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182 -HE SUMMA THEOLOGICA Q.16.Arr.8

But tue truih of the divine intellect is that according to
which natural things are said to be true, and this is altogether
Immutable.

Reply Obj. 1. Augustine is speaking of divine truth.

Reply Obj. 2. The true and being are convertible terms,
Hence, Just as being is noi generated nor corrupted of itself
but accidentally, in so far as this being or that is corrupted’
or generated, as is said in Physics 1.,3! so does truth change,
not so as that no truth remains, but because that particular
truth does not remain which existed previously.

Reply 0bj. 3. A proposition not only has fruth, as other
things are said to have it, namely, in so far as they corre-
spond to that which is the design of the divine intellect con-
cerning them, but it is said to have truth in a special way, in
30 far as it indicates the truth of the intellect, which consists
w the conformity of the intellect with a thing. When this
disappears, the truth of an opinion changes, and conse-
quently the truth of the proposition. So therefore this propo-
sition, Socrates sits, is true, as long as he is sitting, both with
the truth of the thing, in so far as the expression is significa-
tive, and with the truth of signification, in so far as it signi-
fies a true opinion. When Socrates rises, the first truth re-
mains, but the second is changed. ' -

Reply Obj. 4. The sitting of Socrates, which is the cause
of the truth of the proposition, Socrates sits, has not the
same status when Socrates sits, after he sits, and before he
sits, Hence the truth which results varies, and is variously
signified by these propositions concerning present, past, or
future. Thus it does not follow, though one of the three
proposttions 1s true, that the same truth remains invariable,

* Ardstotle. Phys, Y, B {191h 17).

e

. For Augustine says, If the frue is that

Question XVIT

CONCERNING FALSITY

(In Four Articles)

WE NEXT consider falsity. About this, four points of inquiry
arise: (1) Whether falsity exists in things? (2) Whether it
exists in the sense? (3) Whether it exists in the intellect?
(1) Concerning the opposition of the true and the false.

First Article -
WHETHER .FALSITY EXISTS IN THINGS?

We proceed thus to the }}71 frn} :%r:ttidé:——- ¢ exist in things.
jecti . ears that falsity does not exist 1 :
Vo7 s e o / whick is, it wil be
concluded that the false exists nowhere; whatever reason

may appear to the contrary? . "

gbj.Pg. Further, false is derived from follere [to deceive].
But things do not deceive; for, as Augustine says, they show
nothing but their own species.® Therefore the false is not
found in things. . L.

0bj. 3- Further, the true is said to exist in things b); con-
formity to the divine intellect, as was stated above. Buj
everything, in so far as it exist's, imitates Gpd. Therefore
everything is true without admixture of falsity; and thus
nothing is false. .

On the contrary, Augustine says: Every body is a true
body and a falsc unity: for it imitates unity without being
unity.# But everything imitates the divine unity, yet falls
short of it. Therefore in all things falsity exists. g

I answer that, Since true and false are ppposed, and since
opposites stand in relation to the same thing, we must nee@s
seek falsity where primarily we find truth, that is to say, In
the intellect. Now, in tnings, neither truth nor falsity exists,
except in relation to the intellect. And since every thing is
denominated absolutely by what belongs to 1t gssentfally, but
is denominated relatively by what belongs to it accidentally,
a thing may be called false absolutely when compared with

Y Solil, 11, 8 (PL 12, 8g2).  *De Vera Relig, XXXVI (PL 34,
152). Q. 16,a.31. *De Vera Relig., XXXIV ('PL 34. 150}
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184 THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA Q. 17. Arr,y

the intellect. on which it depends, and to which it s relateq
essentially; but it may be called false relatively as ordered
to another intellect, to which it is related accidentally,
Now natural things depend on the divine intellect, as arti-
ficial things on the human. Therefore, artificial things are
said to be false ahsolutely and in themselves, in so far as
they fall short of the form of the art; whence a craftsman is
said to produce a false work, if it falls short of the proper
operation of his art, In things that depend on God, falseness
tannot be found, in so far as they are compared with the
divine intellect; since whatever takes place in things pro-
ceeds from the ordinance of that intellect, unless perhaps in
the case of voluntary agents only, who have it in their power
to withdraw themselves from what is so ordained ; wherein
consists the evil of sin, Thus sins themselves are called un-
truths and lies in the Scriptures, according to the words of
the text, Why do you love vanity, and seek after lyingt
(Ps. iv. 3); as on the other hand Virtuous deeds are called
the fruth of life as being obedient to the order of the divine
Intellect, Thus it is said, Ife that dotk truth, cometh to the
fight (Jo. iii, 21).
But in relation to our intellect, natural things, which are
tompared thereto accidentally, can he called false, not ab-
solutely, but relatively; and that in two ways, In one way,
according to the thing signified, and thus 2 thing is said to
be false which is signified or represented by false speech or
thought. In this manner, anything can be said to be false
as regards any quality not possessed by it as if we should
g2y that a diameter is a false commensurable thing, as the
Philosopher says.® So, too, Augustine says: The tragedian is
e false Hector® So, too, on the contrary, anything can be
called true, in regard to that which belongs to it. In another
way, a thing can be called false, by way of cause—and thus
a thing is said to be false that naturally begets a false opin-
fon, And because it is innate in us to judge of things by ex-
ternal appearances, since our knowledge takes jts rise from
sense, which principally and essentially deals with external
accidents, therefore those external accidents which resemble
things other than themselves are said to be false with re-
spect to those things; thus pall is false honey, and tin, false

$3fetaph, IV,_ 19 (rozb 19).  *Soiil., II, 10 (PL 32, 8ga).
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ilv i is, Augustine says: We call those things
?;l;:ir.lhRa::g:;gégg ttclJ] l(:ujlr apgprehensiun like the true;? and tlt}e'
PhEIosopher says: Things are called false that ;rre natura :J’
apl to appeer such as they are not, ar_whqt t.myf t;r: :0i1;-
In this sense a man is called false as dehghtmg ll';l a 5 foI: o
ions ot words, and not because he can invent th en;, for In
that way many wiseﬂ ;nd l}carnﬂcd persons might be

i in Melaph, v, - oo
falfépg%;}?tfl 1{ thing (ﬁ}mpared with the mt_ellect is sa:d
{o be true in respect to what it is, and false 1:1;::5}:}&:!.“rJ :J
what it is not. Hence, The true tragedian is o fa Jeth ctc or ;
as stated in Selilag. ii.1° As, t[}erefnre., in }hmg‘sh ta ot
there is found a cerfain nm}-lf)eing, 5(31 in things that ar

in character of falseness, .

muﬁﬁpg %Et;a"; ":I'hings do not deceive by their own natll.lée,
tut by accident. Yor they give occasion to falsity by tthe ike-
ness they bear to things which they actually are not, -

Reply Obj. 3. Things are said to be false, not as compared -

with the divine intellect, in which case they would l:]e ft?nl:e
absolutely, but as compared with our inteltect ; and thus they
are false only relatively, . ‘

To the arg{lment which is urged on the contrary: zl:i def(:{e:-
tive likeness or representation does not qulve thef ;:] arac_n:
of falsity except in so far as it gives occasion to : se opi i‘
‘on. Hence a thing is not always said to be false ec‘:ause :
resembles another thing, but only when the resen:b'ansc': ml.-':
such as naturally to produce a false opinion, not in
cases, but in general.

Secend Article
WHETHER THERE 15 FALSITY IN THE SENSES?

We proceed thus to the Second Ar_ticte:-'- |

Objfcﬁon 1. It seems that falsity is net in the sene}es. Fo
Augustine says: If all the bodily senses report as they art
afiected, 1 do not know what more we can require Jrom
thesn 1 Thus it seems that we are not deceived by the senses
Therefore falsity is not in them.

i 2). k, IV, 29 {1024b 21}

"0p. i, 11, 6 (PL 33, 83g).  °Metaph, TV, )

'Ib:'d:.’ (::sta ). ”Soh‘l’., I1, 10 (PL 32, 893). De Vern Relif,
XXXIT (PL 34, 149)-
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240 ' THE SUMMA THEOLOGICA Q 13. A, ,
eternal from the state of misery or not, Although it may be said that every
conferring of good above that which is due pertains to mercy; as was showy,
previously,8

Reply Obj. 4. Even if by a special privilege their predestination were re.
vealed to some, it is not fitting that it should be revealed to everyone; be.

cause, if so, those who were not predestined would despair; and security
would beget negligence in the predestined.

Second Article

WHETHER PREDESTINATION FLACES ANYTHING IN THE
PREDESTINED?

We proceed thus to the Second Article:—
Objection 1. It seems that predestination does place something in the pre-
destined. For every action of itsclf causes. passion. If therefore predestina.

_tion is action in Ged, predestination must be passion in the predestined.

0bj. 2. Further, Origen says on the text, He who was predestined, etc,
(Rom. 1. 4): Predestination is of one who is not ; destination, of onewhoist
And Augustine says: 1What is predestination but the destination o f one who
is7 1% Therefore predestination is only of one who actually exists; and it thus
places something in the predestined. '

0bj. 3. Further, preparation is something in the thing prepared. But pre-
destination is the preparation of God’s benefits, as Augustine says.?* There-
fore predestination is sonmething in the predestined,

0bj. 4. Further, nothing tempora! enters into the definition of eternity.
But grace, which is something temporal, is found in the d2finition of pre-
destination. For predestination is the preparation of grace in the present,
and of glory in the future.” Therefore predestination is not anything cternal.
So it must needs be that it is in the predestined, and not in God; for what-
ever is in God is eternal, i

Ou the contrary, Augustine says that predestination is the foreknowledge
of God’s benefits.)® But foreknowledge is not in the things foreknown, but in
the person who foreknows them, Therefore, predestination is in the one who
predestines, and not in the predestined.

1 answer thaet, Predestination is not anything in the predestined, but only
in the person wha predestines. We have said above that predestination is 2
part of providence. Now providence is not anything in the things provided
for, but isan exemplar in the mind of the provider, as was proved above ! But
the execution of providence, which is called government, is in a passive way
in the thing governed, and in an active way in the governor. Whence it is

*Q.21,a 3,ad 25 2.4 *In Rom., T (PG 14, 849). ™ D¢ Divers, Quaest, ad

Simplic,, T, 2 (PL 40, 114}.  *CI. De Dono Persev, XIV (PL 43, 1ong). €L

Peter Lombard, Sent., I, x1, 2 (I, 2151),  ®*De Done Persev,, XIV (PL 45, 1014)
H
Q.22,a, 1. :
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+..qr that predestination is a kind of exemp]z;r.of the‘ ordering of some persons
o rds eternal salvation, existing in the divine mind. The execution, how-
- " of this order is in a passive way in the predestined, but actively in God.
ﬂ::-.’ewcutirm of predestination is calling and magnification; according to
Ts,“. .\];ostle (Rom. viii, 30): Whom He predestinated, 'thc:.u He also called;
I.':.;":;-L-om Ile called, them He also mognified [Vulg., justified).
¢ 'Rt‘ ply Obj. 1. Actions passing out to external‘ matter of t.herfmelves jrigi
Jce passion—Tfor example, the actions of warming and cutting; bu? not so
.-ﬂuns remaining in the agent, as understanding and willing, as was sald
i“w\‘f-‘»"—‘ Predestination is an action of t!fis latter {:]ass. T'herefore, it does
¢t put anything in the predestined. But its execution, which passes out to
cternal things, posits an effect in t.hern. o

Reply 0bj. 2. Destination sometimes denotes a real mission of someone to
1 viven end; thus, destination can be said onl'y gf somecne actually existing.
[t is 1zken, however, in another sense fora mission whx.ch a person conceives
i+ the mind; and in this manner we are said .to.dest.me a thing which we
{:mly resolve in our mind. In this latter way it is 'sald that Elf':azar deler-
wincd not o do any wlawful things for the leve of life (2 31.'ac. vi. 20). Thus
&tination can be of a thing which does not exist. Predest!natlon, howe\:er,
v reason of the antecedent nature it implies, can be attributed te a thing
which does not actually exist, however its destina.tinn_may be understqod.

Reply 0Bj. 3. Preparation is twofold: of the patient in respect to passion,
sxd this #s in the thing prepared; and of the agent, to action, and t.hls is in
the azent. Such a preparation is predestinatior}, in sofar asan agentis said to
peepare itself by intellect to act, according as it preconceives the idea of w}.mt
i< t be done, Thus, God from all eternity prepared t13e work of salvation
t.y predestination, in conceiving the idea of the di;:?cllun of some towards
salvation, ' » o

Reply Obj. 4. Grace does not come into the definition of pre@esu‘nau‘on,
as sumething belonging to its essence, but inasmuch as Predes_tmatmn im-
 Yies a relation to grace, as of cause to effect, and of act to its object. Whence
it dogs not follow that predestination is anything temporal.

Third Article
WHETHER COD REPROBATES ANY MANT

We proceed thus to the Third Article:— )
Objection 1. Tt seems that God reprobates no man. For nobody reprobates
what he loves. But God loves every man, according to the words (Wu.. xi.
1302 Thou lovest ofl things that are, and Thou hatest none of the things
, Thou hast made, Therefore God reprobates no man, .

"Q.14,2. 2; q. 18,8 3,8d 1,
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0bj. 2, Further, if God reprobates any man, it would be necessary for
reprobalion to have the same relation to the reprobate as predestination hag
to the predestined. But predestination is the cause of the salvation of (he
predestined. Therefore reprobation will likewise be the cause of the loss of
the reprobate, But this is false. For it is said (Osee xiil. ¢): Destruction iy
thy oun, O Isracl; Thy help is only in Me. God does not, then, reprobate
any marn.

0bj. 3. Further, to no one ought anything to be 1mputed which he cannot
avoid. But if God reprobates anyone, that one must perish, For it is said
(Eccles.vil. t4): Consider the works of God, that no man can correct whom
He hath despiscd. Therefore it could not be imputed to any man, were he to
perish. But this is faise, Therelore God does not reprobate anyone.

On the contrary, It is said (Mafack i.2,3): 1 have loved Jacob, but have
hated Esan,

I answer that, God does rcprobate some persons, For it was said above
that predestination is a part of providence. To providence, however, it be-
longs to permit certain defects in those things which are subject to provi-
dence, as was said above.'® Thus, as men arc ordained to eternal Jife through
the providence of God, it likewise is part of that providence to permit some
to fall away from that end; this is called reprobation. Thus, as predestination
is a patt of providence, in regard to those divinely ordained to eternal salva-
tion, so reprabation is a part of providence in regard to those who turn aside
from that end. Hence reprobation implies not only foreknowledge, but also
something more, as does providence, as was said above.l? Therefore, as pre-
destination includes the will to confer grace and glory, so also reprobatmn
includes the will to permit a person to fall into sin, and to impose the punish-
ment of damnation hecause of that sin,

Reply 0b). 1. God loves all men and all creatures, inasmuch as He wishes
them all some good; but He does not wish every good to them all, So far,
therefore, as He does not wish for some this particular good—namely, eter-
na} life—Hoe is =aid to hate or reprobate them:

Reply Obj. 2. Reprobation differs in its causality from predestination.
‘This latler is the cause both of what is expected in the future life by the

_ predestined—namely, glory-—-and of what is received in this life—namely,

grace. Reprobation, however, is not the cause of what is in the: present—
namely, sin; hut it is the cavse of abandonment by God. It is the cause, how-
ever, of what is assigned in the future—namely, eternal punishment. But
guilt praceeds from the free choice of the person who is reprobated and de-
serted ly grace. In this way the word of the prophet is true—namely, De-
struction is thy own, O Israel,

Replv Obj. 3. Reprobation by God does not take anything away from the
power ol the person reprobated. Hence, when it s said that the reprobated
cannot obtain grace, this must not be understood as implying absolute im-

“Q, 222 zad2 TQom, 8 1ad 3
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posslbl]]ty, but only conditional impossibility; just as it was said above
that the predestined must necessarily be saved, yet by a conditional neces-
sity, which does not do away with the Ilberty of choice.’® Whence, although
anyone reprobated by God cannot acquire grace, nevertheless, thal he falls
into this or that particular sin comes from the use of his free desire, Hence
it is rightly imputed to him as guilt,

Fourth Article
WHETHER THE PREDESTINED ARE ELECTED BY GOD?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article:—

Objection 1, It seems that the predestined are not elected by God. For
Dionysius says that as the corporeal sun sends his rays upon all without
cclection, so does God His goodness,'® But the goodness of God is communi-
cated to some in an especial manner through a participation of grace and
tlory. Therefore God communicates His grace and glory without election;
and this belongs to predestination,

0bj. 2. Further, election is of things that exist. But predestination from
all eternity is also of things which do not exist. Therefore, some are predes-
tined without election. '

Obj. 3. Further, election implies some discrimination. Now God wills all
men fo be saved (r Tim. i, 4) . Therefore predestination, which drdains men
lowards eternal salvation, is without election,

On the contrary, It is said (Ephes. i, 4): He chose us in Him before the
foundation of the world.

I answer that, Predestination logically presupposes election; and election
presupposes Iove The reason for this is that predestination, as was stated
above, is a part of providence. Now providence, as also prudence, is the plan
existing in the intellect directing the ordering of some things towards an
end; as was proved above.?® But nothing is directed towards an end unless
{he will for that end already exists, Whence the predestination of some to
sternal salvation logically presuppases that God wills their salvation; and
to this belong both election and love:—love, inasmuch as He wills them this
particular good of eternal salvation; since to love is to wish well to anyone,
as was stated above:*'—election, inasmuch as He wills this good to some in
preference to others; since He reprobates some, as was stated above. Elec-
tion and love, however, are diversely ordered in God, and in ourselves: be-
cause in us the will in Joving does not cause good, but we are incited to love
by a good which already exists; and therefore we choose someone to love,
and so election in us precedes love, In God, however, it is the reverse, For
His will, by which in loving He wishes good to someone, is the cause of that

"Q 19,a.3.  ¥DeDiv.Nom IV 1 (PG 3,693). *Q.23,a.1. ®Q.20,a2
and 3, ’
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their creation they knew the Word, and things in the Word. Bu ..,
beatitude of the angels comes of seeing the Word. Consequently the 4 .. .
were in beatitude straightway from the very beginning of their cre,e,

On the contraty, To be established or confirmed in the good is o/ ...
nature of beatitude. But the angels were not confirmed in the good as .., .
as they were created, The fall of some of them shows this. Therefor .

~ angels were not in beatitude from their creation.

[ answer that, By the name of beatitude is undetstood the ultimate ;.-
fection of the rational or of the intellectual nature; and hence it is th: - .
naturally desired, since everything naturally desires its ultimate perivc. -
Now there is a twolold ultimate perfection of the rational or intell: ..
nature. The first is one which it can procure of its own natural power: .-
this is in a measure called beatitude or happiness. Hence Aristatle . .
that man’s ultimate happiness consists in the most perfect contemypl.e. -
by which the highest intelligible, God, can be contemplated in this L~
Above this happiness there is still another, to which we look forwa! -
the future, whereby we shall sec God as He is {1 Johu iii, 2). This i+ '~
yond the nature of every created intellect, as was shown above."

So we must say that, as regards the first beatitude, which the ar.
could procure by his natural power, he was created blessed, Far the o
does not acquire such beatitude by any discursive motion, as man « -
but, as was observed above, is straightway in possession of it, owinz -
his natural dignity” But the angels did not have from the bheginnis:
their creation that ultimate beatitude which is beyond the power of nat
For such beatitude is no part of their nature, but its end; and v+
quently they ought not to have it immediately from the beginning.

Reply Obj, 1. Beatitude is there taken for that natural perfection .
the angel had in the state of innocence, _

Reply 0bj. 2. The corporeal creature instantly in the beginning of o
creation could not have the perfection to which it is brought by fts opee
tion; and so, according to Augustine, the growing of plants from >
earth did not take place at once among the fist works, in which only *
germinating power of the plants was placed in the earth.S In the same® -
the angelic creature had the perfection of its nature in the beginning +
creation; but it did not have the perfection to which it had to come lg
operation.

Reply Obj. 3. The angel has a twofold knowledge of the Word. *™
which is natural, the other from glory. By his natural knowledge he k- ¥
the Word through His likeness shining in his nature; and by his }-’1"-1"’
edge of glory he knows the Word through His essence. By both ki
knowledge the angel knows things in the Word; imperfectly by his nat-

Spth, X, 7 (1177212) ;8 (1178b23).  *Qna.4. Q5823 "Delr
od Litt, V, 4; 5 (PL 34, 324; 328). :
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{wwledge, and perfectly by his knowledge of gl

R glory. Therefore the fi
l_wx'vledge _Of thmg-s in the Word was present to the angel from the ::Jut;::
[ his creation; while the second was not, but only when the angels became

siesced by turning to the good. And this is properly termed their mormin
(aowledge. §

Second Article

WHETHER AN ANGEL NEEDED GRACE IN ORDER TO
TURN TOQ GOD}?

e pr?ceed thus to the Second Ariicle:—
Objection 1, It would seem that the angel had no need of grace in order
b turn to God. For we have no need of grace for what we can accom-
;‘;'-h n’:;t'urall_y. But the angel naturally turns to God, because he loves God
raturally, as is clear from what has been said.? Therefore the angel did not
snl grace in order to turn to God.
Wi
.t hj. 2, cII*‘.urther, We seem to need help only for difficult tasks. Now it
ml :11;[ a ;lf:ﬁcutlt tasl;] for the angel to turn to God, because there was no
-ticie in him to such turning. Therefore th
er o fum o Steh g re the angel had no need of grace
Whj g i
;::... J f I‘ur.ther, to tu.rn oneself to God is to dispose oneself for grace
“i; :m:s saldd (_Zack. i.3): Tm‘{: ye to Me, and I will turn to you. Bui
A w:ta;gouxlré need of grace in order to prepare ourselves for grace
: go on to infinity, i l
et oo el 8 ity, Therefore the angel did not need
) i
-.1-; l:{il':c cIofntrary, It was by turning to God that the angel reached to
] ”-M fc:Ii £ then, helhad needed no grace in order 1o turn to God, it
' b LEE‘ _that he did not require grace in order to possess everlast'ing
r 's is contrary to the saying of the Apostle {Rom. vi 23): The
: ! of God is life everlasting. ' T
., I::Lt;{r ttka:, The.angels stood in need of grace in order to turn to God
g ljheec (_)“ I_:eatltudtf. Ii'or, as was observed above, the natural move-
i - will is the principle of all that we will."® But the will's natural
. '" lhels q:rected _tuward.s w}!at is in keeping with its nature. There-
o tm'.'a:-f] is anything which is above nature, the will cannot be in.
Tasit s it, unless helped by some other and supernatural principle
menate ﬁreezu-hthat fire has a natural tendency to give forth heat and tc;
4 o fion h’a‘: rt:;e:ls Ié;) generate flesh is beyond the- natural power of fire,
o endency to it, except in so far as it i ed |
’;:-1”.\. by the nutritive soul, P s moved fnstau-
RIS . y
St ;e“ézdsl}own‘ahove, when we were treating of God's knowledge
in His essence, wherein the ultimate beatitude of the ra-.

Q- 60, a. 5. IJQ' 69! a 1.
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tional creature consists, is beyond the nature of every created intellect.!t
Consequently no rational creature can have the movement of the will
directed towards such a beatitude, except it be moved thereto by a super.
natural agent. This is what we call the help of grace. Therefore it must be
said that an angel could not of his own will be turned to such beatitude,
except by the help of grace.

Reply Obj. 1. The angel loves God naturally, so far as God is the
author of his natural being. But here we are speaking of turning to God in
so far as God bestows beatitude by the vision of His essence.

Reply Obj. 2. A thing is dificult which is beyond a power; and this
happens in two ways. First-of all, because it is beyond the natural order
of the power, In this case, if it can be attained by some help, it is said to
be dificult; but if it can in no way be attained, then it is impossible.
“Thus, it is impossible for a man to fly. In another way a thing may be
beyond a power, not according to its natural order, but owing to some
intervening hindrance, Thus, to mount upwards is not contrary lo the
natural order of the motive power of the soul, because the soul, considercd
in itsell, can be moved in any direction; but the soul is hindered from so
doing by the weight of the body. Censequently, it is difficult for a man to
mount upwards. To be turned to his ultimate beatitude, however, is difi-
cult for man both because it is beyond his nature, and because he has a
hindrance from the cotruption of the body and the infection of sin. But it
is difficult for an angel only because it is supernatural.

Reply Obj. 3, Every movement of the will towards God can be termed

- a conversion to God. And so there is a threefold conversion to God. The

first is by the perfect love of God, and belongs to a creature already en-
joying the possession df Gad. For such conversion consummate grace Is
required. The sccond conversion to God is that which merits beatitude;
and for this there is required habitual grace, which is the principle of
merit. The third conversion is that whereby a man disposes himseli s
that he may have grace, For this no habitual grace is required, but the
operation of God, Who draws the soul towards Himself, according to
Lament. v. 21: Convert us, O Lord, to Thee, and we shall be convericd-
Hence it is clear that there is no need to go on to infinity.

.

Third Article

WHETHER THE ANGELS WERE CREATED IN GRACE?

We proceed thus to the Third Article:— .

Objection 1. It would seem that the angels were not created in grace.
For Augustine says that the angelic nature was first made without forn:
and was called keeven, but afterwards received its form, and was then

"0, 12,8, 4
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called Zight.!? But such formation comes from grace. Therefore they were
not created in grace,

0bj. 2. Further, grace turns the rational creature towards God. If,
therefore, the angel had been created in prace, no angel would ever have
turned away from God.

0bj. 3. Further, grace comes midway between nature and glory. But the
angels were not beatified in their creation. Therefore it seems that they
were not created even in grace; but that they were first created in nature
only, then received grace, and finally they were beatified.

On the contrary, Augustine says, Who wronght the good will of the
angels? Who, but He Who created them with His will, that is, with the
pure love wherewith they cling to Him; ab the same time producing their
nature and bestowing grace on them?® '

{ answer that, There are conflicting opinions on this point. Some!! hold
that the angels were created only in a natural state, while others'® main-
tain that they were created in grace. However, it seems more probable,
and more in keeping with the sayings of holy men, that they were created
in sanctifying grace. For we see that all things which were produced by
the work of the divine governmen{ as creatures to come forth in the
course of time under God's activity, were created in the first fashioning
of things according to seedlike forms, as Augustine says.!® Such were trees,
anjmals, and the rest. Now it is evident that sanctifying grace bears the
same relation to beatitude as the seediike form in nature does to the nat-
ural effect; and hence grace is called the sced of God (1 John iii. 9). Just as
therefore, in Augustine’s opinion, it is contended that the scedlike forms oE
all natural effects were implanted in the first creation of corporeal crea-
tures, so, straightway from the beginning, the angels were created in -
grace,

Reply Obj. 1. Such informity in the angels can be understood either by
c?mparison with their formation in glory, and thus the absence of forma-
tion preceded formation by priority of time; or else it can be understood
of f?rrnation according to grace, and thus it did not precede in the order
of time, but in the order of nature. This priority of nature Augustine also
holds with regard to the formation of corporeal things.!”

_ Reply Obj. 2. Every form inclines the subject after the mode of the sub-
Ject’s nature. Now it is the mode of an intellectual nature to be inclined
freely towards the objects it desires. Consequently the movement of grace

"De Genesi od Lit., 11, 8; 1, 35 o3 '
ene. o 1L 8. 1, 35 95 HI, 30 (PL 34, 269; 247; 148; 292), D¢
f‘lff!. Dei, X11, 9 (PL 41, 357). ™ William of Auxerre, Summa Aurim, I, tr. 1, ¢h.
fa({?]. 35rb) ; Alex, of Hales, Summa Theel,, I1, I, no, 100 (IL, 1267 ; 5t. Bonaventure,
! Snl:.t.bd.év, a..l,;.;. (II{r;i‘;i;}. v ¥ 8t. Albert, In I Sent., d. iif, a. 12 (XXVII,
. e Genesi ad Litt,, 3i Vi4; 23 (PL 34, 374; 324: 338). Y Op o
DISSV, § (L vt o gy 3 Vo di 34 374,.3 41 338) 0p. «it,
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ix days must have existed instantly from
eginning of creation. But, according to his
dtton,! in those six davs, “the morning”
he angelic knowledge, according to which
knew tie Word and things in the Word,
Jore straightway from their creation they
the Word, and thines in the Word, But
Appiness of the angels comes of seeing the
. Consequently the angels were happy at
fram the very beginning of their creation.
the contrary, To be estabtished or con-
1 in good is of the nature of Happiness,
he angels were not confirmed in goed as
as they were created; the fall of some of
shows this. Therefore the angels were not
+ from their creation,
nswer thet, By the name of Happiness
itude) is understood the ultimate perfec-
of rational or of intellectual nature: and
it is-that it is naturally desired, since
:hing naturally desires its ultimate perfec-
Yow there isa twofold ultimate perfection
‘onal or of intellectual nature. The first is
aich it can procure of itsownnatural power,
iis is in a measure called beatitude or hap-
. Hence Aristotle savs® that man's ulti-
appiness consists in the most perfect con-
wion, by which in this life he can contem-
e highest intelligible object; and that is
\bove this happiness there is stil! another,
we look forward to in the future, whereby
il see God as He is {1 John, 3. 2). This
and the nature of every created intellect,
shown above (Q. Xit, 4. 4).
then, it remains to be said, that, as regards
-5t happiness, which the angel could pro-
w his naturai power, he was created al-
happy. Because the angel does not ac-
such happiness by any discursive motion,
a does, but, as was observed above (.

Y A, 4}, is straightway in possession of it,

to his natural dignity. But the angels did
ve from the beginning of their creation
& Itimate Flappiness which is beyond the

1 of nature, hecause such Happiness is no
4 their vature, but its end; and conse-
v they ought net to have it immediately
e bepinning,

U {y Obj. 1. Happiness is there taken for

wural perfection which the angel had in
tc of fnnocence,

fy Obj. 2. The corpareal creature instant.
ie beginning of its creation could not h:wc_
fection to which it is brought by its oper-

tv, 22 (PL 34, 312).
i3, X, 1, B Lyt rapehag).

ation. Conscquently, according to Augustine
(Gen..ad bt v, 4, 5).} the growing of planyg
from the earth did not take place at once among
the first works, in which only the germinating
power of the plants was bestowed upon the
earth. In the same way, the angelic creature iy
the beginning of its creation had the perfecting
of its nature, but it did not have the perfection
te which it had to come by its operation.

Reply Obj. 3. The anget has a twofeld konawl.
edge of the Werd: the one which is naturaf,
and the other according to glory. He has a nawy.
ral knowledge whereby he knows the Wory
through a likeness of it shiring in his nxture,
and he has a knowledge of glory whereby he
knows the Word through His essence. By both
kinds of knowledge the angel knows things in
the Word, imperfectly by his naturab knowl.
edge, and perfectly by his knowledge of glory.
Therefore the first knowledge of things in the
Ward was present to the angel from the outset
of his creation, while the second was not, but
only when the angels became blessed by turning
to the good. And this is propetly termed their
morning knowledge, :

ArTicLe 2. Whether an Augel Needs Grace in
Order To Turn to God? '

We proceed thus to the Second Article: 1t

would seem that the ange! bad no need of grace
in order to furn to God,
- Obyjection 1. For, we have no need of grace
for what we can accomplish naturally. But the
angel naturally wrns to God, hecause he loves
God naturalty, as is clear from what has been
said (¢ X, &. 5). Thercfore an angel did not
need grace in order to turn to God.

Obj. 2. Further, it seems that we need help
only for difficult tasks, Now it was not a diffr
cuit task for the angel to turn to God, because
there was no obstacle in him to such turning.
Therefore the zngel had no need of grace in
order to turn to God.

Obj. 3. Further, to turn oneself to God is to
dispose onesell for grace; hence it is said {Zach.
1. 3): Turn ye te Me, and 1 will turn to you.
But we do not stand in need of grace in order
ta prepare ourselves for grace, for thus we
should go on to infinity. Therefore the ange!
did not need grace to turn to God.

On the contrary, It was by turning to God
that the angel reached to Happiness. If, then.
he had needed no grace in arder to turn to God.
it would follow that he did not require grace in
order to possess everlasting life, But this is con-

LPL 34, 324, 338
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trary to the saying of the Apostle (Rom. 6. 23):
The grace of God is life everlasting.

I answer that, The angels stood in need of
grace in order to turn to God, as the object of
Happiness. For, as was observed abave {g. vx,
A 2), the matural movement of the will is the
principle of all things that we will. But the
will's natural inclination is directed towards
what is in keeping with its nature. Therefare, if
there is anything which i5 above natuse. the will
cannot be inclined towards it, unless helped by
same other supernatural principle. Thus it is
dear that fire has a natural tendency to give
forth heat, and to generate fire; but to generate
fiesh is beyond the natural power of fire, and
consequently, fire has no tendency to this, ex-
tept in so far as it is moved instrumentally by
the nutritive soul,

Now it was shown above {q, XII, A, 4), when
we were treating of God's knowledge, that te
see God in His essence, in which the ultimate
Happiness of the rational creature consists, is
bevond the nature of every created intellect.
Consequently no rational creature can have the
movement of the will directed towards such
Happiness unless it is moved through a super-
natural agent. This is what we call the help of
.grace. Thetefore it must be said that an ange!
could not of his own will be turned to such
Happiness, except by the help of grace,

Reply Obj. 1. The angel loves God naturally,
50 far as God is the author of his natural being.
Bul here we are speaking of turning to God, so
far as God bestows Happiness by the vision of
His essence.

Reply Obj, 2. A thing is difficult which is be-
yond a power; and this happens in two ways,
First of all, because it is beyond the natural ca-
pacity of the power. And then, if it can be at-
tained by some help, it is said to be difficult,
but if it can in no way be atlained, then it is
impossible; thus it is impossible for a man to
fi. In another way a thing may be beyond the
power, not according to the natural orderof such
Power, but owing to some added hindrance; as
te mount upwards is not contrary to the natural
order of the moving power of the soul, because
the soul, considered in itsetf, can be maved in
any direction, but is hindered from so doing by
the weight of the body; consequently it is ditfi-
culk for a man to mouat upwaeds. To be turned
1o his ulMimate Happiness is difficult for man
both because it is heyond his macure. and be-
€ause he has a hindrance from the corruption of
the body and the infection of sin, But it is diffi-

cult for an angel only because it is supernatural,
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Reply 0b). 3. Every movement of the will to-
wards God can be termed a conversion to God,
And s there is a threefold turning te God. The
first is by the perfect love of God; this belongs
te the creatuse enjoying the possession of God,
and for such conversion, perfrcting grace is re.
quircd. The next turning to God is thal which
merits Happiness; and for this there is required
habitual grace, which is the principle of merit,
The third turning to God is that wherehy 2 1man
dizpos=s himself so that he may have grace; for
this no habitual grace is required, but the upera.
tion of God, Who draws the sou} towards Him.
self, according to Lament. 5. 21: Convere us,
Q Lord, to Thee, and we shull be comverivd.
Hence it is clear that there is no need to go on
to infinity,

ARTICLE 3. IWhether the Angels Were Created
in Grace?

We proceed thus to the Third Article: 1t
'_wou[d seemn that the angels were not created
in grace.

Objection 1. For Augustine says (Gen. ad lit,
ii. 8)' that the angelic nature was frst made

without form, and was catled heaven; but after- .

wards it teceived its form, and was then called
light. But such formation comes from grace.
Therefnre they were not created in grace.

0bj. 2. Further, grace turns the rational crea.
ture towards God. 1f, therefore, the angel had
been created in grace, no angel would ever have
turned away from God,

0bj. 3. Further, grace comes midway between
nature and glory. But the angels were not made
blessed in their creation. Therefore it seemns
that they were not created in grace, but that
they were first created in nature only, and then
received grace, and that last of all they were
made blessed,

On the contrary, Augustine says? “Who
wrought the good will of the angels* Who. save
Him Who created them with His will. that is,
with the pure love wherewith they cling 10 Him,
at the same time building up their nature and
bestowing grace on them?”

I answer that, Although there are conflicting
opinions on this poinl, some holding that the
angels were created only in a patural stare?

IPL 55 260; also, 1,30 0 (247, 2180 1, 201 £2p2),

Wity of Gud, xn, g (ML av, 5370, :

IWilliam of Mixeree, Summa burea, 11, 1, 1 ol 2z
Alexandee of Habes, Summa Theof,, =11, n 100 IOR 1,

120): Ronaventure] P Seat. i d. v, A oo L {QR 1,
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to be imperfect in a ruler to govern by means of'othm:s; and thus an earthly
king, by reason of not being able to do everything himself, and because he
cannot he everywhere at the same time, requires to govern by means of
ministers, Therefore God governs all things immediately. .

Ou the contrary, Augustine says: As the lower and grosser bodies arc
ruled in a certain orderly way by bodies of greater subtlety and power, so
all bodies arc ruled by the rational spirit of life; a:ud the sin].nl aftc{ wnfuith-
ful spirit is ruled by the good and, just spirit of life, and this spirit by God
Himsel{*" '

I answer that, In government there are two things to be cqusn'dered: the
nature of government, which is providence itself; and the execution o.f gov-
ernment. As to the nature of government, God governs all things imme-
diately; whereas in its execution, He governs some things by means of
others, _

The reason for this is that, since God is the very essence of goodnf*ss,
everything must be attributed to God in its highest degree qf goodness. Now
the highest degree of goodness in any practica-l orfler, f unction o _knc_)\\:ledgc

(and such is the nature of government) consists in knowing the }l’l‘(ll\'l‘tllltﬂs
within whose domain the action takes place. Thus, the best physician is not
the one who gives his attention only to general principles, but who can con-
sider the least details; and so on in other things, Therefore we must say
that God possesses, in its very essence, the government of all things, even of

ery least, .
th‘;?.:lt gince things which are governed should be brou_ght to perfection by
government, this government will be so much the _be_tter in the degree tlj;lt the
things governed are brought to perfection. Now it isa greater perfection f’or
a thing to be good in itself and also the cause of goodpcss in others, th'.xjn‘
only to be good in itself, Therefore God so governs thmg5. that He maL;f
some of them to be causes of others in government; as in the case of a
teacher, who not only imparts knowledge to his pupils, but also makes some

f them to be the teachers of others. .
° geply 0b;. 1. Plato’s opinion is to be rejected, because he held that Gﬂ.l
did not govern all things immediately, even as concerns the nature of‘;};]?\};
ernment; and this is clear from th{}z] fact that he divided providence, whic
is the nature of government, into three parts. _

Reply Obj. 2.% God governed alone, things would be deprived of the pti;
fection of causality. Therefore all that is effected by many would not

mplished by one, . .
ac‘;[i)cpl?y 0bj. 3).; That an earthly king should have mini::;ters_ to ex-erI:JufE 111“:
laws is a sign not only of his imperfection, l?ut also of.hls dignity; .t:ita c.c
from the array of ministers the kingly power is brought inte greater evigence.

® De Trin, 111, 2 (PL 42, 873).
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Seventh Article

WHETHER ANYTHING CAN HAPPEN OUISIDE THE ORDER OF
' THE DIVINE GOVERNMENT?

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article:—

Objection 1. It would seem possible that something may occur outside the
order of the divine government. For Boethius says that God disposes all by
good ¥ Therefore, if nothing happens outside the order of the divine govern-
ment, it would follow that no evil exists.

0bj. 2. Further, nothing that is in accordance with the pre-ordination of
a ruler occurs by chance. Therefore, if nothing occurs outside the order of
the divine government, it follows that there is nothing fortuitous and by
chance,

0b}. 3. Further, the order of divine providence is certain and unchange-
able, because it is in accord with an eternal design. Therefore, if nothing
happens outside the order of the divine government, it follows that all things
happen by necessity, and nothing is contingent: which is false. Therefore it
is possible for something to occur outside the order of the divine govern-
ment.

On the contrary, It is written (Esth, xiii. 9): O Lord, Lord, almighty
King,all things gre in Thy power, and there is none that can resist Thy will,

1 answer that, 1t is possible for an effect to happen outside the order of
some particular cause, but not outside the order of the universal cause. The
reason for this is that no effect happens outside the order of a particular
cause, except through some other and impeding cause; which other cause
must itself be reduced to the first universal cause. Thus, indigestion may
occur outside the order of the nutritive power by some such impediment as
the coarseness of the food, which again is to be ascribed to some other cause,
and so on till we come to the first universal cause, Therefore, as God is the
first universal cause, not of one genus only, but of all being, it is impossible
for anything to occur outside the order of the divine government; but from
the very fact that from one point of view something seems to evade the order
of divine providence considered in regard to one particular cause, it must
necessarily come back to that order as regards some other cause,

Reply 0b]. 1. There is nothing wholly evil in the world, for evil is always
founded on good, as was shown above > Therefore something is said to be
evil because it escapes from the order of some particular good, If it escaped
wholly from the order of the divine government, it would wholly cease to
exist,

Reply 0b). 2. Things are said to be by chance as regards some particular

¥ De Consol, 111, prose 12 (PL 63, 170). *Q. 43, 8. 5
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cause from whose order they escape. But as to the order of divine providence
nothing in the world happens by chance, as Augustine declares,2? ’

Reply Obj. 3. Certain effects are said to be contingent as compared 14
their proximate causes, which may fail in their effects; and not as thouh
anything could happen entirely outside the order of divine government, The
very fact that something occurs cutside the order of some proximate cayse
is owing to some other cause, itself subject to the divine government,

Eighth Article o "

WHETHER ANYTHING CAN RESIST THE ORDER OF THE DIVINE
GOVERNMENT?

We proceed thus to the Eighth Article:—

Objection 1. It would seem possible that some resistance can be made
to the order of the divine government. For it is written (Zsa. iii, 8): Their
tongue and their devices are against the Lord, )

0bj. 2. Further, a king does not justly punish those who do not relel

against his commands. Therefore if no one rebelled against God’s com.

mands, no one would he justly punished by God.
0bj. 3. Further, everything is subject to the order of the divine govern-

" ment, But some things oppose others. Therefore some things rebel against

the order of the divine government.

On the contrary, Boethius says: ™ There is nothing that con desire or is
able to resist fhis sovercign good. It is this sovereign good therefore that
rideth all mightily and ordereth all sweetly, as is said (Wis. viil, 1) of
divine wisdom, '

I answer that, We may consider the order of divine providence in two
ways: in general, inasmuch as it proceeds from the governing cause of all;
and in particular, inasmuch as it proceeds from some particular cause which
executes the order of the divine government,

Considered in the first way, nothing can resist the order of the divine gov-
ernmient, This can be proved in two ways: First, from the fact that the order
of the divine government is wholly directed to good, and everything by
its own operation and effort tends to good only; for no one acts intending
evil, as Dionysius says.3! Secondly, from the fact that, as we have said above,

every inclination of anything, whether natural or voluntary, is nothing but -

a kind of impression from the first mover; just as the inclination of the ar-
row towards a fixed point is nothing but an impulse received from the archer.
Hence, every agent, whether natural or voluntary, attains to its divinely ap-
pointed end, as though of its own accord, For this reason God is said Lo order
all things sweetly (Wis, viil, 1),

® Lib. 83 Quaest., q. 24 {PL 40, 17).

® De Consol., 111, prose 12 (PL 63, 719)-
™ De Div, Nom,, IV, 31 (PG 3, 731)-
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Reply Obj. 1. Some are said to think, speak or act against God, not be-
cause they entirely resist the order of the divine government (for even the
sinner intends the attainment of a certain good), but because they resist
some particular good, which belongs to their nature or state, Therefore they
are justly punished by God,

Reply 0bj. 2 is clear from the above.

Reply Obj, 3. From the fact that ane thing opposes another, it follows
that some one thing can resist the order of a particular cause, but not that
order which depends on the universal cause of all things.

o o
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especially in the second way by an interior inclination of
the will.

Reply Obj. 1. A thing moved by another is forced if
moved against its natural inclination; but if it is moved
by another giving to it the proper natural inclination, it is
not forced; as when a heavy body is made to move down-
wards by that which produced it, then it is not forced.
In like manner God, while moving the will, daes not force
it, because He gives the wil! its own natural inclination.

Reply Obj. 2. To be moved voluntarily, is to be moved
from within, that is, by an interior principle: yet this in-
terior principle may be caused by an exterior principle; and
50 to be moved from within is not repugnant to being moved
by another,

Reply Objf. 3. If the will were so moved by another as
in no way to be moved from within itself, the act of the
will would not be imputed for reward or blame. But since
its being moved by another does not prevent its being
moved from within itsclf, as we have stated (ad 2), it docs
not thereby forfeit the motive for merit or demerit.

FirrH ARTICLE,
WHETHER GOD WORKS IN EVERY AGENT ?

We proceed thus to the Fifth Arlicle :—

Objection 1. It would scem that God does not work in
every agent. For we must not attribute any insufficiency
to God. If therefore God works in every agent, He works
sufficiently in cach one. Hence it would be superfluous for
the created agent to work at all,

Obj. 2. Further, the same work cannot proceed at the
same time from two sources; as neither can one and the
same movement belong to two movable things. Thercefore
if the creature’s operdtion is from God operating in the
creature, it cannot at the same time proceed from the
creature; and so no creature works at all,

Obj. 3. Further, the maker is the cause of the operation of
the thing made, as giving it the form whereby it operates.
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Therefore, if God is the cause of the operation of things
made by Him, this would be inasmuch as He gives them
the power of operating. But this is in the beginning, when
He makes them. Thus it seems that God does not operate
any further in the operating creaturc,

On the contrary, It is written (Isa, xxvi. 12): Lord, Thou
hast wrought all aur works in (Vulgate—for) us.

I answer that, Some have understood God to work in
every agent in such a way that no created power has any
effect in things, but that God alone is the immediate cause
of everything wrought; for instance, that it is not fire that
gives heat, but God in the fire, and so forth. But this is
impossible, First, because the order of cause and effert
would be taken away from created things: and this would
imply lack of power in the Creator: for it is due to the
power of the cause, that it bestows active power on its effect.
Secondly, because the active powers which are seen to exist
in things, would be bestowed on things, to no purpose, if
these wrought nothing through them. Indeed, all things
created would seem, in a way, to be purposcless, if they
lacked anr operation proper to them; since the purpose of
everything is its operation. For the less perfect is always
for the sake of the more perfect: and consequently as the
matter is for the sake of the form, so the form which is the
first act, is for the sake of its operation, which is the second
act; and thus operation is the end of the creature. We
must therefore understand that God works in things in such
a manner that things have their proper operation.

In order to make this clear, we must observe that as there
are few kinds of causes ; matter is not a principle of action,
but is the subject that receives the effect of action. On the
other hand, the end, the agent, and the form are principles
of action, but in a certain order. For the first principle of
action is the end which moves the agent; the second is the
agent; the third is the form of that which the agent applies
to action (although the agent also acts through its own
form); as may be clearly seen in things made by art. For
the craftsman is moved to action by the end, which is the
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thifig wrought, for instance a chest or a bed ; and applies to

. action the axe which cuts through its being sharp.

Thus then does God work in every worker, according to
these three things. First as an end. For since cvery opera-
tion is for the sake of some good, real or apparent; and
nothing is good either really or apparently, except in as
far as it participates in a likeness to the Supreme Good,
which is God; it follows that God Himself is the cause of
every operation as its end. Again it is to be observed that
where there are several agents in order, the second always
acts in virtue of the first: for the first agent moves the
second to act. And thus all agents act in virtue of God
Himself : and therefore He is the cause of action in every
agent. Thirdly, we must observe that God not only moves
things to operate, as it were applying their forms and
powers to operation, just as the workman applies the axe
to cut, who neverthcless at times does not give the axe its
form; but He also gives created agents their forms and
preserves them in being. Therefore He is the cause of
action not only by giving the form which {s the principle
of action, as the gencrator is said to be the cause of move-
ment in things heavy and light; but also as preserving
the forms and powers of things; just as the sun is said to
be the cause of the manifestation of colours, inasmuch as
it gives and preserves the light by which celours are made
manifest. And since the form of a thing is within the thing,
and all the more, as it approaches nearer to the First and
Universal Cause; and hecause in all things God Himself is
properly the cause of universal being which is innermost in
all things; it follows that in all things God works intimately.
For this reason in Holy Scripture the operations of nature
are attributed to God as operating in nature, according to
Job x. 11: Thou hast clothed me with skin and flesh:
Thou hast put me together with bones and sinews.

Reply Obj. 1. God works sufliciently in things as First
Agent, but it does not follow from this that the operation
of secondary agents is superfluous.

Reply Obj. 2. One action does not proceed from two

S — |
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agents of the same order. But nothing hinders the same
action from proceeding from a primary and a secondary
agent.

Reply Obj. 3. God not only gives things their form, but
He also preserves them in existence, and applies them to
act, and is morcover the end of every action, as above
explained.

Six1TH ARTICLE.

WHETHER GOD CAN DO ANYTHING OUTSIDE THE ESTABLISHED
ORDER OF NATURE?

We proceed thus lo the Sixth Article :—

Objection 1. It would seem that God cannot do anything
outside the established order of nature. For Augustine
(Contra Faust. xxvi. 3) says: God the Maker and Crealor
of each nalure, does nothing against nature. Butthat which
is outside the natural order scems to be against nature.
Therefore God can do nothing outside the natural order,

0bj. 2. Further, as the order of justice is from God, so is
the order of nature, But God cannot do anything outside
the order of justice; for then He would do something un-
just. Therefore He cannot do anything outside the order
of nature. '

Obj. 3. Further, God established the order of nature.
Therefore if God does anything outside the order of nature,
it would seem that He is changeable ; which cannot be said.

On the contrary, Augustine says (Contra Faust, xxvi.
tbid.) : God sometimes does things which are contrary lo
the ordinary course of nature.

I answer that, From each cause there results a certain
order to its effects, since every cause is a principle; and
so0, according to the multiplicity of causes, there results a
multiplicity of orders, subjected one to the other, as cause
is subjected to cause. Wherefore a higher cause is not
subjected to a cause of a lower order; but conversely, An
example of this may be seen in human affairs, On the
father of a family depends the order of the household;

i
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reduced to a pre-ordaining cause, which is Divine Provi-
dence. For nothing hinders that which happens by accident
being considered as one by an intellect: otherwise the
intellect could not form this proposition : The digger of a
grave found a ireasure. And just as an intellect cane appre-
hend this so can it effect it; for instance, someone who
knows of a place where a treasure is hidden, might instigate
a rustic, ignorant of this, to dig a grave there. Conse-
quently, nothing hindérs what happens here by accident,
by luck or by chance, being reduced to some ordering cause
which acts by the inteflect, especially the Divine intellect,
For God alone can change the will, as shown above
(Q. CV,, A. 4). Consequently the ordering of human
actions, the principle of which is the will, must be ascribed
to God alone.

So therefore inasmuch as all that happens here below is
subject to Divine Providence, as b(l:ing pre-ordained, and
as it were fore-spoken, we can admit the existence of fate :
although the holy doctors avoided the use of this word, on
account of those who twisted its application to a certain
force in the position of the stars, Hence Augustine says
(De Civ, Dei v. 1): If anyone ascribes human affairs to
fate, meaning thereby the will or power of God, let him
keep to his opinion, but hold his tongue. For this reason
Gregory denies the existence of fate: wherefore the first
objection’s sotution is manifest.

Reply Obj. 2. Nothing hinders certain things happening
by luck or by chance, if compared to their proximate
causes : but not if compared to Divine providence, whereby

nothing happens at random in the world, as Augustine says
(QQ. LXXXIIL, qu. 24).

SECOND ARTICLE,
WHETHER FATE IS IN CREATED THINGS ?

We procecd thus to the Second Article :—
Objection 1. It would seem that fate is not in created
things. For Augustine says (De Civ. Dei v. 1) that the

171 FATE Q. 116. ART, 2

Divine will or power is called fate. But the Divine will or
power is not in creatures, but in God, Therefore fate is not
in creatures but in God.

0Obj. 2, Further, fate is compared to things that happen
by fate, as their causc; as the very tse of the word proves.
But the universal cause that of itself effects what takes
place by accident herc below, is God alone, as stated above
(A. 1). Therefore fate is in God, and not in creatures.

Obj. 3. Further, if fate is in creatures, it is either a
substance or an accident: and whichever it is it must be
multiplied according to the number of creatures. Since,
therefore, fate seems to be one thing only, it seems that fate
is not in creatures, but in God.

On the contrary, Boéthius says (De Consol. iv.) : Fale is
e disposition inherent lo changeable things.

I answer lhul, As is clear from what has been stated
above (. XXI1, A, 3; Q. CIII., A, 6), Divine Providence
produces eflects through mediate causes. We can therefore
consider the ordering of the cffects in two ways. Firstly,
as being in God Himself : and thus the ordering of the
effects is called Providence, But if we consider this order-
ing as being in the mediate causes ordered by God to the
production of certain effects, thus it has the nature of fate.
This is what Bogthius says (De Consol. iv.) : Fale is worked
out when Divine Providence is served by cerlain spirils;

~whether by the soul, or by all nalure itself which obeys

Him, whether by the heavenly movements of the siars,
whether by the angelic power, or by the ingenuily of the
demons, whether by some of these, or by all, the chain of
fate is forged. Of each of these things we have spoken
above (A. 1; Q. CIV,, A, 2; Q. CX,, A, 1; Q. CXIIIL,,
Q. CXIV.). It is therefore manifest that fate is in the

created causes themselves, as ordered by God to the pro-

duction of their effects,

Reply Obj. 1. The ordering itself of second causes, which
Augustine (De Civ. Dei v. 8) calls the series of causes, has
not the nature of fate, except as dependent on God.
Wherefore the Divine power or will can be called fate, as
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Jbeing the cause of fate. But essentially fate is the very
disposition or series, i.¢., order, of second causes.

Reply Obj, 2. Fate has the nature of a cause, just as
much as the second causes themselves, the ordering of
which is called fate.

Reply Obj, 3. Fate is called a disposition, not that dis-
position which is a species of quality, but in the sense in
which it signifies order, which is not a substance, but a
relation. And if this order be considered in relation to its
principle, it is one; and thus fate is one, But if it be
considered in relation to its effects, or to the mediate causes,
this fate is multiple. In this sense the poet’ wrote: Thy
fate draws thee. '

THIRD ARTICLE.
WHETHER FATE 1S UNCHANGEABLE ?

We proceed thus to the Third Article :—

Objection 1. It seems that fate is not unchangeable. For
Botthius says (De Consol. iv.): As reasoning is to lhe
indellect, as the begotlen is to thal which is, as time lo
eternily, as the circle to its cenire; so is the fickle chain of
fate to the unwavering simplicity of Providence.

0bj. 2. Further, the Philosopher says (Topic. il. 7): If
we be moved, what is in us is moved. But fate is a dis-
position inherent to changeable things, as Boéthius says
(loc. cit.). Therefore fate is changeable, C

0bj. 3. Further, if fate is unchangeable, what is subject
to fate happens unchangeably and of necessity. But
things ascribed to fate seem principally to be contingencies.
Therefore there would be no contingencies in the world,
but all things would happen of necessity.

On the contrary, Boéthius says (ibid.) that fate is an
unchangeahle disposition.

I answer that, The disposition of second causes which we
call fate, can be considered in two ways: firstly, in regard
to the second causes, which are thus disposed or ordered ;
secondly, in regard to the first principle, namely, God, by

— -\
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Whom they are ordered. Some, therefore, have held that

Q. 116, ART. 4

- the series itself or disposition of causes is in itself necessary,

so that all things would happen of necessity ; for this reason
that each effect has a cause, and given a cause the eflect
must follow of necessity. But this is false, as provedabove
(Q.CXV.,, A.6).

Others, on the other hand, held that fate is changeable,
even as dependent on Divine Providence. Wherefore the
Egyptians said that fate could be changed by certain sacri-
fices, as Gregory of Nyssa says (Nemesius, De Homine).
This too has been disproved above for the reason that it is
repugrnant to Divine Providence.

We must therefore say that fate, considered in regard
to second causes, is changeable; but as subject 10 Divine

~ Providence, it derives a certain unchangeableness, not of

absolute but of conditionat necessity. In this sense we say

‘that this conditional is true and necessary : If God fore-

knew that this wounld happen, it will happen. Wherefore

Boéthius, having said that the chain of fate is fickle, shortly

afterwards adds,—which, since it is derived from an un-

changeable Providence, must also itself be unchangeable.
From this the answers to the objections are clear.

FouRrTH ARTICLE,
WHETHER ALL THINGS ARE SUBJECT TQ FATE?

We proceed thus to the Fotrth Article :—

Objection 1, It scems that all things are subject to fate.
For Boéthius says (De Consol. iv.}: The chain of fata
moves the heaven and the slars, tempers the clements lo one
another, and models them by a reciprocal transformation,
By fate all things that are born into the world and perish
are renewed in a uniform progression of offspring and seed.
Nothing therefore seems to be excluded from the domain of
fate,

0bj. 2. Further, Augustine says (De Civ. Dei v. 1) that

‘fate is something real, as referred to the Divine will and

power. But the Divine will is cause of all things that
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motton of the mover. “Therefore the intel-
ots not move the will.
i, 2. Further, ¥he intellect in presenting the
ible thing to the will stands in relation to
ill as the imagination in representing the
ble thing to the sensitive appetite, But the
nation, in presenting the desirable thing,
not move the sensitive appetite; indeed
‘imes our imagination affects us no more
what s set before us in 2 picture, and
s us not at afl.! Therefore neither dees the
gct move the will,
i. 3. Further, the same is not mover and
d in respect of the same thing. But the will
s the intellect, for we use our intellect
we will. Therefore the intellect does not
s the will,
the contrary, The Philosopher says® that
gsirable thing is “a mover not moved,” but
ill is “a mover moved."”
nswer that, A thing requires to be meved
mething in so far as it is in potency to sev-
hings; for that which is in potency must be
ecd to act by something actual, and to do
s to move. Now a power of the soul is seen
in potency to difierent things in two ways:
with regard to acting and not acting; sec-
, with regard to this or that action. Thus
ight sometimes sees actually, and some-
, does not see; and sometimes it sees white,
. jometimes black. It needs a mover there-
P El’n two respects: namely, as to the exercise
: of the act, and as to the determination of
‘, ct. The first of these is on the part of
o ubject, which is sometimes acting, some-
not acting, while the other is an the part
¢ object, by reason of which the act is
fied. '
¢ motion of the subject itself is due to
agent. And since every agent acts for an
hs was shown above (. 1, &. 1), the prin-
lof this motion lies in the end. And hence it
ht the art which is concerned with the end,
|5 command moves the act which is con-
d with the means, * just as the art of sail-
ommands the art of shipbuilding.”? Now
in gencral, which has the mature of an end,
» abject of the will, Consequently, in this
ct, the will moves the other powers of the
to their acts, for we make use of the other
rs when we will. For the end and pecfection
ery other power is included under the ob-
of the will as some particylar good, and
ys the act or potver to which the universal

® zhid, L, 6 (3330t0),

ul, 1, 3 (427%23),
iysics, 0. {rg475).
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end belongs moves to their acts the acts or pow,
ets to which belong the particular ends includeg
in the universal end. Thus the leader of a
army, who intends the common good—that j;
the order of the whole army—by his commany
moves one of the captains, who intends the or.
der of one company.

On the other hand, the object moves by de.
termining the act, after the manner of a forny
principle, by which in natural things actions an
specified, as heating by heat, Now the first for-
mal principle is universal being and truth, which
is the object of the intellect. And therefore by
this kind of metion the intellect moves the will,
as presenting its object to it.

Reply 0bj. 1. The passage quoted proves not
that the intellect does not move, but that it does
not mave of necessity.

Reply Obj. 2. Just as the imagination of g
form without estimation of fitness or harmful-
ness does not move the sensitive appetite, s
neither does the apprehension of the true with.
out the aspect of goodness and desirability.
Hence it is not the speculative intellect that
maves, but the practical intellect.!

Reply Obj. 1. The will moves the intellect as
to the excrcise of its act, since even the true it-
self which is the perfection of the intellect is in-
cluded in the universal good, as a particuly
good. But as to the detenmination of the act,
which the act derives from the object, the intel-
lect moves the will, since the good itself is ap-
prehended under a special aspect as contained
in the universal true. It is therefore evident that
the same is not mover and moved in the same
respect.

ARTICLE 2. Whether the TVill I's Moved by
the Sensitive Appelite?

We proceed thus to the Second Article: li
would seem that the will cannot be moved by
the sensitive appetite.

Objection 1. For “to mave and to act is mor
excellent than to be passive,” as Augustine says
(Gen. ad lit. xii, 16).% But the sensitive appetite
is less excellent than the will which is the inteh
fectual appetite, just as sense is less excellaw
than intellect, Therefore the sensitive appetits
does not move the will.

Obj. 2. Further, no particular power can pr-
duce a universal effect. But the sensitive app™
tite is a particulas power, because it follows the
particular apprehension of sense, Therefore i
cannot cause the movement of the wilf, whish

4 Soud, 11, g {432026); 1, 10 (433%17).
#PL 34, 467.
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movement is universal, as following the univer-
ul apprehension of the intellect.

0. 3. Further, as is proved in the Physics)!
the mover is not maved by that which it moves,
i such a way that there be reciprocal motion.
gut the will moves the sensitive appetite, in so
jar a5 the sensitive appetite obeys the reason.
Therefore the sensitive appetite does not move
the will.

On ke condrary, It is written (James 1, 14):

. Every man is tempted by nis own concupis-

cence, being drawn awoy and allured. But man
would not be drawn away by his concupiscence
unless his will were moved by the sensitive
wppetite, in  which concupiscence resides.
Therefore the semsitive appetite moves the
will.

I answer thal, As stated above (A, 1), that
which is apprehiended under the aspect of good
nd fitting moves the will by way of object.
Yow, that a thing appear to be good and fitting,
bappens from two causes: namely, from the
tondition either of the thing proposed, or of the
one to whem it is proposed. But ftness is
spoken of by way of relation; and so0 it depends
on both extremes. And hence it is thal taste, ac-
wrding as it is variously disposed, takes to a
thing in various ways, as being fitting or unfit-
ting. Therefore as the Philosopher says,? “Ac-
;urding as a man is, such does the end seem to
]’I.n.ll

Now it is evident that man is changed to a

t certain disposition according to a passion of the

wensitive appetite. Therefore according as man
isaffected by a passion, something seems to him
ftting which does not seem so when he is not so
tfiected; thus that seems good to a man when
igered which does not seem good when he is
lm, And in this way the sensitive appetite
Toves the will on the part of the object.

Reply 0bj. 1. Nothing hinders that which is

better absolutely and in itself from being less
tcellent in a certain respect. Accordingly the
‘4"111 is absolutely more excellent thar the sensi-
e appetite, but in respect of the man in whom
ipassion is predominant, in so far as he is sub-
lct to that passion, the sensitive appetite is
nore excellent.
. Reply 0bj. 2. Men's acts and choices are in
iference to singulars, Therefore from the very
fit that the sensitive appetite is a particular
wer, it has great influence in disposing man
) that spmething seems to him such or other-
ise, in particular cases.

LAristotle, var, 5 {257%23),

hics, 11, 5 (ratat32).
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Reply Obj. 3. As the Philosopher says,! the
reason, in which resides the will, moves by its
command the irascible and concupiscible pewer-
ers, not, indeed, by a despotic rule, as a slave is
moved by his master, but by a royal and politi-
cal rule, as free men are ruled by their governor,
and can nevertheless act counter to his com-
mands. Hence both irascible and concupiscible
can move counter to the will, and accordingly
nothing hinders the will from being moved by
them at times,

ArticLe 3. Whether the Wikl Yoves Hiself?

We proceed thus to the Third Article: Tt
would seem that the will does not move itself.

QObjection 1. For every mover, as such, is in
act, but what is moved is in potency, since
“movement is the act of that which is in po-
tency, as such.”™ Now the same thing is not in
potency and in act in respect of the same.
Therefore nothing roves itself. Neither, there-
fore, can the will move itself,

0Obj. 2. Further, the movable is meoved on the
mover being present. But the will is always pres-
ent to itself. If, therefore, it moved itself, it
would always be moving itsell, which is clearly
false. )

Obj. 3. Further, the will is moved by the in-
tellect, as stated above (a. 1), If, therefore, the
will mave itself, it would follow that the same
thing is at once moved immediately by two
movers, whick seems unreasonable, Therefore
the will does not move itself.

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

£ answer that, As stated above (A. 1), it per-
tains to the will to mave the other powers, by
reason of the end which is the will's object.
Now, as stated above (9. virt, o. 2), the end is
in things desirable, what the principle is in
things intelligible. But it is evident that the in-
tellect, through its knowledge of the principle,
reduces itstlf from potency to act, as to its
knowledge of the conclusions; and thus it moves
itself. And, in like manner, the will. through
willing the end, moves itself to will the means,

Reply Obj. 1. It is not in respect of the same
that the will moves itself and is moved, and so
neither is it in act and in potency in respect of
the same. But in so far as it actually wills the
end, it reduces itself from potency to act with

b Polibics, 1, 5 (125475 '
4 Aristotle, Physics, W, 1 (z01%10)..
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regard to the means, so that it actually wills
them,

Reply Obj,. 2. The power of the will is always
actunlly present to itself, but the act of the will,
by which it wills an end, is not always in the
will. And this is the way it moves itself, Accord-
ingly it docs not follow that it is always moving
itself, :

Reply Obj. 3. The will is moved by the intel-
lect otherwise than Dy itself. By the intellect it
is moved on the part of the object, whereas it is
moved by itself as to the exercise of its act, in
respect of theend, -

Armicre 4. Whether the Wil I's Moved
by an Exterior Principle? _

We proceed thus to the Fourth Article: Tt
would seem that the will is not meved by any-
thing exterior,

Qbjection 1, For the movement of the will is
voluntary. But it pertains to the notion of the
voluntary act that it be from an intrinsic prin-
ciple, just as it pertains to the nutioj of the
natural act, Therefore the movement of the will
is not from anything cxterior,

Obj. 2. Further, the will cannot suffer vio-
lence, as was shown above (Q. v1, A. 4). But
“the viclent act is one the principle of which is
sutside the agent,” Therefore the will cannot be
moved by anything exterior.

" 0bj. 3. Further, that which is sufficiently

~=y\moved by cne mover daes not need to be maved

hy another. But the will moves itself sufficiently,
Therefore it is not moved by anything exterior,
Un the contrary, The will is moved by the ob-
bect, as stated abave (a. 1), But the object of
the will can be something exterior offered to the
bense. Therefore the will can be moved by
bomething exterior,

I answer that, As far as the will is moved by
he abject, it i3 evident that it can be moved by
Fomething exterior. But in so far as it is moved
o the exercise of its act, we must again hold it
o be moved by some exterior principle,

For everything that is al one time an agent

ictually, and at anether time an agent in po-

]ency, needs to be moved hy a mover, Now it is
Y Jr\’ident that the will begins to will something,
vh.reas previously it did not will it. Thercfore
t must, of necessity, be moved by sermething to
vill it. And, indeed, it moves itself, as stated
bove (A, 3.), in so far as through willing the
:nd it reduces itself te- the act of willing the
neans. Now it cannot do this without the aid of
:ounsel, For. when a man wills to be healed, he
1 Aristatle, Ethics, ni, 1 {rirotz),
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begins to reflect how this can be attained, ang
through this reflection he comes to the concly.
sion that he can be healed by a physician,and ha
wills this, But since he did not always actually
will to have health, he must, of necessity, hay,
begun, through something moving him, to wilit,
be healed. And if the will moved itself to i}
this, it roust of necessity have done this with the
aid of counse! following some previous volition,
But this process could not go on to infinity,
Therefore we must of necessity suppase that (he
will advanced to its first meovement in virtue of
the imptlse of some exterior mover, as Aris.
totle concludes in a chapter of the Endemjun
Ethigs?

Reply Ob;. 1. It pertains to the notion of the
voluntary act that its principle be within the
agent, but it is not necessary that this inward
principle be the first principle unmoved by an-
other. And so though the voluntary act has an
inward proximate principle, nevertheless its
first principle is from without. Thus, tog, (he
first principle of the naturzl movement is from
without, that, namely, which moves nature,

Reply 0bj. 2. For an act to be violent it is not
enough that its principle be extrinsic, hut we
must add “without the concurrence of him that
suffers violence,” This does not happen when
the will is moved by an exterior principle, for I
is the will that wills, though moved by another.
But this movement would be violent if it were
counter to the movement of the will, which in
the present case is impossible, since then the
will would will and not will the same thing.

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

ArTiCLE 5. WWhether the Will Is Moved by ¢
Heavenly Body?

We procced thus to the Fifth Article: It
seems that the buman will is moved by a hen:
enly body.,

Objection 1. For all various and multiform
movements are reduced, as to their cauvse, {02
uniform movement which is that of the heaven.
as is proved in the Physics? But human move:
ments are various and multiform, since they be-
gin to be, whercas previously they were ne
Therefore they are reduced, as to their cause, 10
the movement of the heavens, which is uniforn
according to its nature,

vy, 1 (124814 :
" Aristatle, vu, g {265%27); el v, 14 (224%18).
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Obj. 2. Further, according to Augustine (De
Trin. iii, 4)! “the lower bodigs are moved by the
higher.” But the movements of the human body,
which are caused by the will, could not be re-
duced to the movement of the heavens, as to
their cause, unless the will too were moved by
the heavens. Therefore the heavens move the
human will. !

0bj. 1. Further, by observing the heavenly
bodies astrologers foretell the truth about fu-
ture human acts, which are caused by the will,
But this would not be so if the heavenly bodies
could not move man's will. Thereiore the hu-
man will is moved by a heavenly body.

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

I answer that, It is evident that the will ¢an
be moved by the heavenly bodies in the same
way as it is moved by its exterior object, that is
to say, in so far as exterior bodies, which move
the witl through-being offercd to the senses, and
also the organs themselves of the sensitive pow-
ers, are subject to the movements of the heav-
enly bodies, :

But some have maintained that heavenly
bodies have an influence on the human will in
the same way as some exterior agent moves the
will, as to the exercise of its act.’ But this is
impossible. For “the will," as stated in the book
on the Soul,* "is in the reason.” Now the reason
is & power of the soul, not bound to a bodily or-
gan. And so it follows that the will is a power
absolutely incorporeal and immaterial. But it is
evident that no body can act on what is incor-
poreal, but rather the reverse; because things
incorporeal and immaterial have a power more
forma! and more universal than any corporeal
things whatever. Thetefore it is impossible for a
heavenly body to act directly an the intellect or
the will. For this reason Aristotle® ascribed to
those who held that intellect does not differ from
sense the theory that “such is the will of men as
is the day which the father of men and of gods
brings on"® (referring to Jupiter, by whom they
understand the entire heavens). For all the sen-
sitive powers, since thay are acts of bodily or-
gans, can he moved accidentally by the heavenly

1PL 42, 873.

PG g4, 803,

3CL. Denille, Chartularium, . 431 (1, 487).

1 Aristotle, 111, g {4115,

Y Soul, 1, 3 (270250,
$Qdyssey, xvnl, 136,

}
(Lc_s

botlies-—that is, through those bodies (whose
acts they are} bring moved, '

But since it has been stated (A, 7) that the in-
tellectuat appetite is moved, in a fashion, by
the scnsitive appetite, the movements of the
heavenly bodics have an indirect Learing on the
will, in so far as the will happens to he moved
by the passions of the sensilive appetite.

Reply 0b). 1. The multiform movements of
the human will are reduced te some unifonn
cause, which, however, is above the intelicct
and will. This can be said not of any hody. hut
of some superior immaterial substance. There-
fore there is no need for the movement of the
will to be referred tothe movement of the heay-
ens as to its cause.

Reply 08}, 2. The movements of the human
body are reduced, asto their cause, 10 the move-
ment of aheavenly body in so far as the disposi-
tinn suitable to a particular mavement is some-
what due to the influence of heavenly bodic;;
also, in so faras the sensitive appetite is stirred
by the influence of heavenly bodies; and ag-tin,
in so far as exterior bodies are moved in accord-
ance with the movement of heavenly bodies, at
whose presence the will begins to will or not to
will semething; for instance, when the hody is
chilled, we begin to wish 1o make the fire. But
this movement of the will is on the part of the
object offered from without, not on the part of
an inward impulse,

Reply 0bj. 3. As stated above (cf. Part 1, q.
LXXXIV, aa. 6, 7) the sensitive appetite is the
act of a bodily grgan. Therefore there is no rea-
scn why man should not be prone to anger or
concupiscence, or seme like passion, by reason
of the influence of heavenly bodies, just as by
reason of his natural make-up. But the majority
of men are led by the passions, which the wite
alene resist. Canzequently. in the majority of
cases predictions about human acts, gathered
from the observation of heavenly bodies. are
fulfilied. Neverthcies, as Prolemy says (Centic
loguium v),7 “the wise man governs the stars,”
which is 25 though (o say that by resisting his
passions, he opposes his will, which is free ard
in no way subjeci tothe movement of the heav-
ens, to effects of this mature of the heavenly
bodies.

Or, as Augustine savs (Gen. od Jit, 1, 17042
“We must confess that when the truth is jore-
told by astrologers, this i3 due to some most
hidden inspiration, to which the human mind

YCE, Quadripartitum, 1, 33 ¢f. Also Albert, In Seme. m,

d. xv, A ¢ (BO xxv, 230).
_WPL 34, 718.
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to fulfil it by his own natural powers.
1se human nature is not altogether cor-
7 sin, so as to be shorn of every mat-
|, even in the state of corrupted na-
2, by virtue of its natural endowments,
1e particular good, as te bu:l'd dwell-
& vineyards, and the like; yet it cannot
+ good natural to it, so as to fall. short
g, just as a sick man can of himself
ne movements, yet he cannot be per-
oved with the mnvcmcnts. ?f one in
miess by the help of medicine he be

ARTICLE 3. 1[’!:;:‘116;- By His Own Naturel
Powers and Without Grace Man Can Love
God Above ANl Things?

We proceed thus to the Third Article: T
would seern that without grace man cannut
love God above all things by his own natur

WETS,
po(‘)g_iuctian 1. For to love Ged apuve I.ln thi.n:,
is the proper and principal act of char_tty. Nuy
man cannot of himseli possess c'{mmy, sifice
the charity of God is poured fo‘rth in onr .’n‘:ir.js
by the Holy Ghost Who is given to us, as is
said Rom. 5. 5. Therefore man by his mt:
ural powers alone cannot love God above ali
things. = ‘ .

0bj. 2. Further, no nature can rise above it-
self. But to jove God above all things is to ten'g
above oneself. Therefore without the help of
grace no created nature can love God above
ltsg)l;'i. 3. Further, to God, Wl}o is: the Highe.
Good, is due the best love, which is that He b
loved above all things. Now without grace mas
is not capable of giving Gpd the best low.
which is His duc; otherwise lt‘WOLl]d be uselm;

to add grace. Hence man, without grace nnn;
with his naturat powers alone, cannot love Go?
above all things. o, By

On the contrary, As some maintain,” man \'.1;
first nade with only natural endowments, ar
in this state it is manifest that he loved Gud'tvl
some extent. But he did not love (}od equn:l:-
with himself, or less than himself, othcrwsf:
he would have sinned. Thercfore he loved Gu.1
above himself. Therefore man, by his nl:lluri-_
powers alone, can love Ged more than himse.

above all things.
anj’] answer that, As was said abov.e .(Part \1..:
Q. LX, A. 5), where the various GplnIB[}S ct{-—{:‘
cerning the natural love of the angels were £
forth. man in a state of integral nature, c?::t
by'hié natural power do the geod natl.!ral to 1
without the addition of any gratuitous £
though not without the help of Glod n_'._o\}::
him. Now to love God above all things is n;“~.
ural to man and to every nature, _nol'D‘-ﬂ»-‘f
rational But ierational, and even to lnanlfir-:v:‘
nature according to thesmanter of love.W
can belong to each crcaturc.ﬁ\nd [hckrzisdml:“'
i ' . this is that it is natural to all to scex .
e asissi;ﬁt;tci cﬁzhgt(g)} ;I)Il things according as Lhcy mf; mull;allg' aﬁctl '“‘
et human clllal_urew ood, than in regard  he sought andJoved) since “all ,t. mgstattd .
li;d o 1l;§gee§;rfmth B cording as they are naturally fit" as .
now . _

b  Part I, Q. XCV, A 1.
emian Ethics, vit, 1y (1248%¢4) Cf. above, Pavt I, ‘,

o

1us in the state of perfect nature man
gratuitous ctrength supcradfied_ to nat-
ngth for one reason, that is, in order
d will supernatural good; but for two
in the state of corrupt nature, pamely'
to be healed, and beyond t?ns in orn:ller
out works of supetnatural virtue, which
itorious. Furthermore, in both states
:ds the Divine help, that he may be
well, :

?3;;',‘1. Man is master of his acts and
illing or not willing, because of the de-
n of reason, which can be _bent to one
another, And although hf.‘.‘ls master qf
berating or not deiibergtmgr Iyet this
y be by a previous deliberation; and
is cannot go on to infinity, we must come
th to this, that man's fre? cl'wlce is
by an extrinsic principle, which is ahov_e
aan mind, namely, by God, as the Phi-
r proves in the chapter on Good For-
Jence the mind of man stlll.healthy is
much master of its act that it does not
be moved by God: and mu_ch rore tlhe
ice of man weakened by sin, by ‘whlch
hdered from good by the corruption of
:rgb;'. 2, To sin is nothing else than to
Jihe good which belongs to any being ac-
I to its nature. Now as every created
' ‘ns its being from another, and considered
]t is nothing, so docs it nccq to be pre-
by another in the good wh1c_h Pertams
natuce. For it can of itsclf fail in goatl,
s of itself it can fall into non-being, un-
is upheld by God,

!l; 5[.::}. 3 I\};an cannot even know truth

Iy

T —

the Physics.! Now it is manifest that the good

of the part is for the good of the whole, Hence

each particular thing, by its natural appetite
or love, loves its own proper good on account
of the common good of the whole universe,

which is God. Hence Dionysius says (Div,
- Yom, iv)? that God “turns everything to love

of Himself.” Hence in the state of original na-
ture man referred the love of himself and of all
other things to the love of God as to its®end;
and thus he loved God more than himself and
sbove all things. But in the state of corrupt na-
wre man falls short of this in the appetite of
his rational will, which, unless it is cured by
God's grace, follows its private good, on ac.
count of the corruption of nature. And hence
we must say that in the state of integral nature
man did not need the gift of grace added to his
mtural endowments in order to love God 2bove
all things naturally, although he needed God's
help to move kim to it;; but in the state of cor-
fupt nature man needs, even for this, the help
of grace which heals his nature.

Reply 0bj. 1. Charity loves God above all
things in 2 higher way than nalure does. For
nature loves God above abl things according as
He is the beginning and the end of natural
eod; charity however loves Him as He is the
object of Happiness, and according as man has
1 spiritual fellowship with God. Moreover char.
ity adds to natural love of God a certain quick-
tess and joy, in the same way that every habit
of virtue adds to the good act which is dane
metely by the natural reason of a man who has

. ot the habit of virtue,

Reply Obj. 2. When it is said that nature
“nnot- rise above itself, we must not under-
#and this as if it could not be deawn to any gb.
1ect above itself, for it is clear that our ntellect
*¥ its natural knowledge can know things above
“s¢lf, as is shown in our natural knowledge of
bod. But we are to understand that nature can-
“t rise to an act exceeding the proportion of
*# strength, Now to love God above all things
* 0ot such an act, for it is natural to every
“eature, as was said above, .

Reply Obj. 3. Love is said to be best not only
Yth respect to the degree of love but also with
“rd to the motive of loving, and the mode of
.¥¢. And thus the highest degree of love is that
- which charity loves Gad as the giver of Hap.
~Mess, as was said above (reply 1.

:-\ristotle, it, & {tpy*10),
t.10 (PG 3 yo8).

PART 1 OF SECOND PART Q. 109. ART. 4
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ARTICLE 4. Whether Man Without Grace and
By His Own Natural Powers Con Fulfit
the Commandments of the Law?

We proceed thus to the Fourth Articie: Tt
would seem that man without grace, and by
his own naturaf powers, can fulfit the command-
ments of the Law.

Objection 1. For the Apostle says {Rom. 2.
14) that the Gentiles who have not the law, do
by nature those things that are of the Law. Now
what a man does naturaily he can do of himself
without grace. Hence 2 man can fulfi] the com.
mandments of the Law without grace.

0bj. 2. Further, Jerome says (Expos. Cathol,
Fid.)% that they are anathema who say God has
laid impossibilities upon man, Now what a man
cannot fulfil by himself is impossible to him.
Therefore 2 man can fulfil all the command-
ments of the Law by himself,

0bj. 3. Further, of all the commandments of
the Law, the greatest is this, Thou skalt love
the Lord thy God with thy whole heart (Mart,
22. 37). Now man with his natural endow-
ments can fulfil this command by loving God
above all things, as stated above (A. 3). There-
fore man can fulfil all the commandments of
the Law without grace.

On the contrary, Augustine says (De Heres,
Dexxviti)* that it is part of the Pelagian heresy
that * they believe that without grice man can
fulfil all the Divine commandments.”

I answer that, There are two ways of ful-
filling the commandments of the Law. The first
regards the substance of the works, as when a
man does works of justice, fortitude. and of
other virtues. And in this way man in the state
of integral nature could fulfil alt the command-
ments of the Law; otherwise he would have
been unable to sin in that state, since to sin is
nothing else than to transgress the Divine com.
mandments. But in the state of corrupted na-
ture man cannot fulfil all the Divine command-
ments without healing grace. Secondly, the corn-
mandments of the law can be fulfilled not mere.
ly as regards the substance of the act, but also
as regards the mode of acting, that is, their
being done out of charity. And in this way,

neither in the state of integral nature, nor jn
the state of corrupt nature can man fulfil the
commandments of the faw without grace,
Hence, Augustine (D¢ Corrspl. vt Grat. i)
baving stated that “without grace men can do

A1, Pelagius, Epist., 1, 16 (PL 30, 32).
APLsa 47 " CPLaymr
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they do by nature those things that ere of the Law; for the Spirit of gracr
works this, in order to restore in us the image of God, after which we were
raturally made 2 :

Reply 0bj, 2. What we can do with the divine assistance is not altg.
gether impossible to us; for according to the Philosopher: What we can
do through our [riends, we can do, in some sense, by onrselves.® Hence
Jerome concedes that our will is in such @ way free that we must confes
we still always require God's help2® .

Reply 0bj. 3. Man cannot, with his purely natural endowments, fubfill
the precept of the love of God according as it is fulfilled through charity,
as was stated above,

Fifth Article
WHETHER MAN CAN MERIT ETERNAL LIFE WITHOUT GRACE!

We proceed thus to the Fifth Article:— _

Objection 1. It would seem that man can merit eternal life without grace,
For our Lord says (Matt, xix. 17): If thon wilt enter inlo life, keep the
commandments; from which it would seem that to enter into eternal lif:
rests with man’s will, But what rests with our will, we can.do of ourselves,
Hence it seems that man can merit eternal life of himseli.

0bj. 2. Further, eternal life is the wage or reward bestowed by God on
men, according to Matl, v, r2: YVour reward is very great in heaver. But
wage or reward js meted by Ged to everyone according to his works, ac
cording to Ps. Ixic 13: Thou wilt render lo every man according to his
works, Hence, since man is master of his works, it seems that it is within
his power to reach eternal life. :

0bj. 3. Further, eternal life is the last end of human life, Now every
natural thing by its natural endowments can attain its end, Much more,
therefore, can man attain to eternal life by his natural endowments, with-
out grace, '

On the contrary, The Apostle says (Rom. vi, 23): The grace of God it
life everlasting. And, as the Gloss says, this is said that we may under-
stand that God, of His own mercy, leads us to everlasting life ™

I answer thet, Acts leading to an end must be proportioned to the
end, But no act exceeds the proportion of its active principle; and hence
we see in natural things that nothing can by its operation bring about an

“effect which exceeds its active power, but only such as is proportioned to

its power. Now eternal life is an end exceeding the proportion of human
nature, as is clear from what we have said above.? Hence man, by his

% pg Spir. ¢t Litt, XXVII (PL 44, 229). S Eth, III, 3 (1rrzb 29).  *CF
Pelagius, Libellus Fidei ad Innocentium (PL 45, 1718). ¥ Glossa ordin. (V], :5?):
Peter Lombard, In Rem., super VI, 23 (PL 191, 1412} —C{, 5t. Augustine, Erichiry
CVII (PL 4o, 282). 7Q.35, 4. 5.
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natural powers, cannot produce meritorious works proportioned to eternal
life; but for this a higher power is needed, viz., the power of grace. And thus,
without grace, man cannot merit eternal life; yet he can perform works
leading to a good which is connatural to man, as o toil in the fields, to drink,
toeat, or to heve Jriends, and the like, as Augustine says in his third Reply
to the Pelagians®®

Reply 0bj. 1. Man, by his will, does works meritorious of eternal life;
but, as Augustine says in the same book, for this it is necessary that the
will of man should be prepared with grace by God.®

Reply Obj. 2. As the Gloss says upon Rom. vi. 23 {The grace of God is
life everlasting): It is certain that everlasting life is meted to good works;
but the works to which it is meted belong to God's grace™ What is more,
it has been said that to fulfill the commandments of the Law, in their due
way, whereby their fulfillment may be meritorious, requires grace,

Reply Obj. 3. This objection has to do with the natural end of man.
Now human nature, since it is nobler, can be raised by the help of grace
to a higher end, which lower natures can in no way reach; even as a man
who can recover his health by the help of medicines is better disposed to
health than one who can in no way recover it, as the Philosopher observes.*

Sixth Article

WHETHER A MAN, BY'.'r‘IIMSELF AND WITHOUT THE EXTERNAL
AID OF GRACE, CAN PREPARE HIMSELF¥ FOR GRACE?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article:—

Objection 1. Tt would seem that man, by himself and without the
external help of grace, can prepare himself for grace. For nothing im-
possible is laid upon man, as was stated above. But it is written (Zach.
i3): Twrn ye to Me . . | and I will turn lo yon. Now to prepare for
grace is nothing more than to turn to God. Therefore it seems that man
of himself, and without the external help of grace, can prepare himself for
grace, :

0bj. 2. Further, man prepares himself for grace by doing what is in
him to do, since, if man does what is in him to do, God will not deny him
grace; for it is written (Mats, vii. 11) that God gives His good Spirit
to them that ask Him. But what is in our power, is in us to do, Therefore
it seems to be in our power to prepare ourselves for grace,

0bj. 3. Further, if a man needs grace in order to prepare for grace, with
equal reason will he need grace to prepare himself for the first grace; and
thus to infinity, which is impossible, Flence it seems that we must not go
beyond what was said first, viz,, that man, of himself and without grace,
can prepare himself for grace.

* Pseudo-Avgustine, Hypognost.,, I, 3 (PL .1;5, 1624),  *ibid.  “Peter Lom-
bard, In Rom,, super VI, 23 (PL 191, 1412). = De Caelo, TI, 12 (2q2b 13).
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Obj. 4. Further, it is written (Prov, xvi, 1) that it is the part of man 1o
prepare -tke soul, Now an action is said to be the part of 2 man when he
can do it by himsell. Hence it seems that man by himself can prepare

. himself for grace, -

On the contrary, Tt is written (Jo. vi. 44): No men can come to )M,
except the Father, Who hath sent Me, draw him, But if man could pre.
pare himself, he would not need to be drawn by another. Hence man can-
not prepare himself without the help of grace. ' .

I answer that, The preparation of the human will for good is twofold:
—the first, whereby it is prepared to operate rightly and to enjoy God:
and this preparation of the will cannot take place without the habitual
gift of grace, which is the principle of meritorious wotks, as was statcd
above. There is a second way in which the human will may be taken to
be prepared for the gift of habitual grace itself. Now in order that man
prepare himself to receive this gift, it is not necessary to presuppose any
further habitual gift in the soul, otherwise we should go on to infinity,
But we must presuppose a gratuitous gift of God, Who moves the soul
inwardly or inspires the good wish. For it is in these two ways that we
need the divine assistance, as was stated above. Now that we need the help
of God to move us, is manifest. For since every agent acts for an end, every
cause must direct its effect to its end; and hence since the order of ends is
according to the order of agents or movers, man must be directed to the
last end by the motion of the first mover, and to the proximate end by the
motion of any of the subordinate movers, So, too, the spirit of the soldier
is bent towards seeking the victory by the motion of the leader of the
army--and towards following the standard of a regiment by the motion
of the standard-bearer. And thus, since God is absolutely the First Mover,
it is by His aotion that everything seeks Him under the common notivn
of good, whereby everything seeks to be likened to God in its own way.
Hence Dionysius says that God turns ail to Flimself* But He directs just
men to Himself as to a special end, which they seek and to which they
wish to cling, according to Ps, Ixxii. 28, it is good for Me to adherc to my
God. And that they are furied to God can only spring from God's having
turned them, Now to prepare oneself for grace is, as it were, to be turned
to God; just as whoever has his eyes turned away from the light of the
sttn prepares himself to receive the sun’s light, by turning his eyes toward:
the sun. Hence it is clear that man cannot prepare himself to receive the
light of grace except by the gratuitous help of God moving him inwardly.

Reply 0bj, 1. Man’s turning to God is by free choice; and thus man i
bidden to turn himself to God. But free choice can be turned to God only
when God turns it, according to Jer. xxxi. 18: Convert me and I sholl b
converted, Jor Thou art the Lord, my God; and Lament, v 21: Coniert
us, O Lord, to Thee, and we shall be converted,

¥ De Div. Nom., IV, 10 (PG 3, 708).
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Reply Obj. 2. Man can do nothing unless moved by God, according to
John xv. 5: Without Me, you can do nothing. Hence when a man is said to
do what is in him to do, this is said to be in his power according as he is
moved by Ged, ’

Reply 0bj. 3. This objection regards habitual grace, for which some
preparation is required, since every form requires a disposition in that
which is to be its subject, But in order that man should be moved by
God, no further motion is presupposed, since God is the First Mover.
Hence we need not go to infinity.

Reply Obj. 4.1t is the part of man to prepare his soul, since he does
this by his free choice. And yet he does not do this without the help of
God moving him, and drawing him to Himself, as was said above,

Seventh Article

WHETHER MAN CAN RISE FROM SIN
OF GRACE?

WITHOUT THE HELP

We proceed thus to the Seventh Article:—

Objection 1. It would seem that man can rise from sin without the help
of grace, For what is presupposed to grace takes place without grace, But
to rise from sin is presupposed to the itlumination of grace, since it is
written (Ephes. v. 14): Arise from the dead end Christ shall enlighten thee,
Therefore man can rise from sin without grace,

Obj. 2. Further, sin is opposed to virtue as illness to health, as was
stated above®' Now man, by force of his nature, can rise from iliness to
health, without the external help of medicine, since there still remains in
him the principle of life, from which natural operation proceeds, Hence
it seems that, with equal reason, man may be restored by himself, and
return from the state of sin to the state of justice without the help of
external grace. '

Obj. 3. Further, every natura] thing can return by itsell to the act befit-
ting ifs nature, as hot water returns by itself to its natural coldness, and a
stone cast vpwards returns by itself to its natural movement. Now sin s
an act against nature, as is clear from Damascene?® Hence it scems that

- man by himself can return from sin to the slate of justice.

On the contrary, The Apostle says (Gal. ii. 21 [cl, iii. 21]): For §f
there hod been o law given which conld give Nfe, then Christ dicd in
vain, i.c., to no purpose. Hence with equal reason, if man has a nature
whereby he can be justified, Christ died in vain, ic., to no purpose. But
this cannot fittingly be said. Therefore he cannot be justified by himself,
i.e., he cannot return from a state of sin to a state of justice.

®¥Q.91,0.1,ad 3.

# De Fide Orth,, 11, 4; 30 (PG g4, 876; g76) ; <f. op. cit, IV,
20 (PG g4, 1196). :
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Whom God hath proposed to be a propitiation, through faith
in His blood. And this came of more copious mercy than
if He had forgiven sins without satisfaction. Hence

St. Paul says (Ephes. ii. 4): God, Who ¢s rich in mercy, for

His exceeding charity wherewith He loved us, even when we
were dead in sins, hath quickened us togethey in Christ.

Reply Obf. 4. The sin of the angels was irreparable; not
50 the sin of the first man (I., Q. LXIV,, A, 2).

SECOND ARTICLE,
WHETHER THERE WAS ANY OTHER POSSIBLE WAY OF HUMAN
DELIVERANCE BESIDE THE PASSION OF CHRIST ?

We f;raceed thits to the Second Arbicle '—
Objection 1. It seems that there was no other possible
way of human deliverance besides Christ's Passion. For our

- Lord says (John xii. 24): Amen, amen I say to you, wiless

the grain of wheat falling into the ground dieth, itself vemaineth
alone ; but if it die, it bringeth forih much fruit. Upon this
St. Augustine observes that Christ called Himself the seed.
Conscquently, unless He suffered death, He would not

otherwisc have produced the fruit of our redemption.

0&j. 2. Furtlier, our Lord addresses the Father (Matil.
xxvi. q2): My Father, if this chalice may not pass away bul
I must drink it, Thy will be done. But He spoke there of
the chalice of the Passion. Therefore Christ’s Passion could
niot pass away; lence Hilary says: Therefore the chalice
cannot pass evcept He drink of it, because we cannof be
restored except through His Passion.

0bj. 3. Further, God's justice required that Christ should
satisfy by the Passion in order that man might be delivered
from sin. But Christ cannot let His justicc pass; for it
is written (2 Tim. ii. 13): If we belicve not, He continneth
Jaithfid, He cannot deny Himself. But He would deny
Himself were He to deny His justice, since He is justice
itself. It sccms impossible, then, for man to be delivered

- otherwise than by Christ’s Passion.

0bj. 4. Further, there can be no falsechood underlying

T e T T AT T TR LTI R T ST A ET T s et = - e et

THE PASSION OF CHRIST 267
faith. But the Fathers of old believed that Christ would

‘suffer. Conscquently, it scems that it had to be that Christ

should suffer,

On the contrary, Augustine says {De Trin, xiii.): We assert
that the way whercby God deigned lo deliver us by the man
Jesus Christ, Who 4s medialor between God and man, s
both good and befitting the Divine diguity ; but lel us also
show that other possible means were not lacking on God's pari,
to Whose power all things are equally subordinate.

I answer thal, A thing may be said to be possible or im.
possible in two ways: first of all, simply and absolutely; or
secondly, from supposition. Therefore, speaking simply

~and absolutely, it was possible for God to deliver mankind

otherwise than by the Passion of Christ, because no word
shall be tmpossible with God (Luke i. 37). Yet it was im-
possible if some supposition be made. For since it is im-
pssible for God’s foreknowledge to be deccived and His
will or ordinance to be frustrated, then, supposing God's
foreknowledge and ordinance regarding Christ's Passion, it
was not possible at the same tiie for Christ not to suffer,
or for mankind to be delivered otherwise than by Christ’s
Passion, And the same holds good of all things forcknown

and preordained by God, as was laid down in the First Part

Q. XIV., A. 3), -

Reply 0bf. 1..0ur Lord is speaking therc presupposing
God's foreknowledge and predetermination, according to
which it was resolved that the fruit of man’'s salvation
should not follow unless Christ suffered.

Reply Obj. 2. In the same way we must understand what
is here objected in the sccond instance: If this chalice may
not Pass away bul I mnst drink of it—that is to say, because
Thou hast so ordained it—hence He adds: Thy will be done.

Reply 0bf. 3. Even this justice depends on the Divine
will, requiring satisfaction for sin from the human race,
But if He had willed to frcc man from sin without any
satisfaction, He would not have acted against justice.
For a judge, while preserving justice, cannot pardon fault
without penalty, if he must visit fault committed against
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another—for instance, against another man, or against the
State, or any Prince in higher authority, But Godhasnoone
higher than Himself, for He is the sovereign and common
good of the whole universe. Consequently, if He forgive
sin, which has the formality of fault in that it is committed
against Himself, He wrongs no one: just as anyone else,
overlooking a personal trespass, without satisfaction, acts
mercifully and not unjustly. And so David exclaimed
when he sought mercy: To Thee only have I sinned {Ps. 1. 6),
as if to say: Thowu canst pardon me without injustice.

Reply Obj. 4. Human faith, and even the Divine Scrip-
tures upon which faith is based, are both based on the
Divine foreknowledge and ordinance. And the same reason
holds good of that necessity which comes of supposition,

and of the necessity which arises of the Divine foreknowledge
and will,

268

Q. 46, ART. 2

THIRD ARTICLE.

WHETHER THERE WAS ANY MORE SUITABLE WAY OF DE-
LIVERING THE HUMAN RACE THAN BY CHRIST'S PASSION ?

We procoed thus o the Third Article '—

Objection 1. It scems that there was some other more
suitable way of delivering 1he human race besides Christ’s
Passion, For nature in its operation imitates the Divine
work, since it is moved and regulated by God. But nature
never employs two agents where one will suffice. There-
fore, since God could have liberated mankind solely by His
Divine will, it docs not sgem fitting that Christ's Passion
should have been added for the deliverance of the human
race,

Obj. 2, Further, natural actions are more suitably per-
formed than deeds of violence, because violence is a sever-
ance or lapse from whal is according lo nature, as is said in
De Cado i, But Christ's Passion brought about His death
by violence. Therefore it would have been more appro-
priate had Christ dicd a natural death rather than sufier
for man's deliverance,
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. 0bf. 3. Further, it secems most fitting that whosoever
keeps something unjustly and by violence, should be deprived
of it by some superior power; hence Isaias says {lil. 3):
You were sold gratis, and you shall be redecmed wilhout
money. But tife devil possessed no right over man, whom
ke had deccived by guile, and whom he held subject in
servitude by a sort of violence. Therefore it seems most
suitable that Clurist should have despoiled the devil solely
by His power and without the Passion.

On the condrary, St. Augustine says (De Trin. xiil): There
was no other more suilable way of healing onr misery than by
the Passion of Christ.

I answer that, Among means to an end that one is the
more suitable whereby the -various concurring means em-
ployed are themsclves helpful to such end. But in this
that man was delivered by Christ's Passion, many other
things besides deliverance from sin concurred for man’s
salvation. Inthe first place, man knows thereby how much
God loves him, and is thereby stirred to love Him in return,
and herein lies the perfection of human salvation; hence
the Apostle says (Rom. v. B): God commendeth His charity
towards us; for when as yel we were sinners . . . Christ died
Jor us. Sccondly, because thereby He set us.an example
of obedience, humitity, constancy, justice, and the other
virtues displayed in the Passion, which are requisite for
man's salvation. Hence it is written {x Pet. ii, 21): Christ
also suffered for us, leavir g you an eXampls that you should
Jollow in His steps. Thirdly, because Christ by His Passion
not only delivered man from sin, but also merited justifying
grace for him and the glory of bliss, as shall be shown later
(Q. XLVIIL, A. 1; Q. XLIX., AA. 1, 3). Fourthly, be-
cause man is all the more bound to refrain from sin, when
he bears in mind that he has been redeemed by Christ's
blood, according to 1 Cor. vi. 20: Yo are bought with a
greal price : glorify and bear God in your body. Fourthly,
because it redonnded to man's greater dignity, that as man
was overcome and deceived by the devil, so also it shouid
be a man that should overthrow the devil; and as man
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that God wills them to have, either absolute or conditional,
Not all things, therefore, are necessary absolutely,

Ninth Article
WHETHER GOD WILLS EVII.S?

We proceed thus lo the Ninth Arlicle:—

Objection 1. It seems that God wills evils, For every good
that exists, God wills, But it is a good that evil should exist.
For Augustine says: Althongh evil in so for as it is evil is
not ¢ good, yet it is good that not only good things should
exist, but also evil things®® Therefore God wills evil things,

Obj. 2. Further, Dionysius says: Euil wonld conduce to
the perfection of everything, ie., the universe? And Augus-
tine says: Out of alf things is built up the admirable beauty
of the umiverse, wherein even that whick is called evil,
properly ordered and disposed, commends the good the more
evidently, so that the good de more pleasing and praise-
worthy when contrasted with evil®® But God wills all that
pertains to the perfection and beauty of the universe, for
this is what God desites above all things in His creatures,
Therefore God wills evils,

0bj. 3. Further, that evil should exist, and should not
exist, are contradictory opposites. But God does not will
that evil should mot exist; otherwise, since various evils do
exist, God’s will would not always be fulfilled. Therefore
God wills that evils should exist.

On the confrary, Augustine says: No wise man is the
cause of another man becoming worse. Now God surpasses
all men in wisdom, Muck less therefore is God the cause of

wan becoming worse: and when He is soid to be the cause
of a thing, He is said to will it* Therefore it is not by
God’s will that man becomes worse, Now it is clear that
every evil makes a thing worse, Therefore God does not will
evils.

I answer that, Since the good and the appetible are the
same in nature, as was said before,?® and since evil is op-
posed to good, it is impossible that any evil, as such, should

® Enchir, XCVI (PL 40, 376). ¥ De Div, Nom,, IV, 19 (PG 3,
q13).  ®Enchir, X (PL g0, 236).  ®Lib 83 Quacst, q. 3 (FL
@) *Qgan
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be sought for by the appetite, either natural, or animal, ot
by the intellectual appetite which is the will. Nevertheless
evil may be sought accidentally, so far as it accompanies a
good, as appears in each of the appetites. For a matural
agent does not intend privation or corruption; he intends the
form to which is yet annexed the privation of some other
form, and the generation of one thing, which yet implies the
carruption of another, For when a lion kills a stag, his object
is food, which yet is accompanied by the killing of the ani-
mal. Similarly the fornicator has merely pleasure for his
object, which is yet accompanied by the deformity of sin.

Now the evil that accompanies one goed is the privation
of another good, Never therefore would evil be sought after,
not even accidentally, unless the good that accompanies the
evil were more desired than the good of which the evil is the
privation. Now God wills no good more than He wills His-
own goodness; yet He wills one good more than another.
Hence He in no way wills the evil of sin, which is the priva-
tion of right order towards the divine good. The evil of nat
ural defect, or of punishment, He does will, by willing
the good to which such evils are attached. Thus, in willing
Justice He wills punishment; and in willing the preservation
of the order of nature, He wills some things to be naturally
corrupted.

Reply Obj. 1. Some have said that although God does not
will evil, yet He wills that evil should be or be done, hecause,
although evil is not a good, vet it is good that evil should be
or be done.™ This they said because things evil in themselves
are ordered to some good end; and this order they thought
was expressed in the words that evil should be or be done.
This, however, is not correct; since evil is not of itself
ordered to good, but accidentally, For it is outside the
intention of the sinner that any good should follow from his
sin; as it was outside the intention of tyrants that the
patience of the martyrs should shine forth from all their
persecutions. It cannot therefore be said that such an or-
dering to good is implied in the statement that it is a good
thing that evil should be or be done, since nothing is judged
by that which pertains to it accidentally, but by that which
belangs to it essentially.

© Hugh of St. Victor, De Sacram., 1, iv, 13 (PL 136, 239); Summa
Sent,, 3,13 (PL 176, 66) ~Cf. Peter Lombard, Sent., 1, xlvi, 3 (1, a80)
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Reply Obj. 2. Evil does not contribute towards the per-
fection and beauty of the universe, except accidentally, as
was said above, Therefore, in saying that evd would con-
duce to the perfection of the universe, Dionysius draws this
conclusion as the consequence of false premises,

Reply 0bj. 3. The statements that evil comes to be and
that it does not wome to be are opposed as contradictories;
yet the statements that anyone wills evil to be and that he
wills it not to be, are not so opposed, since either is affirma-
tive. God therefore neither wills evil to be done, nor wills it

not to be done; but He wills to permit evil to be done, and
this is a good.

Tenth Article
WHETHER GOD HAS FREE CHOICE?

We proceed thus to the Tenth Article:—

Objection 1, It seems that God has not free choice. For
Jerome says, in a homily on the prodigal son: God alone i
is Who is not liable to sin, nor can be liable: all otkers, as
having free choice, can be inclined to either side®?

Obf. 2. Further, free choice is a faculty of the reason and
will, by which good and evil are chosen, But God does not
will evil, as has been said, Therefore there is not free choice
in God. ,

On the contrary, Ambrose says: The Holy Spirit divideth
unto each one as He will, namely, according to the [ree
choice of the will, not in obedience to necessity 32

I answer that, We have free choice with respect {o what
we do not will of necessity, or by natural instinct. That we
will to be happy does not pertain to free choice but to
natural instinct, Hence other animals, that are moved to
act by natural instinct, are not said to be moved by free
choice, Since then God wills His own goodness necessarily,
but other things not necessarily, as was shown above, He has
free choice with respect to what He does not will necessarily.

Reply Obj. 1, Jerome seems to deny free choice to God,
oot absolutely, but not as regards the turning fo sin,

Reply Obj. 2. Since the evil of sin consists in turning

&2 Ypist. XXT {(PL 22, 393). ™ D¢ Fide, II, 6 (PL 16, 592)-
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away from the divine goodness, by which God wills all
“hings, as was above shown, it is manifestly impossible for
Him to will the evil of sin; yet He can choose one of two
apposites, inasmuch as He can will a thizg to be or not to be.
In the same way we ourselves can, without sin, will to sit
Jown and not will to sit down,
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Reply Obj. 1. This argument considers penance as a
Pﬂ;;;;?}; Obj. 2. To desire vengeance on another, th%ough
passion, belongs to the irascible appetite, but to desire or
tal.:e vengeance on onesell or on another, through reason,
belongs to the will,

cfgcfly O1j. 3. The memory is a power that apprchc'nds the
past. But penmance belongs not to the apprehensive but
to the appetitive power, which presupposes an act of th?
apprehension.  Wherefore penance is not in the memory,
but presupposes it. ]

R:;I}J' OE;) 4. The will, s statedabove (P. 1., Q. LXXXIL,
A 4; P. L0, Q. IX, A 1), moves all the other powers of
thle sjoul; so that it is not unteasonable for penance to be
subjected in the will, and to prodtuce an effect in each power

of the soul.
Firtu ARTICLE,
WIETHER PENANCE ORIGINATES FROM TRAR ?

0 us to the Fifih Avticle \— N
:J‘;?cf;z'ﬁjci.mlt seems tl{at penance d{.)es not orlgmz}tc
from fear. TFor penance originates in displeasure at sin,
But this belongs to charity, as stated above {A. 3). There-
-fore penance originates from love rather than fear, o
0bj. 2. Further, men are induced to do penance, t} .11'011%1
the expectation of the heavenly kingdom, accor (;ng 0
" Matth. iii. 2 and iv. 17: Do peniarce, for the Ring o }ff
heaven s at hand. Now the kingdom of heaven is ’;1 g
object of hope. Therefore penance results from hope rather
ﬂ%%ff.m;‘]f."?:t'hcr, fear is an int.crnal act of man. But
penance does not scem to arise _m us through al?y_ work
of man, but through the operation of God, acF01d1ng lo
Jerem. xxxi. 19 After Thow didst convert e I did penance.
Therefore penance does not result from f?ar.
On the condrary, It is written (Isa. xxvi. 17): As a woman

with child, when she draweth near the tine of ey delivery, is -

¢n pain, and criclh oul T hev pangs, so arc we becorite, by

o “;-'-..-'.‘-".'-.".' ,.., -
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penance, to wit; and according to another® version the text
continues: Through fear of Thee, O Lord, we have conceived,
and been as it were in labonr, and have brought forth the spirit
of salvation, i.e. of salutary penance, as is clear from what
precedes.  Therefore penance resultz from fear.

I answoer that, We may speak of penance in two ways:
first, as to the habit, and then it is infused by God immnedi-
ately without our operating as principal agents, but not with-
out our co-operating dispositively by certain acts, Sccondly,
we may speak of penunce, with regard to the acts whereby
in penance we co-operate with God operating, the first
principlet of which acts is the operation of God in tumn-
ing the heart, according to Lament. v. 21: Conver? us, 0
Lord, lo Thee, and we shall be converted ; the scecond, an

~act of faith; the tlhird, a movement of servile fear, whereby

a man is withdrawn froni sin through fear of punishment ;
the fourth, a movement of hope, wlereby a man makes a
purpose of amendment, in the hope of obtaining pardon;
the hfth, 2 movement of charity, whereby sin is dispkasing
to man for its own sake and no longer for the sake of the
punishment; the sixth, 2 movement of filial fear whereby a
man, of lis own accord, offers to make amends to God
through fear of Him.

Accordingly it is evident that the act of penance resulls
from scrvile fear as from the first movement of the appatite
in this direction and from filial fear as from its immediate
and proper principle. '

Reply 0bj. 1. Sin begins to displease a man, especially a

sinner, on account of the punishments which servile fear
regards, before it displeases him on account of its being an
offence against God, or on account of its wickedness, which
pertains to charity, '
Reply 0bj. 2. When the kingdom of heaven is said to be
at hand, we are to understand 1hat the king is on his way,
nut only Lo reward but also to panish.  Wherefore Johnihe
Baptist said (Matth. iii, 9): Ye brood of vipers, who hath
showed yoie to flec from the wrath fo come ?
* The Septuagint, ' 1 CL i, Q. exiii.




R S T N

e K W e

b e Lerea

A T T A P
PRI WS e R P PRI

Ml WA
P L T T

Q.85 Arr.6 THE “ SUMMA THEOLOGICA ” 38

Reply 0Y. 3. Even the movement of fear proceeds from
God's act in turning the heart; whercfore it is written (Deut.
v. 20): Who shall give them lo have such a mind, o fear Me?
And so the fact that penance results from fear does not
hinder its resulting from the act of God in turning the
heart.

SIXTH ARTICLE,
WHETHER PENANCE IS THE FIRST OF THE VIRTUES?

We proceed thus to the Sixth Article :—

Objection 1. Tt seems that penance is the first of the
virtues. Because, on Matth. iii. 2, Do penance, etc., a gloss
says: The first viriue is lo destroy the old man, and hate sin
by means of penance,

0bj. 2. Further, withdrawal from one extreme seems to
precede approach to the other. Now all the other virtues
scem to regard approach to a term, because they all direct
man 10 do good; whereas penance seems to direct him to
withdraw from evil. Therefore it seems that penance
precedes all the other virtues.

0bj. 3. Further, before penance, there is sin in the soul.
Now no virtue is compatible with sin in the soul. There-
fore no virtue precedes penance, which is itself the first of
all, and opens the door to the others by expelling siu.

On the conirary, Penance results from f{aith, hope, and
charily, as alrcady stated (AA. 2, 5). Therefore penance is
not the first of the virtues.

I answer that, In speaking of the virtues, we do not con-
sider the order of time with regard to the habits, because,
since the virtues are connected with one another, as stated
in the Second Part (I.-I1., Q. LXV,, A, 1), they all begin at
the same time to be in the soul; but one is said to precede
the other in the order of nature, which order depends on
the order of their acts, in so far as the act of one virtue
presupposes the act of another. Accordingly, then, one
must say that, even in the order of time, certain praise-
worthy acts can precede the act*and the habit of penance,
e.g. acts of dead faith and hope, and an act of servile

39 PENANCE AS A VIRTUE Q.85 Axr.6

fear; while the act and habit of charity are, in point of *
time, simultancous with the act and habit of penance,
and with the habits of the other virtues. For, as was
stated in the Second Part (I.-1I., Q. CXIIL., AA. 7, 8},
in the justification of the ungodly, the movement of the
free-will towards God, which is an act of faith quickened
by charity, and the movement of the frec-will towards sin,
which is the act of penance, are simultancous. Yet of these
two acts, the former naturally precedes the latter, because
the act of the virtue of penance is directed against sin,
through love of God; where the first-mentioned act is the
reason and cause of the second. ‘

Consequently penance is not simply the first of the
virtues, either in the order of time, or in the order of nature,
because, in the order of nature, the theological virtues
precede it simply. Nevertheless, in a certain respect, it is
the first of the other virtues in the order of time, as regards
its act, becausc this act is the first in the justification of the
ungodly; whereas in the order of nature, the other virtucs
scem to precede, as that which is natural precedes that
which is accidental; because the other virtues scem to be
necessary for man’s good, by rcason of their very nature,
whereas penance is only necessary if something, viz. sin, be
presupposed, as stated above {Q. LV., A. 2}, when we spoke
of the relation of the sacrament of penance to the other
sacraments aforesaid. '

Reply Obj. x. This gloss is to be taken as meaning that
the act of penance is the first in point of time, in comparison
with the acts of the other virtues.

Reply 0b). 2. In successive movements withdrawal from
one extreme precedes approach to the other, in point of
time; and also in the order of nature, if we consider the
subject, i.e. the order of the material cause; but if we con-
sider the order of the efficient and final causes, approach to
the end is first, for it is this that the efficient cause intends
first of all: and it is this order which we consider chiefly in
the acts of the soul, as stated in Phys. ii.

Reply Obj. 3. Penance opens the door to the other viriues,
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