q. 37, a. 4). The treatise’s question on the
dire effects of pain on soul and body (Ia Ilae,
q. 37) is followed by one that, in keeping with
classical and Arabic presentations of philoso-
phy as a healing art,” as well as with Domini-
can concern for cura animarum® (cf. “psychia-
try”), offers practical advice on alleviating
pain. Is this advice emblematic of a quasi-
medical intention throughout the treatise? Is
passion a sickness of soul?

The opening comparisons of passion to dis-
ease and destruction, together with the second
article’s approving report of Cicero’s term for
passions, “perturbations” (Ia Ilae, q. 22, a. 2,
sed contra), do form an impression that passion
is essentially disorder. Two questions later,
however, Aquinas argues that Ciceros Stoic
view of passions as intrinsically evil was mis-
taken, and that they are called perturbations or
diseases only when not moderated by reason
(Ia Ilae, q. 24, a. 2). The initial perspective is
clarified by remarks later in the Prima secundae
concerning the effects of the fall into sin on the
human sense-appetite; the second, wider per-
spective depends on the presentation in the
Prima pars of human nature as a creature.

Aquinas’s view of the integrity of human
nature is suggestively sketched by Anton C.
Pegis in an interpretation that proceeds by
dramatic emphasis. The human soul is “not a
substance and a form, but a substance as a
form, a substance whose spiritual nature is
essentially suited to informing matter.” Expla-
nation of this suitability must answer a ques-
tion: “How does it happen that the soul, which
is an immaterial and intellectual substance,
has Jesser than intellectual powers?” The ques-
tion implies that understanding of the unity of

human nature must take its bearings from the
highest human power, intellect. “The crux of
the matter lies in seeing that, though man has
powers in addition to the intellect, he is not
more than intellectual. . . . [T]he human intel-
lect is not fully an intellect without the sensible
powers. . . . [I'lhe intellect and the senses taken
together constitute in their togetherness the
adequate intellectual power of the human soul
as an intellectual substance.” The human be-
ing is an intellect; but it is the kind of intellect
that includes, because it needs, sense-powers;
and sense-powers require the human body as
their instrument, a body whose raison d’étre is
thus intellectual.’

While Pegis’s remarks are based directly on
Quaestiones de anima, the doctrine they sketch is
implicit in qq. 75-76 of the Prima pars, and is
therefore a premise of the questions on human
action in the Prima secundae. The thematic dif-
ference between Ia, qq. 84-89 and Ia Ilae, qq.
6-48 corresponds to Aquinas’s contrast be-
tween the assimilating cognitive powers Pegis
mentions, by which the soul takes things in,
and the powers of will, sense-appetite, and lo-
comotion, by which it “goes out” to things (1a,
q. 78, a. 1). One could ask about the part pas-
sion has in this complex “outgoing” of the soul
(cf. “emotion”) by echoing Pegis: how is it that
an immaterial, intellectual substance is subject
to passion, particularly in view of the fact that
passion often vehemently interferes with intel-
lectual operation (Ia Ilae, q. 24, a. 3; Ia Ilae, q.
33,a.3;1allae, q.37,a. 1;Ialae, q. 44, 2. 2;Ia
ITae, q. 45, a. 4; Ia ITae, q. 48, a. 3)?

"The Summa’s accounting for passion begins
with the apparently axiomatic observation that
“appetite”—a needy predilection to pursue a
good—is a consequence of form (Ia, q. 80, a. 1):
each still “shape” or form, it seems, is accompa-
nied by a propelling “weight,” that is, a ten-
dency to move toward something good. In
things without knowledge, which possess only
their own forms, appetite is “natural”; in things
capable of knowing, that is, of taking in forms
of other things and containing them in 2 God-
like way, the forms so received cause a higher
kind of inclination, an appetitive power of soul
(ibid.). Such a power is passive, for its nature is
to be moved by what is apprehended in cogni-
tion; and because intellect and sense are dis-
tinct kinds of apprehensive power, intellectual
appetite or will is correspondingly distinct
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from sense-appetite (Ia, q. 80, a. 2). If the hu-

man intellect is not fully an intellect without .

sense-powers, neither is it wholly itself without
two further powers: will, the tendency follow-
ing from its own universal apprehensions, and
sense-appetite, the tendency following from
the time-and-place-conditioned apprehen-
sions of its sense-powers. The completed intel-
lectual power of the human soul as an intellec-
tual substance is constituted by intellect,
senses, will, and sense-appetite together.
Sense-appetite and its movements, the pas-
sions, are themselves “intellectual”—present
on account of intellect—in the human soul.

So described, the four powers suggest a
four-sided figure in which sense and will each
terminate lines flowing from intellect, and
sense-appetite terminates two other lines
flowing from sense and will: sense-appetite is
more remote from, more “opposed” to, intel-
lect than are either will or sense. The progres-
sion from sense-powers to sense-appetite par-
allels the progression from intellect to will; is
there also co-operation between sense-appe-
tite and will that parallels co-operation be-
tween sense and intellect in abstractive knowl-
edge? And what relation is suggested by the
diagonal from intellect to sense-appetite?

Sense-appetite has a complex role in human
action, to which it contributes both its own
actuation (passion) and a bodily performance
(executio) of passion. Its actuation, in keeping
with the rule that appetite follows apprehen-
sion, is directed by the universal apprehension
of reason acting through the intermediary of
the “cogitative” power or “particular reason,”
an inner sense-power that apprehends and
compares invisible intentiones or “values,” such
as danger, in objects of the outer senses. This
mediation allows universal premises to pro-
duce particular conclusions that modify
passion, as when anger or fear is aroused or
diminished by the application of general con-
siderations. Moreover, human passion, unlike
that of brute animals, does not at once or inevi-
tably carry out its bodily performance, but
awaits approval or disapproval by the higher
appetitive power, the will (Ia, q. 81, a. 3).

PASSION AND ACTION

Although Aquinas is much concerned in
the Summa with the upsetting by sin of this

delicate order of reason, will, passion, and
body, his deeper consideration is that human
nature allowed for the upset, a point he regu-
larly makes with reference to a comparison in
Aristotle’s Politics according to which soul
governs body with “despotic” rule and intel-
lect governs appetite with “politic or kingly”
rule.® Aquinas’s commentary on the Politics
explains that despotic rule is over slaves, who,
because they belong entirely to the ruler, can-
not offer any resistance, and so immediately,
without contradiction, carry out the ruler’s
command, whereas politic or kingly rule is
over free citizens, who, as free, are able to
contradict the ruler.? The Summma reverses the
comparison, making the political point illus-
trate the psychological one: in contrast to the
slavish body, which “belongs entirely” to the
soul and immediately obeys its command,
sense-appetite, like a free citizen, has “some-
thing of its own” by which it can, even if it
should not, resist reason’s command (I, q. 81,
a.3, ad 2; Ia Ilae, q. 17, a. 7). Although sense-
appetite’s resistance to reason is a result of sin,
its partial self-possession is an essential, spir-
ited aspect of human nature as it was in the
beginning.

At first a mere possibility in the little king-
dom of human nature, the uprising of passion
against reason has since become the rule, as
ordinary observation and the New Testament
confirm: “What I would, that I do not; but
what I hate, that I do”; and “I see another law
in my members, warring against the law of my
mind” (Rom 7:15, 23; cf. Ia, q. 81, obj. 2; Ia
ITae, q. 17, obj. 1 and ad 1; Ia Ilae, q. 77, a. 2,
sed contra). Rebellion can occur in the body
because of a native or momentary disposition
to foster and magnify a passion independently
of reason’ direction (Ia Ilae, q. 17, a. 7, ad 2).
Human nature in the particular must be con-
sidered not only generically as animal and spe-
cifically as rational, but also with reference to
the bodily makeup that is an individual’s own
“nature”: predisposition to anger, for example,
is more “natural,” in the sense of being more
liable to be physically transmitted from parent
to child, than is predisposition to desire for
pleasure (Ia Ilae, q. 46, a. 5). Such “genetic”
consideratons argue for mildness in moral
judgments of particular cases of disordered
passion and, more generally, respect for the
material limitations of human freedom.
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Sense-appetite itself can get ahead of reason
because, together with its subordination to
reason through the cogitative power, it has
“something of its own” inasmuch as it can be
moved by imagination and external senses,
and so can resist reason by submitting to a
sensing or imagining that dwells on some-
thing pleasant vetoed by reason or something
unpleasant commanded by it (Ia, q. 81, a. 3, ad
2). Moreover, a movement of sense-appetite
can be suddenly aroused by an apprehension
of imagination or sense, and such movement,
called “antecedent” passion, pre-empts rea-
son’s command, although it could have been
prevented had reason foreseen it (Ia llae, q.
17, 2. 7).10

By conditioning one to take as good what
otherwise would not seem so, sense-appetite
can move and dominate the will. In fact, it has
an edge over will in predisposing action, for
action concerns what is individual, and sense-
appetite, unlike will, is a power directed to
individual things, capable of making them ap-
pear in a certain light (Ta Ilae, q. 9, a. 2, ad 2;
Ia Tlae, q. 77, a. 1). Predisposition to action
may come wholly from the intellectual part. If,
however, intellect is “clouded” by passion,
there is still some movement of will, and pas-
sion may be driven off, but human nature has
become divided, with different “seemings” in
different parts of its soul; in the extreme case
of madness, passion compels the will to follow
it (Ia Iae, q. 10, a. 3).

Of itself, as a movement of sense-appetite,
passion is morally neither good nor evil, al-
though there is something like moral good-
ness in the passion of brute animals inasmuch
as it is directed by the knowledge and will of
the Creator (la Ilae, q. 24, a. 1; Ia Ilae, q. 24,
a. 3, ad 3). But as subject to the command of
reason and will in human beings, passion is
voluntary, being either commanded or not
forbidden by will, and is morally good or evil

- to an even greater extent than is bodily move-

ment, for sense-appetite is more “inward,”
“closer” to the will, than are bodily members
(Ia Mae, q. 24, a. 1). The apparently severe
view of the Stoics that all passion is evil was
due to their failure to distinguish between in-
tellectual appetite and sense-appetite, which
led them to use the term “will” to describe any
rational movement of appetite and the term
“passion” for any irrational one; the Peripatet-

ics, by contrast, called every movement of
sense-appetite a passion, holding that such
movement is good when made orderly by rea-
son and bad when not (Ia Ilae, q. 24, a. 2).

The Stoics of course held that all passion
lessens the goodness of a human act. But ac-
cording to the Peripatetic view, the perfection
of human goodness requires that passion be
not removed, but rather moderated by reason,
for the human good, being based on reason, is
more perfect when reason’s domain is ex-
tended in human nature. Passions, no less
than bodily movements, should be made or-
derly, not suppressed, by reason, so that, be-
sides willing good and accomplishing it in
bodily action, one may be moved toward it by
the sense-appetite (la Ilae, q. 24, a. 3). Good-
ness or evil of action may be increased by
“consequent” passion, which follows a judg-
ment of reason, either by “overflow” of the
will's movement into sense-appetite, or by
reason’s choice to let sense-appetite be af-
fected in a way that allows reason to act more
readily (Ia Ilae, q. 24, a. 3, ad 1). Aquinas does
argue that some passions, such as compassion
and shame, are inherently good, and others,
such as envy, inherently evil (Ia Ilae, q. 24, a.
4), but the paucity of his examples suggests
that most kinds of passion are of themselves
morally neutral, allowing the presence or ab-
sence of reason’s moderating influence.

The treatise’s general point concerning the
moral need to have passion moderated and
made orderly by reason prepares for sub-
sequent discussions of sense-appetite as the
subject both of the cardinal virtues courage
and temperance (la [lae, q. 56, a. 4), and of
ravages in human nature caused by man’ fall
into sin (la Ilae, q. 85, a. 3).

DISTINCTION OF PASSIONS

Then, as fire moves upward by its form,
being born to mount where it most abides
in its matter, so the mind thus seized
enters into desire, which is a spiritual
movement, and never rests till the thing
loved makes it rejoice.!!

—Dante, Purgatory, Canto XVIII, 28-33

The discussions of specific passions that oc-
cupy the bulk of the treatise contribute many
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B bservations to the analysis of human action,
[ which is Thomas’ goal in the Secunda pars.
t The distinction among kinds of passion de-
. pends on the chain of inference by which Ar-
f istotelian psychology attempts to penetrate
£ .nd clarify the obscure inwardness of souls:
& actuations of soul are distinguished by their
E objects, powers of soul by their actuations,
b .nd kinds of soul by their powers.l? Accord-
F ingly, specific differentiation among the ac-
¢ tuations of soul called passions is based on
‘. formal distinctions among objects of sense-
- appetite. The result is an enumeration of
b eleven passions related to one another in a
P fixed natural order. Consideration of this or-
¥ der can take its bearings either from the aim
¥ and endpoint of appetite, the delightful, or
E from its starting-point, the lovable (la lae, q.
¢ 25, a. 1). The latter perspective reconstructs
- the order of emergence of the passions, which
b constitutes a suite or sequence that is like a
- parrative, of which genres of poetry such as
. comedy and tragedy represent portions.
f. Knowledge of the whole story might be espe-
¥ cially useful to one charged with care of souls,
E enabling him to quickly “find his place” when
b dealing with a particular soul caught up in
i some passion.
£ Formal differences among objects of pas-
sion are differences between effects of their
E moving powers (Ia Ilae, q. 23, a. 4; Ia Ilae, q.
k30, a. 2), of which three are crucial: that be-
¢ tween the attractive “pull” of what is good and
the repelling “push” of what is evil; that be-
- tween the calming effect of a present good and
- the agitating attraction of an absent one; and
that between the simple attraction of good as
L such and the struggle provoked by a great or
¢ momentous (#rduum) good not easily pos-
E sessed.) A good that is an object of appetite
[ is, more exactly, something “delightful” or
E “calming,” as distinct from a “useful” or a
b “noble” (homestum) good (Ia, q. 5, a. 6). The
. delightful is the constant goal of appetite, al-
| ways at least remotely in view—in responding
} to an evil, to an absent good, or to what calls
for struggle, appetite anticipates the calm of
t something delightful beyond these objects.
The three contrasts between objects on the
- basis of their motive power, then, may be
t stated as follows: between the calmingly de-
| lightful and the disturbingly painful that op-
poses it; between the present and the absent
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delightful; and between the delightful as
merely attractive and as something to be
struggled toward.

The delightful is a subdivision of the good;
good in turn is a transcendental property of
beings.!* The objects of passion (that is, the
delightful and its adumbrations) are beings,
presented and apprehended in such a way as to
move the soul. Good is a property of any
being as such; in things themselves, an evil is
a privation of good, but when apprehended, it
becomes a “being of reason,” taking on the
status of a positive contrary (Ia Ilae, q. 36, a.
1). The consequence for the appetite that fol-
lows apprehension is that what is evil is some-
thing to be fled, just as what is good is to be
pursued; although, in knowledge and appetite,
as in things themselves, good remains prior to
and more forceful than evil. Hence, most pas-
sions belong to ordered pairs consisting of a
primary response to the delightful and a sec-
ondary response to the painful.

The opposition between the delightful’s
presence and absence is the basis of the se-
quence of passion (Ia Ilae, q. 30, a. 2). The
completeness of a sequence, like complete-
ness as such, is determined by the number
three, which represents the to$etherness of
a beginning, middle, and end.” In the se-
quence of passion, the threesome is illus-
trated by the three moments of natural ac-
tion, namely inclination, movement, and rest,
evident in the weight, fall, and repose of a
body dropped to the ground (Ia Iae, q. 23,
a. 4; Ia lae, q. 26, a. 2). The three corre-
sponding moments of passion are distin-
guished by the three appearances of the de-
lightful, which most basically is agreeable
(conveniens); but which also, if absent, is at-
tractive; and if present, is wholly itself, that
is, delightful or calming. The agreeable, the
attractive, and the calming cause, respec-
tively, the passions of love, desire, and de-
light, the basic moments in the sequence of
passion.!® Each of these moments is matched
by a passion caused by the appearance of the
delightful’s shadow and contrary, the painful,
which most basically is disagreeable; but
which also, if absent but approaching, is re-
pellent, and if present, disturbing. The dis-
agreeable causes love’s contrary, hatred; the
repellent desire’s contrary, aversion; the dis-
turbing delight’s contrary, pain.
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The first object of passion, the delightful as
agreeable, is a good presented as simply good
by apprehension and taken as simply good by
appetite. In something like an act of atten-
tion, appetite fixes on—or, better, is “taken”
by—this good so as to acquire a “kinship”
(connaturalitas) or “harmony” with it, a “pro-
portion” or “adaptation” to it, a state of being
“well-pleased” with it (complacentia), these be-
ing so many characterizations of the primary
passion, love (Ia Ilae, q. 26, aa. 1-2; [a Ilae, q.
27, a. 1; Ia ITae, q. 29, a. 1).17 A loved good is
something known to, if only to the extent of
having been seen by, one who loves it; and it
either actually or potentially resembles the
one who loves it (Ia Ilae, q. 27, aa. 2-3). Re-

semblance is oneness between lover and loved -

that precedes love; oneness of resemblance
causes the “affective” oneness that is love it-
self; and love’s first effect is to lead the lover
to “real” oneness with the known, loved good
(Ia Ilae, q. 28, a. 1, ad 2). Union of resem-
blance anticipates love; the union that is love
anticipates the terminus of passion, delight;
and “real” union coincides with delight.

The passion of love is a special case in Aqui-
nas’s cosmic and metaphysical understanding
of love, an understanding whose comprehen-
siveness rivals that of ancient pagan discus-
sions of eros, but is alien to narrower, senti-
mental modern views. On one hand, he
believes, as a Christian, that God /s love and
that the supreme human virtue is the love
called charity (Ia, q. 20, a. 1; IIa Ilae, q. 23, a.
6). On the other hand, he thinks that all natu-
ral things are moved by love. There is, in his
view, an inevitable advance from knowledge to
appetite, and from appetite to love, appetite’s
first moment. In unknowing “natural” things
(plants, for example), “natural appetite” and
“natural love” follow solely from the Creator’s
knowledge. Higher creatures have their own
ability to know, and thus to originate the pro-~
gression from knowledge to appetite to love.
The appetite and love of the higher creatures
is divided into two categories: “sensitive” in
animals; “rational” in spiritual creatures (Ia
Ilae, q. 26, a. 1).

Human beings, as rational animals, are sub-
ject to both higher kinds of love. Although
only sensitive love is a passion in the proper
sense, the principal theme of the questions on
love is “human” love, which is ambiguously

sensitive, rational, or both. Human love g |

clarified by two important distinctions: one

contrasts love in general with the chosen, rj-
tional love called “dilection” and the perfect, !

appreciative love known as “charity”; the

other divides all loves into “friendship-love” §

of someone—oneself or another—for his o

her own sake and “concupiscent love” of what °

is loved mot for its own sake, but as a good

wanted for oneself or someone else (la Ilae, q, |

26, aa. 3-4).18 .
If sense-appetite begins by “harmonizing”

with a kindred good thing, its second momene 1
is a clash with what is alien and evil, that s, the
painful as disagreeable (Ia Ilae, q. 29, a. 1), |

This “discord” of hatred can easily seem more

forceful than love, but a hatred is always sec-

ondary to and weaker than some love, both
because its object is intelligible only as the
destruction of or obstacle to an agreeable
good that is loved, and because its shrinking
from harm is instrumental to love’s approach
to a good (la Ilae, q. 29, aa. 2-3). When trans-
ferred from sense-appetite to will, the notion
of hatred is associated with two moral evils,
self-hatred and hatred of truth. Although self-
hatred, properly speaking, is impossible, since
a thing can want only good for itself, a man,
for example, may be said to “hate himself’
inasmuch as he takes as good what is bad for
him, or takes himself to be what is less than
best in him, namely the mind (Ia [Iae, q. 29, a.
4). Again, while hatred of truth in general is
impossible, a particular truth may be hated if
someone wishes that it were not so, or wishes
that it was left unknown (Ia Ilae, q. 29, a. 5).
A peculiarity of hatred, even as a passion in the
proper sense, is that its object may be univer-
sal, in contrast to the singularity of anger’s
object (Ia Iae, q. 29, a. 6). This seems to
indicate a pre-rational basis for the hatreds
that move groups of human beings against one
another.

The static harmony and dissonance of love
and hatred are followed by two lively move-
ments of appetite: “concupiscence” or “de-
sire,” the pursuit of a loved good that promises
delight, and “aversion,” the flight from a hated

evil that threatens pain. The first of these pas-

sions, and presumably the second, have ana-
logues in movements of will (Ia Ilae, q. 30, aa.
1-2). Desire is the attracdon of appetite by
and toward an approachable delightful good,

T
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 ersion the repelling of appetite by and from  approximates the foresight of reason; but de-
approaching painful evil. Both the endless spite its appearance of superior strength and
k ccessiveness of natural desire and the unlim-  knowingness, it depends on the concupiscible
| “dilection” and the perfect, | Fiod complications of desire by rational calcu-  appetite, which it serves as a defender (Ia, q.
e known as “charity”; the | on imply infinity and dissatisfaction (Ia 81, a. 1).2!
loves into “friendship-love” § ifac, q. 30, aa. 3-4). The objects of the irascible appetite are
eself or another—for his or { £, complex: they are either good and hard to get,
| “concupiscent love” of wha | 3 or evil and hard to avoid or defeat. The range
its own sake, but as a good § IR/ SCIBLE PASSIONS of response in appetite is symmetrically com-
f or someone else (Ia Tae, q, k. The generic object of love and hatred, de-  plex: whereas the concupiscible appetite in-
Rive and aversion, and delight and pain is sen-  clines simply toward good and away from evil,
Eible good and evil “as such”—the delightful  the irascible may either approach a promising
kd the painful. But sometimes, Aquinas ob- difficult good 4s good, in hope, or fall away
es, the soul feels difficulty in acquiring a  from it 4s unreachable, in despair. Further-
Lensible good or avoiding a sensible evil in- more, it may either shrink from a menacing
b smuch as these actions are above one’s abil-  difficult evil 4s evil, in fear, or attack it as a
fiiy to perform them easily. Such cases, he ar-  conquerable difficulty, in daring (Ia Iae, q. 23,
rues, reveal a different generic object of a.2). What decides whether it will hope for or
i;ssion, namely sensible good or evil s mo-  despair of a momentous good, and whether it
E rentous in itself and difficult to approach or  will timorously shrink from or daringly face a
id. Following Aristotle’s inference from momentous evil, is a comparison between
ibjects to actuations to powers, Aquinas one’s own forces and the object’s difficulty (Ia
fihinks that these two generic objects indicate Ilae, q. 40, aa. 1-2, 4; Ia Tlae, q. 41, a. 2; Ia
ot merely a distinction between classes of Ilae, q. 42, a. §; Ia Ilae, q. 43, a. 2; Ia Ilae, q.
hassion, but a division of sense-appetite into 45, a. 2), a comparison that seems further evi-
bconcupiscible power that responds to sensible dence of the irascible appetite’s canniness.
brood or evil as such, and an irascible power Since daring follows on hope of victory and
that responds to them as momentous and dif-  despair on fear of difficulty (Ia Ilae, q. 45, a.
It da, q. 81, a. 2; Ia Ilae, q. 23, a. 1). 2), hope and fear are the primary irascible
ere are long-standing objections to the passions. The objects of all these passions
istinction between concupiscible and irasci-  share the features “future” and “difficult,” and
Eble powers;!® but suggestive parallels may be are differentiated by the contrarieties “good-
seen in Plato’s distinction between “desiring”  evil,” and “possible-impossible™: a great future
and “spirited” parts of the soul, in Freuds good that seems difficult but possible to ob-
f distinction between “erotic” and “aggressive”  tain is hoped for (Ia Ilae, q. 40, a. 1); a great
£ instincts, and, more remotely, in the early future evil that seems not only difficult but
[ modern distinction between “the beautiful” nearly impossible to overcome is feared (fear
f and “the sublime.”?0 presumes somze hope of escape [Ia Ilae, q. 42,
} - The concupiscible appetite seems to oper- a. 2]); a great future evil that seems difficult
- ate as continually as perception, the irascible but possible to overcome is daringly opposed
F only in special circumstances. Arousal of the (Ia Ilae, q. 45, aa. 1-2); a great future good
[ latter signals interruption in the smooth con-  that seems not only difficult but impossible to
b cupiscible flow of love toward the delightful obtain is despaired of (Ia Ilae, q. 40, a. 4).
v and of hatred away from the painful: suddenly The treatise’s discussion of these passions
¥ simple desire and aversion are no longer draws attention to their dependence on and
f enough to ensure this flow; an obstacle has fostering of distinctive, sometimes distorting
appeared; the soul responds by tensing for perspectives on time, particularly on the fu-
struggle. In meeting its new, elevated object, ture. Experience causes hope inasmuch as it
the soul seems to become more alert and po- allows the time for acquiring skill at doing
tentially stronger. The irascible appetite is a  something easily, or reveals that what seemed
higher perfection of animal nature than is the ~impossible is not; but it also causes despair by
concupiscible insofar as, by taking on a pres- showing that what seemed possible is impos-
ent difficulty for the sake of a remote good, it sible (Ia Ilae, q. 40, a. 5). On the other hand,
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hope is prominent in those without foresight,
such as the young, the drunken, and the
thoughtless (Ia Ilae, q. 40, a. 6); despite its
element of calculation, hope easily becomes
foolish. In fear, the irascible appetite’s projec-
tion onto the future is confined to a middle
ground between unimaginably remote and
apparently inevitable evils, both of which ex-
clude fear (la Ilae, q. 42, a. 2). Fear is espe-
cially aroused by the appearance of a sudden
or an irremediable evil, which, respectively,
focus attention on an imminent and an ever-
lasting future (Ia Iae, q. 42, aa. 5-6). Daring
makes one enter into action confidently, but
quickly become discomfited by unforeseen
danger; this effect is contrary to that of the
virtue of courage, which makes one begin to
act slowly and deliberately, but then persevere
in the midst of expected danger (la Ilae, q.
45, a. 4).

The irascible passions in general elevate
the soul above the level of the comparatively
sluggish concupiscible appetite. Anger, the
passion with no contrary, is an extreme con-
dition of the irascible appetite itself. Anger
presupposes a complex configuration of other
passions; it simultaneously looks to both good
and evil, and to both past and present; and it
implies the workings of reason and justice (Ia
Ilae, q. 46, aa. 1, 2, 4, 7). The moving cause
of anger is something done against one an-
gered (la Ilae, q. 47, a. 1). Although the ob-
jects of all irascible passions imply difficulty,
and so some kind of “againstness,” only anger
essentially presupposes opposition by a per-
son, specifically one who has performed an
act manifesting a deliberate, unjust slight of
the one made angry. But the remembered evil
act is only part of anger’s complex object: an
angry man looks not only back on the de-
meaning pain he has suffered, but also for-
ward to a vengeance that he dares as a victory,
and desires and hopes for as a pleasant, rea-
soned act of justice. The reasoning consists in
comparing and inferring: “Since you have
done this-unjust harm to me, I will repay you
with another, similar harm that will restore
justice between us” (Ia Ilae, q. 46, a. 4). The
prospect of a justice accomplished both by
and for oneself is singularly enticing, and the
pleasure of revenge is already present in the
thought of and hope for it (Ia Ilae, q. 48, a.
1). Anger’s object is bittersweet, blending past

painful injustice into future pleasant revenge,
the latter appearing as an attractive restora-
tion of equilibrium.

Despite its “intelligent” sophistication, an-
ger, more than any other passion, disturbs the
body and therefore the power of reason (la
Ilae, q. 48, aa. 2, 4). Anger listens to reason,
but imperfectly—the harm suffered provokes
it to begin to follow reason, but not to submit
to the measure of reason in meting out re-
venge. Its syllogism thus tends to be specious,
inasmuch as the vengeance planned tends zoz
to be comparable to the harm suffered, but
rather excessive (Ia Ilae, q. 46, a. 4, ad 3). In
its reasoned beginning, anger, aware of its po-
tential for excess, holds back speech; at an
intermediate point, when it begins to eclipse
reason but has not yet wholly seized the body,
it may give way to loquacity; but eventually it
immobilizes the body in general and the
tongue in particular, and so again hinders
speech (Ia Ilae, q. 48, a. 4). It advances from
lively, percipient reasoning to blind, mute pa-
ralysis. Still, successful "anger—as distinct
from the lingering resentment of the “embit-
tered” (Ia Ilae, q. 46, a. 8)—issues in the pleas-
ure of revenge, and because its intensely imag-
ined end is finite, it is, unlike the more steady
state of hatred, transient (Ia Ilae, q. 46, a. 6).
Its limited temporal arc, its union of past,
present, and future, its presumption of reason
and justice, and its development of relations
between persons make anger an eminently
dramatic passion.

DELIGHT AND PAIN

The objects of irascible passions result
from complications of the absent good and
evil that are objects of desire and aversion.
The absence of all these objects is converted
into presence when a remote good or evil is
united with the subject of appetite to produce
delight or pain. These final passions, antici-
pated by earlier ones, are the two ways in
which appetite’s movement, toward or from,
comes to a stop, delight resembling a “natu-
ral” repose, pain a violent arrest (Ia Ilae, q.
31, a. 8, ad 2). In love and hatred, appetite
seems indifferent to time; in desire, aversion,
and the irascible passions, it projects itself
onto the future; in delight and pain, it is ab-
sorbed into the present. Although delight
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may be prolonged, it, like eternity, is simeul
tota, complete in the instant (Ia Ilae, q. 31, aa.
1-2; cf. Ia, q. 10, a. 1). It is thus, for one
delighted, a momentary escape from time’s
successiveness, and from estimations of time
entailed by desire, aversion, and the irascible
passions. The ever-renewed sequence of pas-
sion causes attention to alternate between an

~ approaching future moment and a consuming

present one.

The objects of delight and pain are, respec-
tively, a good embraced and an invading evil.
Delight is the perceived achievement of a
completion (la Ilae, q. 31, a. 1). It is the con-
scious taking possession of a good that was
loved and desired—and perhaps hoped for,
despaired of, or sought in anger. Its proper
cause is operation: delight consists in doing
something, or rather two things together,
namely taking hold of a good and taking cog-
nizance of the taking-hold (Ia Ilae, q. 32, a. 1).
Pain, delight’s formal contrary, is a perceived,
forced union with an evil that was hated and
avoided—and perhaps feared or met with dar-
ing (Ia ITae, q. 35, a. 1). In keeping with the
priority of good to evil, pain presupposes re-
moval of an enjoyed or desired good (Ia Ilae,
q. 36, aa. 1-2). It also presupposes both a
disposing and an efficient cause: the former is
the subject’s longing for what is proper to it as
a being, namely unity, a unity that pain seems
to sever in the experience of a “falling apart”
(IaIlae, q. 36, a. 3); the latter is an overwhelm-
ing force (Ia Ilae, q. 36, a. 4).

After establishing the complex operation of
“knowing appropriation” as the cause of de-
light, Aquinas identifies particular ways of
knowing and objects of knowledge that cause
human delight. An important general point is
that change causes human delight for three
reasons: because our nature, being itself
changeable, finds different things suitable at
different times; because an object of our de-
light may become excessive and so no longer
please; and because our desire to know things
wholly leads us to enjoy considering their
parts one by one (Ia Hae, q. 32, a. 2). Thus,
our delight, which is a stasis complete in the
moment, nevertheless thrives on change,
either because the moment passes in ourselves
or our situation, or because the moment mzust
pass for the sake of completeness of knowl-

edge and delight.

As ever-looming end-points in the sequence
of passion, delight and pain, whether expected
or actual, constantly sway human choice. Pre-
cisely as end-points, thatis, as encounters with
anticipated good or evil, they are difficult to
explain, for there is nothing beyond them with
reference to which they can be analyzed. They
are partially clarified by distinctions Aquinas
draws between contraries, between what is es-
sential (“of itself”) and what is accidental, be-
tween prior and posterior, and between
greater and less. Pursuit of delight is of itself
prior to flight from pain (Ia Ilae, q. 35, a. 6).
Both delight and pain have intellectual ana-
logues, joy and sorrow, which of themselves
are more powerful than their bodily counter-
parts (Ia Iae, q. 31, aa. 3-5; Ia Ilae, q. 49; Ia
Ilae, q. 35, aa. 2, 7). While delight and pain
are formally contrary to one another, they
may, with respect to different objects, be sim-
ply disparate or even complementary (la Ilae,
q. 35, a.4). The instrumental delights of touch
are most powerful of bodily delights, but the
cognitive delights of sight are superior by as-
sociation with intellectual delight (Ia Ilae, q.
31, a. 6). The delight of contemplation is di-
rectly opposed by no corresponding pain, al-
though the distraction of bodily pain severely
hinders it (Ia ITae, q. 35, a. 5). Delights are
applied as remedies for pains (Ia ITae, g. 33, a.
1). Taken together, these distinctions portray
intense competition for attention between de-
lights and pains, among delights, and among
pains. The moral significance of all passions is
due to their capacity to attract, command, or
absorb the soul’s attention. The principal iras-
cible passions, hope and fear, are particularly
attention-getting (Ia Ilae, q. 40, a. 8; Ia Ilae,
q. 44, a. 4), but the theme of attention is most
prominent in the discussions of delight and
pain.

It is the complexity of human nature, the
multiplicity of powers rooted in its soul’ sin-
gle essence, that makes possible a contest for
attention among objects of different powers:
since one soul can have but one attention,
attraction of attention to an object of one
power involves withdrawal from that of an-
other, so that consideration of what absorbs
much attention is incompatible with consid-
eration of anything else requiring much at-
tention (cf. Ia Ilae, q. 77, a. 1). Accordingly,
because pain, in particular bodily pain, com-
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mands the soul’s attention imperiously, to an
even greater extent than does delight, it inter-
feres with learning and with consideration of
what is already known (Ia llae, q. 37, a. 1).

Pain’ capacity to distract may be countered
by love of learning and of contemplation, but
pain is a powerful natural enemy of intellect.
Pain is felt as a weight on the soul that tends to
immobilize the movements of soul and body
(Ia Ilae, q. 37, a. 2). It also tends to impair
action it accompanies, since one who is pained
by what he does to that extent does it badly,
although pain accompanied by hope of escape
is an incentive to the action of getting rid of it
(Ia ITae, q. 37, a. 3). Delight is to pain as rest is
to weariness: the natural remedy. Aquinas al-
lows that any delight mitigates pain, but par-
ticularly recommends weeping, condolence by
friends, bathing and sleep, and the greatest of
delights, contemplation of truth, which he says
can lessen even bodily pain (la Ilae, q. 38).
Thus pain hinders learning and contempla-
tion, and contemplation alleviates pain. The
treatise’s most far-reaching conclusion con-
cerning the passions seems to be that intellec-
tual knowledge is at odds with pain, but at its
highest coincides with the greatest delight.

When it supervenes on another operation,
the operation of delight perfects by adding to
the good of the other operation the complet-
ing good of appetite’s natural repose. Delight
also perfects operation indirectly inasmuch as
one who delights in what is done gives it an
attention and care that help in doing it well
(Ia Ilae, q. 33, a. 4). Hence, delight in an act
of reasoning is no impediment; rather, it is a
help to the reasoning, although bodily delight
may hinder the use of reason by distracting
the soul’s attention, by opposing the measure
of reason through excess, or by incapacitating
reason (la Ilae, q. 33, a. 3).

The doctrine that delight as such is morally
evil is doubly wrong: it is based on the errone-
ous assumption that all delights are bodily;
further, it is rhetorically self-defeating, since
no one can live without bodily pleasures, and
when they who teach the doctrine are discov-
ered taking such pleasure their hearers will be
more impressed by what they do than what
they say. Delight may be good or evil, depend-
ing on whether it is taken in what is in keeping
with reason, and whether it accompanies right
action (Ia Ilae, q. 34, a. 1). In fact, the measure

of moral goodness is the delight ones will
takes in right action (Ia Ilae, q. 34, a. 4). The
Epicurean view that delight as such is good
fails to distinguish between what is of itself
good and what is good “to” someone: if the
latter is merely a qualified good on the as-
sumption of a diseased condition, or an ap-
pearance of good based on misjudgment of
what is suitable, then the delight is not, simply
speaking, good, nor even, simply speaking,
delight (Ia ITae, q. 34, a. 2).

Of itself, as the troubling of appetite by a
present evil that interferes with its repose in a
good, pain is an evil. But on the supposition
that something painful is present, pain is good,
for its absence would imply failure either to
recognize the presence of the painful or to see
and resist it as repugnant. In the case of bodily
pain, this recognition and resistance are evi-
dence of a healthy nature (Ia Ilae, q. 39, a. 1); in
the case of interior pain (sadness or SOrrow),
perception of evil based on right judgment of
reason and resistance to it based on a well-dis-
posed will make of sorrow a noble good (Ia
Ilae, q. 39, a. 2). Sorrow can also be a useful
good, not in its mere opposition to a present
evil, butin its further impulse to avoid evils that
ought to be avoided, notably sin and its occa-
sions: by taking these as not only evil but also
painful, sorrow usefully doubles the motive for
avoiding them (la ITae, q. 39, a. 3). This allu-
sion to a useful sorrow for sin in general antici-
pates the discussion in the Tertia pars of repen-
tance, the sorrow for past sins that is a virtue
and a sacrament (II1a, q. 84, a. 1; ITa, q. 85).

1o the extent that they involve recognition
of and reaction to their respective objects, de-
light and pain operate symmetrically. To the
extent that their recognition is accurate and
their reaction appropriate, delight and pain are
both good. No pain or sorrow, then, can be the
greatest human evil. Sorrow for what appears
evil but is, in fact, good is a lesser evil than
would be loss of that good; sorrow for what is
truly evil at least retains the goods of right
judgment and right reaction (Ia Ilae, q. 39, a.
4). On the other hand, there is a delight that is
the greatest human good, namely the intellec-
tual enjoyment of God, which is the rational
creature’s happiness. The immediate relevance
of the treatise on the passions to sacra doctrina
concerns the moral need to have what are
properly speaking passions moderated by rea-
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son. But the treatise’s wider significance lies in
its remarks on “passions” of will and their in-
volvement in the Christian divine comedy of
sorrowful repentance leading to joyous vision.

Aquinas states that Plato steered a middle

" course between Stoics and Epicureans, hold-

ing that some delights are good and some bad,
but also that none is the best good. This last

point, Aquinas argues, was based on two er-

rors. Plato thought that delight as such results
from the imperfect actualities of coming-to-be
and movement, and so cannot be an ultimate
perfection. This clearly is true of bodily but
not of intellectual delight, which accompanies
not only the coming into being of knowledge
in wonder and learning, but also contempla-
tion of what is already known. Furthermore,
Plato took as best the highest good simply
speaking, an abstracted and unparticipated
“good itself” comparable to the creator God.
But, Aquinas says in an echo of Aristotle’ re-
sponse to this “good itself,” we are speaking of
what is best in human things. What is best for
a thing is its ultimate end. But since “its end”
may mean either what it desires to have or the
very having (usus), the “ultimate end” may re-
fer to God Himself, the highest good simply
speaking, or to enjoyment of God, a delight
that can be called “the best of human goods”
(IaIlae, q. 34, a. 3). Having already established
that enjoyment of God consists in an act of
contemplation (Ta Ilae, q. 3, a. 8), Aquinas
leaves it to the reader to bring together his two
arguments against Plato. Although the enjoy-
ment of contemplating the first cause is not a
passion in the proper sense, it is the thematic
high point of the discussion of delight, as well
as of the entire treatise on the passions.

The refutation of Plato has an interesting
genealogy. On one hand it introduces into the
analysis of passion a topic that The Book of
Sentences, as well as the tradition of Sentences
commentaries, including that of Aquinas him-
self, had reserved for the very end of their
survey of Christian doctrine, namely the re-
wards and punishment following the last judg-
ment.?2 On the other hand, it is a response to
doctrines from Platos Republic and Philebus
mediated and corrected by the Nicomachean
Ethics.?® Here, as elsewhere, Aquinas turns to
this Aristotelian text to give expression to the
Christian teaching that our last end, that is,
the intellectual vision of the greatest good, is

also our greatest delight.?* In analogous ways,
then, the delightful, itself an analogous subdi-
vision of the good, is presented by the treatise
on the passions as the goal both of passion and
of human life as a whole
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