‘Beyond’, ‘Above’ or ‘Against’ Nature? 
Early Scholastic Debates on the Status of Miracles
Lydia Schumacher

King’s College, London*
In a famous passage of his Inquiry Concerning Human Understanding, the Scottish philosopher David Hume (1711-76) describes miracles as violations of the laws of nature, which can in no way serve as a credible basis for Christian belief.
 Although his view was largely taken for granted in the modern period, this article will show that the Middle Ages enjoyed a much more diverse understanding of the status of miracles, which were in different cases defined as beyond (praeter), above (supra), or finally, contrary to (contra) nature. As the first section of the article will show, the precedent for the first view is found in the work of Augustine (354-430), who argued that there is a ‘seed’ or latent potential in nature for every miraculous event, as a result of which miracles must be regarded as the means by which God achieves the ultimate ends of nature in a nonetheless supernatural way. 

In the medieval period, Augustine’s ideas were formulated in new ways by Anselm of Canterbury (d. 1109), Peter Lombard (1100-60), Albert the Great (d. 1280), and Thomas Aquinas (1225-74), who variously affirmed the potential of natural inclinations, the seminal reasons, matter, or secondary causes, to bring about God’s miraculous will. Nevertheless, Peter Lombard was the first to use the term praeter naturam to refer to the theory these figures held in common.
 Around the same time Lombard flourished, his contemporary Alan of Lille (c. 1128-1203) had already proposed the alternative view that miracles are ‘above’ nature, and as such possess no latent potency in nature. This view, which will be discussed in the second section of this article, was more fully developed by William of Auxerre (d. 1231) in the early thirteenth century and to some extent also by the anonymous author of the Summa Duacensis, who describes miracles as partly above and partly against nature. 

The early Franciscan Alexander of Hales represents an interesting intermediary case in that he limits the category of miracles supra naturam to events that pertain to the salvation economy, like the Incarnation and Virgin Birth. This view would subsequently be accepted by a wide range of scholastic authors, including Thomas Aquinas, and would quickly render the phrase supra naturam obsolete as a description for miracles in general. Alexander himself describes the latter along the lines of praeter naturam, as does his early Dominican contemporary Roland of Cremona, who nevertheless speaks of miracles as events which are supra naturam, while explicitly rejecting the notion that they are contra naturam. 

The first scholastic author thus to define miracles as events which contradict the normal course of nature was Philip the Chancellor (1160-1236), who likely influenced the author of the Duacensis.
 On Philip’s understanding, miracles involve a regress from privation to habit—such as when a blind person receives sight—which has no potency whatsoever in nature. Following Alexander of Hales, Philip restricts events that are supra naturam to the Virgin Birth and Incarnation. The views he formulated were developed most extensively in the early Franciscan Summa Halensis (1236-45), which will therefore receive much of my attention in the third part of this article. This Summa was overseen by Alexander of Hales, the first head of the Franciscan school in Paris for whom the work is named, and it draws in many respects on his personal works, though it was largely written by Alexander’s colleague John of La Rochelle and another unknown redactor. 

As this article will show, the Summa’s theory of miracles contra naturam influenced the next generation of Franciscans including Odo Rigaldus and Bonaventure, both of whom served at different points as head of the Franciscan school in Paris.
 Whereas Hume believed that miracles so construed undermine the basis for religious belief, however, these thinkers saw them as essential to testing and inspiring faith in an unseen God. For early Franciscans, consequently, the notion of miracles as events that violate the laws of nature was crucial to affirming faith’s credibility. 

I. Miracles Beyond Nature: Augustine, Anselm, Peter Lombard, Albert the Great, and Thomas Aquinas

The key to understanding Augustine’s account of miracles lies in his theory of ‘seminal reasons’ (rationes seminales), which he also calls causal reasons (rationes causales) or primordial reasons (rationes primordiales).
 According to Augustine, these primordial reasons subsist primarily in creatures and therefore differ from what he calls the eternal reasons, ideas or forms for things which exist in God’s mind.
 The discussion of the seminal reasons first arose in the context of Augustine’s claim in book five of his De Genesi ad Litteram that God created the world and everything in it simultaneously. This raised the question how creatures of all kinds could emerge after the initial creation, as they clearly do. To resolve this problem, Augustine argued that God planted principles or reasons in all living beings from the beginning of creation, which determine what beings are and can become and allow them to generate new life under the correct conditions.
 

According to Augustine, these conditions arise when the beings in which seminal reasons are instilled die and decay, producing slime and ultimately moisture, which is a necessary ingredient for the emergence of new beings.
 In the case of animals specifically, Augustine states that most of the creatures which appear after the initial creation ‘come forth from the diseased parts or the excrement or vapours of living bodies or from the corruption of corpses; some also from decomposed trees and plants, others from rotting fruit.’
 For example, the seminal reasons in a stick turn on decomposition into slime which supplies the moisture or material needed for the eventual appearance of animals like a snake.

As Augustine elaborates, such seminal reasons ‘provide not merely for the ordinary development of new creatures in appropriate periods of time, [but also] for the rare occurrence of a miraculous production of a creature, in accordance with what God wills as proper for the occasion.’
 On this basis, he concludes that the seminal reasons served as the mechanism behind the ability of the Old Testament figures Moses and Aaron to throw down their staffs and turn them into serpents.
 While this process would have taken a long time in nature, its instantaneous occurrence rendered it miraculous.
 

As Augustine reiterates, however, ‘when [such] a miracle occurs, the seminal reason is a passive capacity from which the divine intervention produces extraordinary effects.’
 Far from disrupting the normal course of nature, consequently, miracles as Augustine understood them activate latent potencies in nature.
 In his Contra Faustum, Augustine reinforces this view when he describes miracles as contrary not to nature as such but simply to what we know of nature: 

For we also call nature the usual course of nature known to us, and, when God does something contrary to it, these actions are called marvellous and miraculous. But God does nothing contrary to that supreme law of nature which is removed from the knowledge of those who are wicked and still weak, just as he does nothing contrary to himself.
 

Augustine makes this claim in the context of commenting on Romans 11:24, where he states that it is ‘contrary to the usual behaviour of nature that human knowledge grasps’
 for a natural olive tree to be grafted into a domesticated olive tree, even though this is not contrary to nature strictly speaking. As Augustine elaborates in De Trinitate, the chief characteristic of a miracle is not that it is entirely unnatural but that it occurs in an extraordinary or exceptional way:

But when these things happen, as it were, in a river where things move and flow in a never-ending succession, and pass from the hidden to the visible and from the visible to the hidden along the usual course for such transitory things, they are called natural; but when the same effects are brought about through an unusual change, in order to teach men some lesson, then they are called miracles.

Another characteristic of miracles which Augustine identifies is that they are difficult and beyond the capacity of those who observe them to perform. Thus he writes in De utilitate credendi: ‘I call a miracle, anything which appears arduous or unusual, beyond the expectation or abilities of the one who marvels at it.’
 In this connection, Augustine further states that miracles are events brought about by divine causes that are hidden to us: ‘Therefore all the works of God, whether ordinary or extraordinary, have their causes and their right and responsible reasons. But when these causes and reasons are hidden, we wonder at their being made.’
 To summarize, then, miracles for Augustine are 1. unusual or beyond the normal course of nature, 2. difficult or arduous to perform, and 3. have hidden, divine causes. These three criteria for a miracle would become common currency in the works of many scholastics, including the authors of the Summa Halensis, who habitually quote his definition from De utilitate credendi.

As we will see further below, scholastics also employed Augustine’s distinction between ‘miracles’ and ‘wonders’, even though they often defined these terms in their own ways.
 One well-known medieval thinker who followed Augustine’s line of thinking on miracles fairly closely was Anselm of Canterbury (d. 1109). In his De conceptu virginali, Anselm’s approach to the question of miracles turns on the phrase he learned from Augustine and 1 Corinthians 4:7, which states that the ‘created nature can do nothing alone, except for what has been granted to it by the will of God.’
 As Anselm elaborates, God created all things from the beginning so that their ‘natures and wills would perform their tasks in due course according to the ordinance given to them.’
 Thus, ‘everything that takes place, if carefully considered, comes about by the will of God alone.’
 

According to Anselm, there are three ways in which God’s will can be fulfilled, namely, by the nature or the power given to a being by God, by the will of a creature, or in cases where God’s will alone is active, by virtue of a miracle. The remarkable feature of a miracle, for Anselm, is that it does not ultimately contradict or contravene creaturely natures or human wills because ‘they have nothing but what they have received’
 from God. When God acts without reference to nature or the human will, consequently, he merely expedites the goal for which he created nature and the will, which is to honour God above all else. This was seemingly another way of formulating the theory of praeter naturam, according to which miracles activate potencies in nature, albeit in a way that only God could do.

The first medieval thinker to speak of a miracle so construed as ‘beyond’ (praeter) nature was Peter Lombard in his famous book of Sentences. This work, which was completed by 1157-58, became the basis for theological education in the first chartered university at Paris, which was founded around 1200, and remained for many years the leading university in Europe, particularly for the study of theology. In this work, Lombard discusses a problem which had also exercised Augustine in the De Genesi ad litteram, and Anselm in the aforementioned text, concerning the creation of Eve.
 This was possible in his view, because Adam’s rib contained the potential or a ‘seminal reason’ for new life, although the creation of Eve would not have normally occurred through the seminal reasons in Adam’s rib, without additional divine intervention. That is precisely why Lombard describes the creation of Eve as ‘beyond nature’ (praeter naturam), namely, because it was a quasi-natural event that could nevertheless only occur through the divine cause.
 
The position of Lombard became the point of departure for Dominicans like Albert the Great and his student Thomas Aquinas, who likewise found ways to affirm that miracles do not disrupt but fulfil natural potencies in a supernatural way. In his account of miracles, which is found in the discussion of the creation of Eve in his Sentences Commentary (c. 1241-45), Albert states explicitly that miracles arise from the primordial or causal reasons; they therefore cannot contradict nature: 

Augustine says that if we consider the primordial causes and the causal reasons only, nothing seems to be done against the nature that is initially inserted in things, because God inserts in things even the miraculous causal and primordial reasons. And so Augustine says that he [God] does not do anything against himself, because he is not able to do anything contrary to those reasons and contrary to his own wisely established creation.

For Albert, the difference between a miracle and a natural event is that the former supersedes what would typically happen in nature or what human beings know of nature. As Albert writes: ‘those things which occur according to seminal reasons [only] are called natural, because they follow the course of nature known to human beings; others are beyond nature [praeter naturam] whose cause is only in God.’
 A view similar to this was advocated by Aquinas in his magisterial Summa Theologiae (1266-73), which describes miracles as events that occur within the order of natural or secondary causes which must nonetheless be accomplished through divine intervention. Aquinas’ use of the distinction between primary (divine) and secondary (natural) causes here is emblematic of his efforts to employ more Aristotelian language than some of his predecessors. This switch was motivated in part by the rising popularity of Aristotle in his generation, and in part aimed to distinguish his view from the readings of Augustine that were being circulated by his Franciscan counterparts.

However, the substance of Aquinas’ view of miracles is clearly Augustinian in that he describes these events as beyond nature (praeter naturam), insofar as there is a latent potential for them in nature that can nevertheless only be realised by a divine cause that is hidden to all human beings.
 As Aquinas stresses, a miracle is not a miracle if its cause is only hidden to some persons.
 This is also what makes a miracle arduous and unusual for Aquinas, namely, that it is beyond the power of human beings to perform. Although Aquinas admits that God does occasionally allow humans to work wonders with the help of demonic powers, he refuses to call these miracles, because they do not in his view exceed the limits of the natural power.
 When Pharaoh’s magicians seemingly turned their sticks into snakes, for example, this merely involved expediting a natural process rather than an immediate and thus miraculous transformation. Thus, the magicians tricked their observers into thinking they had performed a miracle when in fact they had not.

There are three ways in which Aquinas states that God may perform miracles.
 First and foremost, an event is miraculous if it is completely impossible in nature, that is, if it produces ‘effects that surpass the powers of these [secondary] causes.’
 The examples Aquinas gives here are of the glorification of the human body and the Incarnation. These are the kinds of events that Alexander of Hales would later call supra naturam and would associate mainly with the salvation economy. For Aquinas, as for many of his successors, these are not ‘normal’ miracles—and in a sense they are not really miracles at all—because they are objects of faith rather than means of confirming faith.
 
The second kind of miracle Aquinas mentions ‘exceeds the resources of nature not as to what is done, but as to the subject in which it is done (‘in quo fit’), e.g. raising the dead, giving sight to the blind, and the like. Nature can cause life, but not in the dead; sight, but not in the blind.’
 The third kind of miracle involves a natural event that comes to pass in a way that could not otherwise occur (‘ad modum faciendi’), as when a person is suddenly cured of a long illness without intermediary treatments. In this instance, God performs a miracle by ‘producing the effects of secondary [i.e. natural] causes without them.’
 According to Aquinas, a miracle is greater, the more the power of nature is surpassed. Thus, the first kind of miracle is more extraordinary than the second, and the second than the third. Nevertheless, Aquinas insists that ‘since the order of nature is given to things by God, if he does anything outside [praeter] of this order, it is not against [contra] nature’
 but serves in some way to bring about his purposes for created beings. 
II. Miracles Above Nature: Alan of Lille, William of Auxerre, the Summa Duacensis, Alexander of Hales, Roland of Cremona

The idea that miracles are ‘above’ (supra) nature is articulated clearly if briefly in the Summa quoniam homines of Alan of Lille, which was completed around 1160.
 To make his case, Alan distinguishes between events that are impossible according to inferior or natural causes—such as a blind person seeing—and those that are impossible according to superior or divine causes. Although speaking is not miraculous, nor is seeing, in human beings, that is, through inferior causes, it is clearly miraculous in persons born blind. That is why only a superior cause, a being above nature, can cause these things to occur. That same kind of cause cannot make white, while remaining white, to be black, however, because God is only capable of what is good and logically consistent.
 

Another important scholastic theologian to speak of miracles as events that are ‘above nature’ was William of Auxerre, whose Summa aurea exists in two versions, one written between 1215-26, and one between 1226-29.
 In treating the creation of Eve, William writes that God is able not only to perform acts that are consistent with the course of nature but also to do things that are above nature, like causing blind persons to see, the dead to live, and Eve to be created from Adam’s side.
 To explain how God performs such acts, William distinguishes between a material and passive potency and an active potency. The passive potency of a being merely allows it to develop according to the normal course of nature. On this basis, William concludes that there was no passive potential in Adam’s rib for the creation of Eve. This he argues could only occur through the active power of God, to which all things are subject so that he can do with them as he wills.

William reaches a similar conclusion in his discussion of the Wedding at Cana, concerning which he writes that: ‘water was changed into wine not through the mediation of nature. Thus that [event], because it was above nature, was miraculous.’
 According to William, this is the difference between a miracle that is conducted through evil powers or through the power of God, namely, the one relies on the mediation of natural or seminal reasons and the other is accomplished exclusively by God. As he elaborates, ‘the change of the sticks of the magicians [into snakes] was natural, because it was done through the mediation of seminal reasons; but the change of the stick of Moses was miraculous, because it was done only through the power and will of God, not through the mediation of nature.’

William builds his case for this claim in his own prior treatment of the question, inspired by Alan of Lille, concerning what is possible in terms of inferior and superior causes. In this regard, William outlines three opinions concerning what is possible simpliciter which are repeated almost verbatim by the author of the Summa Halensis, who nonetheless rejects William’s conclusion. The first opinion states that what is possible simpliciter is what is possible according to inferior causes.
 On this account, a virgin birth or restoring sight to the blind is impossible, because it is impossible according to inferior causes. 

The second opinion holds that what is possible simpliciter is possible according to superior causes, or by divine power, which includes the ability to do what is possible according to inferior causes.
 A third opinion posits that some things are possible according to inferior causes—like speaking or giving birth, and some according to superior ones—like a donkey speaking or a virgin giving birth.
 In the latter respect, William argues that God can make what is impossible according to inferior causes possible in two ways, in a passage that is quoted explicitly by the Summa Halensis: 

One way involves repairing nature, as in the blind receiving sight. This possibility is miraculous, but it is still a natural act; another way involves giving a new power, as God gave the blessed virgin the power of conceiving without a man which is a purely miraculous power and similarly a miraculous act.

In concluding this discussion, William states that he favours the second opinion, according to which what is possible according to superior causes and thus for God is possible simpliciter. As we have seen, this does not preclude God’s ability to do what is possible according to inferior causes, because everything is possible for him, although the converse is not true: what is possible according to superior causes is not always possible for inferior ones. Thus, William objects to the first opinion because it fails in his view to treat what is possible for God as the litmus test of what it possible overall. Moreover, he rejects the third view on the grounds that it suggests the miracles God performs rely in some way on natural causes. On his account, every miracle must be entirely above and thus independent of nature.  

A ‘middle’ position between that Alan of Lille and William of Auxerre, on the one hand, and the Summa Halensis and Philip the Chancellor, on the other, is found in the anonymous Summa Duacensis. This text contains a short treatise of around thirteen pages, titled, De opere miraculoso, which may be the first designated treatise on miracles to be written in the university context, although the treatise on miracles in the Summa Halensis certainly remains the most elaborate work on the subject from this period.
 The Summa Duacensis has often been likened to the Summa de bono of Philip the Chancellor, and on that basis, Victorin Doucet described it as an early version of Philip’s work.
 

By contrast, the editor of the Duacensis, Palémon Glorieux, argued that ‘there are too many differences of “style and presentation” for this to be the case and attributes it to an unknown master,’
 who worked before the Chancellor and potentially influenced him. More recently, however, the editor of the Summa de bono has shown that Philip’s work pre-dates and influenced the author of the Duacensis instead. Although there are many parallels between the two texts, the question of miracles represents one case where the content of the Duacensis is unique. The Duacensis states: ‘Through works that are contrary to nature insofar as they are manifest to the senses, the soul ascends to works that are above every nature, such as the resurrection of the dead, the illumination of the blind.’
 As the Duacensis elaborates, 

These works which are against and above nature are miracles performed most powerfully to demonstrate the wisdom and power of God. Thus, comparing the work done to its most powerful end, a miracle can be described in this way: a miracle is a work of God by the rational or seminal causes of things that are hidden in beings and are produced powerfully to show the wisdom of God.

The Duacensis does not fully elaborate on the role the seminal reasons play in miracles in the way we will see the Summa Halensis later does. As noted above, however, the text defines miracles as events that seem contrary to nature, but nevertheless turn on a reason instilled in nature, through which human beings learn to reflect on things that are above nature. The Duacensian notion of miracles as events which are contrary to nature was explicitly rejected by Alexander of Hales in his Gloss on Lombard’s Sentences, which was written between 1221-27.
 Here, Alexander distinguishes between two different kinds of miracles. The first includes events which are above nature (supra naturam) according to both their mode and act, such as the Incarnation and Virgin Birth.
 

According to Alexander, these events only have God as their cause. They are what later thinkers like Philip the Chancellor and Bonaventure would eventually refer to not as ‘miracles’ proper, but as ‘wonders’. By contrast, the second type of miracle he cites exhibits some similarities to events that could occur in nature, such as the transformation of sticks into serpents or the creation of Eve from Adam’s rib. For Alexander, these events are ‘beyond nature’ (praeter naturam), because the potential for them to take place exists in prime matter or in the seminal reasons mentioned by Augustine, even though they can only be brought about by God.
 

A similar view can be found in the Summa of the early Dominican Roland of Cremona (d. 1269), which was likely written before 1234. In discussing the creation of Eve, Roland acknowledges that there was no natural disposition in the rib of Adam for the creation of woman. Nevertheless, he contends that there was a disposition in the rib on account of which God could do with it whatever he willed and pre-determined to do.
 This was the case insofar as the rib was made from matter, which is subject to the will of God, as the one who brings all potential beings into act. As we have seen, Roland’s Dominican colleagues Albert and Aquinas also argued that there is something in nature—which nonetheless can only be activated by God—which accounts for the possibility of a miracle.

In many respects, consequently, Roland’s understanding of miracles leans conceptually towards praeter naturam, even though he refers, albeit in passing, to miracles like the creation of Eve as events which are ‘above the course of nature’.
 At the same time, he explicitly rejects the notion that God can do anything against nature (contra naturam) on the grounds that the world God himself created—the matter he formed—could not reasonably be said to resist his will that it be formed differently.
 As this suggests, the use of the terminology supra naturam was still rather fluid in the early thirteenth century. While Roland and the Duacensis used supra naturam to refer to miracles which presuppose a material potency or seminal reason in nature, William of Auxerre employed the same language to insist that miracles possess no such potency. 

By contrast, Alexander of Hales restricted the definition of supra naturam to include only events that pertain to the salvation economy, while otherwise adhering to the notion that miracles in general are praeter naturam. As the case of Alexander and Roland additionally confirms, Franciscans and Dominicans did not always divide along party lines in their understanding of miracles during this period. A clear Franciscan by contrast to Dominican view only emerged when Franciscans after Alexander decided to adopt more decisively the views of Philip the Chancellor, to which we now turn.

III.  Miracles Against Nature: Philip the Chancellor, the Summa Halensis, Odo Rigaldus, Bonaventure

The secular master, Philip the Chancellor, was the first scholar at the early University of Paris clearly to articulate and defend the view that miracles are events which occur contrary (contra) to the normal course nature. He did this in his major work, the Summa de bono, which was probably written between 1225-28, somewhat late in his long academic career in Paris.
 The fact that twelve manuscripts of the text survive from the thirteenth century alone suggests that Philip was a highly influential figure in his day.
 In considering how God can act contrary to nature, Philip writes that: ‘nature can be understood in many ways. Sometimes it is described as the course of nature known to human beings […] sometimes it is described as the natural possibility of any creature, which God gives to it, so that from it he can do what he wills with it,’ as in the case of Eve’s creation from Adam’s rib.

As Philip elaborates, however, ‘sometimes nature is described as the law of the highest nature, namely, God himself.’ Here, Philip appeals to the Glossa Ordinaria on Romans 11:24, which had been used by Augustine as a key point of reference for treating the nature of miracles. As Augustine wrote in commenting on this verse, so Philip insists that God does nothing against the law of the highest nature lest he do anything contrary to himself.
 On this basis, Philp concludes that ‘when understood in the final mode, nothing is done contrary to nature. Similarly, according to the middle mode […] According to the first mode however it is possible to act contrary to nature.’
 
These words of Philip are repeated almost verbatim in both the first and second volumes of the Summa Halensis, which as noted was written between 1236 and 1245 by the founders of the Franciscan school of thought at Paris. While John of La Rochelle likely wrote volumes 1 and 3, volume 2 of this work was assembled by an unknown redactor who drew on the writings of both John and Alexander of Hales, for whom the Summa is named.
 These volumes, 1 and 2, respectively include treatises on God’s power to produce miracles and on miracles as they occur in creation. They are by far the longest and most detailed discussions of miracles from the period which are therefore the focus of this study. In volume 1, John of La Rochelle echoes Philip when he writes that we can understand nature in three ways.
 One way concerns the ordinary course of nature. 
Another concerns the possibilities that are latent in nature that can only be enacted by God’s will. The third mode concerns the law of the highest nature, which is God himself. In the first case, the Summa states, there is always an active potential in nature for something to occur, as in the case of a seed that produces corn. In the second case, there is only a passive potential, for example, in the rib of Adam to generate the person of Eve. For this is not something that would naturally occur in nature but can only happen through the working of God’s active power. In terms of the third way, there is neither an active nor a passive potency in nature for God to act contrary to the law of nature, namely, himself, as in the Incarnation or the Virgin Birth, for in these cases, the divine will alone acts as the relevant cause. 

On this basis, the Summa concludes that on the first understanding of nature, God can operate against nature, because he is able to do things that are contrary to the normal course of nature, while in the second and third cases, he does not do so, because he then would act contrary to himself, which is impossible. The author of volume 2 reiterates these points, and thus Philip’s argument, in writing that:
Nature is defined in many ways. For sometimes it is defined in terms of the course of nature known to human beings. Sometimes nature is defined as a certain possibility of nature which is given to it by God so that from it, he can do what he wills. Sometimes nature is defined as the highest law of nature, namely, God himself. So therefore it is clear that when understood in this last mode, God does nothing contrary to nature. Nor similarly does he do so according to the second mode, because the nature in things is that he is able to do this [what he wills] with them. According to the first mode, he can be said to act contrary to nature; thus it is not said to be incongruous for God to act contrary to nature, when he does that which is contrary to what is familiar to us.


A similar line of reasoning is interestingly found in the Commentary on Lombard’s Sentences of Odo Rigaldus, which like the Summa Halensis, was completed around 1245. In the second volume of the Commentary, Odo writes:
 

To the other point that follows, whether God does anything against nature, one must say that if ‘nature’ is accepted to mean the law, by which he instituted everything, or [to mean] creatures’ obedience, then God does not act against nature. However, if ‘nature’ is taken to mean the habitual course of nature, which is known to us, then he does much against that course, and we extract this distinction and solution expressly from that gloss on Romans 11, and in this way a reply to authoritative statements is clear for both positions, because they are to be understood about ‘nature’ according to its different meanings to suit both positions. If you should object that [since] God has instituted this course of nature and therefore it does not seem that he should act against this course, this is a non-argument, because if Lord Pope were to grant some privilege to some church, presently he does not prevent himself from acting against this privilege in concrete circumstances [i.e. at a certain place and time]. In this way, God, who has imparted this course to nature under concrete circumstances acts against this course for the sake of nature, utility, and instruction, as is clear in many instances.

In this passage, Odo clearly reinforces the Summist’s idea that the law of nature is basically the law according to which God can do what he wills with nature. This means that he can do things that seem contrary to nature from the human point of view, when it serves his purposes to do so, as well as the purposes of our instruction or edification. In a similar fashion, Bonaventure distinguishes between two senses of the phrase, ‘against nature’ in his own Commentary on Lombard’s Sentences, which was written between around 1250-54.
 At the same time, he speaks of events which are above nature (supra naturam) like the Incarnation and glorification of the resurrected body as ‘wonders’ which have no similarity to events that would occur naturally. In this regard, Bonaventure insists that God does nothing against nature, when nature is defined in terms of God’s ability to do whatever he wills with creatures. However, when nature is understood to concern the proclivity naturally inserted in things, so that they follow a natural course of development, then God can and does contradict nature. 

Surprisingly, Thomas Aquinas defends a similar position in his Quaestiones disputatae de potentia Dei from 1255-56. There, he writes that ‘God can work in creatures independently of created causes,’
 and thus can act in ways that are contrary to the laws of nature. Although God can do something contrary to the order of one creature to another, Aquinas elaborates, he cannot do anything contrary to the order of a creature to himself.
 On his basis, Aquinas concludes that any miraculous act ‘will not be absolutely contrary to nature, since it will be according to the most universal nature, which we consider by the order of God to all creatures.’
 Thus, it seems that Aquinas’ initial position was closer to that of the Summa Halensis, which was a known influence on his thought, before he moved on to develop his later views in the Summa Theologiae.
1. What is Possible for God?

As noted above, the Summa Halensis draws extensively not only on the work of Philip the Chancellor but also on William of Auxerre and in particular on his discussion of what is possible simpliciter. In this regard, the Summa objects to William’s view that what is possible according to superior causes or God is possible simpliciter, on the grounds that it is more praiseworthy for God to be able to do what is impossible than what is possible simpliciter.
 According to the Summa, what is possible simpliciter must be understood as possible in every way, and thus through inferior and not only superior causes.
 This was also the view of Alexander of Hales.
 Although the Summist thus concludes that it is impossible de re, or in terms of the thing itself, for a virgin to give birth or a blind person to see, he insists that these events are nonetheless possible according to superior causes, or by divine decree, that is, de dicto.
 In this regard, the Summa quotes Alan of Lille, who states:

God is called omnipotent, because he is able to do not only those things which are possible to do, but even those things which are not possible. Therefore, he is capable of doing the impossible; and many things which are impossible according to inferior causes or nature are possible according to superior causes. Whatever therefore is possible according to inferior causes is possible according to superior ones, but not the converse. However, that which is possible according to nature simpliciter is called possible; while what is possible according to superior causes is not called possible simpliciter but possible for God.

In explaining what God can do along these lines, the Summist follows William and Alan in distinguishing between an active and a passive kind of potency, both of which, on his account, are two-fold—created or material and uncreated. On this basis, the Summist acknowledges that there is a passive material potency in things on account of which miracles can occur, but insists that there is no active created potency for these events, which can only be affected by the uncreated power of God:

There was a passive or material potency in the rib [of Adam] so that a woman could be made from it [and in the blind person so that they could see], and an active uncreated power, namely, God, to which matter is subject and all matter obeys so that he can do with it whatever he wills. But there was no passive potency in the rib so that a woman could be made from it by a creative active power or an inferior cause, and thus it does not follow that something could normally be made from the rib. And that is why we understand the illumination of the blind and similar cases as miraculous.

The discussion of created or uncreated potencies in the Summa raised the fundamental question regarding the cause of miracles and whether it subsists in creaturely seminal reasons or in God. This is the topic to which we now turn.

2. What is the Cause of Miracles?

According to the Summa, there are three different kinds of reasons or causes for things, namely, natural reasons, seminal reasons, and causal reasons. Although the Summa attributes this three-fold distinction to Augustine, we have seen that the bishop himself used the terms interchangeably, a point which was noticed by Albert the Great.
 For the Summa, by contrast, there are two kinds of causal reason: created and uncreated. The uncreated causal reason is God, and the created causal reason consists in the passive potential of creatures to assume any disposition that God might assign them according to his will.
 A seminal reason is a passive potential in the creature to assume a disposition that is nevertheless remote from it, such as when a stick turns into a snake. A natural reason is the potential to obtain a kindred disposition: in grain, for instance, there is a natural reason to produce corn. 

According to the Summa, a miraculous work is never possible by virtue of natural reasons. A miracle only occurs according to seminal reasons or causal reasons; it happens through seminal reasons, as noted, when a rod becomes a serpent. Here, the Summa author clearly has in mind Augustine’s account of the way a stick deteriorates when it is thrown into water and thus turns into the slime from which further life like a snake can emerge. This process would take place gradually (paulatim) in nature but is miraculous when God causes it to occur instantaneously. Such a miracle is part natural and part miraculous, the Summa states, because it accords with the proper disposition or seminal reason in the rod to be transformed into a snake, even though God alone can bring about this immediate transformation. By contrast, miracles that occur through causal reasons are miraculous simpliciter, because they could never occur in nature. 

The Summa returns to this position in the second volume of the text, whose unknown redactor eliminates the role of the seminal reasons in miracles, seemingly to avoid suggesting that nature has the potential to contradict itself or to produce outcomes which are not natural. To counteract this suggestion, the author contends, in an article devoted to the question how Eve was made from Adam’s rib, that miracles can only happen according to causal reasons. Such reasons exist exclusively in God and have no basis in creatures themselves except insofar as they are designed to obey him.
 This emphasis on divine causality as the sole reason for miracles clearly evaded any suggestion that seminal reasons might give rise to unexpected or miraculous events. 

As the Summa argues here, these seminal reasons are basically identical to natural reasons, which differ from one another only in temporal terms. While natural reasons cause the development of presently existing creatures, seminal reasons were established by God in the initial creation as the means by which all creatures might eventually come into being.
 The seminal reasons are therefore causal in the sense that they give rise to other beings. However, the Summa insists that not all causal reasons are seminal; for such reasons are the only means by which the divine efficient cause can bring about miraculous events.
 

In spite of this, the Summa acknowledges that some miracles might seem to result from the operation of what he calls ‘quasi-seminal’ reasons, such as the creation of Eve or the appearance of frogs from mud.
 However, the Summa is emphatic that the miracles performed in such cases have no latent potency or seminal reason in nature and can only occur through the divine cause. As John of La Rochelle had already observed in the Summa’s first volume, this cause operates in two ways. One concerns the general mode in which God acts through the mediation of nature, what John had called the created causal reason which concerns God’s creation and enablement of nature to follow its normal course. The other and more proper sense of a causal reason, which John calls the uncreated causal reason, is in evidence when God performs acts which are impossible in nature.
 

In his discussion of the creation of Eve, Bonaventure reiterates the Summa’s distinction between the three different kinds of reasons and concludes on this basis that the creation of Eve from Adam’s rib must have occurred according to causal reasons. As Druart clearly summarises: 

First, causal reason indicates direct divine intervention and so a miracle, when the event is unusual. Second, seminal reason does not require direct divine intervention and the product is not similar to the producer. Third, natural reason does not require direct divine intervention and the product is similar to the producer, as for example dogs producing puppies and cats kittens.

In Bonaventure, consequently, the view of the Summa is codified according to which there is no reason or cause for a miracle that is latent in the creature or matter itself. As such, miracles are entirely against nature. 

3. Can God act above, against, or contrary to nature?
Although Philip the Chancellor and early Franciscans championed the idea that miracles contravene the laws of nature, they followed contemporaries like Albert the Great in comparing the three views of miracles as against (contra), beyond (praeter) and above (supra) nature.
 In doing so, however, they ultimately re-defined events which occur in these ways so as to preclude their status as full-fledged miracles. In his discussion of events that occur above nature, for instance, we have seen that Philip rejects William of Auxerre’s idea that all miracles fall into this category, which he like Alexander limits to those events that pertain to the salvation economy, such as the Incarnation, Virgin Birth, or Transfiguration. On Philip’s account, these occurrences do not strictly speaking run contrary to the normal course of nature, because they do not involve a regress from the privation of a habit to the habit, as when a blind person receives their sight.
 

On this basis, Philip insists that the Incarnation and related events should not be called miracles but only ‘wonders’.
 In describing events which are beyond nature, Philip observes that these are very similar to events which are against nature in that both involve a transformation that would never occur in nature. However, events which are beyond nature have some similarity to nature, as in the case of a stick that is turned into a snake, while those which are contrary to nature do not have any natural precedent, even though they may restore a natural power. Thus Philip states: 

What is beyond nature is properly said to be done which has a certain similarity in the order of nature and a fittingness in nature. For example, there is a progression from vegetative to sensitive things and not the converse. That rods are made serpents seems to be among those things which are done beyond nature properly and not against it.

According to Philip, the natural potential that exists in the stick-to-snake case is attributable to the seminal or primordial reasons, which he also calls natural reasons, according to which one thing can emerge from another, such as grain from a seed.
 As Philip observes in preliminary comments to his own argument, these reasons were inserted by God ‘from the beginning of creation, not only to facilitate its operation according to the course of nature, but even so that miracles can occur.’
 Although such miracles exhibit affinities to events that contradict nature, they are an inferior kind of miracle, in Philip’s view, because their latency in seminal reasons means they can be performed by evil people for evil ends with the help of demons. 

The Summa Halensis echoes and elaborates on these claims in its own treatment of the question whether God can do what is above, against, or beyond nature. For the Summa, events that are above nature have no potential in nature, such as the Virgin Birth, or the Incarnation.
 As the Summa observes, such events never involve a regress from privation to habit, such as occurs when a blind person receives their sight, which would be contrary to the course of nature and thus genuinely miraculous. Thus, they should not be called miracles but rather wonders (mirabilis).
 In describing events which are beyond nature, the Summa states that these exhibit similarities with what is possible in nature, but do not occur in a natural way: as when something which possesses certain seminal reasons, like a stick, suddenly generates something else, like a snake, which could only be produced in nature through a long transformation or deterioration. According to the Summa, such an occurrence is called a miracle by reason of the mode of producing, namely, suddenly, whereas in normal circumstances, time and opportunity would be needed to produce a similar outcome. 

Following Philip, the Summa admits that evil sorcerers can perform these sorts of miracles, on account of their latency in the seminal reasons. However, the Summa highlights some subtle but important differences between miracles performed by the power of God versus that of demons. Although the latter may have all the appearances of a miracle, they merely bring about a transformation that is so rapid that the human eye cannot discern it, rather than the immediate switch that is affected by God.
 The potential for this sort of trickery is the reason why the Summa like Philip classes events which are beyond nature as similar but inferior to those which run contrary to the course of nature.
 On the basis of the above, the conclusions the Summa Halensis reaches concerning the different kinds of miracles can be summarized as in the table below, where the mature views of Aquinas’ Summa are also listed for comparison.

	Summa Halensis
	Thomas

Aquinas
	Nature
	Potency
	Examples
	Reason/Cause

	Natural
	The normal course of nature
	Occurs in the normal course of nature; never miraculous
	Active created potency
	Seed producing corn
	Natural reason – natural simpliciter

	Above nature
	Incarnation;

glorified bodies
	A miraculous act with no potential in nature
	Active uncreated potency; no active or passive created potency
	Virgin Birth;

Incarnation
	Causal reason – miraculous simpliciter

	Contrary to nature
	----
	In conformity with nature but contrary to the normal course of nature
	Passive created potency enacted by active uncreated potency
	Blind receiving sight; resurrection of the dead
	Seminal reason (SH I) – part natural and part miracle; Causal reason (SH II)

	Beyond nature
	As regards that in which it is done (in quo fit: sight to blind); or how it is done (ad modum faciendi) (instant healing)
	In conformity with nature but the mode of producing is miraculous
	Passive created potency enacted by active uncreated potency
	Stick to snake;

Adam’s rib to Eve
	Seminal reason (SH I) – part natural and part miracle; Causal reason (SH vol. II)


Conclusion

In concluding this discussion, it may be useful to summarize some of the discoveries presented here, starting with the notion of miracles as praeter naturam. As we have seen, Augustine and his followers described this kind of miracle possessing a latent potency in nature, whether in the seminal reasons (Lombard, Albert the Great, Alexander of Hales), or in the natural inclinations of natures and the human will (Anselm), in matter (Roland of Cremona), or in the order or secondary causes (Aquinas). William of Auxerre proposed the alternative view that miracles are ‘above nature’ in the sense that they have no potential in nature whatsoever. However, his terminology was quickly co-opted by Alexander of Hales and others to describe events like the Incarnation and Virgin Birth, which are the objects of faith, not means to inspiring it, and are therefore not defined as miracles but as wonders. 

In the wake of this development, the notion of miracles contra naturam became the context in which scholars like Philip the Chancellor and the Summa Halensis explored and developed the idea that miracles are events which possess no material potency or seminal reason in nature. Although an early section in the first volume of the Summa does suggest that miracles can occur through seminal reasons which are part natural and part miraculous, the redactor of volume two insists that miracles only occur through the divine cause and denies that there is any potential for them latent in creatures. More specifically, this author echoes Philip’s contention that miracles are events that contradict and indeed reverse the laws of nature. Bonaventure reiterates this conclusion when he defines a miracle as an event which involves a regress from privation to habit that would never occur in nature. 

The examples he gives here are of the blind person who receives sight, or a dead person who comes back to life. According to Bonaventure, these events differ from others like the Incarnation which do not involve such a regress and are not therefore strictly speaking contrary to but above nature. As noted previously, therefore, Bonaventure follows Philip and the Summa Halensis in claiming that such occurrences should not properly be described as miracles but merely as wonders. Interestingly, he makes no mention at all of miracles as events which are beyond nature, which suggests that this category which had already been marginalized by the Summists had by then become obsolete, at least in the Franciscan intellectual tradition. 

This omission was certainly no mistake but was the means by which Bonaventure positioned his understanding of miracles over and against that of Aquinas and his predecessors who defined these as events for which there is latent potential in nature, even though God alone can bring them about. The Summa Halensis rejects this understanding on the grounds that miracles so construed fail to exceed human understanding and cannot therefore serve to test or inspire faith in the transcendent God.
 For early Franciscans, the notion of a miracle as an event that runs contrary to nature was therefore indispensable for attaining and affirming Christian belief. Thus, the characterization of miracles as ‘violations of the laws of nature’ that led Hume to reject them as grounds for religious belief proved to be the very basis on which early Franciscans affirmed their significance.
* Abbreviations used: AHDLMA = Archives d’histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Âge; AMOO = Alberti Magni Opera omnia; AOO = Anselmi Opera omnia; BFSMA = Bibliotheca franciscana scholastica medii aevi ; CCSL = Corpus Christianorum. Series Latina; CSEL = Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiastorum Latinorum; Gn. Litt. = Augustinus, De Genesi ad litteram libri duodecim; OPhMAS = Opera philosophica mediae aetatis selecta; SH = Alexandri de Hales Summa theologica, ed. PP. Coll. S. Bonaventurae, vols. I-IV, Quaracchi 1924-48; SpicBon = Spicilegium Bonaventurianum; STh = Thomae Aquinatis Summa theologiae; ThAOO/Leon. = Thomae Aquinatis Opera omnia, ed. Leonina; ThAOO/Parm. = Thomae Aquinatis Opera omnia, ed. Parmensis; TPhMA = Textes philosophique du Moyen Âge. – This project has received funding from the European Research Council (ERC) under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation programme (grant agreement No714427). I am grateful to Oleg Bychkov and Marcia Colish for comments on an earlier version of this paper. 
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� Guillelmi Altissiodorensis Summa aurea, lib. 1, tr. 11, c. 3 (SpicBon 16, 209, ll 11-14): ‘sed aquam mutavit in vinum non mediante natura; unde illud, quia fuit supra naturam, fuit miraculum, quia ibi apparuit magis potestas Dei vel ex maiori apparitione potentie Dei fuit maior admiratio.’


� Guillelmi Altissiodorensis Summa aurea, lib. 1, tr. 11, c. 4 (SpicBon 16, 210, ll. 15-21): ‘Ad hoc dicendum quod mutatio virgarum magorum naturalis fuit, quia fuit mediantibus seminibus, sed mutatio virge Moysi fuit miraculosa, quia ex sola potestate et voluntate Dei, non mediante natura. Ad illud autem quod queritur an semina mutata fuerint in serpentes, potest dici quod non; dicuntur tamen semina serpentum per effectum, quia potentiam activam habebant convertendi virgas in semina serpentum. Vel potest dici quod ipsa semina cum virgis mutata fuerunt in serpentes.’


� Guillelmi Altissiodorensis Summa aurea, lib. 1, tr. 11, c. 2 (SpicBon 16, 206, ll. 6-7); cf. SH I, P1, In1, Tr4, Q3, C1 (n. 151), 230-3.


� Guillelmi Altissiodorensis Summa aurea, lib. 1, tr. 11, c. 2 (SpicBon 16, 207, ll. 28-29). 


� Guillelmi Altissiodorensis Summa aurea, lib. 1, tr. 11, c. 2 (SpicBon 16, 207-8, ll. 44-56).


� Guillelmi Altissiodorensis Summa aurea, lib. 1, tr. 11, c. 2 (SpicBon 16, 208, ll. 53-56): ‘uno modo reparando naturam, sicut in ceco illuminato, et tunc potentia est miraculosa, sed actus naturalis; alio modo dando novam potentiam, sicut dedit beate Virgini potentiam concipiendi sine viro et tunc potentia miraculosa et actus similiter miraculosus.’ This passage is quoted in SH I, P1, In1, Tr4, Q3, C1, III (n. 251), 231: ‘Et Deus de impossibili facit possibile duobus modis: uno modo reparando naturam, sicut in caeco illuminato, et tunc potentia miraculosa, sed actus naturalis; alio modo dando novam potentiam, sicut dedit B. Virgini potentiam concipiendi sine viro, et est haec potentia miraculosa et actus miraculosus.’


� La ‘Summa Duacensis’ (Douai 434), ed. P. Glorieux, (TPhMA 2), Paris 1955, 109-22. There were other treatises on miracles that pre-date this Summa such as Peter the Venerable’s (1135-56) De Miraculis Libri Duo, ed. D. Bouthillier (CCCM 83), Turnhout 1988.


� V. Doucet, À travers le manuscript 434 de Douai, in Antonianum 27 (1952) 531-80.


� R.C. Dales, The Problem of the Rational Soul in the Thirteenth Century, Leiden 1997, 25; cf. La ‘Summa Duacensis’ (TPhMA 2, 10).


� La ‘Summa Duacensis’ (TPhMA 2, 111): ‘Per opera que contra naturam sunt sensui manifesta, ascendat ad opera supra naturam omnem, ut est mortuos suscitari, cecos illuminari […]. Licet igitur miraculum sit ad ostensionem virtuose Dei sapientie principaliter.’


� La ‘Summa Duacensis’ (TPhMA 2, 111): ‘opera autem que sunt et contra naturam et supra sicut miracula potissime fiunt ad ostendendam Dei sapientiam virtuosam. Unde comparatione facta ad finem potissimum miraculum potest describi ita: miraculum est opus divinum rationales rerum causas et seminales occultas in esse producens virtuose Dei sapientie ostensivum.’


� Alexandri de Hales, Glossa in quatuor libros Sententiarum Petri Lombardi, lib. 1, d. 43, ed. PP. Coll. S. Bonaventurae (BFSMA 12), Quaracchi 1951, 438, l. 12: ‘Quod autem nullum miraculosum sit contra naturam.’


� Alexandri de Hales Glossa, lib. 1, d. 43 (BFSMA 12, 439, ll. 2-9): ‘dicendum quod duplex est genus miraculorum; unum quod est omnino supra naturam, et secundum modum et actum, ut unio divinae naturae et humanae et similiter partus Virginis; et istud habet rationem causalem in creatura. Sunt autem alia miracula, quae consimilia sunt quantum ad actum qui est secundum naturam, ut de transformatione virgarum in serpentes vel quod virga floruit et huiusmodi, praeter rationem causalem in creatura, habent rationem creatam.’ Ibid., lib. 1, d. 42, 435, ll. 2-5: ‘Et quaedam sunt miraculosa quae habent actum similem ei quod est secundum naturam, ut visus caeci miraculosi; quaedam autem sunt supra naturam quoad actum et quoad modum, ut Deum esse hominem et Virginem parere.’


� Alexandri de Hales Glossa, lib. 2, d. 18, ed. PP. Coll. S. Bonaventurae (BFSMA 13), Quaracchi 1952, 162, ll. 15-16: ‘In prima materia est possibilitas ad miraculo, et similiter ad illos, quae sunt secundum causam seminalem.’


� Rolandi Cremonensis Summa, lib. 1, 52, ed. A. Cortesi - U. Midali (Cortesiana 9), Bergamo 2015, 92-3: ‘Idest non fuit in costa aliqua dispositio naturalis que, secundum naturam, posset reducere ad actum costam ut ex ea esset mulier; tamen in ea fuit ut ex ea posset fieri a Deo mulier.’


� Rolandi Cremonensis Summa, lib. 1, 52 (Cortesiana 9, 94): ‘Et sic intelligas de costa et de omnibus aliis operibus que fiunt supra cursum nature, quia de illis que fiunt secundum cursum nature, vel per angelum, non est difficile videre, quoniam illa duo sunt mutabilia.’


� Rolandi Cremonensis Summa, lib. 1, 55 (Cortesiana 9, 100): ‘Conditor nature nihil facit contra naturam, idest nihil resistit ei. Item quomodo sumitur natura quando dicitur quod naturalis obedientia est in qualibet creatura, vel natura, ut obediat Deo? Natura proprie ibi dicitur materia.’


� See Philippi Cancellarii Parisiensis Summa de bono, ed. N. Wicki (OPhMAS 2) Bernae 1985, 64*.


� According to Leo W. Keeler, Philip’s work rather than the Summa Duacensis probably influenced the De anima attributed to Robert Grosseteste. See L.W. Keeler, The Dependence of R. Grosseteste’s De anima on the Summa of Philip the Chancellor, in The New Scholasticism 11:3 (1937) 197-219. D.A. Callus, ‘The Summa Duacensis and the Pseudo-Grosseteste’s De anima, in Recherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale 13 (1946) 225-9.


� Philippi Cancellarii Summa de bono, ‘De bono gratie’ II, qu. 8.1 (OPHMAS 2, 468, ll. 183-186.190): ‘Et est responsio quod natura accipitur multipliciter. Dicitur enim quandoque naturalis cursus hominibus notus […]. Quandoque dicitur natura possibilitas quedam ipsius creature, quam dedit ei Deus, ut ex ea fiat quod ipse vult […] et ponit exempla de virga arida et de costa.’


� Philippi Cancellarii Summa de bono, ‘De bono gratie’ II, qu. 8.1 (OPHMAS 2, 468, ll. 190-194): ‘Quandoque dicitur natura summa lex nature, ipse scilicet Deus, super illud ad Rom. XI […]. Glosa: “Contra illam summam nature legem a notitia remotam sive impiorum sive infirmorum tam Deus nullo modo facit quam contra se ipsum non facit”.’


� Philippi Cancellarii Summa de bono, ‘De bono gratie’ II, qu. 8.1 (OPHMAS 2, 468, ll. 195-198): ‘Sic ergo patet quod, secundum quod accipitur ultimo modo, nichil contra naturam facit. Similiter secundum quod medio modo, quia id nature est in re quod de ea hoc possit facere. Secundum autem primum modum dicitur facere contra naturam.’


� See V. Doucet, The History of the Problem of the Authenticity of the Summa, in Franciscan Studies 7 (1947) 26-41, 274-312.


� SH I, P1, In1, Tr4, Q3, C2, Ar1, Respondeo (n. 152), 234: ‘Natura dicitur tripliciter: uno modo, solitus cursus naturae; alio modo, naturalis possibilitas ut Deus faciat ex ea quidquid vult; tertio modo, lex summa naturae, ipse Deus. Verbi gratia: aliquae actiones sunt in potentia naturae activa et passiva. Illa quae sunt in potentia naturae activa dicuntur esse a natura, sicut in productione segetum et huiusmodi; alia vero sunt in sola potentia passiva, ut in costa erat ut ex ipsa posset fieri Eva, quia in costa non erat potentia activa ad hoc, sed ideo oportuit ut potentia Dei activa ad hoc operaretur; alia vero sunt quae non sunt in potentia activa nec passiva, ut ad hoc quod Deus fiat homo, et in iis solus Deus est natura sive dispositio divina sive voluntas. Secundum hoc dicendum quod Deus primo modo operatur contra naturam, quia operatur contra solitum cursum naturae hominibus notum; secundo modo et tertio nunquam.’


� SH II, In2, Tr3, S2, Q3, Ti3, M1, C3, Responsio I.1 (n. 230), 286: ‘Quod natura dicitur multipliciter. Dicitur enim quandoque naturalis cursus hominibus notus […]. Quandoque dicitur natura possibilitas quaedam naturae, quam dedit ei Deus ut ex ea sit quod ipse vult […]. Quandoque dicitur natura summa lex naturae, scilicet ipse Deus […] Sic ergo patet quod, secundum quod accipitur ultimo modo, nihil contra naturam facit. Similiter nec secundum quod modo medio, quia id naturae est in re quod de ea hoc possit facere. Secundum autem primum modum dicitur facere contra naturam; unde illud non incongrue dicitur facere Deus contra naturam, quando facit contra id quod novimus.’


� As part of my ERC project, team members Riccardo Saccenti and Mark Thakkar undertook a thorough review of the thirteen main manuscripts of Odo Rigaldus’ largely unedited Sentences Commentary as well as the secondary literature on this work, including important preliminary studies by K.F. Lynch, The Alleged Fourth Book on the Sentences of Odo Rigaud, in Franciscan Studies 9 (1949) 87-145; F.-M. Henquinet, ‘Les manuscrits et l’influence des écrits théologiques d’Eudes Rigaux O.F.M., in Recherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale 11 (1939) 324-50. This research led to the conclusion that two manuscripts in particular provide a sound basis for transcribing sections of the text in the absence of a critical edition: MS Troyes 824 and MS B Brügge, Royal Library 208. Troyes has been used for the transcription that follows. 


� Odo Rigaldus, In Secundum Librum Sententiarum, d. 18, 2.2. Transcription taken from MS Troyes 824, 143ra, https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b10520084r/f293.item#: ‘Ad aliud quod sequitur, utrum Deus faciat aliquid contra naturam, dicendum quod si natura accipiatur pro lege <ad. marg. naturali> quae [corr: qua] omnia instituit vel pro oboedientia creaturae sic Deus non facit contra naturam. Si autem accipiatur natura pro solito cursu naturae qui nobis innotuit, sic multa contra hunc cursum facit et hanc distinctionem et solutionem elicimus expresse de illa glossa ix [corr: xi] ad Romanos et sic patet responsio ad auctoritates ad utramquae partem quia intelliguntur de natura secundum diversas acceptiones prout sunt ad utramque partem. Si obicias quod Deus instituit hunc cursum naturae ergo non videtur quod debeat facere contra hunc cursum hoc nihil est quia si dominus Papa det aliquod privilegium alicui <ad. marg. ecclesiae> modo in nullo praeiudicat sibi quin contra illud privilegium possit facere pro loco et tempore. Sic Deus qui indidit hunc cursum naturae facit pro loco et tempore contra hunc cursum propter naturam, utilitatem et instructionem sicut patet in multis.’


� Bonaventura, In Secundum Librum Sententiarum, d. 18, ar. 1, q. 2, Respondeo ad 5, ed. PP. Coll. S. Bonaventurae (Opera omnia 2), Quaracchi 1885, 437-8: ‘Dicendum quod dupliciter dicitur natura. Uno modo dicitur natura omne illud quod competit rei in sua naturali origine; et sic competit creaturae, ut ex ea producatur omne quod Deus vult…Contra hanc naturam Deus nunquam facit, immo quidquid facit de creatura, secundum hanc naturam facit; et secundum hunc modum accipiendi naturam, mulier de costa non est formata contra naturam. Alio modo dicitur natura proprie vis insita rebus, secundum quam res naturales peragunt cursus suos et motus solitos; et hoc modo accipiendo naturam, aliquando Deus facit contra naturam, aliquando supra naturam. Tunc facit contra naturam, quando facit aliquid, cuius simile in natura, et a natura produci habet, tamen alio modo omnino diverso; ut patet in hoc, quod natura dat alicui visum et successive in primaria generatione, similiter et dat vitam; numquam tamen caecum reducit ad visum, nec mortuum ad vitam. Si ergo Deus sua virtute hoc faciat, ut alicui caeco visum restituat, et mortuo vitam, tunc dicitur facere contra naturam, id est contra solitum cursum naturae: et tunc dicitur miraculum. Quando vero Deus facit aliquid cuius simile natura facere non potest, et ad quod natura non habet ordinem secundum propriam virtutem, sicut quando Deus factus est homo, vel quando corpus mortale factum est gloriosum, tunc facit supra naturam, et illud opus proprie dicitur mirabile, non miraculum.’


� Thomae Aquinatis Quaestiones disputatae de potentia, qu. 6, ar. 1, Respondeo (ThAOO/Parm. 8, 123): ‘Rispondeo dicendum, quod absque omni dubio Deus in rebus creatis potest operari praeter causas creates.’ Thomas Aquinas, The Power of God, transl. R.J. Regan, Oxford 2012), 161. 


� Thomae Aquinatis Quaestiones disputatae de potentia, qu. 6, ar. 1, Ad tertium (ThAOO/Parm. 8, 124): ‘Ad tertium dicendum quod sicut ex dictis patet, licet Deus possit facere contra ordinem qui est unius creaturae ad aliam, quod est quasi naturae particularis respectu ipsius; non tamen potest facere contra ordinem creaturae ad seipsum.’ 


� Thomae Aquinatis Quaestiones disputatae de potentia, qu. 6, ar. 1, Ad primum (ThAOO/Parm. 8, 126): ‘ita virtute Dei potest aliquid fieri contra naturam […]; non tamen erit contra naturam simpliciter, quia erit secundum naturam universalissimam, quae consideratur ex ordine Dei ad omnes creaturas.’ Trans. Regan, 163.


� SH I, P1, In1, Tr4, Q3, C1, II. Contra 1 (n. 151), 230.


� SH I, P1, In1, Tr4, Q3, C1, II. Contra 3 (n. 151), 230: ‘Item, quod est possibile secundum omnem modum et solum est possibile simpliciter.’


� SH I, P1, In1, Tr4, Q3, C1, Respondeo (n. 151), 231. Alexandri de Hales Glossa, lib. 1, d. 43, e (BFSMA 12, 440, ll. 2-9): ‘simpliciter possibilia sunt illa quae sunt possibilia secundum causam inferiorem. Quaecumque enim fiunt secundum causam inferiorem, et fiunt secundum causam superiorem; illa vera quae fiunt secundum causam superiorem, ut miraculosa, tunc primo possibilia sunt cum fiunt.’


� SH I, P1, In1, Tr4, Q3, C1, Ad objecta 3 (n. 151), 232.


� SH I, P1, In1, Tr4, Q3, C1, II. Ad objecta 1, 233: ‘Deus omnipotens dicitur, quia potest non solum quae sunt vel fieri possunt, sed etiam quae fieri non possunt: potest enim impossibilia; et multa, quae sunt impossibilia secundum inferiorem causam vel secundum naturam, sunt possibilia secundum superiorem causam: quidquid enim est possibile secundum inferiorem causam, est possibile secundum superiorem, sed non convertitur; illud autem quod possibile est secundum naturam simpliciter dicitur possibile; quod autem possibile [est] secundum superiorem causam non dicitur simpliciter possibile, sed possibile Deo,’ quoting Alanus de Insulis, De regulis theologiae 56-57 (AHDLMA 48, 164-5). See also Alanus de Insulis, Quoniam Homines 83 (AHDLMA 20, 228-30). 


� SH I, P1, In1, Tr4, Q3, C1, III. Ad objecta 2 (n. 151), 233: ‘Dicendum ergo quod in costa erat potentia passiva sive materialis unde posset fieri mulier a potentia activa increata, cui subiecta est et obediens omnis materia ut faciat de ea quidquid vult; sed non erat in costa potentia passiva unde posset fieri mulier a potentia activa creata sive causa inferiori: et ideo non sequitur quod in costa esset unde fieret. Et hoc modo intelligendum est in caeco illuminato et ceteris miraculis.’


� SH II, In2, Tr3, S2, Ti3, M1, C2, Ar3, Solutio (n. 227), 283: ‘sicut dicit Augustinus, Super Genesim ad litteram [5.20]: triplex est ratio exeundi res in esse.’ See also, Albertus Magnus, Commentarii in II Sententiarum, d. 18, ar. 7 (AMOO 27, 322-3). 


� SH I, P1, In1, Tr4, Q3, C1, Ar2, Respondeo (n. 153), 235.


� SH II, In2, Tr3, S2, Q3, Ti3, M1, C2, Ar3, Solutio (n. 227), 283: ‘haec ergo causalitas dicitur esse in ipso Deo, et non in ipsis creatis nisi materialiter, secundum quod de ipsis potest facere et ipsae sunt possibiles obedire.’


� SH II, In2, Tr3, S2, Q3, Ti3, M1, C5, Ar1, Solutio (n. 235), 290: ‘Videtur enim dicere duplicem seminalem rationem: unam, secundum quam primo fiebant; aliam, secundum quam nunc fiunt, et haec dicitur naturalis.’


� SH II, In2, Tr3, S2, Q3, Ti3, M1, C5, Ar2, Solutio (n. 236), 291: ‘Ad quod dicendum quod proprie sumendo non est idem ratio causalis et seminalis; large autem sumendo “causalem” omnis seminalis est causalis, sed non omnis causalis ratio est seminalis.’


� SH II, In2, Tr3, S2, Q3, Ti3, M1, C2, Ar3, Solutio (n. 227), 283: ‘Super hunc autem motum cursumque rerum naturalem potestas Creatoris habet apud se posse aliud de iis omnibus facere quam eorum quasi seminales rationes habent, non tamen id quod non in eis posuit ut de iis fieri vel ab ipso possit.’


� SH II, In2, Tr3, S2, Q3, Ti3, M1, C5, Ar3, Solutio (n. 237), 291: ‘Ad hoc videtur dicendum quod dicuntur causales rationes duobus modis. Uno modo communiter, et sic causalis ratio dicitur eorum quae fiunt a Deo mediante natura. […] Si vero causalis ratio approprietur, dicitur esse in Deo respectu eorum quae sunt supra naturam, non mediante opera naturae.’


� Th.-A. Druart, Moses and the Magicians in Bonaventure, Peter Abelard, and Al-Ghazali, in Anuario Filosófico 48:1 (2015) 141-58: 143. Cf. Bonaventura, II Sent., d. 18, ar. 1, q. 2, Respondeo ad 5 (Opera omnia 2, 436-8), See also an interesting discussion of the later medieval period by A. Boureau, Miracle, volonté et imagination: la mutation scolastique (1270-1320), in Miracles, Prodiges et Merveilles au Moyen Âge, ed. A. Vauchez, Paris 1995, 159-72. J. Le Goff discusses the cultural context of the medieval interest in miracles in ‘Le Merveilleux dans l’Occident médiéval,’ in Id., L’Imaginaire médiéval, Paris 1985, 17-39.


� Albert the Great, Commentarii in secundum librum Sententiarum, d. 18, ar. 3, p. 316: ‘Utrum omne miraculum sit contra naturam, vel supra naturam, vel praeter naturam?’


� Philippi Cancellarii Summa de bono, ‘De bono gratie’ II, qu. 8.1 (OPHMAS 2, 471, ll. 268-272): ‘Verbi gratia opus incarnationis dicetur proprie supra naturam, sed non proprie contra, quia illud dicitur fieri contra naturam quod currit contrario cursu cursui nature, ut quod cecus visum recipiat; cursus enim nature est ut de privatione ad habitum non fiat regressus, contra cursum est ut fiat. Istud autem Deum fieri hominem, non est tale.’


� Philippi Cancellarii Summa de bono, ‘De bono gratie’ II, qu. 8.1 (OPHMAS 2, 466, ll. 139-143).


� Philippi Cancellarii Summa de bono, ‘De bono gratie’ II, qu. 8.1 (OPHMAS 2, 471-2, ll. 280-281.285-288.294-296): ‘Praeter autem naturam proprie dicuntur fieri que habent aliquid simile in ordine nature et habent aliquam convenientiam in natura […]. Fit ergo progressus de vegetabili ad sensibile, et non e converso. Quod ergo de virgis facti sunt serpentes, videtur esse de hiis que fiunt praeter naturam proprie, et non contra […].’


� Philippi Cancellarii Summa de bono, ‘De bono gratie’ II, qu. 8.5 (OPHMAS 2, 482, ll. 21-25): ‘In creaturis autem quedam dicuntur cause primordiales quas Deus instituit, secundum quas alia ex aliis proveniunt, ut de semine tali granum tale; et dicuntur minus proprie primordiales cause, quia ante se habent eternam, sed ad res dicuntur prime que ex ipsis proveniunt. Et ita patet quod sint idem cum rationibus seminalibus et naturalibus.’


� Philippi Cancellarii Summa de bono, ‘De bono gratie’ II, qu. 8.5 (OPHMAS 2, 482, ll. 26-28): ‘in materia sunt indite rationes a principio creationis, non solum ad opera que fiunt cursu nature, sed etiam ad miraculosa, et utrum eadem possibilitas sit ad hec et ad illa.’


� SH I, P1, In1, Tr4, Q3, C2, Ar3, Solutio (n. 154), 235: ‘Et dicendum est: supra naturam sunt quorum non est simile in natura nec in potentia naturae: ut in hoc quod est virginem parere. Contra naturam, ut quae fiunt contrario cursu naturae, tamen terminantur ad conforme naturae: ut hoc quod est caecum videre. Praeter naturam dicuntur fieri quae fiunt ordine simili naturae, sed non iuxta modum naturae: sicut ex aliquo habente rationes seminales, subito producitur aliquid in esse, quod longa transmutatione sive putrefactione posset secundum naturam in esse produci; quae quodammodo dicuntur mirabilia, scilicet ratione modi producendi in esse, hoc est quia subito; quodammodo dicuntur naturalia, scilicet propter rationes seminales, quae, offerente se temporis opportunitate, in rerum consimilium species naturaliter prorumperent.’


� SH II, In2, Tr3, S2, Q3, T3, M1, C2, Ar2 (n. 226), 282-3.


� SH II, In2, Tr3, S2, Q3, Ti3, M1, C1 (n. 243), 296-9.


� SH II, In2, Tr3, S2, Q3, Ti3, M1, C3, Ar3, Respondeo (n. 230), 286-7: ‘Quandoque accipitur praeter pro contra et supra, ut in praedictis, et sic nulla est differentia. Quandoque ita distinguuntur haec nomina, quod diversa sunt. Verbi gratia opus incarnationis dicitur proprie supra naturam, sed non proprie contra, quia illud quod dicitur fieri contra naturam, currit contrario cursu cursui naturae, ut quod caecus visum recipiat: cursus enim naturae est ut de privatione ad habitum non fiat regressus, contra cursum est ut fiat; istud autem, scilicet Deum fieri hominem, non est tale. Praeter naturam autem dicuntur proprie fieri quae habent aliquid simile in ordine naturae et habent aliquam convenientiam in natura et aliquam differentiam.’


� SH II, In2, Tr3, S2, Q3, T3, M1, C4, A1, Solutio (n. 231), 287-8: ‘Per ea enim quae erant supra naturam et contra cursum naturae solitum oportuit fidem confirmari, quae est de iis quae sunt supra intelligentiam, ut sic apud sensibiles homines id quod viderent […]. Sed, cum miracula sint ad hanc utilitatem hominis, principaliter et primo sunt ad ostensionem virtuosae sapientiae.’
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