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Abstract
The Spanısh Dominican theologıan Domingo Banez, in the CONLTOVETISY wıth
the Jesult theologıan uUu1Ss de olına, developed hıs OW eology of effica-
CI0OUS He held distincetion between sufficıent and efficacıous

For the latter, the efficacy 15 solely due ıtself, human consent

being requıred. In thıs artıcle, 11l investigate Banez’s eology of eiffica-
C10US We egın by discussıng the metaphysıical foundatıon of effica-
CI1O0US (G0d the exclusıve of OUT ex1istence and mMOoveme: Thıs
metaphysıcs implıes that when aCT, (G0d does 1a(0)1 work alongs1iıde fo

produce the effect, but us aCL. 15 through the princıple of dıvıne
premotion that Banez established hıs understandıng of efficacCı1o0us

granted DYy God fOo infallıbly LNOVC the Jected people CONVertT tO
Hımself. According thıs princıple, the efficacy of ar1ses from
wiıll, rather than from Hıs foreknowledge of man’s Hıs callıng.
Siınce efficaCc10us 15 ranted Dy (God to the lected people, ıts mplıca-
t1on for predestination l be discussed. the last section of thıs artıcle,
111 explore how Banez harmon1ised efficacı1o0us wıth human Teedom
For hım, the human 11l infallıbly, but ıt happens in such
gentle WaYy that mpedes human TrTeedom. anez concluded that
Iirue human reedom 15 nOoL indıfferent the g0o0od On the CONIraTrY, ıt 15
fruıt of orace’s work.
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Ihe Councıl of JIrent, ıIn ıts Decree of Justifiıcatıon an ıts
Canons concernıing Justification, asserted the ex1istence of human free
111 and condemned an Yy teachiıng that contradıcted it! hıs Councıl,
however, dıd noL provıde explanatıon the relatıon between
human free 111 and er the Councıl, dıfferent explanatıons
of the compatıbıilıty of free 111 and led Man y controvers1ies
between theologıans. Ihe MOSL famous CONLrOVerSY 1S5 the OMNC

Heıinrich Denzinger Adolfus Schönmetzer, Enchiridion symbolorum defini-
ftionum el declarationum de rehuset el (DS) (Barcınone: Herder,
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between Domiminıicans and esults concerning the efficacıous al
the en of the s1ixteenth CENTUTY.

Ihe Spanısh Om1ınıcan Domingo Banez, who 15 consıdered to
be representatıve of “ modern IThomısm)’ played leadıng role in
thıs CONLrOVETSY. Banez W as born February 1528 in edına de]l
ampo, small town In Valladoliıd He egan hIıs phılosophical stud-
1e6S al the Universıty of Salamanca er makıng hıs Domiın-
1ican profession May 1547 he tudıed eology from 1548
433} under SOTIIC renowned theologıans, such eiIcCAN10T7 Cano.
Banez Ooccupled the chaır of Durandus In alamanca from 15477
1580 He Was then appomnted the prımary chaır of eology al Sala-

in 1581, followıing the ea of Bartolome de edına (30
December He WOU hold thıs posıtion for twenty-four YCAaIs
After lecturıng most parts of the Summa Iheologiae for number
of from 15L he turned 18 lectures In the academıc
yCarl of Banez’s commentary the Summa  D  D} which made
hım ONC of the COMMEeNLaAfiOTS of St Ihomas, W ds ase
ese lectures. In 1604, Banez died In edina del ampo, hıs bıirth-
place

Ihe CONLTOVeETISY between Domimnicans and esuınts egun the
20th January 15872 in Spaın when Jesuıt named Prudencı1o de Mont-

denı1ed that predetermined the human 11l do partıcular
g00d Hıs W as ase‘ the claım that thıs proposıtıon 1S 181011
reconcılable ıth human reedom The Spanısh Inquıisıtion prohı1bıited
hıs thesıs after rece1ving from Domuinıican. hıs even symbol-
i1sed the approac of the Socıiety of Jesus In establıshıng ıts OW theo-
ogıcal SyStem- followıng St Thomas, but not ın theologıca.

For theiof “modern IThomısm”, SCC Serge- IThomas Bonino, ‘L e IThomısme
“ moderne ” de Dominique Banez In Gonzälez-Ayesta (ed.) El alma humana:
esenCLA destino. Centenarıo de Domingo anez  Z (1528-1604) (Colleccıon de PCH-
samıento medieval renacentista, AD (Eunsa, Pamplona, 15-35

Thıs short bıography of Banez 15 based Banes, Dictionnaltre de theologie
catholique Parıs Letouzey, 1903-1972), Tome 2’ Col 140-145; Banez and
Banez1lanısm, New C’atholic Encyclopedia, second edıtıon (Farmıngton Hılls Gale,
, Vol.2, 49-51; Banez, In Lexikon Jür I heologte und Kırche (LIK) (Freiburg:
Herder, 1993-2001), Banı: 17 Cole

Ihe cComment. the S5umma la, 1 Was publıshed In Salamanca In 1584
Four later, the Commentary the remalnıng quest1ons of the Summa la
appeared. The commentary the S5umma Jallae cConcerning the theologıcal virtues
anı law/Jjustice publıshed in Salamanca ın 1584 an In 1589 Banez’s ar Yy
the S umma Ja-HNae, which COVOIS the » W ds edıted Dy Vıcente Belträn de
Heredia and W as publısh in three volumes (1942-1948) For chronology of Banez’s
lectures, Sln Vıicente Beltran de Heredia, Valor doectrinal de las Lecturas de]l Banez,
La LenCLa OmLSta 309 (1929), 79-81
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i1ssue fo distinguıish ıtself from the Domin1ican approach”. The
cControversYy escalated in 1588 when Luls de olına, SJ published hıs
work Concordia liıberı arbıtrıl CUÜU. gratiae donts. Cardınal of
Austrıa requested Banez examıne thıs work. Banez OUnNn:! that S1X
proposıt1ions in the Concordia amounted tOo forbıidden posı1tions. In
1593 NCW index of forbıdden 00 prepared Dy the Universıiıties of
Alcala and Salamanca iıncluded olına works. Molına then appealed

the Inquıisıtion of Castıle and accused Banez of eing utheran
heretic®. In 1594 publıc disputatiıons between the Dominicans and
Jesults took place ın Valladolid Dominıican father, Diego Nuno
Calbezudo, attacked the Concordia, whıle the Jesult nton10 de
Padılla responded the attack In these publıc dısputations. The {[WO
sıdes charged each other ıth eing heretics the 1ssue of the eff1-
CaCY of er these disputatıons had reached Rome, the SeCLarYy
of the Papal State Cardınal Aldobrandıno announced the ope’s eCc1I-
[0)9) in June 1594 in order seek ground and tO avo1d
dısorder, the Pope would TESGEVE the resolution himself”. The Uni-
versıty of Salamanca where Banez Was teachıng chose CENSUTEC ıne
proposıtions of olına the 22nd June 1595 olına’s proposıitions
WeTC SCCI1 Dy the theology professors in the Universıty aASs Nne  < doctrine
IC W as in contradıction ıth the eachıngs of St Augustine and St
Ihomas. the SAamnec VCAaL olına revised and publıshed hıs Concordia
together ıth the arguments defending hIs OW posıtion. Meanwhıle,
the Domuinıcan provincıal of Castıle, 1omas Guzman, prohibıited hıs
confreres from engagıng ıIn urther dıspute ıth the Jesults. But ın
order advance the Dominıiıcan posıtıon 18 Rome., he AaSs number
of emiı1inent theolog1ıans irom hıs province LO COMPDOSC theologıcal anal-
YSCS concerning the efficacy of and the proposıtions in olına’s
Concordıia. BanezZ, the 27th October 1594, presented the elegate
of the Holy Office treatıise the eIf1cacy of and human free-
dom ın order g1ve explanatıons from the Dominican sıde the
hıgher eccles1iastical authorities®. Between September 1594 and Aprıl
1595, Dominıicans under the charge of Bane7z? WTO Apologıa

Introduccıon historica, Vıicente Beltran de Heredia (ed.), Domingo Banez Ias
Controvers1ias sobre la Q2raCla: fextos documentos. (Bıblıoteca de teologos espanoles,

24), (Madrıd ConseJo super10r de invest1igac1ones cıentificas, 16-17
Introduccıon historica,
Introduccıon historica,
Introduccıon historica, 02-93
Theır AI Hr. Joannes la Fuente (Magıster), Fr Dıdacus de anguas

(Magıister), Fr Petrus de Herrera (Magıster, Salamanticens1s cathedrarı1us), Hr. Chrıs-
tophorus Rodriguez (praesentatus ei pr10rT), FrT. Petrus de Ledesma (praesentatus ei
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fratrum praedicatorum In DFrOULINCLA Hispaniae SACTAae theologiae DFO-
fessorum, aduersus quasdam assertiones Culusdam doctoris
Ludouicıi Molinae nunNCupatı. hıs work Was delıvered Rome by
Fr 1620 Alvarez, lecturer of sacred scrıpture al San In Val-
adolıd Banez’s above mentioned treatise the relatıon between

and human reedom W as then incorporated into the first part of
the Apologia. hıs treatiıse 1s also the early version of T ractatus de
Merd el legitima Concordia lıheri arbitri Crealı CUÜU. AaUXILILS gratiae
Dei efficaciter moOuentLS humanam uoluntatem, 16 W as publıshed
ıth Banez’s commentary the part of the Summa dealıng ıth the
1ssue of STACC

I0 solve thıs COI'ItI'OVCI'SY between the [WO rel1g10us orders,
Rome intervened In 1598 Dy establıshıng 1castery. Siınce ıts task
W as 18 solve the question the help of (God (auxılıum), the dıcastery
W das called Congregatio de AUXILILS. Although SOTINIC proposıtions from
olına’s works WEeIC nearly condemned around the time of hıs cal
there W ds definıtive dec1ısıon made urıng the pontificate of lem-
ent 111 because of the interventions from the Jesuit sıde. Pope Paul

eciare In 1607 that neıther Domiminıicans NOT Jesuits WeTIC heretics
and they WEeIC granted reedom defend theır OW teachings*”.

The essential element iın thıs debate W dsSs the efficacy of
whether 1s intrinsically efficacıous whether ıt depends
human cConsent Banez insısted real dıstınction between effica-
CI10OUS and sufficıent Here should clarıfy the erminol-
OS Y According scholastıc theology, AaCCOUNT of subject
and iIfects (ratione subjecti ef effectuum), Can be dıyıded into abıt-
ual and actual Actual 15 the transıent dıvıne help
by 10 God iıllumınes the human mınd and elps the ıll {O make
supernatural ACTS Actual Can be further dıyıded into [WO IN
efficacıous and sufficıent Efficacıous 1S that which
attaın the effect ıth certamnty and infallıbilıty. Sufficıient 1S the

granting INan the of performıing salutary aCcTt Bane7
argued for the dıfference of these [WO kınds of and emphasısed
that the eIf1cacy of eificacı1o0us 1s due solely LO iıtself. Lu1s de

ICHCNS sanctı Ihomae Abulensıs), Fr. Dıdacus Nuno (praesentatus) and Fr Dıdacus
Alvarez (praesentatus el lector SaCTaC scrıpturae V allısoletanus).

For the history of the Congregatio de AUXLILLS and the CONLrOVer: SYy between
Dominicans and esults, N Jacques-Hyacınthe DdeITY, Hıiıstoria congregationum de
auxtıilıiLs diuinae gratiae subh SUMMLS pontificibus Clemente IT el Paulo V’ (Antver-
plae: sumpt1ibus Socletatıs, work wriıtten Dy Domiminican. From the Jesuit
sıde, there 15 Gerhard Schneemann, Controversiarum de diuinae gratiae liıberique
arbhitrı Concordia, (Freiburg: Herder,
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olına however contended that (God only bestows sufficıent
to humans Only human cConNnsent then renders thıs efficacıous
On thıs the Jesunts accused Banez of eing Calvınıst and the
Domimnıicans called olına em1 elagıan Even al the beginnıng
of the 20th CenturYy, thıs CONLTOVeEeTISY Ssurvıved the Dominıcan theo-
logıan egına Garr1gou agrange debate ıth Jesunts such
Adhemar Ales!!

In thıs artıcle 11l Ir y explore Banez understandıng of the
efficacy of SIACC the basıs of the relevant eXTIs h1s COMMENLATIES

St Ihomas Summa theologiae the Tractatus and free
11l and the Apologia‘*. Since he regarde actual dıvıne
motion which human beings 18 salvatıon, 111 first explore
dıyıne motion Banez thınkıng and look al how he makes the arg u-
ment for the proposıtıon that 15 intrinsıcally efficac1ı1ous rather
than depends human CONsenLT Hıs interpretation ere W ds elated 18
1) hıs erıtıcısm of olına mıddle owledge 176 15 adopted 118
SCCUTEC human a  n  m and 11) hıs understandıng of predestinatıon
God predestinates the Jected LO gIO0TY by them efificacı1ous
grace?? Finally, Banez explanatıon of efficacCcıous necessarıly
ea the questionN the relatıon between efficacıous actual SIACC
and human reedom Wiıll Banez ınterpretation of the eIif1cacy of

ead LO the den1al of human freedom? The anıswer ere
dıfficulty LO reach real concordance between them basıngz

Banez definıtion of human reedom

11 Fr Ales’s artıcle Recherches de SCLiencCce Religieuse 8(1917) and
Fr Garrıgou-Lagrange Thomas el Le Neomolinisme which reprinted

appendix Dieu Son Fxiıstence ef Nature (Parıs Beauchesne
I ractatus de erd el legitima Concordia lıher1 arbıtrıl Creall CUM auxtıiliis STU-

f1ıae Deıl eff CAaAClLtier MOUECNILS humanam uoluntatem (TIractatus) Ihe edıtıon whiıich
shall follow thıs artıcle Comentarıios Ineditos la Prima Secundae de SAanto
Tomas II (Madrıd ConseJo SUDPCTI10OT de 1nvest1gacwnes cjentificas a 472()
For Banez commentary the first volume of St Thomas Summa chall USCcC the
onlıne edıtıon The Digital Library of the (’atholıc Reformation http //solomon
dier alexanderstreet cCom/ which scanned TOM the edıtiıon publıshed 1614 by
Typographia Petr1 Borremans, Doual. For the texti of the Apolog1a, shall follow
the edıtıon of Vıicente Beltran de Heredia (ed)7 Domingo Banez las Controversilas
sobre la FaCid, F15-378

Banez defined ‘“gratia” h1s commentary the Summa: Gratia est PCI
qUuU am homo acceptaltur ad glor1am Kt datur PCI proprıetatem 1DS1US gratiae haec
definıtio Nam quod fılı Del PCI gratiam proprietlas CONSCYUCHS est
acceptatio ad glorı1am quod heredes glori1ae See Banez In Summamnı la-
Ilae 110 For three other elements of the definıtion SCC the commentary
the Salmlılılc artıcle
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Divine motion

St. IThomas’ discussıon of the dıvısıon of aADDCAIS the
Summa Jla-Ilae According {O hıs VIEW, STACC 15 spoken of In [WO Ways
1) habıt modifyıng the essence of the soul IC 1S gratia gratum
faciens. In Englısh it 15 called sanctıfyıng abıtua 11) Gratıia
gratis data, 1C dIC the charısmatıc g1fts beyond the capacıty of
nature, such the capacıty proclaım the Gospel through miracles.
God Causes INan LO acti virtuously and be In unıon ıth hım by
sanctıfyıng 9 but Ihomas insısted that SOTNEC preparatıons dIcC
needed In er words, Pr10T 18 Justifıcatıon INan should be 1spose
{O recelve sanctifyıng So the tirst conferring of sanctıfyıng

PICSU  S  S internal en of mınd dısposıtion
towards God hıs dısposıtion for sanctifyıng 1S made through
Dıvıne assıstance. In q. 109 Ihomas made ıt clear that the
of thıs emen 15 the “assıstance of Go (auxilium Dei) IThıs 15
hat later theologıans 111 call actual 9 though Ihomas dıd nNOoTt
uUsc thıs term hıimself. In thıs artıcle l lımıt ourselves LO the
auxılıum Dei which relates Banez’s discussiıon of dıvıne
motion and OCcuples the cCentre of hıs CONLTOVETISY ıth olına The
Thomistic understandıng of dıvıne motion begıns from the acknowl-
edgemen of the uncreated actıon of God, 1C 15 Oopposed the
reated emen! of creatures!+*. other words, God 1S Immanent and
eternal In the that He 15 the efficıent of al]l creatures and
from God al] creatures recelve theır being (esse) ST Ihomas explaıne
thıs pomn princ1ıpally In the Summa la, 13 and Banez
faıthfully followed TIhomas In hıs Commentary the Summa. He
acknowledged that (G0od the Creator 1S iImmanent and transcendent.
Creatiıon 15 essentlally the immanent actıon of God, which O€Ss not
depend the human intellect. On the CONILTAaTY, the Creatures DEr
and intrinsıcally dIC dependent the Creator Hıs effect!> God
Causes the exIistence of al] agents and them So the prlority of
the dıvine motıion, In Banez’s theologıca. and phılosophıcal SySstem,
refers 18 causalıty, rather than time.

When make further study of dıvıne motion accordıng
Banez’s interpretation of Ihomas, hıs ommentary the Summa la

105 (Whether God works In CVCIY agent?) should be en into
aCcCCount the or1g1nal text1© of Ihomas there three maın arguments

See Premotion physique, DE 1  n Col SN
Banez, In Summamnı I: 4 E a.3
Summa la q.105
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for sayıng that (God operales everythıng 106 g  1g the pomnt, I'_

organıse the arguments AS ollows
In all thıngs (God 15 properly the of unıversal eıng
(IDSIUS "ANAYS uniuersalıs) which 1s innermost In all thıngs;

I1 ere etTe AL © several agents in order, the second always
aCis In virtue of the first, for the first agent the SCC-

ond 18 aCT thus all agents acTt In virtue of God Hımself,
and therefore He 15 the of actıon CVCIY agent.

I1{ (G0od NnOL only thıngs {O operate (creatiıons WOTS

applyıng eır forms and POWCIS operatıon, Just the
workman apphıes the dAXÄC cul, Nneve  eless 0O€Ss nOoTt g1ve
the A d ıts form); but He also g1Vves created agents theır
forms and them In eing

Ihe first argumen relates the agents’ dependence God for
theır ex1istence. The second and the 1T' arguments relate LO the
agent’s being moved by God Therefore, the motion of ıng 15 nNOoTL
separated from ıts existence, 1C 15 essential element of under-
standıng dıvine motion. In fact, thıs readıng Can be supporte Dy
Banez’s words:

[Q]uia prıma est pr10T qU am secunda 1910)8! solum in essendo, sed
et1am in causando el in mouvendo. Kt confirmat hoc Jlo Act (v
28) In LDSO ULULMUS, MOUEeMUuUr el sumus!'.
Banez cıted the words from the that God 1S

immanent and transcendent DY hıghlıghting three words: ULULMUS,
MOUEeMuUuUr and (God nOoTL only Causcs OUT ex1istence, but also OUT
motion. oth ULULMUS and relate 18 OUT ex1istence and apparently
IMOUCeCeMUr elates motlion. ese TE elements sed by Bane7z dIC

the outlıne of Ihomas’s three arguments lısted above. We ll CX aAaMl-
ine Banez’s understandıng of diıvıne motlion Dy discussıng hıs inter-
pretatıon of ese three arguments. We ll begıin ıth the dependence
of ex1istence God

In hıs short commentar the Summa la q.105, where
Ihomas made three argumen(ts, Bane7z fırstly affırmed the conclusiıons
IC Ihomas had made in the TEXT., but he dıd 187011 develop hıs OW

posıtion aparti from wrıting somethın for the 1T argument So
ave ook for Banez’s COMMENETLS ın other SOUTCCS

1/ Apologıa 1L, V, 0 5O SS also Banez, In S5Summam Ia. 103,
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According Ihomas’s 16 W in argumen 1, God 15 properly the
of unıversal eing Banez hıghlıghted thıs pomt by sayıng that

only (Go0od 1S the of eing (esse) and the secondary elates
LO ex1istence such (ens tale, for example, Socrates 15 whıte
man) It l be helpful read ıf together ıth Banez’s commentary

the question “ whether (God 15 In all thıngs? ” (la S, .  nul-
Ium praeter Deum est LDSLUS ESISE, DFrOUu CC est actualı-
RN entiS, Inquantum ens  29 Ihe po1In 15 made clear that only God could

the eing (esSse) of secondary agents. The secondary 15
1mıted that ıt Causes the existence such (ens tale), PCISON In

p  1cular place In specıfic color. agent Can be such thıng
only after ıts sımplicıter exıstence 1S rece1ved irom God, because only
(Go0od Call create from nothing. Sımilarly, the causalıty between agents
must PTESUMC theır existence, SInNCe ıt 1s not possıble for them

CONSCIVC somethıng from nothiıng Banez sald:

Quı1a Merı CI15 In quantum CNSsS, 1NON potest, 1S1 1NON ente simplicifer,
quod solus Deus potest facere. IDicendum CI SO, quod solus Deus est
ausa efficıens ent1is, In quantum CNMNS, qula solus nıhılo faCIE” ei
CONSeEeTUaAT CNMNS, in quantum C11S. Caeterum partiıculare fficıt tale
CNMNS, 1ImMoO Itıcıt hoc eCNsSs O  sn hoc ente!®
The dıstinction between esse only from God) and tale eNSs made

above 1S crucılal, because ıt dıfferentiates God irom all secondary
Causecs (God simpliciter CauUscs the ex1ıstence of all thıngs, but the SCC-

ondary determıines the effect in specıfic way  15
The SAadillc 1e W of Banez Cal be found in hıs commentary

the question “ whether in G0d the ex1istence and the CSSCIICC dIiIc iıden-
tical°? ” Because ex1istence and ESSCIICC dIiIC ıdentical, He O€es
not recelve ex1istence firom others, rather he 1s the being ıtself. In thıs
commentary, Banez followed Ihomas by usıng the words from B XO
dus “I who SUppOort the claım that (G0od hımself 15 eX1Ist-
C6 He also cons1ıdered some. op1n1ons ar other theologıans ıth
whom he COUu nOoL otally For example, 18 the assertion that

Banez, In Summam la 8’
Banez hıghlıghts thıs pomnt by cıting Francıs Sılvester (Ferrariıens1s): ..  Inter

I homıistas uUCTO Ferrar. (0)818 gent. CapD Al hanc solum constitult dıfferentiam inter
Deum, Causas secundas in productione CSSC, quod Deus siımplicıter el sIne addıto
Causat ex1istentiam u  n creaturae CIO 1O]  — cCausant ıllud absolute, sed determıinate .
(In S5ummam la, a.4) TANCIS Sılvester (1474-1526) W ds Italıan Dominıican
theologıan. He W das elected the master general of the Order of Preachers In 15725
Hıs MoOst famous work 15 the cCommentary St Ihomas’ Summa CONILIFra Gentiles,
which W as printed 1ıth or1g1inal texTi ın the eonıne edition of St Ihomas’ Opera
OMNIAG.



THE EFFICACY ACCORDING DOMINGO ANEZ 299

God only produces the exIistence such, hıs W as clearly
made: “ DIicımus CFSO, quod nulla producit CeSSC effectiue praeter
LDSUM Deumi . 15 evıdent for Bane7z that apart irom God, there 1S

1C Can g1ve ex1istence (esse)
Now Can LNOVC Banez’s understandıng of the second

argumen of TIThomas G0d 1S the of agent’s actıon
motion““, because the secondary n always aCcts Dy the of
(vırtute) the first E} 1.e G0od Banez’s interpretation 1S that (J0d 15

each of Hıs effects ıth ımmedi1acy, because He 1S the of all
beings and of eing itself2!. ll be eas]ıer ofte thıs He  S aspect of
Banez’s interpretatiıon ıf consıder [WO other Domuinıcan COMMENLA-
tors’ understandıng the Samlle 1ssue reported ıIn Banez’s COINIMNECN-

Lary According Banez’s cıtatıon, FerrarıensI1is, iın hıs Commentary
the Summa Contra Gentiles I1 /0, claımed that ıt W ds noTt

fo that the SaJmle effect 15 ıimmediately from (G0d and the
inferiıo0r TOmM (Go0od it 15 by the immediacy of (immedia-
tione uLrtutis), but from the infer10r ıt 15 by the iımmediacy of
substance?? (immediatione Suppositi). hıs claım of Ferrarıensis COMN-
sısts in the dıstiınction between agent and ıts9 dıstiınction
made by IThomas The (uLrtus) of the inferl1o0r depends the

of the super10r agent, because the super10r agent g1ves ıts OW
the infer10r al the Samne time. In thıs E} the actıon

of the infer10r 1S both from the super10r and hrough the
of the super10r g Therefore, Ferrarıens1ıs held that the
of the prımary agı GRo God) 1S found ımmediately In causıng

the effect
CajJetan had hıs OW interpretatiıon ell In Cajetan’s VIeEW,

there 15 eed 1{8 make diıstincetion between materı1al creatures and
spırıtua. cCreatures In the ıN of spırıtua. creatures, God Causes them
by the immediacy of substance. However, for mater1al crealtures,
because form from the POLeENCY of matter (educere formam de
potentia mater1ae), God Nnno be the by the ımmediacy of
substance, but only Dy the iımmediacy of

Here the word "“Ccause ” sıgnıf1es that God the secondary agents Ta
21 Banez saı1d “ Ipse Deus est intim1us, immediat1usque secundum SU am substan-

t1am In Oomnı effectu, qula eus est tot1us entis ei 1DS1US CSS5C, respectu CU1US
solus Deus est efficıens el cConseruans ”. (In Summamnı la,

IThomas’ metaphysıcs supposıtum Call be understood subject sub-
stance “the suppos1itum 1s saıld be substance”. (Summa la ad R S o
here translate Suppositum substance.
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Banez., however. W as not otally satısfıed ıth the solutions
g1ven by ese {[WO predecessors of the Domuinıcan Thomistıc school
On the ONC hand, he agreed ıth Cajetan  S posıtion of od’s causalıty
by the iımmediacy of substance. The doctrine of sımplıcıty
reveals that Hıs aCctTi 1S Hıs OW substance, ıf He ope
by the immediacy of claımed by FerrarıensI1is, He must also
operate Dy the immediacy of hıs OW substance. On the er hand,
Banez emphasısed that only (God 1S the of CVETY eing (Causa
essendi OmMNLDUS rebus), not only materı1al, but also spiırıtual. SO
Cajetan’s distinction between materı1al and spırıtual beings W as irrel-
evan for Banez’s interpretatıon. For hım., the dıfference between God
and the infer10r7 agent consısts In that the operatıon of the infer10r

15 only immediately by the immediacy of substance. RBut for the
operatıon of God ıt Iso happens Dy the immediacy of the
Banez added that, strictly speakıng, only God aCTts by the immediacy
of9 because the ONCUTTENC ofer infer10r agents W ds sa1d to
be Dy the immediacy of in the respect of thıs that agent, NOLT
of all agents.

Banez’s interpretation of IThomas Aquınas brings SOTIIC NCW

NUAaNCcCE the Domuinıcan Thomuistic tradıtion. Fırstly, ıf Sa y that
both Ferrariıens1is and Cajetan left SOTINC for the secondary9
Banez W das INOTC adıcal by insıstıng that in CVCIY Cre  9 whether ıt
15 spiırıtual materı1al, (Gi0d 1S the exclusıve of theır actıon Dy
the immediacy of and substance. For Cajetan, the secondary

modifıies the prımary cause*>, but accordıng Banez, ıt 15 not
rıght insıst thıs opınıon because the primary aCCOUNtTS, in
the 1IrS instance, for the ex1istence of all beings and theır eONCcCTeie
existence**. Secondly, in Banez’s ar gument ımmediıate CONCUT-

secondary depends God the exclusıve for

In Summamn la S, Cajetan introduces h1s conclusiıon that the secondary
modıifes the primary TIhe analogy he makes 15 that wrıter and his pCHN

The quality of the PCH thıs wrıter UuUsSecs influences his and intellectual frunts.
Cajetan beleves that the secondary maybe reduced nothing unless it 15 g1ven SOTIIC

weıght In causalıty: "]psa secunda nullum eifectum producıt, nıs1ı uıirtute primae COIN-

Currente el conıungente ulrtutem secundae SUl  ® effectul, quon1am prıma Oomn1a attıngıt
immediate immediatione uirtutis, ut In 111 (art 19 Comment.) declaratum est  97

“ Sed displicet quod alt ulırtutem prımae CauUsac modificarı PCI ‚UnN-

dam...Imo UCTO dıuina uoluntas Oomn1a modificat, dum est unıuersalıssıma ef
efficacıssıma culushıbet rel ei quantum ad fıer1 el quantum ad SSC el quantum ad
modum. ” Banez, In Summamnı la Banez’s readıng of St. IThomas’ text 1s
supported Dy Serge-Thomas Bonıino’s studies of Ihomas’ De Verıtate 27 SCC erge-
IThomas Bonino, De la verıte. OQuestion La SCLENCE Dieu (Frıbourg: Univer-
sıtalres, 556
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being oug in SOTIIC readıngs ese [WO arguments of
Ihomas WEOIC hought fo be mı1ıxed In Banez s interpretation“”, thınk
Dy usıng thıs WaYy of argument, Bane7z closely Ihomas AEZU-
ment and argumen I1 Here 1ll 181011 discuss whether Banez
mı1ıxed these [WO arguments nOL, but WOUu 1ıke explaın
Banez’s intention in thıs WaYy for hım the causalıty of inferiı0r
agent’s motion consısts od’s actıon argumen 11), but it ultımately
depends the being (esse) g1ven Dy (i0d gumen Therefore,
God the exclusıve of CVCILY creature’s eing (esse) 15 the
fundamental 1Cason for Banez’s understandıng of dıvıne motion  26 Just

ave saı1d al the egınnıng of thıs section, God the immanent
and transcendent ('reator 1C CVCIY creature depends 1S the key
for grasping the Concept of dıvıne motion.

Havıng explore how Banez understood St Ihomas argument
I1 d all agents aCT in ırtue of God Hımsel{), all take further
step ook al hıs interpretation of how AT moved by God We
SC that thıs 15 noTt IIC  S conclusıon NCEC ‘ all agents act viıirtue of
God Hımself” 1S establıshed Among hıs works, Banez’s commentary

the Summa Jla-Ilae 109 a.l 15 ımportan text In 16 he g1Ves
hıs interpretatiıon of premotion“’. At the beginnıng of thıs COIM-

9 Banez ted Cajetan’s that SOTNC people insısted that
when God CCasSsecsS LO LMMOVC heavenly body (Cessante MOTU caeli)*®,
fıre Can STÜ1 be burnıng. hıs 16 W deny the dependence of
the secondary agent’s motion the prımary 9 1.e God In
Banez’s VIEW, Ihomas sed the example of fıre demonstrate that
human beings noTt only dependent God for theır eing and COIMN-

servatıon, but also for theır operatıon and MOvemen So when He
o0€es nNOoTt operate LIMMOVC uS, CannotTt INOVC, CVOCN ıf He
in the existence ıth all operatıve principles. More ımportantly,

See Em Neveut, Le dıvın, Pensee de ST Thomas, de Banez eit de
Molıina, Revue des SCLENCES ecclesiastiques, 1909, and 1910, 29-40

For example, In Summamnı la q.105 ‘*Omnıi1s ulrtus operatıua el ipsummet
SSC CAauUsac secundae, dependet Deo In Nerı ef CONserUuarı: CI£O pendet ab illo ın
Omn1 operatione SUua, ulde Capreolum in sent. ad Contra
Conclusionem.

Comentar1o0s Ineditos la Prima Secundae de SANLO T omas, II (1948), Index
““praemotI10o, quıd est.  27

28 Ihe or1ginal fexXti of Ihomas’ Summa 1-I1 109, a.l 1S ° Primum autem INOUENS
ordıne corporalıum est L9)  u caeleste. Vnde quantumcumque 12N1S habeat perfec-

{U:  =] calorem, NOMN alteraret n1ıs1ı PCTI motionem caelestis COrporIs. Manıfestum est autem
quod, sıcut 198181° MOLUS corporales reducuntur in mMmotum caelestis COrporIs sıcut In
prımum INOVENS corporale; ıta MOLUS corporales q U amı spırıtuales reducun-
tur in prımum INOUECNS sımplicıter, quod est Deus.”
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Banez compared God the prımary ıth other ex1ıistence
infer10r Causes For the latter, they do not determıne specıfic effect
and INAaYy CVCIN be determıned Dy theır OW secondary omMe-
times thıs ONCUTTENC 1S determıned by the dısposıtion of partıcular
moveable ing The example he SavC 1S the SUN It chines the earth
ıth the Salillec 1g ome clay easıly become dry because of eır
dısposıtıon, 1le SOTINC plants ıth dıfferent dısposıtions MaYy benefit
from the Samnec 1g hıs comparıson rmngs ımportant element
in Banez’s definıtiıon of premotion: it Causecs ıts effects only
aCCOUNT of ıts OW provıdence: GQUAE quidem motLo praemotio dicitur
secundum diuinae prouldentiae ratiıonem, NO  - secundum neCessitatem
nNALlurae SO ıt 1S because of thıs feature, that motion of second-
ar y Causes Can be SCCH premotion, SsSInCe everythıng 1s 1a(011 only
moved bDy God, but alsoO 1s moved accordıng to Hıs OW provıdence
rather than aACCOUNT of the dısposıtion of the ıng caused. Banez,
asıng hımself the Summa Contra Gentiles {11 67, concluded
thıs point in the Sarmnec commentary:

|C]oncludı diuus Ihomas un1ı1uersalıter quod act10 intellectus et CU1US-
CUMYUC ent1is creat]ı ependet Deo NON solum inquantum abh 1DSO

perfectionem ue] formam, sed et1am inquantum abh 1PSO OUetTtur
ad agendum. Et NO solum concomıtanter ut partıalıs concurriıt
ad effectum“*?.
The ast sentfence emphasıses that (God 1s noTLt only the partıal

Caus:! producıng the effect. Ihomas argument 88 and Banez’s COIIN-

mentary al illustrate thıs poınt. erTre dIC [WO elements ın Ihomas
argument: When (G0d everythıng, 1) He apphıes theır forms and
POWCIS to operate An example 1S workman who makes UuUsec of the
A Cul; 11) He Iso g1ves created agents theır forms and
them in ex1istence. When he commented Ihomas’ argument, Banez
W as definıtely in agreement ıth hat Ihomas saı1d- and made ıt clear
that Durandus’s posıtion the SaJlillc 1sSsue Was unacceptable. Duran-
dus claım W ds summarısed Dy Banez in thıs WaYy IDSae (AUSAC N-

dae postea DEr ulLrtutem ıllam8 Deo operantur, ıfa Ul IN SULS
operationibus NO  Fa egeanlt actualı Del motione el operatione  AT  « Here

SCC basıc dıfference between Banez and Durandus. For Banez,
when God secondary 9 the secondary noTLt only
Operales in vıirtue of God, but also has operatıon wıthın ıtself.

Banez, In Summamnı la-Ilae 109,
Banez, In S5Summamn, la 105 ° Prıma conclusıo est affırmatıua. ”
Banez In S5ummamnı la q.105 .
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For Durandus, however, the secondary 1S only moved through
the rece1ved from (G0od In such WaYy that In ıts OW operatıons
ıt longer needs motion and operatıon. It W as fırmly held by
Banez that though secondary has ıts OW operation”“, ıt OPDCI-
ates in dependence God and needs pre-movement.

Therefore, for Banez the statement that (God created
agents has {[WO elements: He g1Vves the princıple of operatıon to the
created agents (secondary Cause) and also applıes the princıple
operate ıIn them God really the secondary 9 rather than
only Causes the effect In hıs cCommentary the S5Summad la-Ilae 109
d Banez particularly eriticı1sed SOTIIC theologıans who denıed that
God influences the secondary , but only the effect In er
words, (G306d operates wıth the secondary produce ffects
oug he dıd nOotL ment1on anı y the Jesuılt theolog1an Molına
undoubtedly W as ONC of the people whom Banez referred olına
left us well-known paragraph thıs 1ssue In Disputatıon of the
Concordia. In thıs disputatıon, olına confessed hıs difficulties in
understandıng Ihomas posıtıon. Ihe fırst dıfficulty W as that he COU
not understand why there should be motı1on in the secondary Causeces

by 1C God them LO aCT: Secondly, Ihomas’s doectrine would
SCCIIH LO lead the impress10n that (God only CONCUTIS medi-
ately, BeEe Dy of secondary CaUsSCS, which W as In contradıction
fo the statement that God aCcCts immediately Dy immediacy of the
substance. Ihe solution gıven by olına W ds that ONCUTITENC:!

and the secondary Causes dIiICc partıal Causes of the effects. The ffects
dIC both from God and irom the secondary CauUsc>s He lıked uUsec

analogy to illumınate hıs OW posıtıion:
A CHu dicımus Deum PCTI CONCUTSUM un1uersalem Causas

secundas BED integras, sed partıales Causas effectuum, intellıgendum
1d est de partıalıtate CaUSaC, ut uocant, NON ueTO de partıalıtate effectus.
Totus quıppe effectus el Deo est el Causıls secundıs:; sed
Deo Causls secundıs uft totfa sed ut parte Causaec UUaC
sımul ex1gıt CONCUTSUMM eit influxum alterı1us, 110O d|  r el duo
trahunt auım, profic1scıtur ab UuNOqUOQUC trahentium, sed
ON tamquam tofa s1qu1dem qU1U1S EeOTUMM sımul efficıt
A% altero OTINNECS ingulas partes eiusdem motus°°>.

He cıted Augustine’s words in De C1iulLltate Del Lab VIIL, Support thıs
pomt: ° Deus SiICc admınıstrat mn1a UJUAC creauıt; ut et1am 1psa propr10s MOLUS ‚AC1-

CEIC, ei 14 sinat. ”
Lu1s Molına (ed crıt1icam CUT. lohannes Rabeneck), Liber. arbıtrıl CUM gratiae

donts, diuina praescientia, prouldentid, praedestinatione el reprobatione Concordla,
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It 1S clear that for olına, Just boat 1s dragged by {WO MCN,
neıther of them eıng the complete for the movıng of thıs boat,
LE neıther ONCUTTEINIC! NOT the secondary CaUuUses provıde the
total of the motlion. hıs understandıng of olına, in fact, 1S not
NCW As aCo Schmutz pomnted OufL, it 1S classıcal expression of the
Francıscan school, 1C Cal be found In the works of Duns Scotus

ell er frıars of the school, such AaSs Andre of Neufchä  u,
fourteenth CeNnturYy philosopher*“. thınk that olına’s approach made
it eas]ıer for hım establısh [WO order of causalıty. Once thıs [WO-
causalıty order 15 applıed In the discussıon of the relatıon between
STACC and human freedom, Molına 15 able leave 111OTC for
human autonOomY, wıthout thıs aUTtOoNOMY denyıng influence.
Such approac also made it poss1ıble for hım 18 deny that STACC Can
be intrinsıcally eff1caC10us. We 1ll discuss thıs pomn ater

Banez ecritic1sed olına’s approac LO the relatıon between PT1-
INar y and secondary s ırectly respondıng LO the second
dıfficulty of olına Hıs emphasıs W as that when Sa y (God

aCTts ıimmediately, thıs sStatement cshould not xclude the substance
and of the secondary Causecs 16 (God Ihe word
iımmediate refers the perfect of (G0od who operales In CVEIY-
1ng, rather than (God not actıng through the secondary Causes In

MOovemen of everythıng, He, the In hımself, has the
of actıon. There dIC L[WO elements in causalıty: ONC 15 the

influence (Influxus Iirom (30d keep secondary CausScs in ex1istence,
and the other 1s the influence that actually ıt fo produce the
actual effects. hıs influence reaches the secondary Causecs and theır
{tfects immediately. So the effects Can be saı1d fo be dependent God
and also the secondary CausesS For thıs ICaSOII, Banez conceded that
ıth regard tOo the effect, (God produces the effect Dy the mediacy of
the secondary causes°>.

Moreover, Banez claımed that secondary Causes dIiICc subordi1-
nated God, CVCMN 1f the secondary Causecs aATic complete In theır OW

order. Ihıs subordinatiıon consısts In the proposıtıon that Banez reck-
ned fundamental: secondary Causes depend the prımary9

(On1ae: Collegiıum Maxımum, Disputatio 26, We chall follow thıs edi-
t1on in thıs artıcle.

Jacob Schmutz, La doctrine medievale des Causecs el la theologıe de la nature
DUTC (Allle- X V Ile sıecles), Revue Thomiste 101 (2001),; 254

Tractatus IL, For Molına, it 15 nNnOoTLt the primary that operaltes
uPpON the secondary U:  n but these [WO CaUuUsecs work together produce the eftfect.
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because they aATiIcC insufficıent of themselves LO aCcTt wıthout the IMNOVOC-

ment of the primary

Efficacıous according Banez

Banez’s eology of 15 SCCI] the applıcatıon of hIs met-

aphysıcs of causality”®. Therefore, after the exploratıon of Banez’s
understandıng of dıvıne motı1on, ıll discuss hıs applicatıon of
divıne motion the question of the efficacy of actual

What LS effiCcaCIOUs grace?
As ave SCCI1 in thıs ıcle, 15 SCCI1 by St Ihomas

help (auxılıum). For Banez, dıvıne help (Auxılıum el) works nNOLt only
the supernatural evel, but also the natural eve Ihe natural

assıstance (auxılium naturale) refers fo the assıstance ordered
human operatiıons for theır natural end?’ God, the Creator of the
unıverse., everythıng accordıng ıts nature God nOoL only COIMN-

thıngs, but also them accordıng to the arrangement of
cQhivıne provıdence. hıs 15 the princıple of dıvıne motion ave
discussed above. Banez further applıed ıt human beings, SInce
human beings AT the noblest of creatures The 1IrS natural assıstance
which (God confers them 1S theır UuUsec of 1cCason hıs natural aSSIS-

bestowed human beings 1Ss also actual iıllumınatıon (actu-
ILs ılluminatio) because ıt 15 by thıs assıstance that human beings dIiC

iıllumınated 1{8 know speculatıve practical truth In thıs E} human
beings only ave the passıve motion theır OW sıde. Sımilarly,
Banez insısted that the prımary operatıon of the 11l should be e
uted the ('reator of nature It 15 Dy hıs motion that OUT 111
ıll object”®.

Ihe supernatural assıstance (auxılium supernaturale) orders
INan the supernatural end through supernatural operatıons. In thıs

See Alıster cGrath, Iustitia Dei history of the Christian Doctrine of Jus-
tification, vol From 1500 the present day, (Cambrıdge: Cambridge Universıty
9

See Iractatus, 1L, IL
anez made distinction between od’s premot1ion of the human l

the good and God’s perm1ss1ıon of vıl happen. “ lıcet admıtteremus Deum 18(0)  -

CONCUTTSEIC ad materlale peccatı in ratione ent1is aux1ıl10 efficacı praemouente uolun-
ad tale materı1ale, nıhılomıus asserendum est ad AaCTIUS supernaturales SSC CcS-

sarıum hulusmodi1 {fı1cax auxılıum. ” Apologıia, I’ E
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D} Banez defined ıIn such WaY Gratıia est forma Er
naturalıs QUAE confert nobıs CNSSE el ultam supernaturalem”?. (Grace
TNgS human eIngs LO salvatıon, ıts final end cshould be consıdered

the supernatural eve Apart from ıts operatıon the natural level,
LHNOIC ımportantly operates for man’s supernatural end*% 1nce

the supernatural eve 15 also dıvine motıon, In Banez’s
eology the principles discussed above appIYy LO well, 1.e

the human 111 (secondary Cause) produce salutary
aCcts (effects).

Before mOVIng 18 efficac10us actual’ should ote
that actual W as the essentlal lement of Banez’s eology of

Banez stated clearly that hıs 1sagreement ıth ollına dıd nolL
NCOMPDASS habıtual Non loquimur hic de gratia habitualı IUS-
tificante, Se: loquimur de gratia actualı praemouente.“ In er
words, ıt CONCECINS the premotıon of the human 111 aCcCcept
So Banez’s dıfficulty ıth olmnma consısted in whether the dısposıtıon
of’ al least partıally, depends the human 11l Banez and hıs
confreres efused to accept the theologıca. proposıtion that human
eIngs had the capacıty PICDAIC for abıtua. (se disposult ad
gratiam). On the cContrarYy, the ultımate dısposıtion and preparatıon for

should be attrıbuted actual 1C eificac10usly
and the ll TIThe question of the eificacy of actual
CONMNCECINS how dıyıne motion works LO human eIngs Sllp61'l'lätl.l-
ral aCTSs for theır salvatıon.

In Banez’s analysıs, actual auxılıum 1S prevenlent
OUT Use of reedom Here Banez took dıvyıne inspıratıon SINCE
it 15 certaın sudden iıllumınatıon of God Inspirıng the soul the
g00d Hence 15 prıor and works In human eIngs make them
adhere God In the Iractatus Banez appealed Can of the
second Councıl of Orange““ multa ONd In homıiıne fiunt qUAE NO  _aCı
OMO Ssupport hıs contention that the intellectual and volıtıonal
operations of human eIngs aATC caused Dy the motion of (God C

Banez, In S5Summamn la-Illae, 110,
TIhomas Aquımas claıms in the of COITUpL nature, people need

recelve salvatıon and do natural go0od (Summa la-MNae, 109 a SCC Iso Banez’s
commentary of thıs questlion.

41 Apologıia I7 I; 2’ ...  tota nOsira disceptatio est CIrca auxılı1a actuaha’,
I ractatus H; 1, mu 7

The Second Councıl of Urange took place in July 529 and almed settle SOTIIC

controvers1ies and predestination In aul Thıs councıl followed the teachıng
of Augustine that God’s proceeded an y human performance of good works. For
the Can OMNsSs promulgated by thıs Councıl, Sar D E} n.373-395
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1S prı0r 18 the UuUsec of human reedom. So human being 15 the
passıve recıplent of Banez observed that thıs i1issue there W as

dıfference between hım and the Jesuits®. The problem W as how
actual auxılıum works ıth OUT reedom As ave saıd the
COIC of the CONTLrOVeEerSY CONCETNS man’s consent to call Banez
and hıs Domuinıcan colleagues disagreed ıth the Jesuit viewpoımnt of
hOow man ’s consent Calllc ou ın the work of ese [WO orders
also debated whether actual ıtself W as efficacı1o0us only Ssuf-
1clent for consent

In the Tractatus Bane7z endeavoured {O present hıs solution 5 y S-
tematıcally. He stated the problem al stake Dy clarıfyıng the dıfference
between sufficıent and efficac1o0us

Quaéstio 1g1tur princıpalıs esft sıt idem ef uUunNnum auxılıum quod
resp CONUeErsSIONIS mentI1is in Deum, s1ue PCI 1dem., s1ue PCI Carı-
j108 dicıtur sufficiens el efficax.“
Hence the princıpal question 1s whether in man ’s convers1ıon

God, 15 sufficiıent an efficac10uUs, only sufficıent and
dependent human consent in ANSWET thıs question, the 1rs
pomt he held 15 that it 15 NECCECSSALY TAaW distincetion between
efficacı1o0us and sufficıent oUg he realısed that ne1-
ther Augüuüstıine NOT Ihomas Aquınas made thıs dıvyvısıon dırectly in
theır works, Banez contended the clue of the dıvıisıon Cal be found
in these Qr theologıans. He also appeale Augustine for thıs
divisıon:

Aıt enım diuus Augustinus saep1ssıme, quod prımo hominı datum est

PETSCUCTALC, 19(0)  —; em PETSCUCTAIC, eft datum est ut possel NON

PCCCALC, sed 11ONMN est datum ut 19(0)8! PCECCATICt45

SO in Banez’s understandıng of Augustine there 1S distiıncetion
between the poss1bılıty and the fact (de facto) makes
human eINgSs able PETSCVCIC noTt 1{8 SIN, but thıs O€Ss noTt CcS-

sarıly happen de facto, SINCEe de facto not CVCILY human eıng WOUu
PEISCVECIC LO the en Sımilarly, ıt 15 atNOol1ıc doetrine that the satısfac-
tıon and redemption of hrıst for al] human beings. hrıst’'s Ssatls-
actıon 1s sufficıent In the that hıs redemption makes ıt possıble
for all people be saved. But the Scriptures do tell that Christ’s
redemption o€es not applYy efficacı1ously 18 CVETYONJNC, but only 18 those

Apologıa IL, ML, n.3
Ibıid.

45 I ractatus 1L, 1L, In thıs chapter Banez mentioned [WO works of
Augustine: De praedestinatione SANCLIOruMmM and De dono perseuerantıae.
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wh' aATC predestinated. Banez note that Paul spoke OUu God ASs “the
Savıour of all people, especlally of those who beliıeve” IT ım 10)
Depending these Bıblical SOUTCCS, Banez belleves that ıt 1S Justified

highlıght that suffic1enCcy of Christ’s redemption 1S unıversal, but ıt
1S noTLt de aCLO efficacCc1o0us In CVEITYONC.

Once establiıshing the dıfference between efficacy an suffi-
CIENCY, Banez pominted out that ıt W as when Causes the ffects,
that call ıt efficacı10us. hen ave [WO WaYS of speakıng of
efficacCcı10us

1) Sometimes the ffects caused wıth uman consent;
11) Sometimes wıthout the CONsent of free S

It 1Ss only in the condıtion of 1) that Banez’s dıstiıncection of suf-
ficıent and efficaCc1o0us 1S Vvalı According hım, In 11)
consıder ıt irom the perspective of God (secundum quod
est Deo mouente), then 1S absolutely efficaC1o0us. In Banez s
words, actual spoken in thıs WaYy 15 efficax alicuius effectus ad
QUEHN beneplacito diuinae uoluntatis absoluto mittitur.“  6 hıs dıs-
tinction Can be traced back {O TIhomas’s discussıon of the preparatıon
for In the Summa la-Ilae 142 qa.3 ere.; TIThomas trıed
g1ve hıs answer from [WO perspectives: first in considering free all
(secundum quod est libero arbıitrio) and second from the PEISPCC-
tive of God (secundum quod est Deo mouente). In the
fırst aSspectT, ere 1S necessity obtaın- but in the second
aspectT, 1.2 from God the Mover’s perspective, there 15 necessıity.
In hıs I ractatus Banez almost copled Ihomas’s words explaın hıs
OW posıtion:

S]ı consıderetur secundum quod est Deo oOuente, necess1-
ad 1d ad quod ordıinatur Deo 19(0)8| quıdem coactlon1s, sed infal-

Lıbılıtatıs, qu1a intent1i1o De1 deficere 19(0)81

In other words, the metaphysıcal eve the motion of God
o1ves the princıple of operatıon 18 the created agents secondary Cause)
and also apphıes the princıiple 18 operate in them ASs the of CVC-

rythıng hıs dıvıne motion must be infallıble and Hıs intention cCanno
faıl Banez dıd nOoTL StOop here, but rather applıed ıt tOo the operatıon of

If speal from aspect AS E Hıs ıntention of

I ractatus i} HL
Ihbid. Ihe or1ginal text of St. TIThomas 15 ‘“ Alıo modo potest consıderarı UunNn-

dum quod est Deo mMOUuente KEt tunc habet necessitatem ad 1d ad quod ordınatur
Deo, NOMN quıdem coact1on1s, sed infallıbılıtatıs, qul1a intent1i1o De1l deficere NO  - potest. ”
Summa I’heologiae L-1L, 132;
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mMmovemen CannoOo faıl, Hıs that 1S dıvyıne motıion uUDON human
ea must be infallıble ave ıts effects Grace SCCH from thıs aspect
15 efficac1o0ous for human beings. So ıf spea. of the efficacy of

only In the second WaYy (1.e from God wıthout considering
human consent), must be intrinsically efficac1o0us. In thıs WdYy of
speakıng, ere 15 eed of dıstiıncetion between sufficıent and eff1i-
CaAC10uUSs However, in the er WAaY, when human consent 1Ss
involved, (God permits that SOTIIC people do noTt accept Hıs hıs
statement imphıes that not all 1S efficac1o0us.

So ave oun [WO WaYys of speakıng about efficacıous
In Banez’s eology. On the Biile hand, when consıder human free
all In the discussıon of 9 Banez thought that the dıstiınction
between sufficıent and efficacı1o0us had LO be introduced SInce,
accordıng Scripture and atholıc ogma, not everybody in fact (de
facto) accept STACC The eff1cacy of spoken in thıs WaYy 15
evıdent In the chosen people’s Convers1on God On the other hand,
ıf consıder ıt only from God the9Hıs must be abso-
lutely efficacC10us.

Banez’s posıtion Can become clearer 1f ear in mınd the
posıtıon of olına 1C he W as opposed. As Catholıc theologı1-
ans, both Banez an olına confirmed the necessI1ity of prevenient
9 1.e must COMNC first*®. But olına’s posıtion contends:
1) 15 given eXcept ıt 15 sufficient in itself; 11) whether

1S only sufficıent efficacı1o0us depends the TrTeedom of the
pCeTISON wh: recelves Il: 111) thıs human cConsent 15 foreseen Dy
mıddle knowledge (scientia media)”. TOom these ree points
Can fınd that for olına 1S always sufficıent before human
cCONsent ere 15 only real distinction between sufficiıent and eff1-
CaC10ous after human cConsent In er words, whether
1S efficacCcı1o0us rehes human CONSsSeNLT In thıs» human CoOoNnsent
15 ONC of the elements which dIiC NCCCSSAIL Y for the mMOvemen of
boat ıthout thıs secondary 9 prımary 15 only
sufficıent. Ihe boat 11l nOoL LIOVC ahead On the CONLTraTrY, Banez

spoke ou the dependence of efficacı1ous human
reedom For hım olına’s 1e W W as in danger of subjecting the

48 See Apologia 1, V,
Concordia, dısp. 40U; See Iso Regıinald Garr1gou-Lagrange (Translator: The

Domin1ican Nuns, Corpus Christ1 Monastery, Menlo Park, Calıfornıia), Grace:
Commentary the Summa Theologica of Wr T’homas, Ia Ilae, s (St
Lou1s, Mo Herder, 705 The definıtion of mı1ıddle knowledge and Banez’s
ecriticısm wıll be discussed ıIn the next sub-section ° Banez’s ecritic1sm of mı1ıddle
knowledge. 2°
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efficacy of 18 dependency human free ıll Even in Banez’s
1rs WaYy of speakıng of the efficacy of9 he emphasısed that

ıtself 15 eff1cac10uUs, though INan ST1 freely CONVEeTTS fo (God
(homo lihere uel credit, uel Conuertitur IN Deum°°). In hıs words
God NO  x solum ılluminando intellectum el proponendo obiectum,
sed etiam realiter ef efficaciter mouendo ıberum arbitrium, ul
deliberando Consentilat’). S o accordıng LO Banez, ıf cons1ıder the
role of human freedom”?, efficacı1o0us ıt, accordıng
ıts nature, rather than ıts efficacy depends whether free all COMN-

SEeNTSs LO ıt not On thıs po1n Banez sald:
Sed e1us efficacıa pro est Deo In hoc CXETIGCEIT. ut efficacıter eleuet
1berum arbıitrıum ad consentiendum CÜ. Deo, NON ulceuersa,
ut olına intendit, ı1berum arbıtrıum eleuet auxılıum 1psum eft facıat
{fıcax ut 1pse Deus consentlat CU homiıne ei concomıtetur actıonem
1beram tandıu quandıu 1pse OMO PTO innata <1b1 lıbertate uoluer1ıt5 Z
(1he emphasıs 15 mıne)
Hıs dıfficulty ıth olına expressed ere Justifıes OUT readıng

of eIr dıfference stated above. The WaY of dealıng ıth the role of
free l dıstinguıishe: these {[WO theologıans and led [WO WayS of
understandıng of efficacı1o0us According Banez, free l 1S
elevated Dy efficacCcı1o0us But for Molına sufficıent becomes
eff1icaC10us In the free wıll’s consent, that free ıll elevate

render sufficıent efficacı10us.
Banez believes that hıs position the efficacy of ollows

Augustine s eachıng grace  54_ For example, he ollowe Ugus-
tine’s words: IDSE (0] facıit Ul IIı (human beings) facıant GQUAE DFUAC-
cCepit; NO  _ IIı facıunt Ul ıpse faciat quod promisit” contend that

ıtself had ıts effects (G0d wıshes. It 1S God who decrees hat
111 do, rather than do somethıing merıtıng salvatıon and then

I ractatus, IL, 1L,
Ihid.
The Canons Justiıfiıcation of the Councıl of TEeN! (See D 9 COIl-

demned an Yy theologıcal proposıtion whiıich denı1ed human ADeE cho1ice; should note
the dıiıfference between the condemned proposition and Banez’s posıtıon here Banez,
unlıke SOTIIC Protestant theologı1ans, claımed the intrinsıcally efficac1o0us
took AWAdY human freedom.

Y Apologıa 1L, IL, n.1
For Banez, both Church Fathers and S IThomas AIC the authorıty for theolog1-

For example, 6 _ docendi1 hu1s rel uerıtatem (z.e the doctrine and human
freedom-my note doctrina dıu1 Augustini ei dıu1 TIhomae ef alıorum Tum
accepimus”, C ited TOM the preface of the Iractatus; See also 'Le Thomısme ..  MmMoOod-
erne  Ka de Dominique Banez’ (2006)

See Apologıa 1, V,
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he 1S oblıged g1ve assıistance>®. In thıs 9 anı y poss1bıilıty of
Nomuinalıst interpretation of facıenti quod In est, Deus NO  - denegat
gratiam 1s excluded ın Banez’s theology?”. He eileve: that ın UuguS-
tine’s time there WeTC people who hought that 1Cason W ds not suff1i-
clent for havıng al hope and love. Human eIngs not able be
called the supernatural end wıthout the ONCUTTEIIC consent of
theır W1 In CONTIiras thıs posıition, Augustine placed
in fırst place, rather than the ONCUTTENC:! Öf the human wıll, sımply
because the human ll cshould be SCCIH somethıing prepare Dy God
Undoubtedly, when applyıng hıs interpretation of dıvıne motion
efficacı1o0us9 Banez dıd 18(011 ave anı y dıffiıculty ıth the ugustin-
1an posıtıon referred LO ere towards the eIeC 1s the
dıvıine motion which the ıll of these people tOo accept

Human salutary aCTIs always depend od’s inıtlatıves.

Banez’s Crıticısm of middle knowledge
We ave ouched Banez’s dıvergence from Molına

whether sufficıent and efficac1o0us aATIc really dıfferent In
Banez’s works he frequently mentioned the ollowıng statement 1C
he consıders be unacceptable: God W1 create human being
and places hım in partıcular cıircumstance in IC he Can freely
consent 118 orädce”.  ; What he 1S referring 1S olına’s famous
EOTY of mıddle owledge 17 1S adopted Dy thıs Jesut OlN-

cıle od’s and human a  (0) 81 Sınce Banez’s eriticısm of
mıddle owledge 1Ss ONC part of hI1ıs insıstence the intrinsıc eIf1caCcy
of9 in thıs section WOU 1ıke examıne hat mıddle knowl-
edge 1S and Banez’s eritic1sm of ıt

Ibid. More quotations TOmM De praedestinatione be found in the text The
works of Augustine appealed by Banez dIC mostly composed In the per10d of Augus-
tine’s controversı1al ıth the Pelagıans. For Banez’s notice of thıs antı-Pelagıan COIMN-

teXtT, SCC I ractatus ILL
The final form of thıs aX10M 15 thought be f1xed in the 12° tury Its or1g1n

Can be traced enaeus: “If yYOoUu offer Hım hat 1S ou  , that 1$ faıth iın Hım and
subjection, yOoUu chall recelve Hım, and become perfect work of God” In Radulphus
Ardens’ +1200) Homulies fınd of thıs aX10M. For discussıon of ıts devel-
opment in the medieval per10d, SCC Alıster cGrath, Tustitia Dei history of the
Christian Doctrine of Justification, vol From the Beginning 1500 (Cambrıdge:
Cambrıdge Universıty , 83-01 For presentation of the Nomuinalısts’
interpretation, SCS the SaIrmnlc book 166-17/2 TIThomas Aquınas mentioned an eritised
thıs readıng in the Summa 1-11, 11>

For example, I ractatus 1L, HT



812 (Al

ase hıs interpretation of the medieval theologians”?,
olına made three-fold dıvısıon of knowledge: natural
owledge, mıddle knowledge and free owledge. Natural knowl-
edge 1S comprehens1on of all possı1bılıties IC COUuU hypo-
thetically obtaın (some phılosophers prefer desceribe ıt knowl-
edge of “metaphysıcally NECCSSaALY states of affairs??2%). God POSSCSSCS
ıt naturally before anı y free determıinatıon of Hıs wıll. ıt 1S a(011
dependent Hıs ıll and 1S essential omnısclence. Because
of thıs, thıs owledge of God 1S called natural knowledge There 1s
another kınd of nowledge which 1S poster10r od’s free aCcTi {o

ONEC of the possıble orders known by hıs natural owledge. By
thıs owledge, he knows “absolutely and determinately, wıthout an y
condıtıon hypothesıs” 1C ONMNC of the poss1ıble orders “were in
fact gomng tOo obtaın and, lıkewise, 1C NCSs WerTrTe nOoTt goming to
obtaın 261 1S after free Aci of wiıll, 1$ called free knowledge
Molına hought that there 1S thiırd owledge, 1C stands between
natural and free owledge:

Tertiam den1que mediam sc1ienti1am qUua altıssıma ef inscrutabiıli
comprehens1ione CU1Usque hıberı1ı arbıtrı1 in SUua essentla intuıtus SE
quıd PTO SUa innata lıbertate, S17 INn hoc uel Tlo uel etiam Infinitis
ordinibus collocaretur, acturum e  9 CUu amen posset, S1 uellet,
facere 1psa opposıtum, ut dıictis dısp el manıfestum est®2
(Ihe emphasıs 1S mıne)
Hence mıddle knowledge refers {o Knowledge of hat

WOU happen in certaın CciIrcumstances. TIo put ıt in nother WaY, thıs
1S the dıvıne knowledge of 1C dec1isions l| be made by hıs CICA-
ures freely under certaın set of circumstances  63. oth mı1ıddle

For IThomas’s VIEW, SCC the Summa la 85 For Scotus, SCC Wıllı1ıam Lane
Cralig, The Problem of Divine Foreknowledge and Future Contingents: from Arıstotle

Suarez (Brull’s Studies in Intellectual Hıstory (Leıden: Brıull, 9 136-137
See Alfred Freddoso, On Divine Foreknowledge: art of the Concordlia,

(Ithaca (N.Y.) Cornell unıversıty’ Introduction.
61 Molına, Concordia, 52,9

Molına, Concordia, 5 E}
An example INAYy be helpful gel the poimint: Dy h1is natural knowledge, (G0d

knows Peter would deny NOT deny Chrıst when Peter 1S put under certaın seft of
poss1ible Ccircumstances. But by hıs mıddle knowledge, God knows hat Peter would
do ıf he 15 put under these poss1ıble Circumstances. When Go0od created world, God
brings certaın set of CiIrcumstances AaCL. So God by h1ıs TrTee knowledge knows hat
Peter would exactly do See Craig, The Problem of Divine Foreknowledge and Future
Contingents,
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owledge and natural owledge aATC prevolıtional knowledge®*.
Sınce mıddle owledge 1S pr10r 118 determınatıon bring
WOT into ex1istence, volıtional act depends hıs mıddle
owledge, Le hat WOU under anı y g1ven cırcumstances. (G0od
0€Ss not ave ontrol VCT hat he knows through mıddle know/l-
edge®>, In thıs C} mıddle owledge Can be cons1ıdered
dependent hat creatures WOU do

In fact, the invention of mıddle owledge 15 NECCCSSALY Ouft-
COMNNC of olına’s preference for human wıthout denyıng

al the SadiIllec time. As ave SCCH in the diıscussıon of
dıvine motı1on, for Molına the prımary 0€s not work UuDON the
secondary (premotıion), but rather 1ırectly upOonN the effects
When ıt 18 applıed od’s help the supernatural evel, 0€Ss
nol work dırectly UuDON the human all 18 LNOVC ıt the salutary AaCTS
Grace operaltes along ıth human beings bring Oou ıts effects.
Therefore, ave shown, olına laımed that 15 neıther
intriınsıcally efficacı1o0ous NOT ınefficacıo0us. Because of thıs neutral char-

of9 reconcılıng ıt ıth provıdent and omn1potent God,
16 1S 1a(011 dıspensable Chrıstian doctrine, INa y be challenge for
Molına. 10 keep provıdence in place, therefore, prevol1-
tiıonal owledge must ave the character of knowıng 16 Ifects
would in fact freely obtaın in certaın selt of circumstances®. For
olına, natural owledge O€eSs not ave thıs feature. ere
must be another kınd of prevolıtional owledge before dıvıne
decree. For thıs TCasoNnN, Dy adopting the concept of mıddle owledge,

the ONC hand, he Can defend provıdence, SINCE ıt still 1S God
who finally wılls determiıines 5a4 ONC of the Circumstances l
actually obtaın. On the other hand, aVO1d eadıng {O intrinsıcally
efficacıo0us 9 Molına, ıth the help of the concept of mıddle
owledge, SaVvVC SOTIIC LOOTMN for human reedom pr10r eier-
mınatıon, because G0d Canno change hat INan W1 in specıfic
circumstance  67.

ecause these [WO of knowledge aATC logıcally pr10r the act of the
dıvine wıll, they called prevolıtional.

‘“ God CcCanno nnul the fact that ıf ree cre ature WeIC be placed in certaın
sefl of cCircumstances, he would choose do certaın act.  27 See Cralig, The Problem
of Divine Foreknowledge and Future Contingents, 176

See Freddoso, On Diıvine Foreknowledge, Introduction,
For example, God through h1s mıddle knowledge knows that Peter In certaın

Circumstance (IC] a) ll deny hrıst But ıf He determined keep Peter faıth
Christ, G0od could put Peter in another selt of Circumstance (IC|b) Since mıddle
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Undoubtedly, Banez dıd not ıth olına’s posıtion. If
WeTC bestowed according foreknowledge of the POS-

M human react10ons, ıt WOUuU ead us 1n that od’s all
depends human dec1si10ns. In er words, olına’s viewpoımnt that
(God has the owledge of hat pCTISON would freely do in certaın
cırcumstances and then He decrees {O make ıt happen MaYy be CONTrary
fo omn1potence (cContrarıa diuinae malestati). Banez’s SyStem-
atıc eriticısm of ıt Canl be found in the Apologıa: Firstly, olına put
00 much emphasıs the role of human CONsent In the discussıon of
the efficacy of9 and naturally by hıs eOTY of mıddle knowledge
the certitude of dıvıne owledge from hat PCISON WOU
freely do in certaın Circumstances. In thıs model, determıinatıon
conceptually ollows and depends thıs knowledge also implhıes
that determıinatıon or1ginates from human beings’ free wıll,

dıvıne free ll 1S indirectly excluded Moreover, olına’s
posıtion Call ead {Oo the assertion that INan Can be the of SOTINC

g00d Banez’s T reservatıon W ds that thıs implicatıon of olına’s
posıtıon Was in contradıction ıth Chrıstian doctrine God 1S the
of al] g00d Therefore, Banez laımed that the problem of olına’s
eOorYy chould be corrected by thıs proposıtion: ere 15 future good
aCct that Caln be hought of comıng from human free wıll, unless
dıvıne free 0 1S recognised the of thıs future g00d act®®

Banez’s posıtion efficacı10us eft hım unsatısfied ıth
the proposıtıon that (G30d decrees freely create PCISON in specıfic
cıircumstance after He knows hat thıs PCTISON WOU do For Banez

decree should be infallıble and intrinsıcally efficac1o0us make
uman beings do g00d, the decree of the dıvıne all cshould always
proceed PCTISON omg 200d Therefore, Banez and hıs confreres sald:

| A Irbıtramur quod ıpsammet actıonem ıberam NO  — solum praesc1ult
(God, note) S1 futura estL, sed ei praedeliberando praedefiniuit Ilam
qualıter eit quando fıeret lıbero arbitrıo hominis®?.

TOM thıs quotatıon, SC why olına’s mıddle owledge
W as noTt acceptable Banez and hıs colleagues: the key element in
theır eology of9 18 predilection, W as exXxcilude: by Molına. In
theır VIEW, the prımum ıberum IC should be properly attrıbuted

knowledge 1S prevolıtional knowledge, God Cannot change Peter den1al of Christ
In C]a What He Cal do 1S create Peter ıIn |CIb

68 Apologia I’ XVI, 37 eCcause of the loss of Banez’s correspondences
ıth St Teresa, it 15 hard for reCOoNsiIruct h1is theologıcal system TOm the PCETISPCC-
t1ve of hıs spirıtualıty.

Apologıa L, AVI,
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(GG0d Was nstead g1ven human treedom hıs COU poss1ıbly ead to
deformıng od’s ıimage the master of the unıverse and also devılates
from the teachıngs in the ıbl

Secondly, Banez had dıfficulty ıth mıddle owledge ıtself.
Sınce mıddle owledge, prevolıtional owledge, entaıls
owledge of human agents (CAausa creata) before Hıs determinatıon,
ıt that God has knowledge of the effects of Hıs through
human agents. However, thıs cannot be reconcıled ıth Banez’s pOSsI1-
ti1on dıvıne owledge. thınk Banez’s pomt 15 that (G30d o0€es not
ave owledge through knowıng the econdary E} but only from
Hıs essence/l. ımılarly, nothing wiıll, eXcept Hıs g00d-
ess/2. Therefore, dıvıne knowledge from Hımself cannot be
reduced to: extrinsıc cognıtıon, but only dwells in (GG0d Himselrf. For
the SAaillc TCasSOIN, the princıple of od’s volhıtional operatıon 1S In Hıs
goodness. So mıddle knowledge, IC put the reated agents’ act

conceptually pr10r the infallıble dıvıne owledge, violates the prın-
cıple that (God knows and W1 independently. AD avo1d olına’s
problem, Banez presented the solution from the Dominıcan sıde:

Nos hanc nfallıbılıtatem dıiuinae praesclientiae 1910)81 quaerımus
Deum, sed wreh constituumus In lıbero decreto De1, quı

omn1a secundum consılıum uoluntatıs SUaC; ue]l S1 mala sunt, permittit
secundum consılıum uoluntatıs SUaC.

ulIl1cC1 CISO distinctio0 COMMUNIS theologorum dıuinae scıentlae, In
sc]ıentiam simplıcıs intellıgentiae, el scl1enti1am U1S10N1S, ıta uft PCI am
priorem naturalıter Cognoscat Deus Oomn1ı1um poss1bılıuum CI1-

t1as, ei PCI anc alteram 1beram cognoscat Oomn1a futura qua)
fundatur in decreto lıbero De1l uolentis Oona quaedam ferl, el quaedam
mala permittere ad ostensionem sapıentiae ef omn1potent1ae suae .

So the Domiminıicans contended that dıvıne foreknowledge COIMN-

sisted In free determıinatıon, which thıng accordıng
iıtself. 15 thıs dıvıne decree that nnNgSs ou all go0od and permits

evI1ıl. In thıs E wo-Told dıvisıon of diıvıne owledge 1Ss suffi-
c1ent for Banez’s PUTDOSC. owledge of sımple intellıgence and

Ihe cıtatıon ın the Apologıa 15 Proverb Z1s8:; and the PIaycCI appeared in
issale Romanum, SCC ıbid.

/1 Banez’s maın SOUTCEC here 15 from Thomas’s Summa la 1 E
Here Banez refers Ihomas’ 1e W of (God’s wıll that AaDDCAIS In the Summa

la 1 5 In h1is reply the second objection, TIhomas made analogy between
the princıple of God’s understandıng and all "quae SCINDCI habet (God, note
bonum quod est 1US obıectum, Cu s1it indıfferens ab secundum essenti1am. ”

Apologıa I7 XM
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owledge of V1Is1o0n. IThey aATC basıcally equıvalent natural know/l-
edge and firee knowledge in olına’s dıvısıon. Through the former,
God knows al] possı1biılıties; and through the latter, He knows all
future contingents IC aATiIcC decreed by hıs dıyıne l ireely: g00d
15 brought about by (GG0d and evıl 15 only permitted manıfest Hıs
w1ısdom and Between ese [WO IN of owledge 1S
ll hıs Banez1an dıyısıon 1S not dıfficult for fo understand the
COTC of Banez’s eology of STACE 1S that actual 1C
SOTIIC people’s comıng salvatıon must be intrinsıcally efficac1o0us.
Moreover, thıs efficacy from 0l predestine SOTIIC

PCISONS and from Hıs infallıhle decree. hıs CONLTOVEISY ıth Molına,
thıs Jesult’s emphasıs uman a&  (0) introducıng mıddle knowl-
edge W as SCCH by Banez the denı1al of od’s majJesty and CAUS-
geratıon of human

EfficCacious and predestination
We ave SCCIH how Banez insısted ere Was real dıstıncetion

between sufficıent and effi1cac1o0us For hım. free ll
COUuU nNOT resist efIfi1cacıous 91 must be ollowe: by ıts
effect In thıs WaY he remıinded hıs opponents that In anı y good the
human eing W as nOoTLt glorıfıed, but (God Therefore, an y g0o0od of
human beings MUStTL be caused by (G0d and OIC WOU be better than
another ıf God dıd nOoTL 11l greater g00d ONC rather than 18 another.
In er words, the eff1cacy of ultımately from
dıvıne decree Dy which He realıses Hıs plan for everythıng attaın
theır end 'Thıs 1S predestination *. In thıss 1L1OIC comprehensıve
understandıng of Banez’s eology of efficacy of should be
paıre: ıth predestinatıon.

(God elects and predestinates SOTIIC people, rather than others,
be granted efficacı1o0us grace‘?, The salutary aCTts of these people dIC

“rationem praeex1istentem ın mente dıuina 1rca media efficacıa ad CONSCYUCH-
dum finem appelları praedestinationem ”, Banez, In Summamn la 2 5}

JS It cshould be hıghlıghted that In Banez’s theology the predestination only
refers Beatıtude. He contended for human’s predestinatıon vıl For
Banez God only permits the evıl ShOwWw Hıs Y iın the predestinated people
(“ostens10 m1iseri1cordiae maJor1s in predestinatıs ””). See Apologia IY XXVI, n.4
Banez’s posıtıon 15 the SaImnec the Catholıc teachıng thıs 1ssue: Leo MO
epistle Congratulamur uehementer the Patrıarch of Antıoch 1ın 1053 ° Deum
praedestinasse solummodoeo bona, praesc1u1sse autem bona malaque. ” (DS 685) Can

of Councıl of Irent AanoONnes de iustificatione: “Sl qu1s lustificatıon1ıs gratiam
110  - n1ıs1 praedestinatıs ad ultam contingere dixeri1t, rel1quos CTO ı8l  ® quı an-

{ur, UuOoCAarı quıdem, sed gratiam 1910)8| acc1lpere, utpote dıuina potestate praedestinatos
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wılled by (God In hıs commentary the Summa Z Banez
followed Ihomas by contending that predestination presupposed elec-
tı1on, and love preceded election. God loves SOTIIC PCISONS fırst and
then elects them What Bane7z emphasısed 1s the priority of love
in hıs selection and predestinatıon. God, Ouft of hıs love, wıshes go0od

SOMMCONC, sımply because He 1S the of all go0d’®,
(30d loves SOTITLIC PCISONS, and then He elects and predestinates

them to salvatıon by bestowing them the 1I1Ccan attaın salvatıon,
1Le efficacı1ous Ihe precedence of love in the order of predes-
tinatıon prompts Banez fo insıst that predestination Lormally Imposes

act of dıvıne ll (praedestinatio formaliter ımportet diuinae
uoluntatis  77)' ıll realıses Hıs provıdence, 1C Causes hıs aci

SAaVC SOTIIC PCISONS. BYy rejecting Molıina’s mıddle knowledge, Banez
contended that (30d dıd not foresee SOTIIC people accepting hıs
Dy free ll in certaın Circumstance and then rendering effica-
C10US them On the contrary, he loves SOTIIC PCISONS and then
bestows them efficac1ıous by 1C these PCISONS ll be
moved smoothly (suauiter, In Banez’s words  78) salutary CIs by
efficacı1o0us Love ere takes precedence, d act of wiıll,
predestination consısts in wWIll, rather than foreknowledge
(God’s intellect) of the dec1ısıon of reated agents.

Let examıne Banez’s argumen for thıs posıtion in SOTIIC

detail”?” TIThe scr1ıptural foundatıon of hıs argumen 15 from Mat
where the evangelıst SayS that Man Yy AT called, but only few aATeC

chosen. Rom 13 Paul SayS God has OVEe: acCo but he has hated
Esau. Bane7z explaıned that thıs love W d 181011 due hat aCcCo had
done, but only because of callıng. ese VEISCS, predestina-
t1on 1S SCCH election that Pr  S  S love. ection and love dIiIC

aCts of wiıll, predestination 1S the act of ll wel180
od’s decree g1ve SOTIIC people efficac10us PICS  S  S

the dıstiınction of natural and supernatural orders. Bane7z sald:

Cognouılt Deus OTIMNMNECS homiınes possI1ibiles, quıbus quosdam dilexıt
quantum ad N naturae, ei hos uoluıt quıbus UuC qUOS-

ad malum: R  27 (DS Following the teachiıng of the Church, Banez rejected
double predestinatıon.

See Summa la
Banez, In Summamn la 2 E
Therefore, Banez, ollowıng St Thomas, denıied that God imposed necessity

all human beings. 'Thıs pomint 15 essentıial for understandıng Banez’s viewpomnnt of
human Teedom. See the last secti1on of thıs artıcle

Here maınly follow Banez’s commentary the Summa la 23
I!hid.
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dam dılexıt ad finem supernaturalem, qUaC dıuina dilectio0 elect10
dıcıtur, quaten) alııs, qUOS uolebat, 1stos separauıt sıb1, el
den1que hos electos praedestinauıt, hoc est prou1ldıt el ordınauıit, ut PCI
quaedam media supernaturalıter efficacıter peruenıirent In finem CI-
naturalem®‘

According Thomuistıc theology; od’s owledge comprehends all
poss1ible thıngs, but Hıs ıll elects SOTNC of them 18 be realısed.
Therefore, the words of St Ihomas “ God’s owledge 15 the
of thıngs” cannot be understood In the that al]l possıbılıtıes ll
be actualısed, but in the that Hıs ıll 15 Joıned Hıs owledge

that only certaın poss1ibıilıties ll be actualised®?. hıs 1S the INCAanNn-

ing of the quotation: (God knows human possı1bıilıty, but He only
wılls create SOTIIC of them Banez adopted ıt hıs solution Dy dıf-
ferentlatıng [WO levels fırst the level of nature, In whiıich dıvıne
owledge 15 presupposed, 1.e€ (God knows poss1ıble ıng from
eternıty He created the WOT Ihe second eve 1S electiıon of
people Ouf of Hıs love, it 1S In the supernatural order. een from
the natural order, God created ng But In the supernatural
evel, He only elects SOTIIC people Out of hıs creatiıon for ullımate hap-
pIness through the efficac1o0us In the supernatural order, Ouf of
Hıs love, God selects people for the supernatural en In word, hat
Banez emphasısed 15 that predestinatıon should be sought In (God and
1$ constituted in Hıs dıvıne ll hıs predestination 1S realısed through
efficacıous which 15 also prevenlent 1{8 human free cConsent and
TINgS lected people supernatural end W ds also ın thıs
that effi1icacCcı1ous W as called by Banez the media) of

predestinatıon.
Now Can lınk Banez’s eology of efficacCc1o0us and PIC-

destinatıion. The foundatıon of eificacy of consısts in predestina-
tı10n, Dy which (God predestines SOTNC people to supernatural en
Therefore, the ONC hand, (God bestows CVETY human eıng suf-
ficıent,1C 1s sufficıent for hıs salvatıon. though he m1g nNnOoT
In fact respond LO thıs unıversal Cal the other hand, efficacı1o0us

does, In fact, effectively produce salvatıon. otherwıse
decrees WOU nOoTt be infallıble By rejecting olına’s eOTY of mıddle
owledge, Banez reinforced hıs posıtıon Dy SCC the rOOL of dıvine
provıdence In (God Hımself, rather than in the meriıts foreseen by Hım

81 Banez, In S5ummamnı la Qi2B
Summa la In St Thomas’ theology, thıs understandıng of God’s

owledge the of thıngs 15 called the “knowledge of approbatıon”, LEe Dy
thıs kKnowledge (j0d’s 1l] elects hat 11l obtaın.
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Ihe concordance hbetween efficacl10ous and human reedom

In Banez’s eology of® (30d loves SOTIIC people and PIC-
destines them beatıtude by bestowıng them efficacıous
Thıs the human ıll efficacı1ously accordıng fo the nature
of the ıll and thıs efficacy 0€ESs nOotLt rely human consent However,
in hıs understandıng of effi1cacy of9 Banez had anıswer such
questi1ons 15 uman reedom still real®? oug the tıtle “ Calvın-
ist  27 g1ven Dy hıs opponents 1S unfaır, ONC Can ask whether the doctrine
of Banez weakened the role of human trTeedom Dıd he adop the Samlnlec

approach the Protestant theologıans who reated radıcal ensio0on
between and freedom'  8397  d Or dıd he sacrıfıce human TrTeedom
the role of in OUT salvatıon? In thıs part, after examınıng Banez’s
doectrine of efficacı1ous 9 WOU lıke explore how Banez T1CEC-

oncıled the efficacy of and human reedom.
In the I ractatus ars and the Apologia ars Prıma Banez

offered the SAamnle definıtion of human treedom
I ıberum arbitrıum est facultas intellectus ei uoluntatıs ad agendum ue|
19(0)91 agendum, uel ad agendum Uunum uel aliud®*.
hıs definıtiıon 15 ypıcal Thomuistic understandıng of human

freedom, which consıders both 1cCason and ll In ıts definıtion of
reedom According Banez’s interpretation, the basıs and the prın-
cıple of reedom consıst In the intellectual indıfference the
for end fo be attaıne: (intellectus iudicat indifferentiam alicuius
medil secundum ad finem®). The form of thıs reedom or1ıg1inates
from the wıll! cho1ice of such and such INCcalnll hıs interpretatiıon 15
rooted in TIThomas doectrine of ll the intellect only understands all
the for reachıng end, but ıt 1S nOoTt attacnhe: ONC iNCcCAanl Wiıll
has the abılıty to Ael nOoTL aCcT, CVCN desıre thıs that In p  1cular,
Banez emphasısed that hıs sStatement o€es not involve velle COIMN-

rarıum ” (to 111 SOTINC contra: things)®°. Hence, hat Banez denıied
W ädas the definıtion made by olına and Suarez:

In Apologıa E F Bane7z and hıs colleagues have realısed th1ıs
CONSCQUCNCC., In theıir VIEW, olına’s theology of DaVC SXCUSC for I uther’s
den1al of freedom, SINCEe in the Molinaist log1C it 1S NECESSATY CONSCQHQUCNCE claım
ack of TeedOom ıf there 15 predestination and Call be intrinsıcally efficacı10us.

I ractatus I7 I7 n.8 hıs paragraph W as copled exactly in Aplogıa ;
XL, H

Apologia I’ XL,
Ibid. Also SCC I ractatus E I’ 6-
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Liberum arbıtrıum est quod, positıs omnıbus requistıs ad agendum,
potest hoc uel NO  —_ , aut ue contrarıum. Haec forma
definıtionis erı arbıitrı1 apud Arıstotelem, apud ag1S-
trum, apud dıiuum omam, NECC apud alıquem STAaUCIMN doc-

inuenıtur, 1S1 apud Alrpainum ef alıo0s nominales®”.
There aAaTic [WO elements In olina’s definıtion of human free-

dom 1) ıt 1S able {oO aCt not 18 aCct; 11) it 1s able want SOTIIC CON-

TarYy things®®. The second po1n W as the ONC 1C Banez W as

opposed ere aATrTC (WO aspects 18 thıs opposıtıion. In the irst, he dis-
tinguishes the composıte and the dıvıded of proposı1-
tion®*. In the composıtes when the human ll 1S determıiıned by
1Cason choose the g00d, ıt 1S iımpossı1ble that the 11l faıls 118 do
under such command from 1Cason (ut iımpossible Sıt uoluntatem NO

eligere Sfante talı rationls imperio ımılarly, speakıng of the COMNN-

posıte E Canno claım that under the operatıon of the divıne
help ÖT the dıvıne motion, the human 111 1S nNnOL moved. It 1S 87011 POS-
S1 al the SAaTllıc time for the cContrary VE human ll alls LO act) 118
be irue But Banez conceded that only the divided (consıdere
in iıtself apart irom empora. cons1ıderations), 1s thıs proposıtıon DOS-
S1 God the free all Dy efficacıous9 and the free l
posstbly O€Ss not act?! There 1s ogıcal problem ese [WO

I ractatus 17 } n.4 and Apologıia I7 AIlL, n.1 Jaques Almaın (1480-1515)
18 French Scotist theolog1an famous for hıs SUppOrt of Gallıcanısm. Since there 15
SOTIINIC iım1larıty between Molına and Suarez’s posıtıon two-order causalıty, Scotists
went along the Sarmnec lıne ıth them uan de ada (1545-1609), Archbishop of Pattı,

consulate of the Congregatio de auxtilit, claımed the Thomistıc doctrine of the CauU-

salıty W ds>s Talse and worthless. See Schmutz, La doectrine medıievale des Causes ef la
theologıe de la nature PUTC, 756

See Freddoso, On Dıvıiıne Knowledge,
Thıs 1s the logıcal distincetion made by medieval theologıans. St Thomas called

the composite de dicto, and the dıviıded de F Summa la q.14
al ad 3Y The proposıtion “It 1S poss1ıble for whıte thıng be bla  bum DOS-
<ıbile est SSC nıgrum ”) 18 irue In the dıviıded (Le it 1s applıed indıvıdual
thıng), because whıte thıng Cal become black Dy being paıinted. However, ıt 15 false

SaYy in the composiıte that .. whıiıte thıng 15 black” (*album SSC nıgrum ”),
because ıt violates the princıple of non-contradıction.

Apologıa I9 1 E
Yl Haec Nnım copulatıua uer1ificarı potest: eus MOUVUE'| lıberum arbıitriıum auxıl10

efficacı, ef lıberum arbıtrıum poss1ibılıter NON elıgıt; qula utraque pPars hulus copula-
t1uae 19710)81 destrult alteram, proinde sımul Ssunt compossıbiles. Apologia, I’ KZ.
n.2; SOINC paragraphs later, Banez stated hıs posıtıon agaln: Nos autem NC£aMUs
talem composıtionem SSC poss1ibılem, uldelıcet eus mMOUuUuE efficacı aux1lıo uolun-

ad elıgendum, el uoluntas NON elıgıt 1d quod Deus uult 1psam elıgere. Sımilıter
et1am imposs1ıble 1udıcamus quod alıquıs sıt praedestinatus, eit NO  —_ saluetur, quamu1s
haec copulatıua SIt ueTra, eItTrus est praedestinatus, ef eITrus possıbılıter NON saluatur.
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phrases. When SCCH from ese {[WO pomnts of 1e6 W ogether, Banez
thought that ese words of St TIThomas fıt ell into the context of hıs
argumen

SI Deus MO uoluntatem ad alıquid, incomposs1bile est Uu1C pOSI1-
t10n1 quod uoluntas ad 197(0)8| mOouEea Non est imposs1bıle
simplıcıter. nde 1NON sequltur quod uoluntas Deo necessitate
mMOoO! v

What needs be hıghlıghted 1S the second part of the quotatıion.
According to olına’s definıtiıon of human freedom, CVCIN in the COT-

posıte (de dıcto), human reedom Cal actual resistance
efficacCc10us On the ContrarYy, Banez claiımed that the efficacy of
STACC dıd not necessarıly destroy human reedom. It 15 compatıble ıth
human reedom. In hıs commentary the Summa la 3 6,
Banez’s sed the of makıng distinction between the
of composıte and the dıvided 1{8 aArguc for concordance between
efficacCcı1o0us and human freedom?®°. In the composıte E Ial

cannot be seated and standıng al the Sarmınle time. However, in the
dıvided thıs Iinan retaıns the abılıty stand when sıttıng. ere-
fore, in thıs 5 Can Sa y INan Can stand when he 15 sıttıng.
Sımilarly, when appIYy thıs distinction the discussıon of9
in the composıte E} efficac1o0us infallıbly the human
ll But in the dıivided E the human 11l retaıns the capacıty of
not eing moved Dy9 CMCH ıf the 111 1S in fact moved?*. In other
words, Dy introducing distinetion between [WO SCNSCS5 of proposı1-
tion, Banez evıdently fınds WaYy emphasıse that man’s rTeedom 15
not replaced by in the PTOCCSS of human Consent God

Banez, therefore., not only contended for the infallıbilıty of the
dıvıne wWall, but also highlighted that God o€s not Impose necessIity

ıng oUg Banez acknowledges the reedom of the

Summa la-Ilae q. 10 a.Al SCC Apologıia I! 1 ’ BıZ: in Apologıa L, IV7
39 Banez appealed Ihomas by referring another paragraph TOmM la 67

ad “ Vnde NOn oportet dicere quod Deus possıt NON praedestinare qUCIM praedest-
inauıit, in NSUu Composı1to accıpıendo; lıcet absolute cons1ıderando, Deus possıt
praedestinare uel 19(0)  - praedestinare. Sed hoc NON tollıtur praedestination1s cert1-
tudo. ”

Ihe texti 15 ‘“ Secunda conclus1o in solutione ad tertı1um. Non oportel dıcere,
quod Deus possıt NON praedestinare, qUCIM praedestinauit in NSUüu composıto aCC1p1-
endo, quamu1s sımplicıter loquendo istum homınem de qUO dicımus, quod est praedes-
ınatus, possıit Deus 1O  — praedestinare ”.

It wıll be interesting note that for Calvın, regardıng the dıvyıded 11  n thıs
capacıty of the human l does nOoTL remaın unless efficac10us SIACEC 1S removed. See
Garrıgou-Lagrange, G’race, 3()4
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human beings by sayıng that motion of human 1ll 15 nOoTt
necessity 75 he dıd not hereby intend dıscard the efficacy of the
dıvyıne ll Hence observe that Banez7z’s definıtion of reedom has
[WO elements: 1) (G30d 0€Ss NOT TMOVC the human all in NCCCSSAL Y
WaYy 11) reedom 0O€Ss noTLt consıst. in the abılıty LO do somethıing COMN-

LrarYy, but rather In the inchnation the g00d
Furthermore, In Banez’s interpretation of freedom, he went

explore the irue meanıngz of human iIreedom, and ıts concordance
ıth The solution g1ven by Banez Was LO appeal the perfect
model of reedom In (God in order define reedom in human beings.
Consıdered from thıs aspect, ıf uel Contrarıum WeTC intrinsıcally 11CC-

for freedom, TrTeedom WOU be OUnN:! In God The Outcome
WOU be that God has less reedom than human beings. I hıs 1S def1-
nıtely unacceptable Bane7z. On the CONTrarY, the perfect reedom
found in God that irue human reedom consısts In the choıice
of g0o0od

1Q ]uamu1s nu sIıt natura SUa Oomn1ıno impeccabılıs...s1 Ulr-
{ute gratiae De1l confirmetur in ONO ıta ut PECCCATC NO  e} possıt, 18(0)8! ideo
destrultur 1ıbertas ad electionem Onı necessarlam, sed pot1us perfec-
HOT1 modo erıt lıbera anto magıs PCT gratiam co aSSım-
ilatur?®.

According thıs interpretatıon, the notion of reedom 15
derıved irom reedom In God When human beings dIC assımılated

and choose the g00d, they ave perfeet freedom, the
reedom rıng about ıts fulfillment. Just In God, the perfect
goodness 1s conJjoined ıth the necessity of the dıvine nature, the
human all 1S also determıiıned (determinata) ıts OW objJect, which
1S g0o0d In general In fact, because of the imperfection of human
beings, evıl Cal become the object of the human all However,
Banez contended that do noTt wısh do the evıl for the sake of
the evıl ıtself (sub ratione malı) Rather, intend LO PUrSUC the good

understand ıt For thıs rCcason, accordıng fo Banez’s theology,
CcCannot erIt that the TrTeedom of human beings consısts In theır

abılıty SIN, 1C 1S the of g00d?”. ÖOtherwise, Ssınners ave
INOTC Treedom than the people In the of who only alk In
the WaYyS of God Therefore; Can SaYy that the realısatıon of the
reedom of human beings depends the inclinatıon the g00d,

Banez In S5Summam Ia 23i
Apologia I’ A, n.3
Iractatus ]: L 8’ Apologia L, ANNL, ' 8L
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rather than the choıce of evil?®. When somebody makes NCCCSSaAL Y
choıice of the g00d in the of, hıs Treedom Cannot be saı1d

be destroyed. On the conitrarYy, reated reedom works In LNOTC

perfect WaYy In thıs E both the Blessed Vırgin Mary and the
Apostles meriı1t by eıng OoODedıiıen through aCct of dıvinely mandate:
reedom hıs 1dea of reedom allows St IThomas resistance the
interpretation of the wıll indıfference regardıng contraries?? and
contended that the human wıll inchinatıon 15 {O ıts end, namely,
beatıtude In the lıght of thıs understandıng of freedom, (God has the
hıghest eve of freedom, and the angels ave INOTEC reedom than
human beings. 0Ug he denıed an y indıfference regardıng the
end, Bane7z conceded the indıfference of the intellect in the choıice of
the 18 reach the en In the Iractatus, regardıng these [WO
aspeclts, there 15 PIODCI aCcCCount of tTeedom (propria ratio
libertatis)‘. Therefore, free agent ıIn Banez’s hought should be
that propter ınem CU cCognitione SCH cCognitione indif-
ferentiae mediorum ad finem'  01. In er words, the princıple of the
reedom consısts In the factor that intellectus iudicat indifferentiam
alicuius medil secundum ad finem 102

Havıng understood these [WO aSspects of Banez’s interpretatıon
of freedom, hıs version of the cConcordance of human reedom and

11l be CasS y understand. By denyıng that human reedom
consısts ın iındıfference do something do something CONTrarY,
Banez sought ıts PTODCI meanıng In the human wıll choıice of the
good When chose the g00d, rather than ıts cContrary, TrTeedom 1S
8(011 destroyed. On the CONLrAaTY, tirue harmony between an
human reedom 15 realısed. Any PCISON wh 18 Jomned (GG0d by Hıs
9 15 also moved Dy the Holy DIrı {O do hat God commandSIO3.
er the efficac1o0us work of the Holy pınt, humans dICc Joined

ıll the S0OMNS of (God by imıtatıng the Father Sınce the PTODCTI
meanıngz of the irue reedom (1 nNOoTt consıst In indıfference toward

quın pot1us Ö PCCCAIC ımperfect10 max1ıma el infırmıtas est hıber1 arbıtrı1,
quod quıdem de ut est Deo habet inchnatiıonem ordınem ad bonum,q deo
ut et1am dum peccal, NOMN intendat formalıter malum, sed SCIHNPDCI OUuUeEeLUT sub alıqua
ratione bon1  27 Apologıa 1, A, n.2

See Summa la-Ilae and Pınckaers’s NOTES thıs artıcle Pınckaers,
Les Actes Humaıins, Parıs Cerf, E

I ractatus % 1,
101 Apologıia I’ AUUNL, n./
102 Apologia 1, XL, n.5
103 St TIThomas’s 16 W In the Summa Ila-Tlae 11 W as appealed confirm

the L9) of the Holy Spirıt
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g0ood and evıl (but In the inclhinatıon fo the 200 the TrTeedom of the
SONS of God W1 hat the Holy Spırıt commands and should be
regarde being perfected by 9 rather than ıts destruction.
Besıdes, SsInce (G0od o€es NnOoL INOVC human beings WayY,
the operatıon of must be both gentle and strong (SIC fortiter el
Suaulter ducuntur ad operandum quod Deo placıtum estY”) Effica-
CI0OUS ıtself has the of movıng the human ıll hıs 15
PTOCCSS of perfecting the 0 and intellect, but ıt works in gently
WAdY, not by denyıng uman reedom. hıs 1S also the classıcal Ihom-
ist1c vliewpomnnt summarısed by Aıdan Nıchols In hıs introduction
the 20[h CeNLUrYy IThomist Garrıgou-Lagrange:

Pray, bandon yourse to dıvıne Provıdence, watch that YOU do nof
resist sufficient IC to YOU as g00d Inspırations, and
(G10d U grant YOoUu the efficacı1o0us that 111 bring yOoUu the CYCr
111OIC perfect charity“?.
een from thıs perspective, Christ’s Ireely g1ven obedience to

death, and the Vırgın Mary’s Sanı SE God dIC the examples of the
cConcordance between and human reedom.

To summarıse, Banez’s vliewpoimnt human Teedom 1S SUD-
plement {O h1ıs posıtıon the efficacy of What CcConcerned
Banez Was both the certaınty of and human tTeedom. oth of
them dIC ımportant for Catholıic theologıan. Following St Ihomas,
he contended that (G0d dıd nNnOoTt INOVC the human 111 In NCCCSSATY
WaY, though In infallıble WaYy In other words, emen 15
infallıhle but not necessary-that is: ıt o€s not force the all Garr1g0u-
Lagrange made ımportant COMMEeEeNnNT thıs pomt de facto “the
human ll Can resist efficacıous if ıt wiılls, the Councıl of
Irent declares, but long the 111 1S under efficacıous 9 ıt

W1 LO resist  ”106' In other words, Tales gently and ıth
Moreover, Banez defined trTeedom of 11l the faculty of

choosing the in 1e W of end be attaıned hıs definıtion
allows hım sefi the perfect MO of Teedom under
Therefore, the PTODCTI meanıng of human reedom o€es not consıst In

Apologia A AIV, n. 1 x fortiter el Suaulter dIiIC the words used frequently by
Banez explaın h1is vliewpoint of efficacı1ous dl  , “elificacıa dıum1 aux1l11ı ut
est ab Spirıtu Sancto [10]  — destruilt sed perficıit lıbertatem, Spiırıtus fortiter el
suaulter MOUE uoluntatem perficıendo facultatem intellectus ef uoluntatıs. Apologia
M 14, n 3

105 Aıdan Nıchols, Reason ith Pıety Garrigou-Lagrange In the Servıice of Cath-
olıc Ihought (Sapıentla Press, 104

Garrıgou-Lagrange, Grace, 427
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the refusal of God who 15 goodness tself. but rather In the assımılatıon
into Human reedom Can only be actualısed and PCI-
fected in For thıs rCcason, in Banez’s OW theologıcal SySstem,
efficac10us O€es not necessarıly LHNOVC in WaYy that contradıcts
human reedom.

Conclusıon

In thıs aPCT, ave explore Banez’s viewpomnt the effi-
CaCY of9 1C W as ONC of the moOost mportant theologıca COMN-

troverslies in the 16 CenturYy. The Councıl of Irent insısted the
exIistence of human free wıll, but the Councıl dıd nNnOoL clearly how
human reedom interacts ıth Ihe princıple la1ıd oWN by the
Councıl, therefore, eft for theologıans {O debate how STACC Can

be In concordance ıth human reedom hıs ambıgulty led fo the
debate whether 1S intrinsıcally efficac10us and how thıs effi-
CaCY Call be harmonious ıth humanaBanez strongly COIN-

tended for the legıtımacy of dıstinguishıng efficac1o0us from suf-
ficıent The startıng pomt of hıs theology of efficac10us 1S
metaphysıcal. Banez regarded od’s dıviıne motlion, which
creates dependence of human beings God for theır OW ex1istence
(esse) By adopting adıcal interpretatiıon of St Thomas, Banez COMN-

tended that only God simpliciter Causes the ex1istence of all thıngs. The
secondary Causcecs only determıne ffects In specıfic WaYy (tale ens).
hıs dıistincetion allowed hım 118 claım that God 1S the exclusıve
of the secondary agent’s actıon. According Banez thıs dependence
of ex1istence also that all econdary agents aCT in vırtue of (God
Hımself He assıgns the princıple of operatıon the created agents
(secondary Cause) and also supphıes the princıple operate in them

1S God, therefore, that the secondary agents actT, 18{011 that
(God and the secondary agents operate together produce effects

pplyıng the princıple of dıvıne motion 189 Banez fırmly
insısted real dıfference between sufficıent and eff1icacCc10us
9 and that the Jatter 1S intrinsıcally eff1caCIl10us. Just (Go0od

secondary agent LO produce the ffects, efficacıo0us
infallıbly the human ll 1Io refute olına’s mıddle knowl-
edge EOTY, Banez emphasısed grace s eature of ““premotion . It 1S

love that bestows efficacıous and IMan, rather
than ıt eing Hıs foreknowledge of person s Ireely consenting hıs

that renders sufficıent efficacı10us. In thıs contex(t, Banez
predestinatiıon ıth efficacC10us TOö those lected by Hım,
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(GG0d grants efficacıous and eIr mınds. Here 1S
18 realıse predestinatıon.

ast but not least, Catholıc theologıan, Banez dıd not forget
Oou the ex1istence of human reedom under the operatıon of
According hıs understandıng, Des nOoTLt ıimpede human free-
dom On the CONLrAarY, ıt 1s only actualısed and perfected In
Eifficacıous human 111 in gentle WadY, Imposing
itself human reedom in WaYy By introducıng “ dıvıded
sense ” into hıs argumentatıon, Bane7z found WaYy to ontend that the
human 0l retaıns the abılıty of not being moved, CVCIN if the all
ıtself de facto 1S moved by (G0d

Banez deserves mportant place In the hıstory of eology for
hıs efforts in elucıdatıng the eology of efficacıous In hıs SyS-
tem of efficacı1ous 9 the majJesty of God 1S the essentı1al element
and he ceased LO defend and g1ve prior1ity 18 thıs majJesty So
WOU ıke 18 quote the ast words of the Apologia end OUT discus-
S1ION:

Profecto nullam rationem proferre poterunt, praeter dıiummam 1beram
uoluntatem, qUaC mi1iser1icorditer qUOS uoluıt elegıt;rel1quos uUCTO, ut
Oostenderetur ordo dıuinae sapıentiae ei lustitlae, permisıt deficere
PCT el In 30008 Clamemus 1g1tur OTD altıtudo
diuitiarum sapıentiae el sCLENtLLAE Dei Ipsı Gloria IN saecula 107
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