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of a divine free choice

provident la secindum modum necessitatis provenire CG III 97 §14 f.

Divine Grace end Humen Intellest 1

Between a deductive emanationism, such as Avicemna's,
and an anti-intellectual voluntarlsm, such as was represented
by the Loquentes in lese Saracenorum, St, Thomas Aqulnas
consciously and dellhberately selected a middle position.
Aguinst the voluntarist he aprealed to divine wisdom: the
universe is a product of wisdom; wisdom is the principle of g
intelligible order; and so thure ia a reason for everything. CG II 24 §
Against the more formidable emanationist Aquinas insisted :
that divine freedom is the cause not only of the exl:<tence
of things but glso of thelr order. God does not act from
natural necessity (CG II 23). His intellect 1s not confined
to neses determinate effects (26). His wlll can choose anything
Intellect presents to it (27). Creatlon could not arise from
any debt of justlce (28 29) nor from any oblipation to the
good or the best (De Pot 3 16 C). WNelthor chunce nor any
type of emunationist theory accounts for the dlstinction of
things (39-45). Finally, while for every aspect of div.ne
provlidence and governance§y there are reasons to be assligned;
8till in the last resort all such roasons stand on the suppositilon

Manifestum lgitur f£i1t quod providentla secundum rationem
quandam res8 dispensat: et tamen haec ratlo sumltur ex supposi-
tione voluntatis divinae. B8ic igitur per praemissa duplex
error e xcludltur, Borum sclllcet qul credunt quodc omnle
almplicem voluntatem sequuntur ahsque ratione... Excluditur
etiam error sorum qul dicunt causarum ordinem ex divina

If Aquinas argued at greater length against deduct loms
of the universe, 1t was because the authors of the'great chalins
of being" had something to say for themselves. If he inslsted
that divine free cholce was the cause of all, he also was
brutal with people who wished to stor short at divine free
wlll and ass2gn noaground. be .

Dicore autem quod ex slmplici voluntate dependeat lustitla, :

a3t dicere quod divina voluntas non pracedat secundum ordinem 3
saplentiae, quod est blasphemum. De Ver 23 6 ¢. &, 4 dibq¥lsd! LTf\,“

It 1s rare that Aquinas makes out that an adv-rsary is a :
blasphemer, and it 1is noteworthy that he places the blasphemy,
not in the affirmation that divine justice is s lmply a matter
of will, but in the underlying affirmation that divine will
does not follow the order of divine wlasdom. Yet it would be
difficult to make out that in thils Aquinas was mistaken.
Will 1s will Inasmuch as it is rational appetite, and it 1s
good 1nasmuch as 1t follows Intellect. Its objlect is the
"bonwn intellectum," (GG II 27), and to remove 1ta object
1s to remove not only will but also moral goodness and real
froedome--Honooy-whon-he-aame-to-miving-the-intrinsie-apgumenst
freedom. No doubt, divine f ree cholce 13 the cause of everything,
but 1t 1s a cause met-ir-its precisely Inasmuch as it 1s an
ad junct of Intellect.

Secundum hoc enim effectus.... causa rerum. I 19 4 ¢,
At the root of all Is the intellect of Godﬁ a
divine—eetion ds-lper-modum intelligibilem” that 1t is
tirough tTheClioi¢eof a=fpdg WIille
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However, 1t may be asked how this neat balance between
wisdom and freedom 1s to be maintalned. Let us begin from
divine knowledge of the order of thae existinm universe. All
entitles, past, present, and future, are present to God
eternally (€0 I 66 §7; 114 9 ¢). [For operarl sequitur esse:
a8 God In the sinpgle instant of eternity is contemporaneous
with all entities theugh they exist at different times, so
also God In the sinsle Instant of eterrlty knows as present
to himself all entities thrugh they are not present to one
ancther. At some Instant God, the sun, and Alexander's horse
existed; at some cther inbsand God, the swn, and Baesar's horse
existed. The two horses were not contemporantous. The sun
at different times was contemporaneous with both horses. But
since cternity is tota simul, 1t was at the same Instant of
elernity that God was contemporaneous with both horses. Ses
Cajetan, In I 14 13 {xii Leon IV 189}. But if all present 1
to God, the/ewd intellisible order of all is present to Ged,

Such is divine kmowled=e of the order of the universe in the
scientia appropationis {I 14 8 ¢} or scientla visionis (I 14 9 ¢)
or the sclentia simpliciter ryactica (I 14 16 c¢).

Now divine wisdom precedes divine will., God wills
all particular instances of the rood because he wills the
good of the-e® universal order [CG T 78 §41. The pood of the
universe 1ls the reason why God wills each martlicular good in
the universe [CG I 86 §3]. God does not will thils hecause
he wills that; he wilis that this be because of that; he wills
theix order of thungs {I 195 ¢}, God's will 1s a canse
inasmuch as 1t 1s the inclination that carrles out what is
conceived by Inte’lect [I 19 4 c¢].

It follows that there 1s a divine krowledge of the
order of the unlvurse prior to divine free choice of that order.
This knowledge is not Xz3impitaiianxprzskiem scientls approbationis,
or scilentla vislonis, or sclentla simpliclter practica. It ls
the third type of speculative knowledrs. The first trpe is
kriowledze of what one cannot produce; such is God's knowledge
of himself, and a cresture's knowledme of God or of nature.
The second type i3 knowledze of what one can produce but in
the speculatlve mode; it 1s by defining and asslpgning universal
predicates. The third type is knowledre of what one can
produce Inasmuch as it can be produced thoush without the actual
intention of producing it. Zxi8xx4xe I 14 16 e¢. Such
knowledge 1s ceusal not actually but virtuslly. Ibid Im.
it is practical not actually but virtually I 15 % 2m. If 1s
an idea, not as an exemplar, but as a ratio Ibid. It seems
that a spsclal name may as well be intreduced to desipgnate
such knowle:ige of the opurabilis Inquantum hulusmodi I14 16 Ad id qd
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Tontrete knmowtedse—
We shall call it the concrete conception.
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In the concrete conceptlon the key element 13 the notlon
of end. For an end ls a pood, and a mood 1s concrate; "bonum
et malum sunt 1n rebus.' Again it 1s 1in terms of the end
that wisdom orders what 1s for the end (I 25 5 ¢). Thirdly,
the end is the object of will (I IT 1 1 e}. Fourthly, the
end is the first of causes (I 5 2 1lm). Fifthly,/the ond as
intended/is a cause (I IT 1 1 lm).
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However, the relavant end 1s not the sbsoclute goodness
of God., Though 1t 1s a concrete good and the first of all
causes and the ground of God's intending anythine else, still
1t does not meet the requirements of the lmmediate l1ssue.
Bacause absolute ;oodness excesds the proportion of finite
substance, 1t cannot suprly & principle whence can be derived
by wlsdom a determinate selectlinn of means and & determinate
pattern  and series of finite oporations; any world order would
be becaunse of sbsolute goodness (I 25 5 ¢). Apain, hecause
God wills absolute cooddess necessarily, it 1s not an object
of divine free choice (I 19 3 ¢}. The end under consideration
ls the principle of order and an ohject of free cholce.
Secondly, the relevant end 1s not/the proportionate end
of some nature W@y the mere agrresate of proportionate ends
of an apggregate of natures. A mere agaoreante ls without order,
and sco it cannot be a principle of ordering; on the other hand,
a universe 1s not generally a sinmle instance of a nature,
More radically, however, there 1s a lack of concr-teness to
the naturally proportionate end, For finite nature does not
include itz own existence. MNakaxzX Operatlons natural to
finlte substances do not occur except instrumentally under
the movement and guidance of the first agent (I 103 5; 105 53 116 1-3)
Naturally proportionate ends have the same lack of concrete
determinateness as have finlte natures, They are deflned
In terms of natures (I 62 1 ¢: perfectlo... quam possunt asse;jul
virtute sume naturae., I II 62 1 ¢: ad quam scllicet homo
pervenire potest per princi-la suse naturae); or inversely
natures are defined in terms of them (II Phys lect 14 §8:
Unde patet gnod nstura nihil e st aliud quam ratio cuiusdanm artis,
scilicet dlvdnae, indita rebus, qua ipsae res moventur ad
finem determinatum). Hence it 1s that naturally proportlonate
ends are not always actually attalned, as in exstinct blologdcal
specles, and sometimes are not actually intended by God, as
in men and angels (Do Ver 27 2; I X% 62 1; I II 5 5; 62 1).
Thirdly, the relevant end is the perfectio universi.
But it is of some lmportance to form correctly onse's analogous
concept of this end. God's knowledse stands to all created
thinzs, as the knowledze of an artificer to his artefact I 14 8 c.
Still, God does not plan, will, and produce svll and sin;
hls practical knowledme envisares them as the practical kmowedge
of a medical doctor envisages disease (I 14 16 ¢). How 13 one

to—~hmve—thinga—borth-weys~st~onea?. By talins e view-polnd
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to have things both ways at once? If God ls the universal
artificer, how can he be doctor and not artificer of evil?

I have discussed this probdadm previously (TS 3 1942 547 £f)

and at prosent am concurned solely with the correct conception
of the end of the univorse. Now 1t 1s ~uite true that kha

in & sense the end of the universe 1s its final siftuatlon
(I731c). However, 1t 1s this chronologlical wlew of the

end that emphasizes the weak point in the analogy from artifilesrs
and doctors., If one 1s to be accurate, one must endeavor to
grasp and retain the atemperal view in which God eternally
concelves, chooses, and sees the whole of a temporal process.
Materially this process 1s a vast manifold of entities. But
there are patterns of intelliniblé relations connecting all
glements in each world slituatlon; and there are further patterns
comecting each successive palr of situatisns. All thess
patterns form a single Intelllislble unity so that the world

is one by the unity of order I 47 3 ¢. Now an end is ultima

rgl perfectio., But the ultimate perfection of the universe

1s what males 1t a un'verse; 1t is the one iIntelligibility
uniting all k% parts existing at all times; and it 1s with
respect to this end of intelligihle unity that all things of

all times are ordered. The chronologically last situatlon or
what 1s good In it 1s just as much-a part of the whole as anything
else; and it is ¢ whole that eternally 1s conceived, chosen,

and seen by God./ I admit, of conrge, that to reach the proper
view-point and to stay there 1s difficnlt; otherwise theologlans
would not for centuries have besen 1inslsating that since thse
heavenly Jerusalem 1s t he end, therefore God/destines people

to heal ante preevisa merita; or inv.rsely, since God doss not
destine people to hell ante praeviga merita, God's will is
sublect To somr~sondttion—iNrredestiminalthemr to heaven,

———
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wne“Hndj‘tﬁéﬁj“tﬁgkmis—%he—pwrﬁeGtinnwof_Lhﬁ_gniverse
is the key element in the concrete conception thet eXIsts I r
divine wisdom prior teo“the divine free cholce of ehis universe.
But God's kmowledge-is invaripble. I 14 %:926,/566 could do
more than he dosgs, but he could not krow m than he does,
except by way.of the scientia visionis _F%id 2m. The reason
axlstence of 2 gelentla viSionis 1s continment;

leated of God not entitatively but terminatively. ‘
ther hand, divine knorledse prior to divine freq/nhﬁiﬁgf

is jdentical with ghe divine substance and so complatedy
ipmutable Ibld ¢. But there are endless other univérses that
///622 could have created; such creatlon wo:1ld n ave added to

his entitatlve krowledge; and se-it-follews~that-Ged-must-passcss
- p-00r-rete-coneephbien-ef-avery-possiblecunivwerge~ sincéd God

would have known -any other universe-ns well ss he kfiows this

one, it follows that he must possess a concrete conception of

pvery posg;hle universe,.
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There remains another step. @& Prior to dlvine free chodce
of this universe, God possessed a concrete concertlon of 1t,
and In that conception the key element is the end that 1s the
Intell igible unity of the whole. Now can we generallze? Can \
W~y thebGod-poBst T nes—gconoretd-conevbdonof_overy posstble
Mr+2arse~ Priot “to-any actol divine Tres-wiliftv
we say bthat 1f God had chosen any other unlverse, he would have
possessed a concrete conception of it prior to choosing 1t%
This, I think, is necessary., For were 1t not so, then that
universe would not have heen the product of wisdom and freedom.
In other rords, the Thomist account of this universe 1s based
on principles valid for any universe; indeed, unless one holds
that, one will be foreed to a denial of the ax fully explicit Thomist
account of this universe. An arcument may be added, Divine
knowledge 1a invariable I 14 15 ¢. God conld do more than he
does, but he could not krow more than he does,Ibidxim except
by way of the sclertia visionis Ibid 2ms The reason for this
1s thaet the sclentia simplicis Intelll-~entlme is identlcal with
the divine substance, but the sclentia visionis 1s predicuted
of God not entibatlvely but terminatively. Now, God would know
any un.verse/as well as he knows this one and in the manner 1n
which he knows this one. But as such hypothetical creatlon,
30 the hypohhetical scientia visionis, would not involve an
entitdtive difference in God. It follows that God achhally
possesses a concrete concention of every possihle universe.

L<t us resume. God knowsthe other only in his own essence CG I 46
He knows himse<lf perfectly 47, and primo et per se it is only '
himself thut he knows 48. But as God knows himself perfectly,
he knows his own power perfectly and so must know the possibllities
correlutive to that power I 14 § ¢. DBut Godts power 1s without
limlts or condltlons; necessarily, then, there are neither limits
nor conditions to what 1s possibls; only the nothingness of
contradiction can be Impossible (I 25 3 ¢; III 13 1 ¢).
As God could cause any possiblalty, so he knows all possibilities,

and among them the ®»a total ranps of possible world orders.
Again,

Let us resume. God knows the other only in his own essence
CG I 46. He knows himself perfectly 47, and primo et per se
1t only himself' that he knows 48. But knowing his own essence,
he has proper knowledge of everybthing else; as the purfectlon of
& man Includes the pwrfection of an animal, so the perfection of
God includes all perfection (CG I 54 §3). But the good of unyersal
order X3Xma3® resemhles the divine essence more than any particaular
crvature and, universally, the whole 1s more perfect than the part;
hence 1n hisg esasevnce God knows the total ranpge of possible world
orders. Again, since God knows himself perfectly, he knows hls
own power perfectly, and so must know the possibilities that are
correlative to his aw power, But his pover is without limits
or conditions; and so neither limits nor conditions can be imposed
upon the range of the possibles; only the nothinsness of contra-
diction can be Impossible {I 25 3; IIT 13 1). As God knows all
possibility, he must lmow the %otal ranre of possible world
orders. Apgain, God knows all at once. By the single specles
that is his essence and the sinrle intentlo intellecta that
1s his word CG I 53, he has proper lmowladze of everything else.
Just s we know a house by graspinpat once foundations, walls,
gnd roof, just as we know a proposition hy grasping at once
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subject and predicate, so aith equal ease, in a single glance,
God knows all/without any teint of disecourse or succession (57)
not by reasordns but by understanding (Ibid §8), He-knews

He does not reason from effects to causes but knows effects in
knnowing thelr causes I 14 7 ¢. But the first of causes 1s the
end. Hence as God krows the total ranpe of possible wriverses
world ordsrs, so in the intelligible unlty that is‘the end of
each, he knows all that is to the end.
keﬂpa“prcaﬂwé%hmd¢V$n&~ﬁmnipr6ﬁ€6~
péten%éﬂa-ccmnnehendit~1~25~5‘c4

ﬂ%ﬂa—ﬂaﬂiﬂntia totum posse
T -eonbrary--to -divine
CsIvT Iy Ties~within e concrete
: As in this universe God has
the iden of each thing bﬂcauqe he has the idea of universal order
Mg_n9x9b9—eanneﬂttﬁﬁ_azwth21§§§f§:§gﬁ%FTT”E
-heﬂmﬁfﬁyﬂof'ench%uni?anseﬂﬁﬂ&whaewprore¥mk~
T 4950 7~0f s Ioghberas 65,0 Ll

(I 15 2 c), 30 In the conerete concepting of the Inmtellipbll
unitles of all poseihle univ,rses God possesses all ideas.

- of—q-coner 83
than—-in fun-verse isﬂihﬁaf.ain#ul&nsfﬁﬁ‘“eiﬂﬂﬂt1“9~coﬁfIngents
67\~o£f%§%§;gﬁf”“vf:ﬁéi;,EBWQQﬁrfﬁ“lﬁTties 69, of whab-is vile

£eTtTs 71,
As th conerete conceptisn of thls universe includes singulars 65,
future contingents 67, movements of willy 68, what is vile 70,
and evils 71, se-the-eenspete~eap@epti@na—eﬁ-pesaible-wepld
opdors~inetude-aii of what 1les merely In a creatire's power
to opine, imazine, or mean I 14 9; III 3 3 ¢, so the equally
concrete conceptlions of svery universe include all that periains
w0 them acuunllv or ptentially. =Hiwadly, an end that-is

krﬁﬁﬁ\énﬁ%heﬁgﬁﬁingfeﬁaeﬁaefi““foeda«huh_allmpeas&hititﬁf?r
Meo-withipn-orders

This d@ means far more than thut God knows all at once by

That Gods knows all possible ends of all po=ssible universes

in his essence, and thut in ¥Xa/endx he knows concretely all
thut seunld-be-3s ordered to each, implies somethaing more

than the unity and simultanelty of divine knowledse of the
other. It Implles that divine wisdom keeps pace wilth divine
omnipotence (I 85 5 ¢: divina saplentia totum posse pot.ntiae
comprehendit}), for all pogsibility lles within an order devised
by infinlte wi=dom, so that nothing contrary to diwine wisdom

1s possible Ibid Im. It implies thet all posslblility is ordered
to an end that 1s a particirati~n of divine perfection, and so
that nothing contrary to divine goodness is possible Ibid.

It implies that God could choose anything freely, wissely, and
well, It implies that in any possihle universe there would

be 8 reason for everything, becaise of divine wiszdom, yet that
reason would rest ultimabtely on a supposition of div ne will. |
It Implies that divine freedom determines not merely what things
ex1lst but algo the world order in which they oxist; for all

possible orders for each thing are of fered to its cholice,

It Impllies not merely that divine wisdom alkillfnlly patterns
necessary and contingent causes and effects In a single order,

but also that divine will transcends the created order of

necesslty and contingence {In Per Herm I lect 14 §22 Leon I 70)

for it groundsthe ultimate sup osition ef-bhere—betng-augordem

both that there aetuql‘w is an order and that 1% is this one that ls.

0 j I -




Indeed, quite incidentally, 1t solves A. Michel's vipgorous
objections to the scientla medla (Scienc. de Dieu, zmk DTC XIV 1614 f)
It 1s not only St. Thomas {I 19 8 ¢} and a zood NMolinist 1ike

I'r Lennerz (De Deo Uno Rome 1948 p 251 n 359} that kuow of the
efficacy of divine will. God knows it, 8ince he does, he cannot
help knowing that, were he to willl any concretely concelved

world order, then everything, even €reated free choices, would
oceur as he conceived them. That knowledre differs from knowledge
of posslibility. It 1is independent of any actual free cholce,

It arises on the s upposition that God would will some order.

it regards what creatures would choose.
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