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nisinterpreted thess two men we should come to an even
deeper appreciation of their doctrine on teleology in
nature,

Suare:z sppears to be saying that we ocught not
to speak of naturail agonts as 'soting for an end'; rather
wo should ssy that the operations of nstural agents are
‘on msceount of an end' and are 'the effects of a finsl

cause', He then adds the reason rfor his insistence on

this precise phraseolo §¥s-whioh-ie that the setions of

naturel agents do not issue frou them asg properly their
ewn, but ghould de attributed to the prineipal agent,
nanely, the Author of nature under whose direction and
intention natural agentsg opcr&ﬁo. In other words, there
1s sctivity for an end in nature, but thet getivity belongs
properly to the Creator, and not to the neturel being,
It i3 evident that this is contrary to all we
have Jjust #xplained, and is untenabvle at least fronm the
_innt of view of Aristotelian-Thomistio teaching, As
this conclusion of Susreg 1s & logicsl conseguence of
@rroneous conseptions of the notions of 'good! and of
God's oreative and conservative aotion<69), we could not

Justly rerute 1t without earrying ourselves far afield.

69) Ses Charles Hcllencnmp, Causs Causerum, for a Just
eritiqus 6f Suarez! position on these guestions,
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%e oan, however, assert that as an explanation of Arige
totle's and St, Thomas' o°pinion, 1t is definitely false.
Not only 1s this obvious from our own foregoing exposie=
tion, it 4 equally plain if we turn to the texts or
Aristotle and St, Thomas to which Suarerz appeals for sup=-
port: He refers to the Summe Theologica, Ia, qe 103, au.l,
and to the ﬁrnma Contra Gentiles, Bk. III, oh. 24, noting

¢specially the example used by St, Thomas of the arrow

directed toward the target by the archer. The doctrine

presented by 8¢, Thomas on both ocoasions is #ssentially
the same, so 1tvsuffioes for our purpose to consider one
paesage, and we choose thut ¢ the Prima Pareg,

The purpose of this artiole i3 to establish that
there ig actuelly an Intelligence governing the universge,

The mrgument is 8 posteriori, being based on the fact that

nature ects for en end., The exemple of the arrow ig given
in the rosponse ta the first objeétion where the argument
1s summed up for us,

Ad primum ergo dicendum, quod eliquid movetur
vel operatur propter finem dupliociter: une modo
sicut agens selpsum in finem, ut homo et alire
creaturae rationales; et talium est coznoscere
retionem finis, et eorum quae sunt ad finems
alio modo aliquid dicitur operari, vel moveri
propter finen, quasi ab aliquo sctum, vel direce
tum in finem; giocut sagltta movetur dirscta ad
signum @ segittante, qui sognosecit finem, non
autem segitta. Unde sicut motus sagittae ad
determinatum finem demonstrat eperte quod




sagitta dirigitur ab aliguo cognoscente; ita
certus cursus neturalium rerun cognitione
carentium manifeste declasrat mundun retione
aliqua gubernari, (70)

When he uses the terms 'operari' and 'moveri',

we see that St. Thomas is spesxing of a motion, of & mo-

tion that is determined to some one tern, and therefore
directed. But we know that for him directed motion,
whether it be sotion or passion, is the effect of finsl

cnus#lity. If the directed motion is an action, it is

A,,*fA,Qf,f,LQith*cﬁ_uaali,t,yk’_i_fiA =P n,s,841,o,nT,Aift,,ri;B;,;th_c_r_ eAsAu,lftAéo £

officlent causality; in either case, final causality is
presupposed. The argumentation proceeds from the direce
ted motion to the sxistence of an intelligent agent who
directs. For direotion to an and demands e universal
knowledze of the end and of its relation to the neans.,
Sipce naturel agents lack this knowledge, recourse cust
be had to some ordering intellect, Ood., To illustrete
this point, St.‘Thomas u60s the example of the srrow and
the archer, Just ae the flight of the sarrow to the target
requires a direoting cause, the aroher, so natursal opera~
tions, which ere purposive, call for an intelligent mover,
Two faotors, both misconceptions, induce Suaresz

to infer from this pasesge that S5t, Thomas is'implying

70) Iﬁ, qe 103. -2 1, ad 1,




that sctivity for un end does not properly belonz to
netural agents. The first is his mistaken notion of
.final causality. In hermony with Aristotle hg calls
final causality a 'metaphorical motion', but he falsely
regards this as only a metter of the convenience of
words.(71) For him final oausality is a reasl action,
distinguished only by reason from effieient csusality,
and 'motio metaphorica' ig a convenient way of noting

that distinetion,

NHeque contra illam quicquaz obstat objectio
supra faota, quod sctus voluntatis potius est
effectus quam ocsusalitas finis. Nam imprimis
in ipsomst actu voluntatis possumus distinguere
totionen ab metu, ot motum dicemus esse 6ffece
tum, sotionem vero quatenus in suo genere eost

& fine, esse ocausalitatem ejus, siocut propore
tioneliter dicendum est de causalitate effece
tive., Deinde, etiemsi in illo sotu non distine
guantur ex natura rel illae duae rationes, sed
fingatur esse pura actio, nihilominus non repugnat

71) Perhaps this is the source for Hobbes' oriticism:
"These small beginnings of motion, within the body of
man, before thay eppear in walking, speaking, strike
ing, and other visible actions, are commonly called
endeavor. Thls endeavor, when it is towarad saonething
whioh causes it, is called sppetite, or desire... And
.when the endeavor ias fromweard sonething, it is gener-
ally called aversion. These words, appetite and aver=
sion, we have from the Latinss and they both of them
8ignify motions, one of approeoching, the other of re-

~%iringess The Schools find in mere appetite to g0,
or move, no actusl motion ut all; but becruse some roe-
tion they must acknowledge, they call it metaphorical
motion; whien is but an absurd speech, for though
words may be culled metsphorical, bodies and motions
sannot." -~ Thomas Hobbes, Leviethan, in English Phile
osophers from Bacon to ¥ill, pp. 148-149,




ut endem res, quae est effectus causae, in eo
genere, in quo est effeotus, 8it etiam ocausale
itas, quando 1lle effectus est ipsamet actio,
suffioitque distinetio rationris, ut distiaguane
tur per modum causalitatis, vel per modum ef=
feotus, sicut in caugalitate activae manifeste
constat. (72)

Quare cavenda est aequivocatio in vosabuloe
metaphoricsae motionis; nam respectu nostri
ills particuls, metsiphoricae, additur ad dise
tinguendam 1llam motionenm a motione efficien=
tis causae, non vero ad excludendam illam @&
tote latitudine motionis et caugalitetis realis
roprie dictaes cum vero Leus dicitur moveri
aut allioi a bonitate sua, totas loecutio egt

» mataphoriua,ng,g;gliqgndgmvaplam‘nationqm;ﬁi-~
vinse voluntatis. (73) '

8upposing this, Susrez was perfeetly logical

in conoludinz that the activity of natural boings is not
}aally theirs, and therefore no causality from the end
influences them when opersting. Since final caﬁsality

is an aotion, éiatinct only by reason from efficilent
causality, the sotion of the finel csuse and that of the
efficlont cause are ldentical, Hence, directed motion is
.t the game timo final causality and the effeot of the
finel cause, nemely, officient caugality, The directed
motlion of natural agents, consegquently, is both finel and
efficient ocausality, and since they are directed by the
Divine Intelligence their motion is not properly theirs

but is the transient action of God in them. And this is

72) Suarez, op. clit., sec, 4, n., 12, (Underlining mine.)
73) Suare:z, op, cit., sec.9, n, 3. (Underlining mine.)
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but to the archer, But manifestly this could not be St,
Thbmaa' gcaning, because'for him direocted mofion is the
effect of final caugality and reelly distinguished rfrom if.
Sucrez' second pitlfall was to take St. Thorasg!
example of the arrow in & univocxl sense. I thisg were

true, 1f the directed motion oy natural beings were the

game as the directqd”gotion,af tha;&nznv,éwe;conidAthen”

be properly ascribed to God, as to their principal cause,
The arrow 1z an instrument in the hands of the archer,
and an instrument qua instrument operates entirely in
virtue o the prinoipal agent,

Cause vero inztrumentelis non agit per virtutem

suee formae, sed solunm per motum quoc movetur a

Principali agente, Unde effeotus non agssimila-

tur instrumento, ged prineipall agenti: siout

lectus non assimilatur securi, sed arti quae

°st in mente artificis, (74)

But note the logical tonsequences of this posiF

tion., The motion received from the principal agent come

prises the sole operative power snd the very ‘esse! of

the instrument,

74) 1lla, q. 62, =, 1,




157

Instruventuns.. non operetur nisli inguantum
est motum e prineipali agente, quod per se
opsratur, Et ideo virtus principslis agentis
hebet permanens et completum osse in naturaes
virtus sutem ingtrumentalis habet ssse trane~
glens ex uno in aliud, et incompletum; sicut
et motus est aotus inperfectus ab agente in
petiens, (75)

The form by whioh the instrument opsrates ig
s8inply the transient &ction of the prinoipal agent, and

the e¢ffect following from the sotion of the instrument ig

thus attributed to the prineipal agent as to its per se

f;~ﬂ~“ﬂ~prbpb?‘iauso, and'only aecuhdﬁmVQuiﬁrfo the instrument

itgelf, We s&y the aroher scores a bullseye and not the
Orrows And 4{f we say that netural agents are directed
exactly like the arrow, we would be equivalently stating
that a natural operstion is raally the transient soction

of God in the oreature. God would be the per 50(76) and

78) 1lla, q, 62, a. 4,

76) e can 8ay, indeed in one gense we mugt, that God ig
the per se cauge of overy naturel effeoct. He is not
only the proper osuse of the 'esse’ of every effect
(ef. QuDs de Pot,, 3+« 3, 8.7), but He zives to every
sreated agent {tg eapacity to aet and to produce an
effeets "Deus est omugsa &ctionis cuiuslibet in quane
tum dat virtutenm wgendl, et in quantum econservet eam,
¢t in guantun appliocat actioni, et in guantum eius
virtute omnis alia virtus agit." =e QeD¢ de Pot,, loo,
eit. But this glves us no reason to deny causality
to naturel agents, so that the effects ordinarily ag=
cribed to them would be attributed immedistely, and
exclusively to God alone. He certainly oould have
produced every effect without mediant cRuses, but in
feot He, as Prime Cause, willed to produece thinge
through created egents, as Secondary causest Non i-
gitur auferimus proprias actiones rebus creatis, quam=
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proximate Chuse of every natural effect. Logioally this

conclusion lesds to Pantheism, S5¢t, Thomas, and, I trust,

‘Suares would never hold this, The Angelic Doctor expressly

repudiates this positiony

Quod Deum operari in quolibet operante aliqui

8io intellexerunt, quod nulla virtus creata
aliquid operaretur in rebus, sed solus Deus
immediate omnis operaretur; puta iznis non
calefaceret, ged Deus in igne; et similiter

de omnibus aliisg. Hoo autem est imposeibile.(77)

But the point is that for 8t. Thomas the exanple

4;;;¢Wuoxéthﬂ—trrow*tt*nh'Bihmpié;"Héxiéwmerélwaéjing to 1llus-
.trato»his line of reaéonlngx as directed motion is slways
the effeoct of fingl eauaality,:and a8 such entails intele
ligence, so from the directed motion of natursil belnges we

c&n argue to the existence of‘an intelligent ruler of the

universe; Jjust a8 the dirsoted motign of the arrow attests

to the existence of sn archer., There yet renaing & tremene

dous difference in the two cases, The natural operation

is assigned to the natural agent as to its proper causge,

for the natural agont sots in virtue of a prineiple whioh

vis omnes effectus rerum ereaturarun Deo attriduimus,
quesi in omnibus operanti,” - Contra Gentiles, III,
¢h. 69; "Deus operatur ut osuse prima; requiritur ta-
men operatio naturae ut ceusae secundeao, Posset ta-
men Deus effectunm neturae etiam sine naturs facere;
vult tamen fecere mediante natura, ut servetur ordo
in rebus.” «= Q.D. de Pot., gs 3, .7, ud 16, +5
Contra Gentiles, III, ch. 69, 70, 77; 1la, q« 105,
&, §; In I Sent,, d. 1, gq¢ 1, a, 4,

?7) Ia, Qe 105, &, 5,

> et oo
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ie permenently its own, as we know from the definition
of nature and from what was previously discussed. The
motion of the arrow, on the other hend, hes to be attrie
buted to the archer as to its per se cause, for the
reason that the arrow La an instrument and acts solely
through the efficlency of its moving ocause. The prine
ceiple of the arrow's motion is the transient action of
the archer, whiech is not a principle boionging to it,

but an incomplete act violently impressed by the ercher, = |

and it oceeses to be once the end of the motion is resched.
8t. Thomas clearly points up this difference between the

fwot

Dupliociter auten contingit aliquid ordinari et
dirigd in sliquid sicut in finems unc modo per
seipsum, siocut homo qui selpesum dirigit ad loe
cum quo tendit; alio modo b altero.... Sed
hoo dupliciter sontingit,

@) Quandogue enim in quod dirigitur in finem,
solummodo impellitur et movetur a dirigente,
sine hoc quod aliquam formem e dirizente conge=
quatur propter quam el competet talis directio
vel inclinatio; et talis inclinatio est violene
ta, siout sagitte inclinatur a sagittante ad
signum deterninatum.

b) 4liquando eutem id quod dirigitur vel
inclinetur in finen, congequitur a dirigente
vel movente aliquan formam per quam sibi talis
inclinatio competat: unde ot telis inclinetic
erit naturalis, quasi habens principium neture
ele; sicut ille qui dedit lapidi gravitatenm,
inolinavit ipsum ad hoo quo deorsum naturaliter
fertur;... Et per hunc modunm cmnia naturalia,
in ea quae eis conveniunt, sunt inclinata,
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haebentia in seipsig aliguod inclinationis prin-
cipium, ratione cuius eorum inclinnmtio naturae
lis est, ita ut quodammodo ipsa vadant, et non
solum ducentur in fines debitos. Viclenta enim
tantunmodo duuunturl guis nil econferunt rnoventi;
god naturalig vadunt in finem, in quantum cooe
RBerantur inclinanti et dirizenti per prinoipium
eis inditum, (78)

This distinction was in fact marked off by §t,
Thomas in the very article to which Suare:z made referen~
oe.(79) =~ something that makes it all the more difficult

to understand how the latter could have stunbled so0, VIn

“the mind of §t. Thoﬁa-rnafural agents remlly act for an
end. They do so by reason of a principle thet is their
own., This prihcipla is nature itsels?, the intrinsic prine

ciple of motion apnd rest, s«nd thet by whieh the netural

- T8) Qele de Ver., q. 21, a.l (undorlining mine); of. idid.,
Q¢ 27, Beds Natural agents may in a sense be seld to
be instruments of God in producing their effects.

"eeo Instrunentum dupliciter dicitur. Uno medo pro=
pries guando seilicet eliquid ita ab altero movetur
gquod non confertur ei s« riovente aliguod prinecipiun

lio modo dicitur instrumeatun magis communiter quide
quid est movens ab alioe notum, sive sit in ipse prine
cipium sui motus, sive non," == Q+Ds de Ver., q. 24,
8.1, ad 5, It is in the common ecoeptation of the
term that the natural 8gent 13 sald to be an instrue
ment. It aotz in virtue of the prineipal egent, God, -
&nd 3o it can be said to be an instrumental ceouse of
the erfeet that follows from it., But that power to
nove or to scet that the natural agent receives from
God, is & permanent principle in itself, its own NR=
ture. Therefore true causality can be attributed to
it, whereeas an instrument ia the strict sense cannot
be snid to be properly a cause,

79) Cr. Il, Qe 105. 2N 1. ad 3,

e oo
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being is inclined towsard a determinste end, It s, further,
in that inelination that we find the very omusality of the
ends. But because properly to sot for un end entails know=
ing the 'ratio' of the end, 1.0, its sultability to the a-
geat and to the means, the funotion of this knowlsdge must
be supplied by the Author of Fature in the case of hatural
azents. The Creator does this by making the nature of each
& determination, an inclination for a &efinite good. That

is why St, Thomas often refers to naturel things as directed, |

or movod; to their ends, comparing thelir direotion by the
Author of Fature to the diroctioﬁ of an arrow by the archer,
= always nginttaﬁing though » deep-seated difference in
the two instances. |

As regards Suares' appeal to Aristotle, there is
no difficulty. He cites the De Caelo and clai&s Aristotle
thinks that nature does not operate under the influenece of
& finel csuse "dum conjungit Deum et naturam, dicens nihil

'facere frustra, satis indicat naturem in agendo propter finem

subordinari Deo," (80) Definitely Aristotle admitted that

nuture'ia suberdinated to God in operating for an end, but
he 8180 proved that nature acts for an end by 1ts own acti=-
vity. In Pfact, he defined nature in.terms of finality, ma=-

king 1t the very prineiple of action for an end.

80) Suarexz, op. cit., sec. 10, n. 83 ¢f, De Caelo, I,
She 4, 271230-34, :




Chapter Pive

BATURE A5 A CONTINGEKT CAUSE

In the two preceding chapters we demonstrated
that nature eacts for an end, and saw how thig is possible
althougﬁ nature laoks the intelligence requisits for pure
posive action. This latter difrioculty was resolved by

poeinting to s detqpm§§atiog_;n the natursl agent that ig .

a8t once & partioipeted 'retio!' obviating the need of intel-
ligence, and the very attractive influence of the finsl
cause on the agent. But our ocase is not yet closed. The
problem of the casual returns teo trecuble us,

The obviousness of chance led ue to dispose of
it et fhe outaet as an objection to final csusality in
neture, We gaw thet without finality chance itgels luocks
meaning., Unless natural ezents sact for an end, unless
"the casusl itselrs represents a possible intended goal,
it 1s altogether futile to epéak of ehance. And indeed
chance ;ay be left unconsidered insofar as it constitutes
an objeefion to the fact of purposiveness in nature; it
cannot be so lightly dismissed when it is & qu;stion of
how nature acts for an end. 1If neturael agents are deter-

mined by their very nature to operate for s definite goal,




- wl@3-

Why 48 it they do not always attain their end? If the

neturel being setg purposively rrom a determination in

1ts nature, how are the snomelies of nature to pe explai~

ned? How do ws &dcount for monstrous generations, for

exanple?
¥e can be deliberately equivossl in our response
end say that due to an 1ndctormination, nature, though

having a determination, faills on ocossion to ettain that

to whioh it 44 determined,

A,rprloetion,Qn;&zisxotiei1f -

retort to an identios} difficulty will dissipate the Rp=

parent confugion,

"Now mistakes some Lo peass even in the opersa=
tione of art: the gremmarian makes & mistake
in writing and the dootor pours out the wrong
dose. Hence cslearly migtakes are possible in
the operations eof art also. If then in arsg
there are cases in whieh what 4 rightly pro=
duced gerves a purpose, and 12 where mistekes
osour there was a purpose in what wes &ttemp-
ted, only it was not attained, 80 must it pe
also in natural products, and monstrosities
will be rfailures in the purposive effort,
Thus in the original combinations (cf. 198b32)
the 'ox-progeny' ir they failed to rench a
determinate end must have arisen through the

sorruption of some prineciple cerresponding to
What is now the seed.” (1§

Of its very definition ert is the employment

of determinate means for & fitting ond.(Z) The celligzrapher

1) Phya.. II’ ch. 8’ 199&33-b7- )
2) "Nihil enim aliud ars esse videtur, quam certa ordingae

tio rationis quomode per determinata medis &d debitum

finem actus humani perveniant.” -« In I Pogst, 4Anal.,,
lect, 1, n, 1,
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if he truly possesses his art, does not take ocounsel
ebout what strokes he will meke to form properly eaoch
letter of a word. His arm and rzen glide alonyg amoothly
as he unhesitatingly writes esch letter, word, sentence.
He does not have to deliberate owing to o determination
from the art he hes acquired. In the plurality of ins-
tanees he suaceeds in his efforts, but from time to time
he blunders; hia arm may slip, or an 1m§erfeotion in the

pen may cause & blot of ink., On the ocourrence of suoh.

a nistake, we would not deny the existence of the writer's
art, by oleiming he was not determined by it to produce

& definite efrect, & zood effect that he usually achieves.,
Béz we recognize that while he isg an accomplished ocopyist
and is thereby sufficiently determined to copy a perfeot
draft, he is at the same time a limited agent and thsrefore
eannot always be in contrel of all the conditions requisite

to & sucoess‘ful work.(s)

3) "Bt dicit (Arist.) quod ciros illas operativeas disoi=-
plinas quae habent certos modos operandi et sunt per
se suffioclentes, ita geilicet quod effectus operis eo-
run non depsndet ex eventu alicuius extrinseci, circe
has inquam srtes non est consilium, sicut de litteris
consoribendis., Et hulus ratio est quie non consilia=
mur nisi in dubiis. Hon est auterm dubium quallter dee
beat soribi, quia certus est modus seribendi et non
est dubius, et non dependet effeotus seripturae nisgi
éx arte ot menu soribentis., Sed de his eut consilium
quasecumqus fiant per nos, idest in quibus oportet ros
preedetorninari queliter riant, quie nox sunt in se
carts ot determinata,” o= In III Ethle., lect. 7,
ne 4673 of+ QeDe de Pot., e &, a8, 6, rd 5,
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Similarly 4% 1¢ with nature. The natural agent
1s determined in its nature to operate for a suitable
torﬁ. Gsnerslly it attains this gorl; sonetimes it does
not. V¥hen it falls on the }are cccasion, that does not
give us reason to infer the non-existencs of & determie
netion to a particuler end in the agent's nature, nopr
to negate the sufficieney of that determination.(4)

The natural agzent ig deternined to & partiocular effect

end will produce it, provided its oausality s not intere |

fered with either by an exterior agent or by a misplay

of 1%s own principle. While the determination in the
nature of the agent is adequate to obtein its end, never-
th@lesl because 1t {s a ¢ontingent and not a necessary
Skuse, the actunl ashievemert of ite end can be prevented.,
And the reason for thae continzent causalitj cf a natural
egent is to be found in an 1ndeﬁermination in the agent

itsqlf.

4) " 'Pogita CRusa guaocumgue, necesse sit eius effectum
poni's Hoo enim non oportet in omnibus causis: quia
eliqua csusa, licet sit por se et proprie causa et sufe
fioiens alicuius effestus, potest tamen impediri ex
concursu alterius causse, ut non segquatur effoctus,"”
-= Contra Gentiles, III, e¢he 86. "Nam peccatun vel
maelum non accidit in actione naturse, nigi propter ime
pedimentum superveniens 1113 causzae agenti; guod quie
dem non est nisi in pauocioribus, ut sunt monstra in
nature, et alie huiusmodi .," e Q«Ds de Pot., loce.

sit,

e
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Ie= POSITIVE AHD XEGATIVE INDETERMINATION(5)

This indetermination of which we now speak dif-
f'ers radicelly from that which we previously discovered
to be in voluntary agents, and less properly, though soﬁo-
wise, in animated natural sgents. That was an indetermie
nation whioch we nay call 'pogitive! op 'sotive', since it
is itselr a Perfection and ig conoerned with the order of

operations, "Operari sequitur egse," 4in ageat will pog- |

;~=—~+w*1!tl‘thfiéfﬁaﬁtormiﬁhtidnq£; fh; degree that it ia &otual,
| that &3, 8ccording to the perfection and determination of
its @sa3once; the more dctermined, the nore unique the
essence of an azent isg, the nore indatermination, freedon
it will have in i1te activity, Thus, sinece God is absolu~
tely unique, absolutely simple in that His @s3ence is the
pPlenitude of existentisl determination, He i, aleoc com=
pletely indeterminate and free in the production of crea=
tures. Ang to the extent that oreatures receds from the
Infinite Actuality ang g¢omplete Uniqueness of God, in
proportion will their 4ctlve indetermination lessgen,

"Libortaa 8 neoagsaria ¢oactione nobiliuys invenitur in

5) Cf, Charles De Eoningk, Réflexions sur le Probline de i
I'Indéterminiame_(Québeo: ies Pregses Universitaires y
Laval, 1952 » PPe 3I=15, where the @uthor explaing thee

368 two kinds of indotermination.




| Deo quam in angele, et in ugo srgzelo quam in alio, et

é: in’angolo quaﬁ in homine."(s) In the spontaneity of
7 aninated natural belngs, which is not properly liborfy,
the same kind of indetermination is instanced. Inorganio
peinga, however, have no positive indetermination, since,
being moved in every way, they are ocompletely determined
in their operations,

| There i1s then a cdrroupondon&e befwcen the

degres of essential determination or unigueness & being

has and its aotive indetermination; the more tone' an
agent is cstenti@lly. the more indeterminate it is oper=
ationally, end conversely, the less it is one, the less
1s it indeterminate. But if we can spikk of & being as
less unique, less deterwined egsentially, we oan also s#y
that it is more indeterminate essentinlly, =« this is the
indeternination we oall 'negative', and whioh wWe now ine

voke to explain nature as & contingent causo.(?> We refer

6) In II Sent., d. 25, qe 1, 8. 4. :
7) ".es Ita quod contingentia ex potentia, necessitas ve-
ro ex actu orlatur. Cuius etiam siznum est quod ina
his inferioridbus, in quidbus plurimum est de potentlia,
nexime viget oontingentisj in rebus vero superioribus,

maxine actus neturam partiocipantibus, aut ownine non
est, aut seoundum quid est contingentiaj simpliciter
oenim entisa 1lla necessaria sunt, st tantum hebet cone
tingentiae, quantum potentiae cuiusdam admixticnen pa=
tluntur. Unde szotus purus omnino liber est a contin-
gentia omnino.” -- Cajetan, Comment., In Iam, g« 88,
Ge 3, e 7o ’
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to it as a '"nezative! indetermination, decsuse, as was
1mplicatod, it follows from & defect of 'beinz' and ig
praoaper to finite entia inasmuch as they are finite, Ag
oreatures recede from the Infinite Aotuality and Simplie
eity of God, they apre essentially less tctusl, less sime
ple, and therefore more indetermingte., In other worde,
this indeterminateness is in direot propertion with the

finiteness of the greature; the zrescter the finiteness,

the sreater thq,qgggp;vg,indetarnin&ti&nam;wm—+~~m*

Eow the finiteness of oreatures may be regarded
in a doublg lights first, in itsel?, insofar as 1t is a
csertain degree of finitude; Secondly, in relation to the
Creative Power by reeson of whioh the finite i&.(s)
Viiﬁ in this second Way, every creature is said to be
extrinsiocally conting;nt bsecause 1t depends for itg
existence on the active indetermination of God's will,

This will ve explained shortly,

8) 81 auten loguamur de infinito sscundum quod convenit
formee, siec manifestunm est quod 1lla quorum formae
suat in materia, sunt dimpliciter finita, et nullo moe-
do infinita. 81 autem s8int aliquae formase ereatae non
receptae in materia, sed per se subsistentes, ut quie
dem de angelis opinantur, erunt quidem infinitae seo-
cundum quid, inguantun huiusmodl formae non terninene
tur neque contrahuntur per aliquam materiem: sed quis
forma oreats sio subelsteons hehet 983@, at non est
Suum e889, neceasse ast quod ipsum eius esse ait recepe
tum et contreotum ad deterninatam naturam, Unde non
potest esse infinitum simpliciter.” ee 1Ia, ge 7, 2.2




To consider the finiteness itaoelf orf creatures,
e must take into account that creatures are not nerely
more or lesa limited, more or less negatively indetere
minate depending on tho distance or their recession from
the Infinite Astuality of God; their dezree of recession,
or want of actuality, muay bes such that a rudiaai sort of
finitude is entailed, Every coreature is finite from the

"fact that its exiastenace i3 received fronm another, namely,

from the Gregto;,_;ﬁgy & separated substance is finite .

only in this Way, that ia, by reason of 1ts ocomposition
of essence and existence. Such & grade of finiteness,
however, doea not render impossible essential simpliecity
and necessity. Considered in 1tsell the essence of a
separated substance is simple, heceassery, and determined
only to 'being!, But they are not 2l1 equally so, let
it be understood, Some ers more gimple than others, more
determinate, ete, Each separated substance has specifie
to 1t & certain indetermination by want of 'being', inase
much &s the essence of eacgh is more or less oclose to its
a0t of existence, more or less in 'potqn@ia ad esse',

see Dleendun qued ipsa substantis angeli gquodam=

modo se haebet ad esse eius ut neterisa ad formanm,

ut dictum est. Yatarig autem, 8i eius essentia

definiretur, haberet pro differentia ipsum suum

¢rdinem ad formem, et pro genere lpsenm suam gubge

tantiem. Bt similiter in angelis ex ipea naturs
substantise ad esse esceipitur specifica differentie.
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Unde secundum hoe engeli differunt specie, se=
cundum quod in substantis unius est plus vel
ninus de potentie gquan in substentia altoriua.(g)
The cosmic ereature, on the other hand, is finite
in still enother Way3 not only is itas essence limited in

that its 'esse' i received, but the essence itgelf ig

composed of form and matter, owlng its being this thing

to individuation by this matter, The cosmio essence is

80 distant from the Uniqueness of the Divine Essencs,

requires the dusl principle; of matter and forrm to glve
it unity. This essential compoesition entails o new kind
- of potentiality, & new type ol negative indetermination;
and we find~tho prineipal sourse of that indetermination
in natter Ltself, which is the prineciple or individua-
tion, (10) |
It is important to recognize the radically dif=
ferent charseter of the finitude &nd consequent indeter-
¥zineation of separated substances from that due to‘the pure
indetermination of metter in cosmic oreatures; for two
reszons,., First, the indeterminatiqn by default of 'being!'
is the foundation of what we call '"intrinsie contingeney!,

end both expressions (*intrinsiec contingency' and 'negative

9) Quaesticnes Quodlibetales (ed. Yarietti), Qdl. 9, q. 4,
a. 1 (6), ad 3,
10) C¢f. Ia, g, 7, a¢o 1 and 2,

hence, 80 less qno,_tggt,itﬁia,aundszedJugs;ix;xazs*;und-f~~f
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indeturﬁinntion').‘whilo having a common signification
appliceble to separeted substaunces, are nonoetheless guid
almost exclusively of natural agents, as proper to them,
He enmploy them noé for what they signify ses common terms
to give us a clearer idee of the meaning they mssune
when applied.to natural beings. Fevertheless, if we do
not take into scoount the absolute difference in the

finiteness ofr Separated substanoeos sud that op cosmie

cally intrinsically contingent, whioh would be utterly
false, |
In view or this ceution it would be well to

follow the example of St, Thomas and refsr to the inde-
termination of separated éubatances, eg & 'substential
potentiélity for existence!, or a 'certain adunixture of
potantiality'.(ll) This is fitting nlso for the resson
that these expressions are less apt to becloud the faet

¥hat separated substances are sizpls, necessary essences,

11) "In his autem quae sunt sine meteriam, non potost esse
diversitas, nisi seocundunm quod natura unius est magls
conpleta et in motu existens gquam naturea slterius.
Ergo oportet quod iflius quod venlt ad perfectionem
conplimenti et puritatem actus, sit unum tantum a gquo
preficisceatur omne illud quod potentiee admixtum ests
quis sctus preecedit potentiam, et complementum dimie
nutue ," e« In II Sent., d. 1, q. 1, a, l3 see also
QeDs de Ver,, Qe 8, a, 16, ad 13 Q.D. de Spe., ¢. un,
a, 4, ad 2,

beings, we may be inclined to think thet they -are univo= - -
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notwithstanding that theip hecessity is caused ang 80
implies defact.(lz)-- Bomething we may be Prone to overe

look in our 9RE8rness to soint out their limited actuality,

II. CONPINGERCY

It has besn steted that we Dey consider the
finitude of g ereature either in relation to the Creative

Power that Produced it, or in itaell; the former enabled

_ua,to,agnattzth&t#bﬁe*c?iétﬁre‘i; oitfin#iéally contine

¥e need first a general explunation of w¥hat we mean by

the 'contingent!?,

A - GEKERAL KOTION oF 7HE CONTINGENT

notwithst&nding their rormsal diversity, are materially
the same and therefore ;cnvortibls. For ¢very mode of
the poesidle we %1ill have & corresponding mode of the
contingent, The Possible i3 divideg into the logical

and the physical; the former ig ¢pposed to the inpossible,
and it is thet vhich 13 not impossible to te, thence

including 8Y8ry essence that hasg a capacity for existence,

12) ¢f, Contra Gentiles, I1I, ch, 30,
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The letter is opposed to the necessary, and extends to
whatever is able both to be and not to be, having simule
taneously = capacity for existence and non~existence
(not, be 1t famembered, & capecity for simultanecus exise
tence and non~existence, « for this implies o con§ra-

dietion,)

Non est possibile gquod per huns modum possidbile
defendatur. Possibile enim quoddam est quod

&d neocessarium sequitur. Nan quod necesse oat
6886, possibile est esses quod eninm non possi-
bile est esse, impossibile est esse; et quod

“—impossiblile est 8886, necesse ast non essej
1gitur quod neeesse est 850, necesse est non
@886« Hoo autem est impossibile. Erzo impos-
6ibile est quod sliquid nocesse git essse, ot
tamen non sit possibile illue esse. Ergo poas-
s8ibile esse sequitur necesse esse., '

Hoc autem poesibile non est necessariun
defendere contre hoo quod effectus ex necessi-~
tate causart dicuntur, sed possidile qaed oppo=-
nitur necesserio, prout disitur possiblle quod
pPotest easo et non esse., (13)

The logioal, or absolutsly, possible {opposed
to impossible) is founded on the non-repugnance of terns,
&nd is conmon both to necessary and possible (physical,
opposed to necessary) beinzgs. Whet is ebsolutely possible,
cangot be regarded in the light orf exiatenoe; since it

is not considered sas subjected to the physical influence

18) Contra Gentiles, III, oh, 85; "Alio modo possibile
dicitur secundum quod est commune ed ea gquae sunt new
cessaria, et ad ea quas countingunt esse et non esse,
prout possibile contra impossibile dividitur." - In
Ix Mﬂtﬁphq’, lect, 3, n. 1812,
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of somé real poteney, It 14 nerely the capability ofA

&N essence for existence, inaamuqh &8s in the underatand-‘

ing of the notlion of that @ssence, existence 1, not

oxocluded as abgolutely répugnent to it, Ip order that

& thing be absolutaely possidble, it ig not necessary that
" the thing oxist at some time, but 8imply thet it be

eapable of being Plaoed 1n existence by the Omnipotent

Will of go4q (although somoetihing 15 not ge Possidle bew

,,oanaawﬁod«o&n~prbdubé it3 God ean pégduco 1t beocause it

%87 be produced., The reason for the logical possible
Presoinds from the hetive Power ofp Bod),
absolute, ox habitudine terminorum: poseidbile
quidem, quia praedicatum non repugnat sub jecto,
ut Soeraten sedere; inpossibile vero absolute,
quia Praedicatum repugnat subjeocto, ut hominexn

eésse asinen,,,, :
RBihil auten opponitur rationi entis, nigs

not to be, It ig &ble both to be ang not to be, and ig
&lso referred to a8 the resl pokaiblc, eince it has its

Froets in some res} potanoy.(ls) And eg a potency is

14) IG‘ qx‘ 25‘ &, 3.
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aliquig %386 possipij, duplioitep, Uno mogdo
per Potentigy Qzentis tantunm, sicut &ntequanm
nundug rieret, Posaibile fuit'aundum fore, )

naoch ag g, i1ts ©€8gentig] makeup 1¢ heas no real S&pacity

for non-bcing. &Rd yet pe Rutable op PO8sible with regpegt

15) ce, In 1x Eotaph., lect, 3, n. 1811, ®eea Possibile
Potest sumy vel relative Sey Comperative ad aliquang
potentiam. vel &bgoluts 8t in ge, Relate g4 Potenw
tianm dicfityp aligquig PO%8ibile, ox 80 guod alicui pou
tentine zuincltur:_et sio Supponit ipsan Pol.entiany
et ab g4 Qceipig denominutionom extrinaeoam, ad eam=-
que habet relationem subjectionia; et ab alifig VYocae




they ooulqd have been, op they sould not heve beon.(l7)
This posaibility, which is an extrinsgio denomi=-
Betion from o Prineiple *xterior to the thing ocalleq

Possible, holds fop all ¢reatures, Byt 80meé oreatures

bility, Thig P&per is possiple to be or not to be not

be destroyed by fire, or by aging.(laz
To these forms of the POssidble we have corres=
ponding speciges of the ¢ontingent, Anawering to the logi-

cal Possible, there is the Somzon contingent, often callad

ggntingena Altgg; &8nd to the possidble thet follows the

Recossary, we have the Contihgens Neoessar{g&; laatly, to

the physiesl POsalible, thepe ¢orrespondsg Contingons None

Neeossarium.(lg)

The common %ontingent, ginge it 14 convertidle
with the logicanl poassible, 14 oppoged to the impossible

&nd is that which ig not neceasary to be, or Ltontinzensg

[r—

17) cf. QOD. de Pot.. 1000 Qito

18) Cf, In I Perihernm,, leot, 14, n, Te

19) ce, Prior Analytics, I, oh, 13, 32al15-b15; s¢, Alvert,
Comment, Prigpa Analytiga, I (Opers Onnia, Parigs yy.
ves, 1890) Vo3, I, pp. 476-484, 537.540,
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the abaélute PO83ible inclydes necessary beings, g0 we
have a moge 0f the eontingent thet follows upon negeg-
sary being, This 1 the necessary cqntingont. and i

that whigp oan be, Sontingsang esso.‘zl)

Both thege Gontingents do net flgure in oyp

prosentlprablom, and 30 we need not conpa;p_quaaslvaa

_with thgmAany;%ongir; 'Tﬁii.may seem somewhat curious,

since we have Just spent mugh 8nergy éxamining the noetioen

the non~neealsary oontingont,(zz) whigh prinoipally pre-

Occupies ug,

21) "Contingans dicitur S8cundum zenyg ¢ommune, syt secune

B¢ o3t egge, quod 1illud 1dep Contingit egge,” .. St
- 22) Laibniz, for one, feiled ¢, meke thege distinotions.

lowin, chepter,
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The non-nooesnary contingent, being materially

identicgy and conver#ible with the Physicel Possible,

1z divigeq Agalinst the Recessary, Rhat 14 go Contingent

1z saig to share in the

'tature op poasibility'. Singe

it ia able tg »g °r not te be, Sontinzens 8388 vel non
w_‘ 1
8sge,
Haniroatum est enim otiam i rebug naturalihye
oEge queedam, quge Zon semper 8obtu sunt, erzo
a eig 90ntingit 0858 et pn -

11 , t vel flunt, geg est in
°ls ngtur, Eossibilitatia, Per quam g¢ habent
8d fieri et non fieri, esse ot Ron esse. (23)

Likxe the real poisible, the non-neoeasary Cone

J €xtringie to itgelr,

or in Fespeot to o Prineiple inherent i it by roason of

and

otive formality, &nothep divigion

Contpg Gentiles,
commentary of Sylveatar of Ferrare,

« XV(, (Underlining aine,)
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Rnore proper to the Sontingent gan pe nade,

A‘thing 1s sasd to be physioally Possidble in

sary being, or unesuged beins. Something is saiad to be

sontingent, hovcver, that Prooeseds frop 4 non-noeoasury

of en effeot, = and of gp effeot thut Proceeds from gn

undetermineg oause.(zs) While both the possivie and the

o

dictun est, quod gat Principiug autationis 4p &alio
inquantun egt eliud, Nag elia POssibilig dicuntupr
POr respectum ag istun potentiam," .. 1, v Fetapn,,

" leet, 1¢, n, 975, Hark thet thet ¥e 2re gpemiing
Row of the POB8ible and the contingent inesnuch gg
they are Opposed to the hecessary,

25) Although 8peaking 9xplicitly of one tYPe of the con-
tingent (coatingens ad utrumlibet), John 0f St. Thow
288 gives us nt the same tipg 8L 1nsight inte the
contingent ut g4g, "Neo distingui debet inter contigpe
gertianm et indiflerentigy seu indete}minstionem. ut
aliqui dieunt; quia ¢ontingensy diecitypr eliquid e¢x
cauge indifrferenty 24 utrumlibet in eoty Primo et an-
tequam de Pacto_produeat; ergo, antequan effectus
Producatur, ox eRden pertes, eox qua habet tontingerne
tiam, habet indeterminationem, scilicet ex causis:
extra csuges futen nundyp eliquig Lebet, vel si alia
quid habet determinnte, 1% amittot ¢ontingentian ubi
habet determinationey,” .. YeS.T., Cursg, Theol, (s¢-
Ieam.), T, II, Pe 420; op, ibidq,, Pe 4l0,.




Sontinzent &re not Recessary, both are &ble to pe or not

to bve, each Reverthelegg hag g different éuphasis, The .

Phagizeg its &ble-toébe-nasa, whereag the contingent,

ot have been,  gg 'possible refers to the gotuality op
its CRuUSe, ang 'cantingent' to the potantiality, Or indew

termination of its oauce.(ze) The reason for the indew

B . EXTRINSIC COHTINGENCY -

48 effootyg are Precontained jp their cause, 5o

are they said necesiary, or eontingent. - necessary, if

— S—

28) cr, Sylvester of Forrare, Comment, Contpg Gentiles, I,
osh, 87, n. VI (eq, Leon, Vol, XIi1), Ia, q. 8, &, 2,
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they are absolutely determined in their cauge, s0 thet

their actually somingetoebe must follow; contingent, ig

they are not so determined, but a pPossibility that they

do not becoms is pregent, Contingent effects will be

distinguished then eccording to the mode of indetermia

nation they have in . their cause,

Cun autenm &liquid est in preesenti habet esse
in seipso, et ideo vere potest dici de eo quod

causa: quod quidem sontingit triplicdter, Uno-- i
o modo, ut sle sit in sus ocsuss ut ex necesgitats
@x o& proveniat; et tunec determinate habet esse
in sua csausa; unde determinate potest dici de
88 quod erit, 4lie modo, aliquid est in gus
ésusea, ut quae habet inclinationem ad suum ef=

determinatum est in 8ua ceuss, sged nutabiliter;

et sic de hoe vere diel potest, hoe erit, sed

non psr omnimodanm eortitudinenm, Tertio, aliquid
eat in sus causa pure ia potentia, quas etian

non mugls est detersinats ad unum quaz ad aliud.{27)

If the efrfect ig indifferently in its osuse,
8o that the causge itselr 18 not more determined to produe=

oing it than to not producing it, we say the effeot is
sontingent ed utrumlibet,

== ®ach alternative is equally

probable. Let it be well understood that the effect i

gaid thus to bhe contingent solely with refersnce to the

active potency of the cause that oan produce it, Though

csertainly a defeotlbility in the nature of the effeset is

27) In I Periherm., leot, 13, n. 11,




by referencge to an oxtrinsie aotive potency, aa

‘per potentiam i ultero'.(zs) Thig 14 what woe mesp by

mination of & froae will, or in othep terms, the 'libertsas

oontradiotionin' of a voluntary agent, ”Quaedggrvero,sen

hebent adgntzumifhb%.”quiu aoiiiqetrnon magls se habent

a8d unag Partem, quam a4 aliam, ot jgtg Procedunt ox ¢lesge

tiono-”(ag) That whish I nake but am free not tgo nake,

Extringie eontingenesy, ag was Femarked, abstracte

from the iaperrection of the effeot that 1g in this L { 8%

Reternums gegg Peér solax potentianm divinam, inquantus
Deus poterat ®8s in eggse Producere, §joyut autem ox
voluntete Dei dependet qUod res in gggg preducit, ita

seilicet ip Deo, sunt mutubiles, inquantum ap ipso ex
nihile Potuerunt Produei ip @886, ot de asge pPossunt
Peduci in nop €250.," wu I, Qe 9, 8,423 or, Contra Gene
tiles, 111, ch. gsg, ,

29) In Periherm,, leot, 13, n, 9,
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said to be sontingent; {t is contingent merely with relg-
ticn to the active indifference of its cause. It ig
importent to insist upon this because, &8s I think iy pa-
tent, the term ‘contingent' ie anslogioel, and it go hape

pens that the extrinsieally contingent is said to be con-

tingent only in a sommon or broed senge of the term. The
sontingent is properly divided ageinst the necessary, and
therefore the contingent signifies non-neocessity., “Ens

autem dividiturmpqrrgop@ipgengﬁgtrneccagng}nm}fat est per.

se éivicio ent1s."(50) Hence that will be more properly
contingent which 1gs eseentially non-necessary. But extrine
slc contingeney applies with equal force .to neceasary and .
to non-nscessary oroated(beinga. All oreatures, for inge
tence, are extrinsioally contingent om the creative power
of God, Who is absolutely free in Hig Creative Act., Yet
separeted substances are hecessary essontially, insofar
a8 their essence contains no real potenoy to nonebeing,
whereas natural essences do have suck a potonoy.(sl)

-In view of this notation that what is extrine
sically contingent, and insofar as it is such, has only
e minor claim to the analogiocal predication of the cone

tingent, it is truly remarkable that some Scholastie

50) Contra Gentiles, III, eh. 72.
$1) €f. In II Sent., d. 1, g0 1, a. 1, ad 33 Ia, qo¢ 9, 82,
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tuthors appesr to meintain that this is the only forn
of the eontingent to be fdupd in ouf universe., My, Jage
ques iaritein, for one, writes:
¥hen a certain bee vislts & certein roge at a
Sertain instant of tine, we 8ay that the event

ile contingent, Still, neither the rose nor the
bee is a free agent; overything whieh befalls

the world ;QQ:ﬁég;entiﬂgﬁhistG!Y~03m&11’th!*;;”;%migiAW7qi
~6uccessions of causes which have been evolvea
in the world singe its beginning, the vigit of
that bee to that rose at that particular ing=
tant woulg &ppear as an infallibly or necegsa~
rily determined event, (32

"The author g€063 on to explain, and sayss

These singular sventa (the blossoring orf a
hazel tree; the fall of & bird from its nest),
whether they belong to the category of events

been differents there was nothing to prevent
their being different elther through the intere
vention of some free agent or bescause of o dif=-
ference at the beginning of things, in the ine
itiel placements op all the historical series
here involved (initiagl Plecenents, let it be
noted, by virtue of which the 'constellation’
eccurred in & gertain wey; but no essentisl

32) Jacques Haritain, Reflections on Necessity and Cone
tingenox, in Esgays irn Thonism, Pe 27
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Tucture o7 thesge initia] placemeata, and, fop
t metter, no Ghuse in the universe Necessgsa
tated the 'conatellntion'a' being the way it
was).e The fe1} of the bird and the Appearangg
ol the fruit, whien sotually tool place, could
therefore not have taken plece; they coulg have
been Prevented fronm ooning to pags, These g
Vents on the Supposition of a3} their antece-
dents, were necessitateq by them, (33) :

Pursuing this Conception, ang ®xeluding by hypo-
thosis, the intervontion of freg agents, ip we t#ke any

80smic event or beilng, we nust say that, i1p fagplrit.

, !Xistenoqgij;nocesttry; hithéﬁgﬁirigitly it 14 Sontingent

becauge it coyle haeve not been, In relation.to the sotive

power thet brought it irnto detng, it Bust be saig g, have

whether that exterior Potency be the Divine wi1) itselr,
OF proximate ne tural agents., Ir y¢ weére the Divine wily,
the cosmie being wag not hecessary, because Gogd freely

Sreates; {r g netural egent, it wyg not Recessary because

dients of the worlg, These wore freely ereated by God,
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C e el8Ee

Obviounly, the only x

ind or ¢ontingeney ip, Marie

tain gen have ip nind here is extringie, Once ziven the

eveat that heppens now is a Lecessery result, elthough ag

& quegtion or right 4t 1,4 contingent because i1t depends on

the active indetermination of the Divine Wwi]3,

RS ¥ . 5 contingent bei ngse ﬂrxr'tn"d‘, -—in

iay iz whieh natursl beings are

fact, 1p this is the enly

Sontingeat, there 13 g

foundation for such a diatinotioh. Separsted substanceg

£ the Creator, 80 thet cnce

that_potcnoy is Postulated their existenge Recesgarily

follows, we cun 8851 given the

Bubstanceg nooaéaarily exist; 2

It ia true that Haritg

Divine decree, Seéparated

ivern the Divine decree that

ain diitinguiahes between

" 'necessity by righg! and a ’necessity of faot', g digae

tinetion that is based on ths e

ﬁature it s determined solely

&8ontial struotupre of things,

te being?*, sontingency ig
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excluded from thia.(34) A thing axi;ts by a necessity

of faect when 41ts existonce is not demanded by its essence,
but is nevartheiess ‘deternined or nocessitated in actual
fact by ite entecedents', and this is foontingent from

the moment that its antecedests could have been othere
wioo'.(ﬁs) Whet is decidedly strenge here iz that

¥ri Meritain distinguishes that which is necessary by

right and that which is necessary by fast (and so sone

he oones to give the reason for contingensy, he hes pro~
sourse to something oxtringio, =~ the ‘actacedents eoulad

-have been atherrise'.(sg) If the types of necesasity are

54) Op. eit., Po 28,

35) Ope o0it., p. 27. .

38) Haritain's doefinitions of 'nocessity?! and 'sontingene
ey’ are interestingi "That is said to be necessary
wnioh cannot not be, snd that which can not be is
sald to be contingent (he is sactually defininz the
common econtingent here, as we knows whieh seems to
explein his spparent identification of contingent
with the extrinsio eontingent); in other words a
thing is necessary when it cannot be prevented, cone-
tingent when it can be prevented. A thing is ebsolu~
tely necessary when nothing can prevent it from being,
Thus the properties of s sphere are absolutely neces~
sary. A thing is hypotheticsally necessary when noe
thing cen prevent it from being, on the supposition
of certain conditions.” «- Op, cit., pp., 27«28, Com-
pare with 8t, Thomaat "Stoiol verc distinxerunt hase
sacunduc exteriora prohibentia. Dixerunt enim neces6~
sarium esseo 1llus quod non potest prohiberi quin sit
Verum; ee. possibile vero quod potest prohiberi vel
non prohiberi... Distinetio videtur esse incompetans
ees Est ab extoriori et quesi per accidens: non eninm
ideo aliquid eat necessarium, quia non habet impedi=
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founded on essontial requiramonta, and i{if a thing recedes

Irom ebsolute Recessity to the oxtent that i is contine

renoved rrox absolute neooasity, it seons the reagon for
contingonuy ought likewise to be S0ught in the éssentia)

ltruoturn.

this, for, when he distinguighes &mon g ccntingentrthinggHWW,,,

thomaelyas,he-eltstiries'them,acoording $0 the degree

of assurance they have ig the proxinate CeR8es of theip
produstion, wa 'oont;ngona ut in omnibys de facto? (alwaya‘
issues in fact from ita'yroxiaato cauge ), 'oontingenn ut
in pluribua'-(moat often results, byt Sonetines prevenw
ted); 'eontingena ut 4in Pauocioribyg? {in ne wise assureqd
in any o3¢ Proximnts causse, bgt results rrom Al ensenmble
of cau;ea).(57) Yet, haere 858in, when the situstion calls
for an explanation op ¢ontingenoy &Scording to Something

intringie o beings, up, Haritain Tésorts once nore to the

[rov—

mentum, sed quia est HDecessarium, ideo impedimentuy
habere non potest, ¢ ideo algy melius {s¢p distine
xerung sesundun naturam rerum, ut 80iliget dicatup

luz ad SEE€Jess possibile eutem quod agqg neutrum egst
omaino daterminatum, sive se habeat Raglis ad unun
quem ad tlterum, give 8¢ habeat tequnliter agd utrune
que, quod diofitup sontingeng ag utruzlibet,” w. 1,
Periherm., lesct, 14, n, 8; ef. In IX Phys., leut.,

8. a, 4.

37) op, ¢it., pp. 30-31,
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extringiq, The only reagon he zives why effeoty are

nore or legs &8sured {in theip causes, op why they are

EOre or legs Gontingent, i, thet they can be provontod.(ss) -
Even at Lirst thought ¢ would sean ROre ressonable to

88Y a thing qan be preventag because due to some intrin.

1t3 eotusl uoming-to-bp is highly prodbadle, thougzgh net
eltogethep guarantqed. Its cauge is more détermineqd to
produeing ¢ then 8ot, and i faet woulg 1nra113b1y produce
1t, were 1% ot impeded, But the fact that the ¢ause gan
be impedeqd tells ug two thingg: first, that the effect
Procesding gpgy 1t_aharu; in the 'netyps posaibiliﬁaﬁis',

"= Bot bein, neceazitatad, 1t can pe or not ve; secondly,

39) Q.D. de Hale, g, 16, a. 74 ofe In I Perihern,, leot,
L 3 .




°f the cause, %o wit,

its laox of

sufficient dotqrminution.
Further, we know the tha-ooming-to-ho of the ‘
*Lfo0t 13 more detormined in its cause

s OF morpe f8sured,
Ly Hr.

it, from t@g
77ﬂ__h§pg&nl~ﬁr&qu€ﬁfl§; 'ﬁihér;ii§v

Haritai; would have

faot that 14 . ...

kittens gpe born healthy,

We o0all suon an efleot eontingent 'yt in Pluribug?,

Lor
in the géaai;r Runber op instances i results., Byt we
know 1t 3, only fut ipn Pluribyg? becauase Sometimes 44
doeg nst kxppen,

Sonetineg & digseaseqd kitten ig bora,
This lattor, the orrogt that Odgurg Terely, ig cunlled
the Sontingent ty¢ in Paucloribyg?

1 1t 14 &ccidental being,
&2 'eus per @ccideng!,
Cantingons auten ut iy Pavecioridy
%ooideng

s quia eing defsctys o5t ut
in Pauoloribus, Et h

But the 'gn4 POr acoidengt
Acoideng!

per
cause,

: ne 1183; ¢fe Contra Gentilea.
111, eh, 71, 72, 74, -




These two oontingent effo0ts, the frequent ang

the rare, ape linkeq together, 82 1s platn, pop the formey

is the reason op being of the latter, They are gaig4 to

of an 1adstorminution_by default op Rotuality, x4 &ll
are intrinaiotlly contingent in the saxe way, hovaer)
sone Properly 80, otheprsg by an extension 0f the tepn,

1) decidente} Intringiy Contingeney . o¥ing to the
laitation Of the fintte intelleot,

o8t in potentin, Unde oportet guoq caussa,
quie egt g4 utrumlibet, ut voluntas. ad hog

Cne type of intringy,e contingoncy, whioh we may'
be denominateq 'aocidental’, i3 reduced o the finitenege

of oreateqd intellectual &ppetiteg, 4 Yoluntary Ggent ig4

prova—
by

‘2) In VI gﬂtlpho, lﬁcto 2, Iie 11839
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wotively indetormined to produce a partioular sffect,

but as loag ms it remains in this sondition, 1t ean never

be a cause, It has te deternine itself %o one alternative,

-- %o produce, or not to produce; and this 1t does under
the attreactive inrluonoc of the appetible object. dod
(rememboring, of course, that He slone oan be &he final
o&use of what He oreates) necessarily produces what He
*ills. Created voluntary agents, on tﬁc'athck hand, -

since their intellsots are imperfeat, mre not ecapable

of perfectly menifesting the desirable objeot with all
thé slircumstances that may attend 1ts possession. Conse-
quently, onee they have determiasd thamselves to one .
alternative they do not have complete control of all that
may berall their sotion of attaining that goal, They
become ocauses 'ut in pluribus','nnd the effect thaet hap-
pens ‘ut in paucioridus' is what we call the fortuitous.
"Licet ea tantum agant & fortuna, ju&e habent intelleo~
tum, tamen guanto aliquid &agia subaﬁcet intellectui,
tante minus subjacet fortunse," (43)

The cause of the fortuitous effect 1.._&. is
known, iertune, and fdrtune is the {ntellectual agent
'ihan he acts as an socidental csuse. He cnn hc an ecole

dental oauss owing to the indefiniteness of his sctivs

$2z) In II Phys., lect. 8, n. 10,
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'-pewor. whioh in turn is dye to the inperfestion of his
intalleet.(“) The fortuitous effegt then is redused
to that indotinitonesn a3 to its cause.

The contingenay Lere is intrinsie because
founded on the imperfaction o the finite intellect
whioh 1ig wanting in aotnility. ¥e avoid the term 'nega=
tivo'indctorminntiog‘, beoause, as pointeq out, that

sxpression is reserved for natursl &gents as morse proper

to them, niact,1n;ghjm;iheiindotorminttfdﬁ by default

of being 4a intra-essential, Furthermore, that s why
we call this instance of intringioe eontinga#oy 'acoiden~
tally' such; it ean only be & source of aoccidental mutue
bility, wherems the contingeney of cosmio sgents, sigoc
1ntra-cscuntia1, is 2ls0 the root of substantinl change,
Even separated substances aras contingent and subjeot teo
faftuné. sinoe their finite invellizence hag & certain
‘adnixtun Possibilitatis’; yet they remain sasantially

necessary and unshangeable, They are nutable agoldene

home, or he can do & myrisd other things. The number
ia indefinite. Once he notively deoldes to go to the
market-plece, the number of thinge that oan happen to
him in e&rrying out thias desizn are equally as inde-
finite, They are indefinite becsuse hig imperfect in-
telleot does not allow him to foreses them 11, and
thus be able to control them. See In II Phys,, lcctg
8, nn,., §, 8, loot, _9. ﬂl‘g 24
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tally only.<45)

The difference tﬁen between the ¢ontingency due
to finite intelligence and that owing to intru-essential
indetermination 1s the abyss between aceident end Bubge
tance; hence, the former is intrinsis contingency 'segune
dun quid' and 'per posterius', the latter, absolutaly
end 'per prius', ¥Yoreover, it ig recogniced that what

is ocontingent intrinsiocally but secundum quid, ia nore

¢qseq71qg_qghthq,ggglagauawpnsdie&tiontof~th0*ttrﬁ””"w’”

48) "81 autem dicetup «liquid mutabile per potentiam in
ipso existenten, gic etianm aliquo modo omnis sresturs
¢st mutebilis. Eat enim in oreaturs duplex potentia,
scilicet active ot paseive. Dico auten potentiam page

84 igitur sttendatur nutebilitas rei secundum peton=
tiam a4 ©£806, sic non in omnibus creaturis est nutae
bilitast sed in 1111 solum in quibus {llud quod est
possibile in eis, potest stere cum non esse. Unde in

privatione formae substantialie ipsorum: et quantum
ad esse 2coldentale, oto, ... Bubstantiae vero incor=
porese, gquia sunt ipsee formase subsistentes, quae ta~
Ren se hebdbent ad esse ipsarum siout potentia ad Ko~
tum, non compatiuntuyp escun privationem huius sctus:
quia esse ocounsequitur formam, et nihil corrunpitur nie
81 per hoa quod emittit formem, Unde in ipsa forma
non est potentia agd non esse: et ideo hufusmodi subsge
tantise sunt immutabiles et invariabiles secundum es~
s&, BSed temen remenet in eis duplex nutabllitas...
Si¢ 1gitur in omni oreatura @8t potentie ed nutetio-
nemt: vel secundum essa substantiele, sicut corpora
sorruptibilia... vel gsecundum ordiner ad finem et &p=
plicetionenm virtutis au diverse, sicut in angolis,"
-~ la, qo 9, 8¢33 oy In II Sent., d, 1, qe 1, a,.l;
Contra Gentiles, III, oh, 74; Ia, q. 63, a. 9, ed 1,
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‘ocontingent' than that whioh ig merely extrinsically oon=-
tingent. fThe common note of non~nooessity is preserved
in both analogates; but here the non-neoessity, while in

the aocoidental order, is reduced to something intrinsie,

whereas the other refers to an sxterior potenay. Nevere

theless both these analogates ars secondary in ocomparison’
with the natural contingent, the prime analogates, where

the non~necessity s essential, as we are now to see.

© 7 2)-Absolute Intrinsic Contingency, or Contingemoy
Propsr, ==~ owing to the indetermination of uatter,

evs The expression 'to be contingent! is used

in two ways. In one it means to happen generale
ly and fall ahort of necessity, e.g. man's turne
ing grey or growing or decaying, or generally
whet naturelly belongs %o & thing (for this has
not its necessity unbroken, since man's sxige
tence 1is not continuous forever, although if a
men does exist, it oomes sbout either necessa~
rily or zenerally)., In another sense the expres-
slon mesns the indefinite, whiech san be beth
thus end not thus, e.z. an enimal's walking or
an earthquake's taking place while it is walke
ing, or generally whet happens by chanceti for
none of these inolines by nature in the one way
more than in the opposite, (46)

When the effect that oocurs frequently 1ssues
from & netural esgent, as from its cause, we say it is
naturally contingent, == '‘Contingens Matum'. 4nd the

infrequent regult thet complements the general sueccess

46) Prior Analyties, I, oh. 13, 32a4-14,
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of the naeturg} agent {3 the sasual, the c¢hance effeot,
The natural effegt that ocogurg for the noat
part, e.z, a healthy kitten, i4 said to be intrinsiunlly

contingent, ney only becauss its existence V&8 not negege

k2 we saw, grg 80 removed fron the Uaiqueneax &and Ip;;git.,ﬁfg,_¢

Actualityotthegnivint.Eilonce,that the negative indeteor.

Principle opr theip 823606, Thi,s Prineiple ig matter,
and in i¢ prineipally do we £ind the sourece of contine
&8noy, *Eg¢ autem unuméuodquo contingens ex Parte matge
riase, quisg eontingens egt qued potest egae st non esse;
pPotentia ayten Fertinet ad aaterian, Necessitag autem
tonsegultup rationem formme,” (47) Theretore, all beings
thet have natter ag g Prineiple aop thelr essence will be
subject to thisg tontingenoy, ang 2ll sueh beings ape
natursl beinge,

¥e are now in the reginm of genuine contingenoy,
The contingengy op the naturs} bedng and ¢y the chance
effect 1g not only properly intrinsic, 1t iz also Properly

coutingency. for, s the above eitetions lrom Lristotle




-187~

and 8%, Thomas indicate, this is contingenoy in itg real
sense, It i contingeney unqualified, and what is neant
when we say that being is divided by the necessary and

the contingént. "Ham ea quae sunt contingentia u¢ in
pluribus, in hoc eo9lo a necessariis differunt, quod pos-
gunt in minori parte defiocere,” (48) Since i1t is based

on something essential it diatingullhps what is essentially
aon-necegssary from what is essentially necessary,

Khea 1t is said that matter i3 the root cause

of contingency in things, it is understood that 4t is mate

ter ingofar as it 1s & subject of privation, ms it is

'possidilis ad multaf, Of ite very neture nmatter is in
potonoy~to form and when it is aotualited by ome form,

it remains in potenoy to all other material forms.(‘g)
And since it is susceptiovle to other forms, the being
composed of matter hes a real possiblility not to be, when
it ia, and & real 'possibility to be or not to be, when 1%
i1s still virtuelly contained in its proximate causo.(sc)
It is therefore not necessary, Likewise, the natural
being when it is itsélf & cause, will o@braoo ite effect
in an incomplete determination;. for matter is always in

potency to & form other than, and perhaps contrary te,

48) Contrs Gentiles, III, och. 74,
49) Cfe. I&. qe 68. Be Re
50) Cf. QeDe de Pot., gs 6, &, 3o
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the one the mgent is striving to indusce in it,

While the possibility of wmetter is the p?in~
cipel source orf contingenoy, it elone does not explain
contingenscy. Phere is further reguired en indetermira-
tion on the part of the form which is the sctive prin-

¢iple of the natural egent,

Unde dicoendum est, quod possibilites meterize
ad utrumgue, si oomnuniter loguamur, non est
suffieiens ratio contingentice, nisi otisn ade
detur ex parte potentime activae qued non sit
omning determinats ad unum. (61)

In the preceding chapter we stuted thet the
form of tho natural agent, or, what is the same, nature
&8 the active prianciple of mation and rest, is complstely
deternined to one, that is, it acts for one end, How we
say the nataral form is not tltogether determined, Buf
there is no contradiction here. 4s it is w form, it is
& princeiple of action, for every agent acts through its
forms as it is & naturel form, it is « principle of s
certein kxind of aetion, namely, motion, and of & motion
towaerd one end determined by the Author of Nature, So
in the order of operation, the determination of the
natureal forg is eonp1§te3 lte astivity is sonfined t§
one goml, whieh i¢ will achieve if not cbstrueted. 1t

oan be impeded because it is a certain zrede of a form,

51) In I Periherm., lect. 14, n. 5,
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& very limited form that is dependent upon matter for

ita exlstence, or at least for its opsfationl in the cese

of the human soul. The degree of its limitation cally

for an indeterminetion in iteelf, If it were not inde-

terminate, it would completely dominate matter, that is,

it would fulfill &ll the possibilities of matter, The
netural being would then be necegsary, since it would

heve no real potentiality ror non-exictence.(az) It 1s

slear now why we inpiltgd,thgthmatte{hggﬁ!ﬂ@jﬂﬂi;to;ptishéwéwi”w***

yation is the prinoipel cause of contingeney,

The determinetion of the natursl form being

ineomplete, there results s certein play bdetween the form
and the mattpr, 4 eertein marzinal indetarmination that

has its repercussions in the aotivity of the natursil agent;
i1t results in & certain incartitude with fagarﬁ to the at-

talmment of the end.(83) the indefinite possibilities of

523 Cfs QuDs de Pote, qe 5, ae 3,
53

Dr €, de XZoninek expresses this wells “Cl'est l'inguf-
fisante détermination de ls nature qui reand possibvle
dos événements qui débordent les limites némes de 1la
nature, limites entre lesquslles $1 y avait du Jeu,
De sorte gue 1la sontingense propre au hagard présupe
Poss une contingence, une mutebilitas dans la cause
naturelle, Quelle que soit 1is perfection de la fore
me, il reste toujours dans le composd une marge d'ine
détermination,qni'l'cxoédo, et qui peut faire manquer,
voire réussir, un effet nullement prédéterminé dans
la nature, nt particulidre, ni universells, puisque
cette marge existe pour l'univers tout enticr." ~-
Op. Gita‘ Pe 16.
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the metter ang the incompleteness of the foruz make the

‘natursl agent suscoptible to interference when moving
toward its presoribed ¢oal. The inuterfersence mﬁy cone
from extrinagise ggents, the aocidentsl concurrence of difw
raraﬁt tctive causes, or an indisposition of the metter
1taalf.(54) But alwaye the underlying reason for the

impediment is the non-necessity of the netural being,

the contingeney of the astural agent that is esgsentielly

1ndetormin;§9.m

And therein lies the explenstion of the casusl,
"Quum materia git principium et crusn rerum cnsualium,.,,

in eorum feotione potest esse casus, quae ex meteria

generantur."(ss) Bature 25 » sontingent osuse oan only

sttain its preordained ¢nd in the ma jority of instances,
Yhen it does not sudceed, or when zn efrect other than

" that directly intended by 1% isg brought about, we have

'84) "84 sgitur ea guae hio sunt contingentia, reducemus
in ceuses proximas particulares tentun, inveniuntar
r #ooldens, tum propter oconeursum dusw
Fum causarum, quUarum una sub alterse noun continetur,
#icut eum praeter intentionen ocourrunt mihi letrones,
(Hio enim concursus causetur ex duplioci virtute noti-
va, s$ciliocet mes et latronum.,) Tunm etiam propter dee
feotunm tgentlis, cui necidit dablilitas, ut non paseit
pervenire ad finenm intentum; giout oum aliquis oadit
in via propter lassitudinem., Tum etisnm propter indisz-
positionen materiae, quae non reoipit formsm intentanm
&b agentes, sed alterius modi sicut sceidit in mongtrye
o#is partibus animalium,” == Ip VI Hetuphe, leot., 3,
) - Y 1210.

6§5) Contra Gentiles, II, oh. %) cf, alac oh, 40,
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the change effeat,

3 sev Bt quis defsotus oJus quod est yg ia plure
E ibus, ast propter meteriam, guae non subdityp
Perfacte viptytd &genti ut in Pluribus, ideo

neteria ogt causa accidentis,,, ut in pauoippe
ibus: causa inquen non Reeessaria gogd sontine.

other than that whioh ig ordinarily a&chisved, The natye

Fal form strives uncessingly to brigg,haaﬁuil;fotuffW€H?:*"k”

'””Ghdrﬁbﬁﬁhieh 1t 1 Raturelly inclined, byt &t every stage

tcr.(57) ¥ost orten 1t i1s suocessrul, So&etimes it tails.
Its failure 18 the casunl, an 'ens pep &ccidens!, The
Cause of the ersunl 4g ¢hance, ;nd chense ig nothing other
then natyure itselr inasmuch ag 1t is an indeterminate
etuse, 'sanga per sacoidensg', Being an indeterminat; Sayuse

owing to it aetter, the chance effect {4 reduced to npate

ter ag to its ceusne,

58) In v1 HBetaph,, leot, 2, n, l1ss,

57) That 14 ®¥hy 5t. Thomas capn 5Posk of a victory of form
over mattery Yiy, GRibus vero fopme non ecomplet totam
Potentian Bateriae, remanet 8dhue in materig pPotentia
&d alian forman, Et i1deo non egt in ein necessitasg
éssendi, ged virtus esgends conssquitur in eig victoe
rien formae super materiam, yu¢ patet in elenentis et
elementetig," .. Contra entiles, II, ok, 30,
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discloses the type of finality peculiar to nature, a sort

of finality impossible to achieve without the indetermi-
nation we have discovered.

In omni motu est gueedam generatioc et sorruptios
naz in 6o guod movetur, aliquid incipit et alie
quid desinit esse. 61 igitur omnis generatio
et corruptio subtraheretur, subtracta contine
gontia rerum, ut ostensum est, consequens egt
quod etiam motus subtraheretur & rebus, et omnias

mobilia. (58)

Through i%ts eotivity neture genarstes and per=

fects substance, end therefore ths existence and the per-

feotion of substance represent the terms of nature's opers-

ations. These terms are amccomplished by «lterstion and

augnentetion principelly., Now, 1f we suppose for the sake

- 0f argunent & ocomplete determination in the natural'aéent
sugh that the form fully dominetes and exhausts the possi~
bllity of matter, th§ proeesses of elteration and augmen=
tation will them be rondersd impeossible, If the matter
be perfectly subordinated and disposed to the form, 1ts

potentiality, exoept perhaps ad diverse ubi, will be fully

realised, There will be no privation of form, no loss of
formj hence ne btecoming, no gereration. 4 condition will
6btsin,similar to thut which the snoients pleced in the

heavenly bodies, which they posited as necessary beings

68) Contrsn Gentiles, III, ohe T2.
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capable of looomotion only«(ag)

It 1a only because there alweys remains & mere
gin of indetermination between the matter snd its form
thet motion is possibles But without motion, without
becoming, no subatance osn be genersted and ultimately
perfeotcd.(so) Eence not only will neture not realice
its end but neture will not even be, for nature is the
iﬁtrinnie prinelple of motion. It ia essential to nature

to be contingent, and Secauggﬁix;ilgcdntingent4ft*ctn*’ .

ect for an end.

With this treatment we have disposed of the
diffioulty presentsd Oy chence events to the Finsllst
theory of nature. In view of wheat we hsve seen both in
our discussion of ohance and in this study ot contingeney,
¥wa ocan stete with assurity that‘aot only does the omsuml
not destroy Plaslity in neture, Lut it abdsolutely demands
it. The chance effeet ig possible only if nature sots
for a# end, for it is pecullar to nature to renlize its
end ror the most part. But the frequent permits the

possibility of the infrequent. If nature could not be

69) €f. Ia, q. 66, &, 20 and ad 4.

80) Cf. Coatru Sentiles, III, ch, 74, where St., Thoues
shows thet tho perfection of taings, &nd of the uni=
verse reguires the cocidontsl effect. The agcidental
effeet 13 neoeasary for the work of neture, namely,
the perfection or substance. Also ibid., oh, 71,
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impeded, it would always mohieve its end and the casual
could hot be., Moreover, &s we gaw earlier, the chance
effect 1s that which heppens outside the inténtion of
the end; i1t is trat whioh is accidentally schieved when
aéme EorAso intended éood is pursued. Therefore, if
nature does not work for some definite end, 1t is vain
to zpeak of sonething heppening outaide of what ig

direectly intended. 'Caqual' would beaone . meaningleas

torn,

o




