c
-
8
g
H

GLORIAM

Loyola University Chicago

e Loyola eCommons
Master's Theses Theses and Dissertations
1956

The Doctrine of Liberum Arbitrium in Saint
Bonaventure

William G. Thompson
Loyola University Chicago

Recommended Citation

Thompson, William G., "The Doctrine of Liberum Arbitrium in Saint Bonaventure " (1956). Master’s Theses. Paper 144S5.
http://ecommons.luc.edu/luc_theses/1445

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Theses and Dissertations at Loyola eCommons. It has been accepted for inclusion in

Master's Theses by an authorized administrator of Loyola eCommons. For more information, please contact ecommons@luc.edu.

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-Noncommercial-No Derivative Works 3.0 License.
Copyright © 1956 William G. Thompson



http://ecommons.luc.edu
http://ecommons.luc.edu/luc_theses
http://ecommons.luc.edu/td
mailto:ecommons@luc.edu
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/

THE DOOTRINE OF LIBERUM ARBITRIUM
IN BAINT BONAVENTURE

by
¥illiam G, Thompson, 9.J.

A Thesis Submitted to the Faoulty of the Graduste School
of Loyola University in Partial Fulfillment of
the Requirements for the Degree of
Master of Arts

August
1686




LIFE

William O, Thompson, 8,J, was born in Detroit, Mishigan,
Rovember 9, 1930.

He was graduated from St, Edward Grammar Sohool, Detroit]
in 1944, and entersd the University of Detroit High School, in the
same year. Upon graduation in June 1948, he entered the Jesuit
Novitiate at Milford, Ohio, and was enrelled in the College of
Arts of Xavier Univnrclty, Glnotnnati, Ohio. In August, 1962, he
sntered West Baden College and was enrolled in the Bachelor of
Arts Course of Loyola un1Vtru1sy; Chioage, Illinois, from which
school he received the degree of Bashelor of Arts in June, 1083,
He then entered the Graduste Sghool of Loyola University to pursue
his studies for the degres of Master of Arts in philosophy.
Presently he 18 teaching classioal languages at the
University of Detroit High Sehool, Detroit, Michigan,

11




Chapter

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

IQ Imanmﬂgﬂ ¢« & = @ "'Q *® & @& & & =+ @& & 5 & » & 'ﬁ *

Importance of 5%t. Bonaventure~Life and influencegw
Problem of free ohoice in medieval philosophye=Pur-
pose and procedurs of this thesis.

IX, THE S0UL AND ITS FACULTIES OF REASON AND WILL . « +

The soul in relation to the body~-Spiritual matter—
Faculties of the soul--Distinction between faculties
and the soul-~Ressgon and will—-Distinotion between
reason and will—Nature of rescone-Nature of willee
S8ynderesls and free ohoice.

III. THE NATW OF ME GHQXGE a & 6 & P 2 e ® ¥ B 0+ 8 & &

Meaning of free sholse—~Bonaventure's definitione
Free choloe found only in retional beings--Rational
distinotion bstween free cholice and reason and wille
Free choice must include reason and willeFree cholce
is a hablt of reason and will--Habit adds to reason
and will a real relation-~Fres choice resides prin-
cipally in the will.

IV, THE SUBJECT, AOT, AND OBJECT OF FREE CHOICE . « ¢« « &

Free choloce in oreaturss and in God--Frea cholice
as Iree pertains to both necessary and contingent
acte-~-Consent and oholce-~~Free ocholos a8 deficisnt
in creatures can go out to evil, aven though its
gensral objeot is good,

V. FREE CHOICE IN RELATION 70 00D, CREATURES, AND THE
Hm A}’ mw - « & = . » * L . L * - L] ® . L L] » L L] L

Free cholce oannot be foroed by oreatures or by
God--Creatures oan indusce or lmpede free cholce-
God oan change free choice-~Free choice cen be im-
peded by an indisposgition of the body,

1is

1

11

28




iv
VIO co,ncltmxow [ L] [ ] [ 3 ® * [ ] 'Y - L 3 L L3 L [ 3 [ 2 [ ) - * [ [ ] [ ] 81
Man's free choioe begins and ends with God—Limi-
tations of Bonaventure's dootrine--Main ocontribu-
tion-—Compariscn with 8t. Thomas.

BIBLIOGR‘APH’Y.oQgGootoco.cvo.oocooc 87




CHAPTZR I
INTRODUCTION

In the higtory of medleval philosophy few names ars
more illustrious Sthan 5t%. Bonaventure; few problema more important

i

than the nature of free cholge. 8t. Bonaventure's fame is sur-

passed only by his comtemporary snd friend, 8t. Thomes Aquinas.

In the huil‘zg;gggggggggwggg;gg;&g, which deolared St. Bonaventure
a Dootor of the Church, Pope HSixtus V refered to the Saints as
"the two olive trees and the two ehining lights in the house of
God, who by the plenitude of thelr love and the ligat of their
erudition illumine the entire Church.®? 1In his letter Qued Univer+
ga Pope leo XIII placed 8t. Thomss and S%t. Bonaventure side by
eide, and mentioned expressly that atudente of Thomistic Philosophy|
will derive much benefit by reading the works of 3t. Bonaventure.)

1 The translation of ;%ggggg §gb;tﬁg%§ as free ocholoes
geensg preferable to free will or freedom o olee. As well as
being & more acocurate translation of the latin, 1t does not pre-

Judice the question 28 to the praeclse relationship of liberum
farbitrium to the powers of reagon and will.

, 2 Quoted from Clement H. O'Donnell, The ot
|38 Bonaventure snd 3%. Thomas Aguinag, Waehington,

3 id., *Wherefore there is no doubt that easpeoially

atholio youth who are growing up 4in the hope of the Churech and

o are devating thamselvus to philosophiosl studies according to
he doctrine of Aquinas will derive much benefit by reading thrauth
he works of 35t. Bonaventure.'

b |
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g8t. Ignetius Loyola =lso recogniged the high honor which must be
accorded to St. Ponsventurs. In his "Rules for Thinking with the
Chureh® 5%, Ignatius statss:

It 1& more charscteristic of the soholastic dootors, suo?
as St. Thomss, St, Bonaventure, and the Master of the Senten-
caes, and others, to define and state olearly, according to
the needs of our times, the doctrines that are necessary for
etarnal salvation, znd that helpr to refute and expose more
efficaciously all errors and fallacies.4

8t. Bonaventure, Olovanni Fidanza, was born at Bagnorea

in Tuscany in the year 1221.5 8ince as a ohild he was healed of a
slokneas through his mother's invoostion of 8t. Francis of Assis!l
he seemed destineg by God to enter the Franoisoan Order. The date
of his entrance, however, cannot bs exaotly determined. It may
have been shortly befcre'or after 1240, but in any case Bonaventurp
must have become a Franciscan in time to study under Alexander of
Hales at Paris before the latter's death in 1245. Under Alexan-

der's direction Bonaventure began his study of theology, pursuing
the ususl university ocourse based principally on the gggx.gx1§gn;
tonoss, # compendium of dogmatic theology written by Peter Lombard]
and acoepted by socholastic theologlans as the approved textbook o:I
the timg. The chair laft vacant by the death of Alexander was

£11led successively by John of 1a Roochelle, Eudes Rigaud, and Jomﬁ

4 ZQ% Spiritugl 1 of %t, Ignatius, trans, loul
Je P“hl, S'Jo‘ "’estminsize?, 1d., 198], 159, #

5 Cf., Philotheus Boehner Hgggggx‘gg he Francisgan
School, St, Bonaventure, 1944, II, $S§§%3 rederick Copleston,
ory of Fnilosophy, “estminster, td., 1950, II, 240-~41.

-
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of Parma, under whom Bonaventure completed hias theologlical studles
Whether or not Bonsventure frequented the lesture hal) of Albert
the Great 18 uncertain; but he certainly must have heard of the
enterprising precfesscer vhe was promoting an Aristotelian renals-
sance in the field of philneophy.

8t. Bonaventure along with 8¢, Thomas Aquinas was invol-
ved in the difficulties between regulare and seculars at the Unie
versity of Paris. In 1256 the faculty of the University refused
to recognise him as a dootor and proreasogftheology. But he |
vag finally reocognised by the e press order of Pope Alexander IV
and acoepted as a Dootor of Theology. He gave his inaugural addregs
on Ootober 23, 1257, Bonaventure was not to profit by the privi.
lage which this reccgﬁition conferred upon him, for at the general
chapter held at Rome on the second of February of that same year,
though not yet thirty-eix yeare of sge, he had been named Minister
General of the Franoiss~n Order.

Although Bonaventure's new responsibilities forced him

to give up his teaching osreer, he wae fortunstely able to continu

his writing. The next ten years were orowded with events eenterinl
around the welfare of his Order. Dissension arose between two faO-
tions of the Firiars, some of vhom favored a more rigorous interpre-
tation of the rule, while others wished to broasden the interpreta-.
tion of the rule. By his wisdom and prudence Bonavanture suoceeaeﬂ

in cheoking the elemente of discord and maintained the body of the




Order in its substential purity.®
On June 23, 1273, much ageinst his own will, Bonaventure
was made Bishop of A_lbano and Cardinal of the Roman Catholle Churgh,
He had also been asked by Gregory X to prepare the cquestions to be
discussed at the Fourteenth General Council which opened at Lyons
on May 7, 1274, While the Counoil wae still in session, St. Bona-
venture died on Sunday, July 15, 1274, He was canonigzed on April
14, 1482, and ranked as a Dootor of the Church by Sixtue V in 1587T
Among the many influences upon Bonaventure's thought, 8t{
Augustine, whose authority in philosorhy and theology was unques-
tioned clearly occuples the foremost place of importancs. The
growing interest in A_riatotlé effected Bonaventure, but he always
remalned true to the Franciscan spirit of Augustinianiem,
Between the two influences whioh determined the trend of
scholasticism during the middle of the thirteenth century,
8t. Bonaventure ever remained a faithful disciple of St.
Augustine, the repressentative of a tradition which he had
imbibed from Alexander of Hales and =2ccepted and developed
with the whole force of his powerful mind. Albert's influ-
ence cn soholars of his own day and those of subsequent ages
was great; he took instant hold of the mind of the young
Thomas Aquinas, whose forerunner, guide, and master he was,
and if he did not convert Bonaventure to hie new ideas, it
was not because the Seraphic Dootor was ignorant of the
teachings of Aristotelianism but because, fully conscious

of what he was doing, he had b; preference thrown his lot
with the traditionsl teaching.

6 Cf, Etienne Gilson, g?; gg;;oaoggx gg gg. gongvgntg;g.
grang.lngmbilltyd ggethowan and F.dJ. 'hegd, New York, 1938, 14-24;
ascha obinson aint Bonaventure 1 ¢ Catholig Encyslopedia
New York, 1907, iI, 648-54, ’ ’

7 Emma Therese Healy, Saint ?onaven%ure'a De Reductione
Artium ad Theologiam, St. Banavéniure, 40, 185.
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In casting his lot with Auguetine, bowever, Bonaventure, did not

re jeot Aristoble.

He knew Aristotle well, guoted him constantily, adopled &
large part of his Sechniosl vocsbulary; he zdmired him gine
oerely and regarded him ss the men of knowvledge ,gg_f axgel-
denge: . . . but he 4id not place him on a pedestal, nor sup-
pose for a single ingtant that true philosochy must coinelde
with his teaching, nor that theology, ths guardian of faith,
auet modify iteelfl by & hair's bresith to come into harmony
with him. Prom his first contaot with the pagan thought of
‘Aristotle, 9t. Bonaventure 1s se one who has underatood 1%,
geen through it, and passed beyond 18,

Besides Auguatine and Ariatotle, Bonaventure remained
loysl to hiag meater snd fsather, Alexander of [Hzles, The firest Fran

oisoan to oooupy 2 shair of theology at the UniversSy of Parila.
In faot the Saint menifests such s profound recpeot for his taaahn#
that he minimizes the originality of his own thought.

A% guemadmodum in primo libro sententils adhassil et communidn
opinionibug magistrorun, et potissime maglatrl et patris
nogtri bonae memorise fratris Alexandri, gic in oonseguentid
| 1ibris &b eorum veatiglis non recedam. Non enim intendo
apiniones adveresre, sed communeg et aprrobsiag retexere, Ne
quisquan sestimet, quod novl seriptl velim esse fabriecztor}
hgg :nimgaantie et fateor; guod sum pauper et tenuls ocom-
PRARCOY.

Bonaventure's spirit of conservatism will becons very evident in
the development of his dootrine of free ehclice. For the Saint's

exposition of this point ineludes 2 survey of sll the previous

pphy of 8¢, Bonaventure, 5.

9 E 30 X %o 1 b Z,j;‘”*::., PX‘&GIGGIWM (II’ 1&)1 ’i‘h& hlfol‘-‘
mation given in parenthesis refers to the volumeand psge number in
the oritiocal edition of Bonaventure's works: 8. Bonaventursae,

8» Quaracchi {Ad Claras Aquas), 10 vole., 1882-1902.

s i:rggigngaln shigttheaie will &£11 De made to this model of
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dootrines known in hisg time-—Augustine, Damcacene, Anselnm, &ra&rﬂ
Alexander, and Albert. Hig attempt to reconeile ag meny of then
a8 poasible results in 2 doctrine of frae cholee with s depth of
meaning nore oonprashengive than the dootrines of hias predsocssasors.
Saint Bonaventure follows the true Augustinlan tradiltion
by sonsidering himeelf primarily s theologian, snd a phllosovher
only per W}O He admits a nethodologiozl dilstinetion between
the gelencea and also 2 digtinotion of gubject-matter, but he ine
slstas that no aatisfectory metaphysico or philosoprhiocal ayatenm oan
he worked out unless the philosopher 1s gulded by anad philoaophizﬁﬂ
in the light of falth.
Ir one were to define s philesophar as one who pursues the
study of Be}n§ or the ultimete oruaeg, or whatever other obe-
Jeot one ia pleaged %o asslgn to the nhiloaopher, without any
raferenca to revelatlon and presoindin ggmg;gg%%i frou dog~
matie theology, the Christiamn dispensation and | suparnsty.
ral order, then of oourse neithsr Augustine nor Bonaventure
could be termed a philosopher} bubt 1f one is willing to admit
into the ranks of the phllosophers all thoge who puraue what
are generally recognised as philasiihxeal themes, then both
nen must be reckoned philosophera.
For exampls, in Bonaventure's Commentary on the 3entences the wo-
blen af frae oholoe srises in the theologlornl context of the poge
33bility of ain; bBut the analysis of fres cholce 1%taelf remalne
almost conpletely limited So She ramlm of philosonhy and natural
reagon. Consequenily 1% ¢an be eonsidered in 1%441f and apart

from ita purely theologlesl 1m§1ioatlonn.13

10 Gepleaston, ﬁmﬂiw; II, 248.
11 Inad., 243
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The problenm of free oholce is one of great importinge in
the philosophy snd theology of the Middle Ages.'? The definition
of free gholoe inspired by 3t. Augustine gonsidered it as the
power to keep oneself in a state of indifference as regards good
and avil. Anselm of Canterbury reasated strongly against this de-
finition becase it falled to Anclude Uod and the blesned in heaven
who sre absolutely Aincapable of ain. He chose to define free
oholce as the power of meintaining the right order of the will.
Peter Abelard adopted the definition which had been given by Bos~
Shius--liberus de vyoluntete judisium. But once again this conospt
met with opposition because it 41d not pertain teo the blessed in
heaven, who are necesssrily joined to (od yet possess fres sholoe.
A satiefactory, all-inclusive definition must consider free choioce
a8 the powar to carry out what reason shall have deolded with com-
plete freedom from force. ¥ith this in mind Hugh of 3%, Vietor
defined free choice from the spontaneity of the aot. Around 110
his followers in thelir Sumaa Se
as & oapacity or capability of thes will to chooase good or evil,

iy oonsldered fres cholce

depending upon whether the will was endowed with or dsprived of

Mﬁﬂm Fayoholopie ggmlg m
Sovalt ublam.'ly ] 1. Yy aura s& adn!%

Lotvain-

qnngéuﬂ intérdt doetrinal 2 auivru au gours de deux olss riches
en pensée philosophique 1'évelution du conoept de libre arbitre.
Toute philosophis morale deoit en efrfet débuter par l'analyse pay-
ohologie de l'aote humsin, ou interviennent deux facteurs, la
raison et la volonts., Or 11 ge falt que le libre arbitre, comme
son nom méme 1'indigue, ne peut se definir Quc par l'aetion con-
Jugde de la volenté et de lajralson, 1 de la oonduite

humsine.* Of. zlse w2t for the aubuuquwn% géugarzaal review.



graee.

Peter Lombard socepted the definition from the Summs,
but rephrased it to resd fagulVes rationis st yoluntatis. Since
his JBook of Sentances becsme the standard text in the universities
of Europe, this expression of the nature of free scholce wae giv_en
seversl d4ifferent interpretations. Home philosophers gtressed
the role of rezson to the extent of 1dentifying free choloe with
that power of the scul. The leadere in this movement were Robert
of Melun, Simon of Tournal, and Fréagaahinua of Cremona. Another
interpretation was advenged by Godfrey of Politlers, who seid that
free coholee wss neither reason nor will but a third faoulty dig-
tinet from the other two =nd capabls of exerolsing supreme jurilce.
dietion over them. Philip the Chaneellor followed asomewhat the
seme opinion, mek ing free eholee an habitusl power of the soul,
embracing both reason and will. But sinee with Augustine he held
the aoul to be one with all 4ts powers, he aveilded the airrlcﬁlty
involved in Godfrey's position. £8t1ll other philosophers, espe~
elellly Willlam of Auxerre, returned to the opinion exprezsed in
the Summa Sentsntierun =nd interpreted the word fagultag ss &
faollity or agpability. This was the interpretation which at.
Bonaventure wiae %o aﬂaﬁt.

The Saint'e immediale predecessors and teachers alaso A4ls-
egreed as to the nature of free cholge. Alexander of Hales argued
that free oholoe was an hzbitual powsr of the soul} but he distin-
guished 1t from reason and will. John of lsRochelle identified
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free choloe with reagon since reason snd will are one and the
gane faoulty. LEudesg Higeud reasserted ence sgoin the opinion that
free cholee ls neither dhabie nor an hebitual power, but rather &
separate faoulty which dlotates the practlexl Jjudgment of rezson.
Albert the Oreat sgreed that free cholee 1ls a faoully dlstinet fr
reagon and will, but explained 1ts nature in = manner all his own.
with the historieal stage well get, 3%t. Bonaventure en-
ters upon the soene to present his valuable contribution to thils
dirfisult question.
Saint Bonaventurs, vers 1250, resgit contre tous ses prédsses
sours en falsant du libre arbitre, non pgint une faocults, maiq
gsimplement un habitus, une faollité. O'est per le libre ere
bitre que l'homme eat maltre de son sotivité, alegt-2-dire
l'exerce fooilsment. Le ralson seule ne peut de la gorte
dominer l'setivitd humsine, ni la volonté laissde & elle~
néme; mals & deux elles y poerviennent: le libre spbitre N'legt
autre que l1sa faoilité d'aglir provensant du conoours deg aes
faoultes. Bonaventure mointient eepani&nt que le libre spe
bitre reldvs svant tout de la volontd.

The purpose of this preasent theasis is to examine the
dootrine of free ocholee as found in 3t. Bonaventure, atresaing ita
relations to the powers of resgon and will. 3Sinee the Saint aia&:ly

a

that free cholce 1g & habit of reszgon and will, it will be neoes

%o begin the theals with & general disoussion of these two powers
and their relationship te the goul., An analysis of th: precliee
nsture of free choice will then be more profitzbls. In order to
£111 out the pieoture, the varioue relationships of free cholae

14 Lo%%tin, Dgrechologle ot morale. I, 221.
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miat be explored. The fourth chzpter will trest free choloe in
relation to 1ltas subject, ita objleot, znd 1lts aat; whereas the
fifth ohsper wlll disouse the relation of free choloe %o other
ereatures, to Cod and to the human body. This method of vrogedurs
followa the expllolt discussion of free choloe, ss found in the
seoond book of Bonaventure'e Conmsntary on the Sentenges, whioh
{8 the fulleat and most extensive treatment of ths tople in the
daint's works. Jincee the theeis will be largely a prooeass of
textual analyels, »rimary gources will be used as much aa possible
Aeoondary sourceg will serve %o supolement or aorrabér&ta what 1g

fourda in the writings of Bonaventwrs himself.




CHAPT:R IX

THE a0UL AND ITS FACULTIES
OF REASOR AND WILL

Fraoe chologe anéoraing to fsint Bonaventurs s = habit
of the two f:oulftles of reuaon and will. Congeguently & full
understending of the naturs of free cholee will necsasurily in-
volve goms knowledge of She naturs of thess two facoultiss. Fure
thermore, since resson and will wre faculties or povers of the
soul, & generzli investigsilion of the soul will guesreantee cn ade-
quate understanding of its fsroultles. The preasent chapter will
oonsider the soul, the relation of the soul to its facultiea, snd
the nature of reasson and will. Thia genersl bacioround will afraré
the necesasry introduetion %o the nature of free choloe.

Like meny of the seholzstic writersg 5t. Bonaventure does
net give an expliolts procf for the exiastence of the soul. He
pesges over such a proof ss unnecesscry znd goes on bo give
several definitions of the goult

Ipss (&nim@) est forma ena, vivens, intelligens, libertzte
utena.

1 Breviloaulum, p.2, e.9 (V, 226b).

11
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Anima sutenm non tantum est forms, immo stlam est hoo aliqui&?
3

Anima est perfectio corporis nati vivifiecsri vita rationsll.

Anima egt pergeetic quentum sd subgtentliam et motor qusntun
ad potentlaa.

The first snd third of these definitions stress the relation of
the soul to the body; the second brings out the substantial ity of
the soul; and the fourth shows 1tes relation to ite faoulties. From
thege four definitions the 3aint's doctride of the soul ean easlly
be elaborsted.

The soul accor:iing %o St. Bonaventure is the form or
perfection of the body. It is not an agoldental but & substential
form, the nobleast of sll forms, the form by virtue of which a
thing 1s what it 1.7 An socidentsl form mersly determines a gube
stance to some accldental mode of being, such as the form of
heslth by virtue of whioh a man 1s healthy; whereas the act of the
goul is to rive life to the body, a perfeotion which 1s by no meand
aocidanﬁai.é Begause 1% gives 1life to the organized body, the
goul holds the principal place among a2ll other rarms.7

2 JIn 1I Sent., d.17, 8ll, q.?, ad 5 (II, 415b).
3 Ipid., 4.2, p.?, a.2, q.3, ad 3 (II, 82a).
4 In I¥ Bent., d.44, p.1, a.2, q.2, &4 3 (IV, 91ka).
5. In II Sent., 4.1, p.2, 2.3, q.2 (II, 50b).
6 Ibid., £.2 (I, 49a).
@alﬁ “ey pﬁérsﬁﬁﬁg %gmagﬁgtggggtégnaaglgggygg;hgg ?§§m§?n&6&?t2§%o

I WLIRT L ILT TRk

iad
5 . A B RREFEERT- RS . SEE A 3




13

But bosidea being the form of tha body the goul in 1%s
own right is an individual gubsiance comzlats in itgelf. Aa a
srasted substanne tho soul must be somposad of matSer sand fornm
since all ereatures, whsther gpiritusl or corporeal, must be oom~
posit $o explain their limitation and adbllity to undergoe changze.
Every oreature h2g recsived all its attributes from the COraalor,
who ia what He i1s. Recgentivity 1s the mark of svery areaturs and
neceasarily fopliss a eomﬁnﬁitian.e Purthermore, the goul, as a
substanes, 1is ochangeables and acoordingly must oontain within it
nature = prinoiple which will allowfit to ohangs. Such a prinoicle
is mstter.?

Apiritusl matter, howvevsr, does ﬁot dastroy the gimpli-
oity of the acul asince, unlike ourpgraal matter, apiritunl matter
doeag not imply quantative parta.lO Matter in 1%tgelf 4ia neither
spiritunl nor corporezl. In their metaphyasiczl eontent apiridusl
and ecrporeal matter 2re sasentially the same; but in itas setual
physloal existence matter 1a saither spiritual or corporeal depenw
4ing upon the form which determinss 1%s mode of cxiatenae.ll This
distinetion betwesn spirituzl and corporesl matter allows the soul
to be simple, i.e. without parts. Furthermore, the gimplioity of

8 Mﬁm«, daﬁg p»lg &.l; q-l (IX, 91&)0
9 m.t dul?l a-l. q»z (Ix) ulsa)a

10 Ibad.
u M.’ 4-3. }:).1’ &01' q.j (II’ lﬁﬁb).
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the soul follows from its spirituslity and immatertality.t? 3im.
plioity also follows from immortality which 1s a necessary conae-
quence of the soul'’s capsoity for beati@ude.13

The sgubstantial unity of the goul would geem to argue
sgaingt the aubstantial unity of man and in favor of & Platonle
agoidental union of the two complete substances of body and goul.
But. 3t. Bonaventure is moat explicit in stresaing men'’s substane
%ial unity, basing 1t upon the mutual appetite =nd inslination
which body a2nd soul have toward each other: “Completic vere
naturce requirit, ut homo constat sinmul ex corpore st snims tam-
gquam ex materia et forma, quse mutuum habent appetitum et inclina-
tionem mutuam.*l* Qod ereates the soul with this natural inclina-
tion by which it is united substantially to the body 80 as to form
one subatanee. Eagh soul hag this natural inellnation for one
particular body and is the proper sct of that body, giving it
being, life, snd intelligence, and mseking 1t capable of liberty.

But in s24d44ition to perfeoting the body, the gsoul exsr=
ocises the funotion of mover in relation to its faculties.

Anime est perfectio gquantum ad substantism, st motor guantum

12 gg%*1;23§;¥§. p-?, 6.6 (V, 225b) Neoesse est etiam,
quod sit substantla spiritualls et incorporea, ae per hoa simplex.

13 Ibid., p12, 6.9 (V, 727a) Quia nihil beatum potest
beatitudinem ammittere, nihil poterat easse beatificabile, nisi

esset incorruptibile ot immortale, necesse fult animam rationalen
inmortall vits de suil naturdosse viventen. '

14 Ibid., p.7, 0.5 (v, 286b).
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ad potentiss} etsi snima non alt oomposits, immo simplex
suantum ad subalantiam, habet tamen multitudinem potentiarum,

ratione quarum ad diversa organa comparatur. -
3%. Bonaventure thus introduees his dootrine of the fsculties of
the soul. The traditionzl soholsstlec argument, ggare gequitur sasd,
proves the necessity of these fzaoultles. For if the soul did not
have such faculties through whieh it could operate, then the cpera-
tion of the soul would be identifisd with its existence] and sinee
1% 2lyays eoxiats, 1t would always be operating; but this is elo&rl; |
against common axperianca.ls The goul alaso needs many facultilea
becruse of the nesegssry limitation of s oreated being. Only
through & multiplicity of faoulties can the soul enjoy complete
power, just aas through the wvarioua corporeal orgsnas the body has
ite pcwmr.17

8%. Bonaventure oclearly maintaine msny faculties Dy whieﬂ
the soul hag the power to operate. This raises the gquestion of

the dietinotion which obtaing between the goul and its facultles.

15 LQEM" d.‘m, ;3-1.’ szg q.?. ad 3 (IV, 91“")-

16 % : .2 a.B. p.?. a:lj‘ Q‘S’ ad 3 (1, %M?&).
Ad 1llud guod objloitur, gquod iden est principlum essendi et ope~
randl; dicendum, quod verum est de prineipio remoto, sed de proximd
85t impossiblile. HNam sl idem omnino esset prineipium proximum
tuns idem enset in re sase et operari.

1? ;E_g .y d.?k, p«l; ﬁog; q;?, sd 8 (II, 562"-
+ « « quoniam potentis areatursas arotstsest, non potult crestura
habere perfeotun, nisl esset in esa pultitudo potentisrum, ex
guarum collectione sive sdunatione, uns supplente defectum slteriug,
resultaret unum po gg¥gggtggznleuﬁ menifeate enimadverti potest
1in organis humani ocorporis, quorum unumquodgue indiget 2 virtute
alterius adjuvare.




16

The Saint anawersg: “"Potentise animae sunt substantisles et sunt in
eodem genere per reductionem, in dquo est znimaj non sunt tamen cunm
ipss omnino idem per essentiam."l® A olser understanding of this
gsomewhat subtle doctrine requirés & more complete examination of
Bonaventure's argumentation.

St. Bonaventure begins his solution by presemting a gen-
eral discussion of natursl powers. Firgt of all, & natural power
can be considered acoording to the manner in which it exists in th’
subject. Under thig aspeot the natural power degignates the sub=-
Jeet ag being able to perform a certain act with eage or with dif-
fieulty, depending upon whether the power 1s considered as s posi-
tive, oontributive elemsnt or a negative prohibitive element.

This same natural power osn also be considered in its ability to
operate, i.e., to go out from the subjeot in which it inheres. Under
this aspect the natural powera can be dlatingulsghed into two types:
thosae whicg dperate by mesns of an sccident, snd those which opera
immedlstely from the substance. An example of the former is the
fire's power of heating: "ignis enim per suam substentiam non cald-
facit sine caliditate.l? “The accident of heat must be present if
the fire is to heat another object. In this case the operation of
the powsr 1s not immedliately, from the substance, but proceeds re-

jmotely from the substance and proximately from the aceident of heati

18 In I Sent., 4.3, p.2, a.1, q.3 (I, 85b).
19 Mo’ (I; 863).
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3t. Bonaventure names the powers of the soul as an example of the
geoond type, i.e., z natural power which opercstes immedistely from
the substance. He aprllied this dootrine of natural powers to the
powers of the goul in the following importsnt, text, whieh muat be
included in full sinee it containg all the elemonts necegaary for
an understanding of his diastinction between the soul and its
fuoulties.

Per hune modum intelligendum es? in potentiis enimee. Nenm
unc modo oontingit nominsre potentiss animee gecundum primum
modum, ut dicunt faocllitstem quee dlelt modum potentine exls-
tendi in subjecto, sicut ingenlositas ot tarditas; et haec
quidem aunt secundz gpecie gqualitatis. Allo modo contingi
nominare potentias, prout dlcunt ordinem substantise ad asotum
qul est mediante alique proprietate aceldentall, ut potentla
syllogizandi, quee est in anims, cum habet habitum syllogizandi;
ot haeo egt in soden genere, in quo est asclentis ayllogizandi
ut in prims specie qualitatis. Contingit iterum nominare po-
tentize eninmse ut lmmedinte egrediuntur a substantis, ut per
triat! memoriam, inteliigentlam, et veluntatem. Et hoo patet,
quia omnl aceidente cirsumsoripto, intellecto quod anime git
substantia gpiritualias, hoe ipso quod est sibi praegens ot
gibl conjuncts, hadbet potentiam ad moemorandun et intellige
et dilligendum se. Unde iatee potentiae sunt animse oconaub-
stentisles et sunt in eoden genere per reduationem, in quo es
anima. Attamen, quonilan egrediuntur sd snime--potentia enin
g8 habet per modum egredientisw-non sunt omnino idexm per es~
sentiam, nee tamen sdeo differunt, ut ainggaltarius generis,
gsed sunt in eodenm cenare per reductionenm.

All the faculties of the soul-=wag 2ll naturel fscultieg--vhen
eonsidared in their mode of exigtence designate certain facllitles
which the soul enjoys in regard tc certain opersticns. ‘“hen theae
same povers are considered acoording to the manner in which they
operste, they ezn be divided Into two types. Jome regquire the
presence of en aceldent for their operation, such as thefaculty

o
20 JIn I Sables feds pal. 8.1, Q03 (I, 86a),
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of syllozistic reasoning, which reouires the habit of syllogistic
reagoning for 1ts operation. The second type of faculty, however,
does not reauire the presence of any'accident for 1ts operatlon,
but proceads to opsrate immediately from the soul itself, The
spirituality of the soul explains why such an immedliate operation
e possidle, since 2 spiritual soul by its very nature is present
and Joined to itself, Reason and will are faculties of this sec-
ond type. Consequently they are rezlly distinct but consubstantia
with the soul--distinct since they sre principles of oneration,
but consubstantial since they do not constitute s different genus
fron the soul, They ars in the same genus as the soul reductively
(per redustioneml.

St. Bonaventure frequently msserts what oen only be a
real distinotion between the soul and its feoulties, always basind
this distinction upon the fact that the faculty goes out from the
goul.21 But he 21so insists upon the fact that these facultles
manifest the nature of the soul., Hence they are escentially the
gsame asg the soul and of the same genue as the soul. They are
essentially the same as the soul beocause without them the soul

could never enjoy 1ts fullest perfaation.ez They are oonsubstantijl

21 x_gl .t 6.5, p.z, R.l. q.ﬂ f.5 (I 8517). . o
virtus egreditur substantiam, qula operatur in obJsc%um, quod est
extra; . . . orgo, egreditur extra substantiam,

22 Ibid., ad 1,2 (I, 86b). . . quarto modo dicitur essgn-
tiale sine quo res non potest ocogitarl habere perfectum esse,. «
et hoec est minimo modo eubstantiale sive sssentiale; tamen non
transit in aliud genus; 1deo anima dicitur suae potentiae.
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with the moul per redustlone;
5%, Donaveniwre oluarifles nls doolrine gomewhat by the

exanple of the relation. between an objest and 1ts likeness. The
object ias not geo identliowl with its likenese that they would be anﬂ
in number; ncr is the objeo? entirely different from the likeness
c8 that they should be of a different genus. The likeness is re-
[duced to the geme genug &9 The objeety but 1t still is reslly
Liatinat Tron the object because 1t flows oub from the objeet.® 2h .
The real, theugh non-essentiszl, distinotion betwesn the

poul snd 1te faouitles i¢ the key %o understanding the dlatinetlion

t:hich 0. Bonsventure nmekes between the faeultles themselves, esw
pecially between the faoculties of reason snd will. He adopta the
ponsion scholsatie argument to prove that reason and will must neoes
sarily be twoc dlstinet facultiees of the soul. In Book II of hias
: ry en the Jentenceg ne tskes up the objlection that reasen
ené will must be one since thelr objscts, ths true and the good,
Lre eszentislly one and only rationally dlstinet. He snswers this
pbjeotlon by streseing the different cperations which must require
Rifferent facultliss.

23 §ﬂ,m.. a.2h, p.ls &.2, q.l. aﬁ 8 (11, 562b).
unt snir quaedam, quae gunt in ganare,ggg‘fg,

. Illa per sunt in genere, guas partle 1pan€ eas ntiam con
stum 11liug generils, ut species ot individuaj ille vnrc DEPr ré-
uctionem quse nen dlount completam sseenilam, et haee sub quingue
mbris continentur . . . qusedsn slout yisse.

2h mlmgt’ d.j. Pozg ‘lvla ﬁoa (I, 86b’-
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Ad 111ud gquod objisitur, quod potentise differunt per objJectay]
dicendum quod immediatius diat:n%uuntur notentiae per
quam per‘¥%fgg%g. A_d 4ifferentiam autem potentiarum essenw
tialem suffioit diversitas objesotorum seoundum g%tzgggg; ot
ideo, gquamvis verum et bonum non different essentialiter, ,
nihilominus tamen, qula cognoscere et amare absque dubio sunt
actue differentes, gotentigg. auae sunt ad hos actus, per se
ipsas diversitatem habent,

The Saint snalyses the precise distinotion which obtains
between reason and will as real but not essential: "Ratio et volun-
tas, sive intellectus et affectus, sunt diversae potentiae, non
tamen diversae essentise."26 Once agsin an examination of his
argumente will help to olarify this position,

He begins by citing the three opinions prevalpnt among
the various scholastic suthora, The first oninion states that the
faculties of the soul are nothing more than the soul as related to
its act; hence the distinotion between the facultles i& by no meang
real or assential but mersly s rational distinctlion of different

a
re%}iona. The second position gives the faculties of the soul a
reality which is independent of the soul itsslf. The faculties
are not only relations of the soul to its different acts, but are
proper asocidents (proprietates) whish inhere in the soul and whish,

a8 acoldents, are essentially distinot from ths soul. The third

opinion--the one which the Saint ochooses to adopt-—takes the middl
ground between the firet two opinions, Sinoe the faculties are oo

substantial with the aoul, they do not differ essentially from eac

25 JIn 11 Sent., d.24, p.l, a,2, q.1, ad 3 (II, 561b),
26 Ipid., q.1 (I, 599b),
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othar, Yet since they sare really Qdistinet from the goul, these
sane faculties cennot be reduced %o one ragulty. They Aiffer es~
gentlially in the genus of povers iinaa they are faoculties of dif-
ferent operatione, different powersg of the same goul. The Saint
thus olearly meintains a rezl distinotion between resson and will
in gensre potentiss.?” But in the full 1ight of his doctrine this
real dlastinotion is essentiel only in ganere poteptiee, since sll
the faculties are essentlally the same 28 the soul to whose egseno
they oan be reduced.?8 The essential unity of reason and will on
more verifies the fourth mesning of the term gagentisle: “Quarto
modo dloitur aaaantialu sine quo res non potest o#gitari habere

poerfeotum esse, ut sunt potentiae in anina.’zg

An understanding of this dietinetion between resson and
will $e 2 necepsasary foundztlon for penetrating the nature of free
oholoe whioh 5%. Boneventure staetes %o be a habit of these two

‘ 27 ﬁmﬁr, &.2&; F»lg 8.2, q-l (II %a&h’o Et g~
ti1 diocunt, quod cum polentiae almplicitsr non dloant alian essen-
tlam qusm substantiasm anlimne, quod non sie differunt eassentiasliter
ipsae potentise, guod asint divergae essentiae. Cum iterum non sing
omnine idem ocum animse esgentia, dlount, qued non sunt omnino idem
per eseentiam; et ldec quasl medium tenentes inter utramque opiniod
nem dleunt, quagdam animae, potentiag slo dAifferre ad inviocem, ut
nulle mododiel possint unz potentia; neg tamen concedunt, ess sime
pliciter diversgifiicari secundum esgentiam, ita ut dleentur diversad
ossentiae sed differre sssentisliter in g% tise, ita ut
dieantur divergsas potentise sive diverasz Iinatruments s jusdesm sube
gtantiae . . . 2d propositam quaseationea regpondendun est, quod
intelleotua et saffectus, sive ratio &t voluntas non sunt una potend
%12, sed diversce.

28 JIbid., ad 8 (II, 562b).

29 _Ig-d-g8hk—+—t3epe2eide G Frad-1,2 {1, BED)—
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faculties. Would that he wers more definite and clear on such an
important question!

' 8t. Bonaventure takes up the question of the division of
the faculties in the sams twenty-fourth dlstinotion of Book II of

his Qommentary on thg Sgntencgs. He gives six different divisions

whioh have been used by various authors, According to their natur]

the faculties are divided into vegetative, sensitive, and rational
then the rational are divided into intellective and affective. A
seoond division 18 according to the funotion of the facultles, as
when reason 1s divided into superior and inferior. Thirdly, the
facilties can be divided aceording to states (gtatus), as when the
taoulty 1e divided into speculative and practical, A fourth
divieion is made according to their different aspeotp, as when
the ocognitive power 48 4ivided into reason, intellect, and intel-
ligence, A fifth division is according to theipr acts; the sixth
sccording to their modes of moving (modos movendi).5C The Saint
goes on to evaluate the six principles of division and shows a
definite preference for the firet of thess, namely, the division
of faculties sccording to their nature into vegetative, sensitive,
and rationgl, and the ?ational into intellective and affective.
"Omnibus his modis diversitatis utuntur auctores in divisione po-
tentiarum animae, et in solo primo modo dividendl attenditur pro-
prie potentiarum diversificatio,*Sl The aivision of the faculties

30 mum.. d.24. p.l, 3.2, q.3 (n, 556&1)).
31 _Jibid.
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of the rational soul into intellcotive or ocognitive and affective
recsives further commendation when the Saint spesks of free choloe
in the following Distinotion. He olearly strtes his agreement
with the opinion thet suon a diviaslon is sufflodsnt to sxplain all
the operations of the rational soul. >

Saint Bonaventure shows the relation of recssn to the
other cognitive facultles by dividing the cognitive faoulties into |
gengitive and intelleoctusl powers end then further subdividing the
intellestusl powars into reasgon and intelleet. The foundation rop
thls divialon La the two-fold objeot which men by mesns of hils
intellectual powers oun knows-tha universsl pgtiones abstracted
from conerete reality wvhieh are knawdpy reason, and the separated
spiritual substances which are Xnown by 1nteliant.33 In the fourth
of the above-mentloned divialons of the faoulties of the soul he
divides the cognitive fucultlies mooording to their dlrferent aspeo
(ggpsotus) into reason, intellect, and 1n$exlzgwnau.3“ 5?*“““ is

32 In 1I Sent., 4.25, p.d, 8.1, q.2 {11, 596b). Potenw
;400 minpe raﬁ%ﬁﬁé%ls eutficianiar diviﬁuﬁtur Qar'asgnzﬁxV&a et

motiven, et omneg ecgtus aninse per has potentias, quae sunt cog-
hitiva et =ffeotiva, sive ratio et voluntas, exerceri posaunt,
siocut raticnes quse ad hoe Inducuntur, celtendunt.

33 HMEXREnaron, V’ N 2’4’ (?; 35&&’ - Intallmw&lia PO~
sentiz est duplext aut ut considerat universales rationes abstraoc-
tas, ut abetrshit & looo, tempore et dimenslicone; aut ut slevatur
pd substantias epiritusles aseperatse} et sic duse potentias, sclli-
pet, ratioc et intellectus.

34 -E.E %{“ﬁoﬁbo p.1, a.2, q.3 (II, gsg?}‘d:émmﬁb
éﬁ Sopntivh tn rabionen, Lntolleobun ot  1htel  1gentian, sem
- LG _RANASLE S A > 41 18 k4.0 Fon? s
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the cognitive intellectusl power by which men knows by abatrsotion
the things in apsee and time.

8aint Bonaventure defineg the will as! “nihi) ellwd . .
quam affectus sive sppetitus ratiosinatus.®’ A brief eonsiderati
of the general nature of appetite and the more speeifioc nature of
the will 1s neocessary to underastand the full mesning of that defi-
nition. The affective potenoy s an appetite, i.e., a faculty
wvhose aot 18 to be moved =nd affected. The basls of sny appetite
18 two=-fold: on the part of the sublect posscessed of the appetite
there must be a apecific nsed; while nn.uhe part of the object
there must be the ability to sstisfy that need.3® Wnhen these two
elementa are given, the appetite immedistely follows, singe it is
then possible for the subjeot to move towsrd the objeot. The
possibility or power 0 move constitutes the appetite.

All the different appetites are adequately divided inte
soneupiscible and 1ra¢c&hlt.3? The conoupiscible appetite is the
apretite of sequisition, by which the gubjeot geeks 2ll the goods
that 1% needs. The irsscible appotite repels evil from the aaul."f
In man there sre two consupisoible and two Arssoible powers. The

35 In J1I Sent., d4.33, a.l, ¢.3 (11X, 7170).

36 In IV .s 4.49, p.1, a.1, q.2 (IV, 1003b). Duo
sunt quae faglunt apmet tun, mollicet convenientia et indigentia.

37 &m il J a’j}’ a'la 3 (II:; nm)b Qﬁmia
auggaiarfaatua give appetitus vel eat vlc irasoibilis vel conoupilas;
eibille.

L
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pengltive apretite man ghares in common with the brutesw-it tends
toward the sensible good gus aenasible. Ths rational appetite per
$ains to man's rotional soul and tenda toward objots whieh are
above and beyond the gensible world., This rational affeotive
power, whioh inoludes both the conoupiseible and 1ras€¥1n appet&zﬁa,
1s called the will.’”

This rationsl appetite, the will, hag two modes of operad
tion, = natural operation sgoording to gynderesis and a deliberaw

tive operation ascording to free cholee. Thege operstions, howevex,
are not ac 4igtinet za %o require two geparste povers. They mere
name the two ways in whish the asme power, the will, ¢an opersate.™
Bain# Bonaventure explaing the neture of synderesis in
oonnestion with conscience and the natural light which direots the
intelleot in 1%s knowing. Oynderesis is the natural welight of the
will toward the good-in-itself, the bonum honestum.” This natura]
tendsnoy, like the will iSself, is oreated by God. The iction of

h . dw?ﬁi polg E&clt q. 61 ad 2 {II, 605b’o
Yoluntaa autmm non 4ieit sl ism notentiam nar epaentiam a goncunle~
61bill et irsssibili, sed nominat ipsun sppetitum ub ratioocinatun
aive rationi oeonjunotum. .

0 . 4.2%, p.1, 2.2, 9.7 (II, 566b). Concedendunm
eat igitur q naturalis voluntas et deliberativa potest esae
enden potentin, auaa quiden seoundun alium st sliun modum movendl
sia ot sio appellatur.

41 Inid., 4.39, a.2, q.1 (IX, 910a). . . . sic affeotuy
habet natursale guoddam pondus, dirigens ipsum in apvetendis . . .
sic synderesis non nominat 1llud pondus wvoluntatis sive voluntatenm
cun 1llo nondere, nial in ouantum 1llam habet 1n¢11n&re 24 bonun
honeatun.
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aynderssls la tares-rold: (1) it inoclines and urges man on tovardg
the good-ineiteel?; (2) it drawe man bacik from committing evil;
and {3) 4t orlesz out in remorse agsinst the ovil tha% man hag sle
reaady oammitteﬁ.hg Synderealas ia by nature an habitual power of
the will rather than & habit of the will. ©This distinetion will
becone more Slear wvhen free chioloe is discussed se & habit of reaw-
son and will.

When the wilil sota zcoording to aynderesisc 1t is glven

>

the nsme “natursl will.® This 1s to 4lsSinguish its natural opersas
tion from ite deliberative operation which flows from the®dell-
berative will® whioh la endowed with the habit of free cholce.’)
This intrcduces the guegtion of rree choioce, ths subject
of the following Qh&pﬁﬁr: Before considering free aholoe, however
1t will be well %o summsarize briefly the points of 9%. Bonaventurels
dootrine whioh have already been geen. The soul socording to the
Saint 12 the form of the body, & form which ir completely substane
tizl in itgelf, as well as belng spiritual, almple, and lmmortal.
It 4s really distinot from ita natursl fsaoultiea, such ns resson
snd will; but st the sgsame time 13 essentially the same sg thege
faculties. Reason and will aleo are reslly and even essentially
dietinot as faoculties; but distinet only in suoh a way =g to be
essentially the gawe as the soul from which they immedliately operatge.

42 In IV gent., 4.50, p.2, 8.2, q.2, ad & (IV, 1052b).
43 XIn II Sent., 4.24, p;l, 2.2, q.3 (1I, 566a).
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abstraction the things inferior to himself, i.e., beings in apace
znd Siwe. All 1s wman'es rationsl appetite which oan opor:te
nzturally sccording tv gynderesis or delliberatively zoocording %o
free choics. The guestion can now be ssked: What is the nature

of free gholceld




CHAPTER IIX
THE HWATURE OF FREE COHOICE

After 35t. Bonaventure oconocludes his division of the
facultlee of the aoul and considers the various distinotions
which obtaln betwsen the facultiea, he takes up the question of
6in and its relation te the faoculties of the soul. This discus-
slon neoessarily lesds him to the nature of free cholce, the
power by whioh man 1g ospable of ain.l
ment of free choloe follows in a context which is primarily the-
clogical, the dootrine of free ohoice in itaelf 1s almoat completel]
limited %o the realm of philosorhy and natural resson. Henoe 1%
can be examined Iin itself and apart from its purely theologioal
iuplicatiaua.z The present chapter conglsta in a philosophiocal
exposition of the nature of frse ocholae,

Following the example of most of the medleval suthors

1 8ince the oonsiderstion of free ocholce in this pre-
sent chapter will deal for the most part with diestinetion 25§,
part 1, srticle 1, of 13‘;g,§gg§§gg;ﬁg§m, to fseilitate references
to the asectlons of this distinotion only the question number and
the page reference to volume II of the Quarsochi Qpera Omnias will
be given in the footnotes. '

2 Dub. 1 (II, 607b). . . de libero arbitrio est logul
duplieiter; aut geoundum quod est prineiplum operum moralium aut
gecundum quod est prineipium operunm gratultorum. Et primo modo
eat de oongideratione philosophorum.

Although the Sain_t's trea§-

*

28
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gt. Bonsventure novhere gives an explicit and dirsot proof of the
exigtence of free cholve. The faot of its existence, hovever, 1s
olesrly implied throughout hig works. As has been geen in the
previous chapter, the Szint divides the operations of the will intq
two types, nsturael snd deliberstive., He makes deliberation the
essentizl requirement for an sot of the will according to free
cholce. After deliberation the will asometimes adheres %o good,
and sometimes to evil.J’ From thls dlstinotion 1t would seem that
the existence of free choloe 1z an immedizte glven of experience.

From & metzphysiesl point of wiew 3t. Bonaventre sxpli-
citly atates that frees cholee is necezearily related to rezgon and
will. PFor reaszon and will ¢annot exist or even be thought of
without inecluding s necesssry relation to free ahoiua’u This ar-
gument together with Bonaventure's further analysia of free choloe
suffiociently Jjustifies the faet that he negleota to prove expli-
gitly the exlstence of free cholee. This will appear more ecertain
in the further considersation of free choloe.

'3 In II Sent., a.24, p.1, 8.2, q.3 (II, 566a).

L Q.5, r£.3 (1I, 603a). Bed impossibile eot ease vel
intelligl sliguen habero rationem et voluntatem quil non intelli-
gatur habere libaruu aprbitrium. Pr. DeBenediotis completes the
Saint's argumentt ¥“The power of willing freely ies intim:tely
rooted in the soul to such an extent that 1% eannot be tsken away
from man. In fact, alnce the cognitive and the affective powvers
of man are, according to our author, feoultises cosubatantial with
the soul, it follows Shat frec-wille-the: faoculty of these faoul-
ties--baged as it 1s upon the ingeperability of these two faoul-
taaa rrom each athar ﬁnﬁ from tha aoul; 1: itaelf insapurabla fron
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8t. Bonaventure does not begin his snalyeis by dlaoussing
the meaning of free cholee. In feot he tskes up the question of
a definlition efter he has coupleted the dlscussion of the nature
of free cholae. For the ssnke of olarity, however, it seoms more
advigsble to invert the 3sint'e order and bring ur the question
of the mﬁéning of free choice before congidering the nature of
free cholee. Aotually the different meanings of free choloes will
be taisen from his entire dlisoussion of the nature of free cholce,
a8 well ag from his mnré direct trestment of the definition ss
suah.

The definition of free cholce csn be congidered fron
three different viewpolnts. First of ell, the words liberum snd
srbitriun themselves oan be analysed] seocondly the nominal defi-
nition given by Peter Lombard ocan be avaluated; snd thirdly, the
more adequate definitions given by theologlane end philosorhers
in the past can be analyzed and oriticized with o visw to adopting
one of them. 8f. Bonuventure considers the meaning of free choloce
under eaoch of thesge three agpects.

An anslyels of the terme liberum snd grbifrium provides
& great desl of insight in%to the neture of free choloce. A power
is conaidered to be free if it has full control (dominium) over
1ts objeot and its aot.5 Control over ite objeot maanz#hac the
yower or fecully is not bound down by nsture %o come definite obe

5; Q‘l

(ﬁa 593)0

Unde

wE

ille potentia dlecitur egee libe
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ject so that it oan seek no other. For example the apretite of
irrational animals 1s bound down to the useful and pleasurable
good as 1ts necessary object; whereas the rational appstite of
man, the will, is free to seck any good whatever, whether it be
useful, plessurable, or gnud-in-itaelf. Control over its proper
act means that the faculty oan control not only the exterior obe
Jeot but also its own operationg, For example, the will by its
own command can begin to love what it has formerly hated, or
begin to hate what 1t has formerly loved; whereas the irrational
animals must necessarily love what they love and neoessarily hate
what they hate. 8t., Bonaventure concludes from this that every
intrinsic operation does not imply a free faculty for that opera-
tion but only those operations in which the faculty moves 1taelf.
The essence of freedom is the power of gelf-movement,

Arbitriumn-~whioh means "desision”™ but in thie context
1s best translated as "ohoice"-—does not 41ffer from judgment
exoapt that 1t spescifies thoses Jjudgments whioh determine the ao-
tivity of other powers which move in acoord with the Judgments.?
Choloe ie one type of Judgment. Judgment alone implies an sct of
reason whioh 18 regulated primerlly and solely by the norm of trut

whereas cholce implies an act of reason which 18 regulated primari

6 Q.1, ad 4 (I7, 594a), Unde non quioumque motus sb
intringeco facit potentiam liberam, sed i1lle motus quo vis motiva
movel se ipsam,

7 Q.1 (II, 593b). Arbitrium enim idem est quod Judloiuur

ad cujus nutum ceterase virtutes moventur et obediunt,
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by the oommend of thé will.s From this snalysis of the terms
Liberum rnd srbitrium 3%. Boneventure conoludes that free choles
ogan only be found in thoee who posdeeas reason and will which are
slearly requiread to explain the gelf-movament of freedom and the
Judgment whieh iz é;iﬁe.

Peter lomberd begine his conglderztion of free choloce
by piving the definition common among his predeceasors snd con-

10 8t. Bonawventure

temporariss, *liberum de voluntate judiolum.”
hes 1ittle use for this derfinition, whileh he desecribes ss nominal
rether than raesl. It 1s not & resl definition becnuge it merely
interprets free cholee in othar sénmnymuuﬁ worde. It 123 & nere
teutology, since there :re ese many words in the definition se in
the thing defined---14ke defining s black coat by celling it =
blaeck jJaexet. Furthermore, the definition 1s not valid in iteelf
because the term ia Lree cholge rather then free Jludgment. Judge
ment--ag hag been seen--inmpliea sn set of reaszon guided only by
the ruleas of truth; wherees choloe impllies an act of resgon gulded
by the sommand of the will. Congequently this nominal definition

18 to be rejeoted in fuvor of & real dﬁfiniﬂian.ll

8 Dub.l {(1I, 607s). Judiciun importet sotun rationis
regulatun sscundum regulas veritetis sive supernce legis; arbitrl
vero importat sotum rationis regulatum seoundum imperium veluntati

: m M" doas’ Q,l (II’ 588&).

11 Dub. 1 {II, 607ab).
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8t. Bonaventure begins his search for the real definition
of free choice by stating that there must be only one definition
whioh agrees with free cholce s8 it re=lly is. He then examines
the various definitions given by his predeceasors and shows how
they all pertaln to & single reaslity but under different aapoota.la
8t. Anselm defines free cholos in 1ts most general meaning so as
to include both oreatures and God: "Liberum arbitrium est potes-
tee servandl reotitudinem propter se ipaam.“l3 This definition
congiders free cholce in relation to its ubjact, its aot, and 1ts
ultimate end. §%. Bernard's definition of free choloce is restrieGTa
to creatures but does not specify whether they are in this life or
in the next:  “Liberum arbitrium est consensus ob voluntatis in-

consgiders free choloe only in relation to its act, namely QGnaant.

amigsibilem libertatem et rationls indeclinabile Judiociunm.

3t. Augustine according to Bonaventure oonsgiders free ocholice sg it
is found in oreatureg only in thelr pregent state in this life:
‘Liberum arbitrium est facultas rationis et voluntatls, qua bonum
eligitur." He thus treats free oholoe in relation to it%éb)eet,
onum, an& ite aoty elepgtlo. All three definitions pertain to the

ame, one reality but oconglder different aspects of that real ity.

he preference of one aover the other two 1s a matter of arblirary

pholce. 35t. Bonaventure chooses %o nonaldar free 135555;9\\

LML a

UNIVERSITY
12 Dub.?2 (II. 608ab).
13 De ;,b.-rg Arbitrio, o.3 (PL 158, :;94) LIBRAR*
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in man in hie present gtate in thie 1life as a wayfarer; hence he
edopts the definition whieh he believes to be Auguastine's, nsmely
that froe cholce 18 2 Yacultas rationis et voluntatis.”  Sinoe
thig definiticn raauré(again and again throughout his anslysis of
frea oholco, it la necessary to examine At wors closely in ordsr
to understand i1ts full mezning.

3%. Bonaventure olearly thinks that the del"initlon he
adoptas wsa originated by S¢. Augustine. Lottin, however, traces
the origin of tie definition %o the sohoel of Hugh of 8. Viator
who used the ternm RablliSog in plece of fagultug, but with exaotly
the same maaning.l5 Gilbert of la Foree alaso adopted the game
definition; and Peter Lombard included 1t in hls Jentencgeg, sube
stituting fagullze for habliitag: “Liberus vere arbitrium est

facultoz raticnic et voluntatls, qua bonum eligltur, gratisn assis-

16 Willian of Auxerre wos

tente, vel malum, eadew desisbente.”
the firet to sttribute the definition to Auguatins.l? 3t. Bonae
venture msrely takes over the definition in the Jentenees and
followe the comuwon ¢plnion that the definition originsted with

ﬁugugtin@. He stresses the flirat pzrt of the definition, namely

15 Llottin, nggﬁglga%g, t dorsle, I, £17. "Vera 1140

la ¢ '4§§%§g§g;g§¥%, e L'eoole gﬁhug es de Saint-Vieter, con-
iders de re arbitre d'un polint de vue theologique comme 1'aptie

ude de ls volonte rationnelle, gab;;%taf rationelis yoluntatis,

e cholsir le blsn ou le mal selon qu'elle est pourvue ou privee

e la grooe.® ‘

16 gent., 4.24, o.3 (II, 550b).
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that free cholce 13 2 "facultas rrtionis ¢t voluntatis”: “Optime
etlam definitur, cum dlcitur esse facultes rationis et voluntetis.
Fecultscs enim non tsntum nomlnat potentlizm, immo facllitsten
votentlae, ex qua non tanbtum potena est, sed etlam prsepotensg =st
¢d exeundum in éctum.“le Congequently, in Bonaventure's doctrine
facultas means a faoiiity, fitnsss, or espsbility rather than a
faculty. He choosza to define frze cholce =s a "capability of
reason znd will.® “

8%. Bonuventure admits the dirflculty 1nv0%;a in clearly
determining the nature of free cholice. At the end of his expositidn
he warns the resder that hls doctrine must be considered in 1ts
entirety if it ls to be underatood.19 Congequently the besgt method
of snalyzing the Saint's cdoetrins of free ocholee will be %o follow
the ateps of his argument ~g they are developed In distinction 25,
part 1, of the Commentary on the Sentenceg.

The firat question whickh the 8saint conslderas is whether
free choloe 1s found only in those possessed of resson, or whether
brute animals also enjoy this perfection. From the analysis of
freedom and cholce given zbove 1t ie clesrr that free cholce 1is

found only in rationsal beings.zo The feet that only rational

18 Q.3 (IX, 599b).
19 .6, ed b (II, 606D).

20 Q.1 (II, 593a). . . absque dublo 1liberum arbitrium
reperitur in solie substantilas rationslibus.
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oreatures are pralsed and bBlaned, as well as the faoct that deli-
peration is necesasry for free cholee, aerves to bolster his argu-
ment.

In the second queation 3%t. Bonaventure takes up the
izeue as to whether free choloe 1s a feoulty dlstinot from resson
and will. In his conclusion he attempts to reconcile the two moat
popular epinions. But firat he bepins with three introductory
argunents which show that free choloe i3 not really distinet fron
rezgon and will. 7The set of free choloe ig a judgment of rezaon.
Congent includes deliberation and desire, which are regpectively
acte of fason and of will. If free choice is snother dlstinot
faculty whioh moves the will, then the will cannot move itaslf
and hence is not traa.zl The Saint then goasg on to a more funds-
mentel analysie of the question.

| ~ Bonaventure's principal argument oongiets in an examina-
tion snd reconoiliastion of two opinlons. 7Those who hold the first
opinien éiah to distinguish between free cholce in a wide genss ang
free choioe in a striot senge. In ths wide sense free choloe 1s
not really distinot from resson and will; but in the strict and
more proper sense it is distinot from reason and will sa & power
conmanding and moving them. Ita aet 1g to raflect upon the opera-

22

tiohe of resson and will in order to regulate them. Thie opinion

El QOZ’ “o 2,3.& tII' 595b)-
22 Q.2, (II, $96a). . . ille videllcet quo dlcitur quisg

el bl el i
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was meintained by Alexander of Haleg and 8%t. Albert the Oreaf, as
well as by several of the less known acholrstlcs of the Kiddle
Ages, e.g., Peter of Capusa, Godfrey of Poitlers, and Philip the
Gnanealler‘QB

The seocond opinlon mzintains that fres cholse is not dlse
tinot from resgon and will since they are sufficlent to explain
all the operations of the goul. There 1s no reason to postulate
a third power since nature mekes nothing usalﬁaa‘zb The faot that
reagson and will aere agpiritual faculties explains their power of
self-reflectlion and self-movement which are needed in the act of
free oholce. This opinion was paintalined by 5t. Thomse Aquinas
and Duns %Scotus as well sg by many others who followed thelir
upinian.gs

In evaluating thege two opinlons 8t. Bonaventurs gtates
that they both are Strying to expresas the same truth, since free
cholice can be gald to be distinet from rezson and will unier one
aspeot and not digtinot under another aspeot. Distinetions osn
be elther real or rational. A real distinotion obtains between

reagon and will, wheresa only & retilonal diatinction ocan be made

23 lottin, Pgychologie e% morale, O, 219-20.
2& sz {!I’ 596&’.

25 49¢. Thomas, 8.I., I, 83, be. Dicendum qued potcnt1n7
appetitivas oportet esge proportionatas potentils apprehensivis, .
» » Ostensum est auprs gquod ejusdea potentice eat intelligere et
raticclinari, siout o jusdem virtutis est qulescere et moveri. Unde
etism e jusdem potentice est velle ot eligere. It propter hoo vole
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betwean resson ss & cognitive power and reason as s motive power
of the will. The distinotion between free choles and the faculties
of reason and will ia rational elnce free ocholece 1ls consldered as
moving snd commanding resson and will, while resason and will are
looked upon as being moved and as oarrying out the ocmmend of free
choice. This 1z the aspect of free cholce oonsidered in the firaet
opinion mentioned mbove. However, the distinetion between [ree
cholce and the two faculties must be limited to a retioml dlstined
tion since it 1s mede by an appropriation of the mind. 7The mind
conagldors free choloe as moving reszson and will; but 2otually theae
faoulties have the power of self-moveme 1t and gelf-reflection be-
oause they sre aspiritual powers of a spiritual soul. Therefors,
resson and will are sgtriaimnt to explain all the operations of
the asoul including those of free eholaa.gé St. Bonaventure auha
up his position in the following conclusiont ‘“Concedo enim guod
liberum arbitriunm secundum rem non dicit potentianm distinctam s
ratione et voluntate; concedc temen nihilominus quod zliogem dige
tinctionem habet geocundum ratiocnem, ratlione oujus dicitur facultas

utrlusqus.‘27 The precise nature of this rational dletinotion will

-

26 Q.2 (II, $96b). OCum enim tzm ratio quam voluntag
glt nats super se refleotl, cum nomino voluntatem ut volentem sli=
quid et voluntatem ut volentem se velle, non dlco potentism allam
ot 2liam gecundum rem. Movens enim et motum in eplrituslibus non
oportet differre seoundum substantiam, quis, siout dielt Anselmus,
fvoluntas eat instrumentum ce ipsum movens.® at retlo etiam eat
virtus se ipsznm oognoacens, peri ratlone.

27 Q.2 (II, 596b-97a).




39

beocome clesrer in the further analysis of the nature of free sholeq.

3%. Boneventure gontinues nls investigation by resssertw
ing the very important fzot that free oholce muat inelude both
reason and will. After suoting the authority of Augustine, Damase
cene, and Bernard, The daint goes on %o prove hia point (1) from
the term itself, (2) from the definition of free cholee, and (3)
from an snalysis of freedom. The fact that he repeats and extends
geveral of the asrguments whieh he has clready made in the flrst
gquestion shows how eassentizl to Bonaventure's dootrine is the
fact that one faculty alone is not sufficient to explain free
gholes, but that free oholee must include both reason and will.
At the ocost of goms repetition 1t wlll be well to follow 3t, Bona=
venture and rsoonaider some of the arguments salready geen.

fhe term froe choloe, Jiberuam arbitrium, olearly shows
that it must inolude resson to acoount for csholos and will to zo=
ocount for freedow. 7he real definition of free cholce 2s "a
oapeb 111ty of reason =nd will*® also depends uponr the inclusion of
two faculties. But the most conoclusive proof comes from an analysis
of freedom, whioh negessarily inoludec the notion of ocontrol
(dominium) over the objeot and the 80t.22  This control over the
obleot requires that the faculty be eapable of sttaining s variety

of objeots~Tor oxemple, = horse that oan pull s thousani pounds

28 0.3 (II, 599a). Liberum snim arbitrium, sive
noainst potentiam sive habitum, nominat ipssm potentien ut dominam
_dominium 11llius potentize; at hoo planum est ex ipso noaine
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hag control over filve hundred pounds. Although it is trues that
enly rational oreatures oan geek the good-in-itgelf, this control
in relation to the objest 1g not gtriotly limited to beings possess
ged of reagon and will. However, if a being is to enjoy free
choloe and have full control over itg aots, then it muat neoessarily
be possessed of resson and will. The following text clesrly prov97
why thils muct be so.
Dominium autem potentiue respectu zotus attenditur in hoo
quod potentis potest esse in actu et ocegsare ab aotu secundum
puun ioperium et secundum proprium motum. Ad hoe srutem gquod
sliqus potentiz hoo dominium habest, nesesse est guod ipsa
posait movere se ipssm et quod poasit ge awper asotumbuun
reflecters. HNisl enim posset se auper aotum suun reflectere
nunquam pogaet Allum refrsnsre, nlsl posset ae ipaanm novere,
neo posset in illum exire, quando vellet. Refleotere sutem
ge super ae hoo eat virtutis cognitivae, sublimatae & materis
quae quidem eat ratio. Movere auteggaa hoo eat virtutia
appetitivze, rationem consequentis.
Complete control over its aot reguires (1) that = being be able %o
reflect upon its own zet in order to know its nature--otherwise
there would be no possibllity of ehoosing one act rethae than ane
other; and (2) that a being be sble to move itself toward the nct
whioh it wighes. Self-reflection and self-movement are properties
only of those f:oulties whioh are spiritusl in nature, i.e., the
fagulties of resgon and wilil.
3t. Bonsventure oltes seversl examples to clarify this
ssgential point in his dootrine of free cholice. Two men working

together are capable of moving & large stone which neither one of

29 Q.3 (II, 599a).
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them eould move alone. The completeo government of & family depends
ué? poth tha f:thar snd the mothier. The hand :nd the eye aro both
roquired for writing. The sene 1s trus of free ocholee! "szic ex
gonoursu retlionls et voluntutls resultat quzedsm libertzs sive
auoddam dominium =d aliculd Peolendum et Jiaponendum.*30

From thilz same anslysias of fresedom 3t. Boneventure cone
cludes $hat the definition of free chiolce asg s capebility of
resxgon and will 1z most apt sinsg 1% cosprshends both recson and
#3111 ¢ et ideo facultae Aleit poteat:tem sive dominium, guod
qujdam.dieitur esse rationls slmul et voluntetia, quia non est
unius nisl consomitante sitera.®3® "

The objeotion, hnwevcg. ot be rolsed thet 1f free cholodq
ineludes both reason ond will, the two faculties must be parta,
either Iintegr:l or publective, of frec cholee. If they are pub-
Jeotlive parts then they ere merely specliep or particulsr kinds of
free cholees, whloh socordingly cen be fully predlented both of
resson ahd of will} hence sinee resson end will sre reslly dilstiney
there would be two oepgrste frec choleeg in man—~one in his receony
the other in hieg will, On the other hand Af they sre integral
parts, taken together they mske up an extended whole and then we
oannot explain the wet of cholee, aince 1t requires that the aot
of rescon be prior by nature to the zet of the will. Coneequently

30 @3 (i1, 5998).
31 Ibid.. (3X, 509b).
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it aeems thst free cholce oannot inoluds both reagon and will. 8¢
Bonaventure mects this objection by introducing s third possibility,
s "potential” whole (§otum potentinle). He agrees that free ochole
does not include reason and will in the same way that a universal
includes its subjective parts; nor doeslit include the two facultie
a8 é%agral parta. Eather free oholce embrasces reseson and will as
& potentiszl whole, whioch is the mean betwsen the universal and the
integrsl whole. It isg like sn integrsl whole in that both reazson
and will are required for free choioe; it 1s like a2 universsl vhalT
beesuse, when reason and will are joined together, free choloe can
be predicated of elither of them. 3 The Quarrachi editors explain
this potential whole by remerking that 1% is present in each of
the parts acsording te its ocomplete sscence, but not in its ocomplege
eapablility. The concomitance of the two facultieg is required for
the capability to be ocomplete. Conasequently, though free choice
oan be predicsted either of resson or of will, it is not predicate
in the game way &s & unlversal, which is prediosted of its subjeo~

tive parts both geoundum totem ggeentiap and gegundum toten yirtu-
Jem. Free choloe 1z predloated of resson and will only gegundam

Soten egsentism.’>

32 Q.3, ad 6 (II, 600a). . . sed siout Stotum potentilale
quod partim habet naturam totius integri, partim naturam totiua
universalis! nsturam totius integri in hoo guod in uns potent
non potest salvarl absque slters; naturas vero totlus univergalis
habeat, quls ex sarum concursu ad invicem quamlibet earum denominat

33 Ibid., note 1.
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Al'ter thege prelinminsry questions 3t. Bonaventure takes
up the baele isgesue involved in determining the nature of free
cholce: Is free choloe & power or z habit? He begins his dise
cusslon of the question by stating that the term itself hasa been
used to signify aoﬁctimaa the power, sometimes the habit, and some-
times the sot. However, the bagic question remsins: What 1g the
fundamental reality of free cholce? !

Onee again 36, Bonaventure reviews the wvariocus opinions
80 that he osn be aure of zn adejuate solution to this guestion.
The first opinion states that free cholee is 2 universsl whole
whioh comprehenda reagon and will as = universsl comprehends its
subjeat&iﬂ parts. St. Boneventure esaglly dlspenges with this
opinion because, if 1t ware true there would be two freedoms in a&q.
one of reason, the other of will. 7This is clearly false and again&t
all axparienec,‘aa well &8 &galngt the nature of freedom. The ge~
cond opinion olaims that free oholee 1s a power oonaslating of
resson and will %o explszin an operation which neither resson nor
will can acoomplish by itself. Becsuge thia third vower of free
choloes ean be reduced to set essily, i.e., by the mere union of
rexzson and will, 4t ig oalled an habitual power. Thias oplion——as
has already been seen--wsg held by Alexander of H:zles snd 8t. Albeys

3 4.4 (II, 60lab). . . cul videlicet primo et prin-
cipaliter nomen libri 2ybitril imponatur, gecundum quod de eo
saerl dootores loguuntur,




Ly
the OGreat. Alexander siatest "liberum arbitrium eet potentia
habitualig, pro libitu elligentis et ex hoo, quod habituslis eatl,
habet quod faclle exexzt in sotum.“3°  3t. Albert sgrees! Revara
liberum erbitrium eat potentla perfecta per hobitum naturalem, et
habitus 1lle libertas est.®J® Ht. Bonaventure is not so quick in
diapensing with this opinion. In fact he sesms to pses 1t by rather
than reject it. He merely says that 1% i1s diffioult to understand
how one power can consist of two and how fres cholocs, & “capabilitq
of reagon and will,* oan properly and directly be oalled reason
and wi11.27 From this definition of free choice Bonaventure con-
oludes to the third opinion, namely that free cholce is & hablt
of reacon and will, Since free choice is a ‘bepability of resson
and will® it must be a hablt of resson and will because habit and
capability come %o mesn the same thing.
Quoniam igitur liberum arbitrium ssoundum proprism suam adsigs
nationen facultas rationis et voluntatis reote esge dlcitur,
hine est quod liberum srbitrius principaliter dleit hadbltum
et complectitur rationen et voluntatem, non tamgusm uns
potentia ex 2is conetituta, sed Sangquam unus hebitus, qul
quidem reote diecitur facultas et dominlum, qul consurglt ex
oonjunotione utriusque et potens eat supsr sotus utriuaﬁgs
potentiae, per sze et in se consideratas, slout arbltrar

poteatas in duasbus persggis regimen habet auper actus utriuge
‘que in ge oonsideratae. :

3% Summs, I-II, 390, sol. (I-IX, 468b).
36 In II Sent., d4.24, a.s.

17 Q.5 {11, 601b).

98 Xbid. (II, 601b-02a).
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The Saint conoludea th:t the faot thet free cholce is frecuently
uged %o glgnify a power doss not prove anything about the basie
nature of frase cholce since powereg zare freguently oslled habltse
end habits are frequently oclled powers. His intrinsio proof that
free ocholce 1z e haé% of resgon and will clesarly depends ontirely
upon his asnslysis of free choice ag "= capabllity of resaon and
w11l.* But he also 821ls upon the extrinalo suthority of 8t. Bere
nard to strengthen his pesition! “Liberum arblitrium est habitus
antmi liber sui.“d?

8%. Bonaventure oclarifiss hia pocition in the following
questionw—gquestion S5~-in whioh he saka whether the habit of free
choloce adds anything to reasson end will. In the course of his
eolution to this queetion he digtingulshes three different types
of habit. iThe firgt type of habit is found when a fzoulty ia
capable of a given zobt by 1ts very nature. An example of this
i3 the habit whioh the mind hes of knowing itself-e-the mind is
eapsble of knowing 1teolf by resson of 1ts very natwure. In thie
osse the habit 1s only rstionslly distinet from the power snd adds
nothing real to 1t. This first type of hadbit indloates that 3%,
Bonaventure uses the term in a very wide sense so 2z to include
the oapablility of & feoulty for 1its own natural operation. Ag will
be geen, this wide use of fna term hablt 1a slso appllied to free
cholce, but in 2 glightly different sense. |

The eeoond type of hablt is verified when s faoully 1s
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capable of a glven act by resson of an cocoident which iniverss in Y.
For exsmrle, the 1lntsllect 1s cepable of knowing geometric rigures
by reason of an xe¢eldent whioh 1t hsas acquired and which & outside
the nature of the intelloot itgelf. In thie case the habit is
reslly distinet from the faculty and adds = definite reslity to
¥h=t faculty.

The third type of habit pertaing to o feculty whish s
oapsble of s glven act by resson of its wvery nzture but on condi-
tion that it be Joined to another faoulty for its operation. *Allw
qua vero potentis facollls est ad sliguem sotum per se ipsan, non
tamen gola, sed oum slia} et sle potentiz rationalis eine sliquo
habitu gsupersddito ex sola conjunctione gul cum appetitu nate est
in actum consentiendi et eligendl exire." %0 The faculties of
reeson and will are by their very natures oupsble of the ancte of
lecngent snd eholee, the only requirement being that they be joined
together in the operstion. This third type of hablit does not add
lany r2bsolute reslity esssentislly distinet from reascn and will, non|
|does 4t add merﬁiy 2 different way of understanding resgon and
will., It =2d4d4s to esch of the two faoultles 2 real relationw-s
utusl relation of resson and will to one snother.

Kon addit sliguod abnclqgum. god respectivum; sicut patets
oun dico ratiocnem per ase,rationem associstam sive adjunctan

voluntati, nen addo aliquid novum suprsiipsam rationsm secwn-
dun ge, sed golum conjunctionem gul sd alterum, qusntum ad

0 Q.5 (II, 603b).
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aliguem gequentem actum.“l

Some of the polinta already seen help to elsrify further
3t. Bonaventure's position thal free choles 1z = pelative habit of
reagen snd will. As was seen in the previous chipter, the Saint
12 very careful to dlatinguish between the soul a2nd its faculties
of reason and will and also between the facultles themselves. He
siresses The faci that Lhese natural facultiss are very deeply
rooted in the eswence of ths soul, so mush so that they are gon-
subatantial with, though reslly distinet from the soul. Due to
the spirituality of the goul they operate immediately from the
soul wlthout requlring the presence of an intervening aacidant.“z
fleason and will are reslly dlstinot from each other in gepere
[Reientlase; but because they are both consubstantial with the soul,
they are not easentlslly dlstinot from each other.?? This essen~
[Fial unity with ssoh other and with the soul explains how they are

aturally oapable of a united operation, suoh ae the sot of shoioce
the aaet of consent. Thias natural ocapability, whioh 1s cslled
ree choloe, is not really distinot from resson end will, but oaly
‘afore %o reaseon and will under the aspect of their relation to one
nother. It considera them under the aspect of their being able
o Join in a alingle operation. Consequently free cholce is only
Pationally ddstinet from roason and will. Purthermore, sinoce it

42 In I Sent., 4.3, p.2, s.1, q.3 (I, 86a).

53 Jn II fent., 8.24, p.1, 8.2, g.] (11, 560ab), |
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rollows froo the very nature of thene faoultles, free cholee ia
aptly oalled s hablt of reason and w111.** The wide use of habit
is Justified since it brings out the point that fres cholce 1s not
dlstinet from resson and will but identifled with the natures of
these faoultles. Gilson makes the following comment on the Saint’'d
use of the term habit.

This belng so, the freadom of ths will 1s to be ranked among

the hebitag. IT 18 & fecllity in the intelleotusl ond volune

tery sotivity and recembles rather s permanent digposition

of the goul then s mere 200ldent of the ratlionel soul, as zre

many of 1ts habits] 1t is rooted In the very esgence of the

goul, and this mugg be clearly grzsped Af ve gre to gee ex-

aotly what 1t 1s.
The unity of free ocholce, which inoludes recson and will as 2
lotun potentiasle, ls deeply rooted in the substance of the soul,
since it 1s aoccounted for by the eassentisl unity of the two facul-
ties of resson and will with the apiritual soul.

8%. Bonaventure gummarises his ultimete explanation of

free oholee in the following passage’

Liberun arbitrium gecundum eseentiam nihil addit gupra

rationen et voluntatem; sddit trepen elicuo medo segundun esse

sive gecundum relationenm, quse gquidem non ponit sl iguam novam

gualitctenm egse in retlone vel voluntute, sed ponit rat ionem

et vuluntataﬁéaa unun aotus conourrers seoundum naturales
aptitudinen.

by Q.5 (IXI, 603b)., . . habitus cuo retio st voluntas a
aoctibug dominantur; qui quidem est in els ex sua naturall origine,
rro eo cuod noturaliter istae duss potantise in eadem subetantia
sunt radicatae neo ocontingit unum ab slters geparari.

45 @ilson, The Philosophy of St. Sgnsyenturs, 408.

46 Q.5 (II, 603b).
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Ag a corrollary to the preceding analysle of free

cholice, St. Bonaventure takes up the question whether free choice
residee prinoipally in the faculty of reason or in the faculty of
will, one of many aquestions whioh have been used to divide philo-
sophers of every age into the two camps of intellectualists and
voluntarists., He begins his answer by stating that free cholce
must reside in both faculties, since it begins with the act of
reason and ie consummated in the aot of the will., The will must
depend upon raason, since it would never move 1tselfl unless reason
knew the obJeot toward which and the act by which the will moves,

Et siout voluntas non habet moveri ad objectum, amplectando

vel refugiendo 1llud, nisi praeambulo cogitatu, slo etiem

non habet approbare, vel respuere sive elicere et refrenare

actum proprium nisi rationis actus praecedat, qul dlotet

ipsum esse bonum vel malum, perficiendum vel refrenandum,4?
But although the movement of the will depends upon the preceding
act of reason, free oholce resides princinally in the will becauss
the will with its power of gelf-movement comnletes the aot of free
oholoe.%® The will 1s the‘faculty that commands. The will is morq
completely free from all necesslty than reason, The will is oom-
pletely in man's power.49 Bonaventure sides with Augustine in the

camp of voluntarism,

47 Q.8 (II, 605a)

48 Q.6 {1I, 605b), Et quoniam penes 1llua prinoipalito?
residet penesg quod consummatur, ideoc principaliter libertas arbie-
tril et dominium in voluntate oconsistit.

49 q.8, rr.1,2 (11, 604b-05a),
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This concluslion onee again explaing the aptnesa of the
term, lilberum arbifriun. The initlul atep of 2 ocomplex ast 1s,
ag 1% wera, tho materisl element of the act} whereas the completion
of the act is the formal element. Now %the roel of free cholioce is
injtlated by reascn =nd completed by the will. (ornsesuently the
adjective, Jiberum, which refers to the will, informs the substsne
Give or meterial grbitrium, which refers to reason. This formulae
Glon of the phrase le much wore scourate Lhan grbitraris libertag
beoause 16 brings oult the orroper sequence of razson and will, 50
With this jusiificu%ion of the term 5. Bunaventure cloges hila for
mal discussion of the nelure of free oholes in reslation to reason
and will.

In this ohapter it ﬁga been seen that from an snalysls
of the definition of free choloe, Bonaventure psgees on %0 2 OON=
sidersatlon of the natwre of free choice. He firat rejects the
commen opinlon that free cholee is & faoully dlstinet from reagon
«nd will, by salntzining only s rational diatinetion duse to the
&ﬁbropriahian of the mind. He then raaaa§SE thet free oho loe mist
inolude buth reason and will, as 2 “potentisl® whole, since they
are reguired for an adequate explanation of freedom. The specifie
[nature of free choice se a natural digposition or “habit’ of rea-
son and willl follows from i%a definlition. It ia a relative perw
fection whioh flows from the very nature of the two faculties.

506 .6 (1I, 605bj.
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The Saint's dlasousslion cloass with ths voluntaristic emhasls of
will over reasscn in the acot of free cheles. e then werns the
reader thaet he must conalder the analyasls of [rse cholce in 3ts
entirety Aif he ls Vo understand the naturc of this wost noble of

man's perfactians.51

$1 q.6 {11, 606b). Ex praedietis igitur patet guid sit
1iberun arbitrium secundum rem et quuliter se habeat ad rationem
et voluntstem. 51 enlm omnis quae prasdeterainata sunt tnelsul
conferantur in unum, puto aztls posse gulstari intelleotum. 3i
quis zutem in aliguo pracdictorua gulsesare vellt, reliqua non
pertraotang, non its eviﬁantgr innoteacet el guae niﬁ liberd arbi-
tril guidditze et agoentia.




CHAPTER IV

THE SUBJECT, ACT, AND OBJECT
OF FREE CHOIOE

Complete and perfect knowladga‘about any subject must
inolude knowledge of that subject in itgelf and in 1ts relations,
St. Bonaventure realizes the wisdom of this faot, And so after
dlsoussing the nature of fres choice in itself, he takes up the
many different relations which free oholoce enjoys. Free choilce
in 1tself 1e a relation, 1.6., & relative habit of reason and willy
as waé geen in the previous chapter. But free choice 1s also rela
to several different terms. Some relations pertain more directly
to the nature of free choice, i.e., the relations of free oholoe
(1) to the subject who ie capable of possessing it, (2) to its
act, and (3) to 1ts objest, Still other relations refer free
choice to other beinge outside its own nature, 1.e., the relation
of free ohoice (1) to other oreatures, {(2) to God, and (3) to the
body with which, as a capability of the soul, it 1s substantlally
united. In the present chapter the three relations of free choice
to subjest, act, and objeot will be considered. The other three
relations will be taken up in the following chapter.

The general procedure will be to follow the order in
which St. Bonaventure disgusses the various relations In In II

a2

lad
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tieprum, distinotion 25, part 2, article l.l In a few plages

it will be necessary to f1ill out his dootrine by olting other
aseotiona. But thees willl be comparatively few. Since Bonaventure
follows the questionwsolution procedurs, and since hiag solutions
%o each of the gueatliona rsiged introduces a new dilatinetion or
agpeot of free choice, the beat methed of treating ench question
would seenm %o be to dilscuss; (1) the problem together with the
mrin arguments for both sldes; (2) the dletinetion which the Zaint
introduces to solve the problem; and (3) an elaboretion of the
sclution through appliscation of the distinotion to the problen.
Thia method, common %o philosophers and theologlians of the middle
ages, has coms %o be known as the scholastic method.

5t. Bonaventure first takes up the relation of free cholge
to 1its aubjeot, i.e., to the person who possesses it. The preocise
problem to be golved s whether fres choloe 1s equally the same

in &ll vho possess 1%.2 It would seem that 1t 1s the ssme becauas
free sholoce means that the gubjeoct 1s free from external foroce.
This freedon is olearly common $o 2ll. Alsgo, free choloe cannot
Em participated in varying degrees of more or leag-sither a parmmﬂ
bossesses free cholee or he does not. And yet it 1g equally true

1 Onoe agrin for convenience's sske in the present and
ollowing chapters only the guestion number and the Quaraochi page
umber will be given in the footnote references.

2 Q.1 (IX, 609). . . utrum liberum arbitrium git aeque
in omnibug in guibus referitur.
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that the dignity of free sholoe as 1t 1s found in oreatures, can=
not egual the dignity of free cholece sz 1% is found in God. Fure
thermore, the facultiea of reason and will differ in God and in
oreztures, 24 well ag among the different orestures; therefore,
free oholos, & habit of reason and will, must slso aiffer.’ What
is the solution to thia apparent dilemma?

Before the consideration of 3t. Bonaventure's solution
it 18 lmportant to note thet in the present and following quaatioaﬂ
the Saint oonalders free cholee gometimes in its moat general
application and sometimes ag found only in orestures, whereas in
hia Sreatment of the nature of frec choloe in itself he ehoosesfo
conf'ine himgelf %o free choloe a3 found in orestures in this 1life.
As was meen in the pravious chapter, he defines free cholce s n
*sapabllity of reason and will." In the consideration of free
choloe made in the pagaage unda; disoussion he adopts the definie
tion of 8%. Anselm, who eonaglders fres gholoe in its nmost general
nesning: “mecundum quod convenit eresturas et Creatori, et glo
definitur ab Anselmo, oum dioitur: Liberun srbitrium eat poteantas
goarvandl reoctitudinen propter ge &pa&m.“h Agcording t# the ex~
planetion of 5t. Angelm oreatures raceive the right order {pecotitudd)
from God. Free choloe 12 the power to pregerve that right order

7 Q.1 {1I, 610=).
) dent., 4.75, p.l,8.1, dub.? {1I, 608Ba); Anselm
e Livers anstests, oF (oL. 256 434, ’ ’ '




55

by mesns of one's own eholces.’

The problem of whether free sholce is egually the game
11 all who poaaea%i# 3¢, Donaventwre solves by dividing freedom
in aeveral ways. The first division determines exsotly what type
of Freedon the present problem concerns. Fresdom in general is
opposed to servitude; but Just as there are different types of
servitude, so there are different types of freedom. Servitude can
be elther that of foroe or thet of aubjeotion, the subjection beinq
due elither to an evll which is endured or to an evil which 1la per-
formed. Servitude of foroe is opposed to freedom from force, wherd-
as the servitude of subjeotion due to an evil which is endured is
opposed to frredon from misery and the servitude of subjeotion due
to an evil which 18 performed is opposed to freedom froa feuls.®
The preasent problem clesrly concerns frsedom frou force since it
ia evident that bnt& freedon from misery and freedon frono fault
greatly differ in different individualas.?

Q.1, sechol.l (IX, 61ia). Por an excellent trestment
of Anselm's influence upon St. Bonaventure of. Jesn Rohmer, La

&%&;ﬂ%ﬁ%ﬁ“&%&%i&%ﬂ&%%n

6 Dub.? {II, 625b). Libertas sutem opponitur servituti.
Servitus sutem duplex est, videlloet servitua cosctionis et per-
vitus subjeotionia. Servitus autem subjectionis potest esse sudb
duplioei differentia, sesundum gued duplex est malum, scilicet malun,
gqued patimur, et hoo egt melum nisericze, ot in hoc attendlitwr li-
bertss = miseris; et melum quod frolmua, et hoo eet malum culpae,
et in hoo attenditur t=rlz libertaties differentia.
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Freedom from foroce, however, can be oonsiderad from
three different aapectal neg:tively ss freedom from sxternsl foreq}
aa a dignity of thoge who possose 1%, whioh resulta from the other
two aspecta; or positively, as a capability of preserving right '
oréer.a “his three~fold aspect of freedom from foroe is the kai
to Boneventure's solution o the present problen.

Froedon from foroe in ite negative sapect--precisely as
immunity froo force--io aqual in »ll, in God znd in orestuwrs2s,
because the essence of freedom s simply and universzlly to exoluds
21l foroe gnd coercion. Thie much o:n be known sbout God by ne-
getion, even though it iz impoasible to heve positive knowledge of
the nature of free choice in Ood.”

Under the geoond sspeet, as a dignity of the one who
possessce 1%, frae olivioce 1s found to be greater in God than in
creatures, but equal in all ersaturss among themselwes. It in
greater 1n God ginoce in him it ig unorezted and unlimited, and
sinoe ha ls the ocsuse of free ghoies in all others who possess 1%,
Among orestures the dignity of thie perfeoction remainsg ecusl in
all beoause sll recelvs 1t immedlately and dirsotly fronm Gode-not

through gome secondsry esuse. God oust oreste the scul and ite

8 Q.1 (II, 610b). Haeo sutem facultss, prout privationi
coactionis conjuncta est, habet gquandam dignitstem.

9 . {11, 61la). . . etsl non possit intelligi vera-
olter esse dictur de 2liguo quod dleitur per poaltionen, potezt
tamen Intelligi de eo quod dieitur per omnimodan privationen.
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spiritual faculties of reason and will, vith which powers free
ohoice 18 really 1dentified; hence God orsates free cholice aireotur.
Furthermore, each creature enjoys freedom in relation to his own
operations, in which he is independent of all other ereatures and
depends solely upon CGod, the first principle of all oparations.lo
The third aspect of freedom from forse considers the positive
capablility or power of preserving justice and right order.

As suoh, freedom is olearly greater in God than in oreatures, and
even among oreatures themselves it allows of varying degress of
perfection: "Una enim orsatura multo potentior est altera in rec-
titudine servanda, sicut beata quam misera, "1l Ascordingly, St.
Bonaventure adopte the division of free choice made by 5t. Anselm
according to the varying degrees in which 4t is found, PFirst of
all there is God'es unoreated free choice as distinguished from
the orcatures' oreated free ohoice. Among oreatures this perfeo-
tion of free choice oan possess right order or lack 1t, If it
possesses right order, it can do so separadly (as in the oase of
men here on earth) or inseparably (as in the case of the angels
and blessed in heaven), If i1t lacke this right order, it can do

80 in such a way as to be able to regaln it (as in the ocase of men

10 Q.1 (II, 8lla). Prout autem consideratur in orea-
turis relatis ad invicem sic habet in eis reperiri asqualiter, pro
60 quod omne liberum arbitrium immediate est sub Deo constitutum
et quodlibet est suarum operationum poet Deum primum orinoipium,

11 Ibid. (11, 611v).
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on this earth) or in such za way =s to Bes unable to regain 1t (as
in the ozse of the damnsd},xz These distinotions snd divisions
meks evident the fauoet that fresdom, as the power of pregerving
right order, can be found In verying degrecs among those who pos-
sess 1%,

In gummary, than, 9%. Bonasventure asgerts that freedon
&8 immunity frou foree is enual in =11 who possess 1t; that free-
dom &g a dignity of the cne who poasenses 1t is grester in God
than in ereatures, but equal in sll orestires; and that freedon
a8 the power of preserving right order wvarics in degree aven snong
ereatures themagelves,lD

The gecond relation which 5t. Bonaventure oonsidera e
the relstion of free aholee to 1te sot. The problem which he de~
termines Yo solve la whether free choleoe includes sets which are
elther contingent or nea&naary; or whether it 1g reatriocted to
aots whioh are contingent. It gould aseem th:t free cholce ia

limited to contingent scte. It conecerns those things whiech are in

1?7 Anselnm, Libero m,;gr;% c.14 (PL 158, 506) Libe
tap arbitrii allie aast é?ba, quss nec e 'raata nee b allio scoepta

quae eat soliua Del. Alla eat s Deo frots et accepts, quae eatb

gelorum &%t hominum, Feote sutem aive adespta, alia eat habens re
titudinen, quam aervet, alle carens: HMabena, 2liz tenet separabilie
ter, alis inseparabiliter; ocarens autem, alls caret recupersbiliten,
8liz irresuperablliter.

19 Q.1 (II, 610b). Liberum srbitrium guoad immunitatem
a conotione sequaliter eat in omnibus in gulibus reperitur; quoad
exocellentize dignitatem prrestantius est in Creatore, sed asqualie
ter in oreaturis relatils ad invioem; quoad facultztem justitice
gervandas etlam in oreaturlds est inecequaliter.
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our power and about which we Sake counsgel; and as a voluntary act
4% is orposed to s neceasery act. And yet the perfection of fres
choioe is found in God and in the angels and blegaged in heaven,
even though their zot must be necesasry. Furthermore, freedom ime
plies full control over sny 2ot that oan be known by reason; there-
fore, aince reason ocan know both the neoesssry and the contingent
s0t, 1t would seem that free cholce pertalins to both.LlP
Once agsin 8t. HBaonventwure golves the problem by dls-
Singulshing two Aifferent sapeote of free cholas-——aas free and as
deliberative. Free cholce ag free pertsins to both negeasery
and contingent acts; wherees frees cholce as deliberative pertains
only to contingent sote. The eassnce of frsedom according to Bona«
venture is the power of sgelf-movenmsnt, whieh is independent of all
axternal force. Freedonm does not necegssrily imply what wag later
known ag indifference elther of exerciss or of specification.
Cum enim duplex git necessitze, videllcet cosotionis et lo-
mutabllitatis, necessitis coactionis repugnat libertatl are
bitril, necessites vero immutabilitstis non, pro so quod
srbitrium dioitur liberum, non quis sic velit hoo ut possit
vclle ejus oppositum, sed guls omne guod vult sppetit =4 sul
ipeius lmperium, quia sic vult aliguid ut vellt se velle
111ud, ot 1deo in actu volendl se Apsum movet et aibl domie
natur, et pro tanto gxaiﬁur liberug, qusmvis immutabiliter
ordinetwr ad 1llud.l
[The only reguirement for the zet of free cholce 1g that in the sact

iteell the will move itaelf, whether the aelfemovement is necessary

14 Q.2 (11, 612ab).
15 Ibid. (II, 612p).
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(in the cnge of God, the angela, snd the blessed) or contingent
{in the case of men on earth). Free cholce oen be saved even
though the act and ths objeet are necessgary.

Frae sholos conaldered as delliberative, hovever, pere
taing only to contingent esota because the set of deliberation 1is
iteself always contingent. <Thig deliberation ig not egeential to
freedonm &s auch; but whenever 1t 1z had, then indiffersence 1is
pregent and the act of free cholce is contingent. But even though
the sct of deliberstion is aslwsys contingent, the object ocsn still
be elther necegsary or contingent.

In libero srbitrio est consgiderare sctum volendi st Lpsum
volitum. Et in gquentum liberum arbitrium east deliberans,
necesge eat quod contingentla sit cirecs utrumque lgtorum vel
circa alterum! eiroa utrumaue, ut cum guls deliberat utrunm
velit intrare religlonem wel diligers inimiocum; olrea alterum
ut ecum gquis deliberat utrum debeat gibil placere vel digplicers
malum quod feolt vel utrum debest oconsentire vel dissentire 16
eppetitul naturaliter inserto, utpoie zppetitul beatitudinis.?
In this paagege 5t. Bonsventurs makes the basie dliatinetioen which
later ocane to be known ng freedom of sxereise and freedom of spe-
cifloationw-both of which include indifference as well ag gelf-
mavqmont.

The Qusraocchi editors give z further sxplanation of 5%.
Bonsventure'as poasition by showing how the scholratlos of the uiddlﬁ
ages uged the tern frecdem in 2 much wider senae than it is commonly

used in contemporary scholzatic philosophy.17 Freedonm &g underatopd

16 Q.2 {11,612 p~13a).
1?7 Schol.2 (IX, S9hab).
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in modern schelsntio philoasophy excludes both axtsrnalyraroa and
internal deternination %o one objeot or act; it includes indif.
ference of exercise =nd apecification, na necessary for the full
control which the free feoculty enjoyas in relation to its object
and ite sot. The proner operaticn of free choloe, as found in

men on this sarth, ls the sot of choosing between different nesns
in order to attrin an end.la In geners)l the mediev:l goholastics
made the some distinotions, underatanding freedom in a proper
aenge and in an improver gense. Freedom pronerly includes the
rreedom of indifference, both of exerelase and apﬁeirioatfbn. But
they alsoc uae thoe teorn freedon in an improp.er sense to inoluds
only spontsnelty which could obtain even though there were sn in-
trineic necegsary Qdeterminetion to one nbjaot or sot. Thus when
St. Bonaventure spesks of free cholecs aa free, he includes only
lspontaneity as esasntial %o freedom; but free ahoiaa ap delibers-
%ive inoludes indifference ms well ag spontancity. The sot of the
f11l1l ae free 1s opposed only to the necessity of force; the aot of
the will ss deliberative 1s opposed not only %o the extrinsic necesy
ity of force but aleo to the intringle necessity of immutability.
5t. Bonaventure summarizes his sclution to the present

Erobl&awmwhsthsr frea choloe includeg nots which are either cone

ingent or neoeascry, or whether it la restriocted to aote which

18 Cf. George P. Elubertzns, The Philosophy Humen
pﬁgg;g, New York, 1953, 25k=-356. » she 8L
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are contingent: ®Sic igitur actus liberi srbitrii deliberantis,
auamvis possit esse ciroa necesssrium, semper sat contingena}
agtus wvero liberi srbitril, ut liberur est, non solum potest esse
oires neceaszrium, ged etinn neceasarius in ae. '

It is importsnt to note~-by way of dizressione-thst the
guestion of the precisz neture of the scts of froe cholee does not
eoncern 3%. Bonaventurs %o such an extent as %o reoceive s apeocisl
consideration. HNowhere doeg he give an explicit and direct treat-
ment of the note themeselvea. His dootrine in regard to this in-
portant question must be gethered from texts whigh ar§ aoattered
throughout hls works. He does, however, make a three-fold division
of freedon aaccréimg to the 4Afferent ways in which nen'e aoct of
free choloe oan be oonsidered.?® Freedom of choloe degignates
free ocholce in relstion %o the sot of willing in iteelf; freedom
of counael, free ocholoe in relation to the act of will with regard
to sn endw--gsueh would bo the aot of use, yti; rreedon of enjoyment
designates free ocholce in relation to the act of willing ag acoom~
plished snd completed-—guch is the act of enjeymentj ;ggngi
Man'e frae choloe considercd in relation to the set of
willing in itgelf has two operations, consent rnd cholee, whieh,

though they seenm teo be ons, are really composite. Theyineclude

19 th (IZJ 613&)&

| 20 Dub.2, (II, 625b). Per comparstionsm ad 1llud ad
auod sollicet ad actunm in quem exis.

21 Ikid.
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mny different sots of resson and will.
Juamvis actus liberi arbltrii, utpote sligere et consentire,
unua esee videatur; nihilominusg tamen lampllort in a2 sotue
diverges. Consensue eninm dioit concordlsm aliguorum duorum,
et itz conoursun zetuum retionls 2% voluntatis in unum.
Eligere et%gm inoludit in ge rationis judiolum et voluntatis
spretitun.
Boneventure glves no expllelt stetement of the intrinsie nsture
of conaent or choloe. However, from what he doez ary about thege
overatlons some legitimate conclusions may be &rawn. He nentlicne
congent in seversl contexts of whioh the following three ara the
fullest.
Consenesus non eat aliud quam concordis voluntatis sinul el
retionis ad uvnum aliguld fsslendum, unius ?8 arbitrantis et
Judloantlis alterius autem ut praeoptantis.”

Posgunmus conscniire, ouls potest vraccedere deliberatie per 4,
sotum rationis, et subsegul prseoptatio per sotum voluntatis.’

Etel oongensus respliolat sinmul rationem et veluntates prine
oiprliter tamanﬁgt completiua voluntatenm resplelt, guis in
¢éa consummatur.®

He makes the following mention of the act of cholee!

Consensum sive eleoctionsm praecediy &ggatikus. nihil enin
eligimus, nisl prius 1llud eppetzmua.”

I1lum (mgzum elsotionia) antaﬁedit deliberatio et prascognitiqg
pluriunm. <7

22 Ip IX Sent., 4.75, p.-1, a.l, q.2, ad 5 (II, 599b).
23 Ibid., 4.38, a.2, q.2 {1, £93a).

°h Ibdd., 4.25, p.1, a.1, .2, £.3 (IX, 595b).

25 Ibid., 4.1, a.?, q.2, ed 1 (II, 953a).

26 Ibid., 4.21, 8.3, q.1, 2* (II, 504e).

27 JInsd., 4.3, p.2, 8.1, 9.2, ad 3 (I, 127b).
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From these texts the following snalysis, though not

unade by Bonaventure, seems Justified. Flret of all 1t would seem
thst the aot of free cholee must bs preceded by the sppetency of
the will for some objeet!: ®priecedit appstitus.” In other words
the will must be aoltuslly tending Soward some o%jaat. f.e., & good
which 1s 1tg end, before 1t ogan consent or choose mesns towards thqt
end. Hecondly, the acts of consent znd choloe themgelves are gom-
poeite, including en aot of resson and an sagt of the will. The

act of reason must precede the act of the w&ll.za This act of
'rsasoa is oalled jugement or deliberation. Apbltrium means a Judg-
ment which is ruled not only by the rule of truth, but also and
prioerlily by the ccamend of the will.‘?9 Pelibesration would seen
to be & zuocession of such Jjudgmente, all of whioh sre msde gomew=
how under the influsnce of the will.2® ©The aot of reason s fole
lowed by the gelf-movement of the will, whioh consummatos thﬁaet
of congent or cholee. Hence, slthough the movement of the will
depends upon the preceding sct of reagon, free cholee resides priny
elpally in the will begsuge the will with ita power of gell-move-

28 ‘ N dw?-,s; p.l, ﬂul; q.ﬁ (II. 605&)- a8
slout vnluntaézgﬁéxﬁ§§§§ ﬁavari 8d obleotun, amplectando vel re-
fugliendo 1llud, nisl pracambulo eogitatu, @le e2tlam non habet

approbare vel respusre asotum proprium nisl rationis actus praao&ﬁal;
quli diotet, ipszum esss bonum vel malum, perflolendum vel refrenandysm.

29 Ibid., dub.l (II, 607a).

30 Ibid., 4.3, p.-2, &.1y q.2, .3 (11, 316a). . . ubl
deliberatio, 1bl collatio et sucoesslo de necessitate.
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ment sompletes the aot of free chotce, 31

A nors extensive anslyels of the aocts of resson sn?
will would be beyond the evidenoe given in the writings of Ot.
Bonaventure. 7The guestions of the preoise nature of the aots of
oongent and choice, the exact relation of the aot of reason %o
the mot of the will, ete., muat be left to the ineight and develop-
ment of leter seholastic philosophspra and thaologiana.’z ?he doo-
trine of 3t. Bonaventure muat not be extended beyond its limits
et by the Salnt nimgelf. He must not be made %o sxy more Sthan
he actuslly asaid.

When free oholoe ls oonsidered in relation to ite objeot
the problem arlsesi Can free choloe, as free, have evil as i%s
objeot? It would seem that 1% oan becauss people are dlamed for
ainful and evil acts--whioh impliea that these aots are in thelr

ower and chosan fraely. And yet the abllity to sin is olesrly a
8sknesd and & defect rather than a positive power] but free oholoe)
1s the moat powerful force in man; hence free cholee csnnot be
pable of ain. Furthermere, if fres choias can ghooge what 1s
11, then the power to gin would be s part of free choiee and

ound in all wiio posesss free echoloe, i.e., in God, the angele, and
en, 23

31 %ﬁm" daZﬁ; 901’ aalp Qué {xI. 665‘”).
32 ©Of. Thomas, §.3., I-II, 13-15.
33 Qajp :f«l““j (II; 613&1}4&).
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8t. Bonaventure again introduses two distinotions to
aolve the problem. Free cholee oan be epoken of In two ways~-in a
general sense whioh pertzins to ereatures and to God, or in s nore
specifie ssnae which pertsins to oreatures and to oreatures alons.
This seocond more specifie aspect of free choloce oan also be oconside
red in two ways, as free or ss deflolent,
Free choioe in the general senae, which extends to ore-
atureg eand to God, has only the good and jJust ss 1%ts obleet, l.e.,
g8 "1llud guod intendit liberum arbitrium per cotum proprium sive
quod eff101t.*3”* Evil can be sald to be the objeot of this free
choice only if an object ia understood as that whieh 1a rejectsd
and data?sta&.35

Free choice taken mors gpecifioslly ss found in orsature

can be oongldered as free or as deficlent. As free, 1t iz by nat
ordsined only to what 1s good and just.36 This position osn easid
be eonfirmed by what hos already been seen of Bonaventure's dootrine.
For fres cholece 1a only rationally distinet from resscn and will
and resides prinoipally in the will. But it 1s clear that goodes
lwhich 1s identified with the end=-1g the object of the will.37

3% Dub.? (IX, 625b).

35 2.3 {(II, 614b). . . et sio objectum ejus est bonum
et sequum, malws vero non eat cobjectum, nisi quis 4dloat hoo ease
objectun, quis liberum arbitrium illud reapult et detsatatur.

i el £ ‘ a‘l“ q*li r'a (I’ 36). . » bonm
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[Consequently aince free ocholoe 3p reaslly identified with the will,
it is olear that only whot is good oon be i%ts objeot. Furthermore,
freedom implieg full control over itg objlect--whioch mesns that the
jobjeet of free choloe oun be any good whutsoever, whether it be
[Pleasurable, useful, or the good»in-iﬂaalr.BB The useful and ples-
surable good can be the objsct of the rationsl appetite of man or
the irrational epretite of the brutes; but the geood-in-itselfl oan
be the objset only of the rational apﬁetita.Bg Thege sevoral pointe
|help to strengthen Bonaventure's position that free choloce ss froe
is ordeined only %o good ag itas obleot.

¥hen free cholce 1s consldered ss defleient, hovever, 1t
oan go out to what 1s 0711.”0 8t. Bonsventure gtatesg that evll 1a
olearly s privation of goed: "msla non debet dlcl (potentia peo-
oandi) propter hoe, éuad non dieit privationem aliocujus boni nati

inesse.*?l The reagon why free cholce can go out to guoh a privse-

38 &ﬁ%&" d.25%, p.1, a.1, q.1 {11, 593a). Tria
autem gunt quae sint in appetitibue et quorum opposita sunt in
fugis, videliocet bonum, conferens et delectablle; et nomine bonl
ib4 intelligitur honestum . . . bonum honeatum & solis rationslibug
poteat appetl.

39 In IV Sent., 4.31, a.1, q.1 (IV, 717b) 9at. Bonaven-
ture qagtae Gic;ig tgu t “Honestum est ‘godsﬁualgé nogﬁtrahét ot
dignitate nos allloels. Inventione, » 52, { "Honegtun ea
¢ + «quod sus vi nos adli§¥bt ad ges®, . . . trahens sua algnitatofk

5 Q.3 (I, 614b). . . quia deficiens exit in aotum de-
formatum, et ite in malum.

hl &‘u,wn' dc%; &cll Q'gr &d 5 (II; 1‘391}1))*
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tion of good iz not beceuse 1% iz free, but beczuse its freedon
is limited and deflclent: “oum libertete habet defectabilitaten.d
The ultimate reazson for the def icienoy and limitetion of free )
cholce is the oreaturehoed of its subjeot. Although man osn
chooee eovil becauese of this deficlency, hiec hebit of free cholce
ie not ordained to evil by its very nature. In faot 4t seeks
evil only insofar ass 1% aprears under the aspeet of goad.“3

9%. Bonaventwre ia thus Justifled in hig conelueion that
only by defect can free choloe choose what 1s evil: “Objectum
liberi arbitril tum seoundun communem raticnem, tum prout est in
oreatur is, per»aa eat hqnnﬁ. ita ut ipeunm non, nisi quatenus est
deficiens, eligat malus, 44

In the oconeideration of free cholce discussed in thia
present cheptor St. Bonaventure makes aQVeSal important distinge
tions of free cholce and freedom. The problem of ths ralaficn of
free cholce to 1ts subject leads him to distingulsh freedon-——as
opposed to gervitude--into fresdonm from force, frezdonm from miseryyd
and freedom from fault. He goes on to point out three different

agpeots of freedom from force, i.e., the negstive abaence of exter+

42 Q.3 {II, 61hh).

k3 Q.3 (IX, 6153a). . . non tamen ad 1llud ordinatury
princlipaliter, guoniam hoe non sonvenit el eecundum naturae pro-
prisze oooplementum, ged potiug sscundum proprise naturse defeotun.
Practeres, etasl de ge eligat malum, numguam tamen eligit melum
nisi in quantun apparet easge bonum.

by Q.3 (II, 614b).
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nal foroe, the dignity following uwpon frec cholce, and the positivg
capability of preserving right order. Yhen the Saint considers
the relation of free cholos to 1ts aoct, he conalders free choloe
under two agpeecls, 28 freoe and as deliberative. He also divides
freedon in relation to 1%s esot iato fraedom of ocholos, freedom of
gounazl, snd freedom of enjoyment. And finally the problem of
free oholee in relation to 1ts oblect gives rise to two different
appects of nan's free sholoew-namely, as free and as deficient.
Many of thege important distinctions are still observed in soholase
tie philogophy, but for the most part under different terminology.
Most of then 4id not originate with 3t. Bonaventure, but were in-
gorporated by him into his genersl dootrins of fres cholge.S
Since his doetrine iz more complete than the doetrines of many of
his predecessore, his applioation of thege distlnatiana is alao

more extensive.

L5 The dlstinctions of freedom from foree, from misery,
and from fault, as well as the dlstinetions of freedom of counse
and freedom of enjoyment go back at least ag fer ag 5t. Bernard.

Of. De Oratis et Libero Arbitrio, o.3 (PL 182, 1005-06).




CHAPTER V

FREE CHOICE IN RELATION T0 60D,
CREATURES, AND THE HUMAN BODY

If free oholos 1s to be known completely and thoroughly,
it must be known in itself and in i%es relations. In the previocus
chapter those relations which pertain more intimately to the naturg
ef free cholece were disoussed., In the pregent chapter it will be
seen how 35t. Bonaventure oompletes hies dootrine by oonsidering the
relations of free cholice to other cieaturos; to God, and to the
body. Although the Saint divides this matter intoc three separate
questions, it would geem more adviasble Lo combine the firat two
quentions, since they are very closaly connected. Consequently
the two questions to be disoussed aret (1) Can fros choloe be
forced elther by ersatures or by Ood?; and (2) Oan the use of free
oholoo be impeded by an indisposition of the body?

' The firat of shese questions considers free cholce in
relation %o other ereatures and to God. The igsue is whether or
not free choloe can be foreed. I%. Bonaventure gives the following
degseription of force! “Tunc zutem voluntas dlecitur cegi, quande
intelligitur ipsam invitam sliguid velle, et repugnante aotu volunw
tatis deliberativse, sliene virtute movents et repugnanila remanw

70
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ente, ad aliquid volendo inelinari.'l It would geem that free
choice oan be foroced. Foﬁ exporienée teaoches that some aots are
partlally voluntary and partially involuntary, partially free and
partially foroced—e.g., the act of throwing merchandise overboard
to save the ghip. Furthermore, God as Creator has much greater
| power over human free cholee than man has over the brutes; but man
can use violenoce to force a brute to perform a given act; hence
God must be able to force man's free choloe in a similar and even
more powerful way. And yet the nature of the will, as a spiritual}]
faoulty, 1e to enjoy the power of self-movement. Furthermore,
freedon implles full ocontrol over all objecte~~which means that
free oholoe cannol be forced to act against 1ts Inolination, since
its inolination is toward all being. |

8%. Bonavénture beginsg his solution to this question of
force by diatingulshing free cholee in relation to an external a:];

i.¢., an aot involving bodily movenment, from free cholce in relat
to an internal act, i.e., an act of resson, will, or free choloe.
It 48 olear that other oreatures can by violence force an external
act againat the will of the one who performe the act. For exaaplo#
the pagans used brutality to foroe the Christians to kneel before
a pagan idol. However, the interlor act of free choloce, the act

of consgent or choliece, can never be forced elther by God or by creas-

1 Q.5 (11, 619b).
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2 Froe oholos is froews

tures because this ls a contradiotion.
which means th:t 4t enjoys full control over its objeot and its
act. When it choossas something it does so fresly. Free cholos is
voluntary--whioch meansg that when the willl moves toward an object,
it does so by moving iteelf since 1t is & gpiritual faculty.” The
sot of free cholce must necessarily be free and voluntary, or else
it ocsnnot be. But foroe means that free choloe 1s moved unwillingly.
From thess mutually cppoaite propertles of freedom and foroe St.
Eonaventure concludes! ". . . liberum erbitrium cogl non est aliud
quam actum liberi arbitrii simul et semel esse liberum et gervilem(
esse volunterium et non volunterium, esse & & ot non a se."d

Even God cannot oontradict a nature whioh He has oreated, because
He would be soting sgainst His own will.s Therefore, neither God
nor oreatures can have any direct influence by forece upon man's
free choice. This facy ulnari; amyhgsizea the dignity and gaored-

2 QQS (IX) 6191,)‘ o « ub mtﬂlli&&ew Quﬂd Deus Qagﬁt
iiberum erbitrium, salva proprietate libertatis et ejus natura;
et hoo modo non solum est impossibile, sed etiam non intalligibile
pro eo quod implioa% in ge duo contradiotorie opposita.

d. (II, 619a). Ex hoo snim quod liberum arbitrium
liborum est, el aliquid vult, libere vult; et ex hoo guod volunta=|.
rium eat, si aliguid wult, voluntarie vult et se ipso movente wvult.

b . (XX, 619b). . . intelligitur, ipsam (voluntatem)
invitam aliquid velle.

5 Zkdd.

6 Augustine, S X u:”a:;g. .18, n.29. Tam non po~

test Deus facere oontrs naturam, quem bonam inatitult, quem non

potost facere oontrs voluntaten suanm.
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ness of man's free cholce,

8¢. Bonaventure very emphntiocally denles creatures any
dirset influence upaﬁ tuae internal sots of [ree cholee; but he
equslly affirms thst ereatures oan have an indireot influence on
nan's free cholce. This indirect influence can be in elther of
to ways—-by inducement or by impedliment, both of which are compa~
tible with freedom from forse. 35%. Bonaventure gives the'follawind
desariptlon of inducementt "Tuno enis induci dleitur, gquendo pere
suzalo fit, qua dlaponitur ub ad,aiiquoﬁ appetiblle inolinetur;
quae 8l valde Intensa alt, neowmen coacotlonls sortitur, gquamvis non
a1t vers 00aotlo."7 It 1s olear that oreaturcs oan induce man by
persusslon to chwoose one thing rather than another. This induce-
went is brought about elther by offering a2 man aomething that he
likeg or by taking some aﬁah thing away from him,8 The pagana
tried %o persguade the Martyrs both by proumising rioch rewards and
by threatening pain and deatih. Bubt the fact that the Martyra were
naiﬁhar wonr over to paganlem by thelr promises nor terrifiled by
thelr termenta provee that induceuwent is not the same as foroe. ‘ﬁﬁ
matter how atrong the persusslon might be, man gtill remsins free
tc choose what he will.

Ureatures can slev lxilreetly influence man'a free uhciaT

7 Q.5 (I, 619h).

| & 4.5 (II, 616b). Eb sle liberus srbitrium induol potesk,
quia amat aligquid infra se, utpote vitzu temporalem vel aliud ocon-
sinile, gquod potest agene oreatum conferre vel auferre.
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But although one person ean go injure
another as to make him incapable of choosing freely, this lmpedi-

by acting upon the boa;.g

ment i1a altogether different from foroee sinee it doea not foroce
him to plece & positive aot but rather pravents him from plasing
any a«#;lﬂ The reason why free cgholee gan be influencsd by an
indiaposition of the body will be eonsidered below.

God's influsnce upon free choloce is mueh greater than
the influence of orsatures. 85%. Bonaventure never denles the fao%
that man's free cholos salways remains dependent upon the Creator.™
Just sa God hag oreated free ohoice and given it to men, so it 1o
true that by His absolute power He oan take awey man'a free choice
and rule him by force.l? But as long as men remains free, neither
God nor oreaturea gan foroe him to aet, sinoe foroe contradlotas
the nature of freedom: Y. . . voluntatem oogere nihil aliud est
facere nisl facers volunbtetem simul et semel velle et nolle. i3

9 Q.4 (Ir, 616b). Potest (Qiberum arbitrium) etiam im~
pedirl propter inclinationem et oconjunotionem sul sd naturam core
poralem quae gubeat virtuti creaturas.

10 Ibid.

11 Q.5, £.4 (11, 616&){ » » 1liberum arbitriun est secun~
dum 14 guod est supremum in anime, cum ipelus slt regere et movers
am?ba pazantxas; sed o quod asupremum 6at in anims solus Deus
ma Jor est. .-

12 Q.5 {(II, 619a8). . . quod possit (Deus) auferre liber-
taten et auferendo liberlatenm guperinducere coactionem; et hos mod?
nulli dublum esse debet quin Deus poseit hoe facere quantum est de
immensitzte duse potentiae. _

13 Ibad., f.4 (I, 619a).
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8%. Bonavenbture regerves to God & very specisl direot
Anfluence upon man's free choloe-~Ood can change the will. The
Saint desoribes this ohange of will as follows! "Tune sutem volund
tae mutatuy quandé ipsa volente ﬁnum, potentl virﬁuta.attaaﬁla
immittitur ei ad oontrarium et de volente £it nolsna, ita quod uns
affectio expellitur et contraria induoitur.*}¥ This change of wil]
would take place when a man who hss loved the things of the world
has a change of heart and beginarta contemn everything that he hags
loved. Bueh a change of heart is sometimes oalled compulsion,
ginoe the person iz Arawn awny rraﬁ the very objeots which he fope
nerly haas loved} bub suoh & compuleion ias not the same as foroe,
sinoe it does not go againgt the nature of free oholice. The
change 1e brought about by the all-powerful God whe implants in ﬂhL
will the eontrsry affection,

The queation arisest How precisely does God put that
affeotion in the will? 8t. Bonaventure doss not give a2 dirset ane
swer to this queation, but perhaps a solutlion can e suggested
from other elements of hia dootrine. As waa mentloned in the ge~
oond sheplter, when God orestes the will he giveg it 2 natural,
even ingtinotive tendency towserd the goodwin-itigelf. This natural
weight of the will S%. Honaventure ocalla synaerasia.15 The aetzaaL

14 Q.5 (II, 619b); of. also 3%. Thomas, Super II Sent..,
d.25. QOlo ﬁag, ad 3:

15 Egm-; ﬂ.3‘9. 342. q.l (II; 91&&)1.
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of synderesis 1s three-fold: (1) it inclines and urges man on to-
wvards the good-in-itself; (2) it draws man back from committing
evil; and (3) 1t ories out in remerse against tha'evil that man
has already oommltted.le Consequently this habitual power of the
will explains how the will is naturally inclines toward the good
ge its objJect.

In the present question of God's changing the will. 5t.
Bonaventure introduces an additional power which God enjoys over
the will, the power to incline the will toward a definite objeot
by giving it a strong affection or tendency toward that objeot.
E8t. Bonaventure doee not explain how this ohange takes plesce. It
would seem that God eould bring this change about sithser by natural
or Suparnatnral means. 9inoe God is the first cause and ultimate
end of all man's sctions, He could attract man'e will by the power
of His supreme goodness; or, on the other aand, God could give man
a supernatural, actual, efficaoious grace whioch would inecline his
will toward a definite objest. This latter altarnative would seen
preferable, since S5t. Bonaventure, who ie primarily a theologian,
frequently stresses the need of grace to perfect nature,l?

The final guestion which St. Bonaventure ralases in his
treatment of free oholoce 18 whether its use ¢an be limited by an

indisposition of the body. The testimony of experience olearly

18 In 1V Sent., 4.50, p.2, a.$, q.1 (IX, 910a).
17 Sehol. 1 (II, 617b-18a).
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shows that the answer to this question must be affirmative. It is
evident (1) that free ohoice in children is not fully developed;
(2) that those who are asleep do not have full control over thelir
acts; and (3) that the insane are restricted in thelr use of free
|ohotce. From this evidense it 18 clear that the condition of the
body somehow affects free choice.l8

This solution, hé;ver, introduces the more important‘
ahd mors diffisult question of precissely how the body affects free
ohoice.l® The Zaint reviews the four solutione which have been
elaborated.

The first states that because of the bodily indispositio

- O

the soul 18 turned toward the body to suoch an extent that the uses
of reason and free ocholcoe are thersby reatrioted.go Yhen the body
is injured, the #oul turns towsard it out of compassion; when the
body is born defective, the soul attempts to make up for the im-
perfection, The soul, 88 it were, loses sight of itself in its
ooncern for the body.

18 Q.6 (II, 621b).

19 Ibid. BRespondeo quod, etsi Ad hano questionem fszcilg
sit respondere, oum quaeritur, utrum liberum arbitrium ligetur per
gorporls ineptitudinem guantum ad usum, . . . ad 1llam tamen ques-
tlonem quse hano subsequitur, vidalioe%, quare ligatur liberum are
bitrium ex corpori ineptitudine, cum non sit potentia alligata
organo, valde di1fficile est respondere et ejus assighare oausam,

20 e « o propter conversionem dixerunt aliqul animan
impediri ab sctu rationis, axistente insptitudine ex parte
sorporis,
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The ssoond solution is that the use of free cholce is
1imited becsuse 1t lacks the proper condition of the body.Zl The
intelleot of man, as long as 1t 18 united to the body, depends
upon the sense phantasm for its determination.”2 Henoe when the
body 18 ahamahow indisposed, the use of reason and free choloe
i8 likewlse impeded.

The third solution explains the devendence of the soul
upon the well<bdng of the body by the faet thst the eoul communie-
oates 1ta operations to the body.za The soul 18 the form of the
body which gives the body all its perfeotions, vegetative, sensi-
tive, and rational. It makes the body a man., Hence if the boedy
is defective the soul cannot sommunicate to it the fullest perfece
tiong of reason and free ocholoe.

These three solutions, however, encounter insuperable
difficulties which arise elther from ordinary experisnce or from
solentifie fast. Therefore, S5t. Bonaventure ohocoses to follow a
fourth opinion which solves the question by stressing the substan-
tial union of soul and body.’? Beoause of this substantial unien

21 Q.6 (II, 622a). . . liberum arbitrium a proprio usu
[habet impediri propter privationem obsequii corporalis.

22 e o« o iIntelleotus noster excitari habet &b in-
feriorl, gquamdiu e¢st conjunctus corpori.
£3 « Operatioc liber! arbitrii et rationis ex corw

poris ineptitudine hsbst impedirl propter guamdam communicationem
operationis.

24 Q.8 (II, 623a), . . unio animae et corporis ad unius
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the soul must somehow depené upon the body for all ite operations,
vhather they are vegetative, sensitive, or rationsl.20 s long as
the soul remsins Je&néa with the body, man's rational powers will
depend upcon the ccndition of the body, even though this dependence
18 far from the dependence of man's vegetative and sensitive powerd.=2
Therefore, even the very highest operations of th& goul can be ime
peded by an indlsposition of the body, In faot thig impediment is
all the more frequent in regard to the sgot of free choloe, because
free cholce requires the faculties of resson and will to be as un-
restricted as possible. The elightest indisposition ean impede
the sct of free cholce.®’ With this solution to the relation of
free choloe to the body, 8t. Bonaventure brings his formsl discus-
sion of free cholce to a elose.

| In this chapter it has bsen seen that St. Bonaventure
shows that nelther God nor oreatures 4ireoctly influsnce free choloq
by the use of foroce. He also analyzes the different weys in which

they can influsnce free cholce. Creatures oan persuade man to

26 1.6 (II, 623a). Et propter ipsam unionem non tantum
pendet anlma ex sorpore quantum ad actum sentiendi, sed etiam ali-
guo modo quantum ad actum intelligendl, quamdiu est in corpore,
sed longe aliter et aliter.

: 26 Ibhid. . . sic, quamdiu anima est in corpore, intel-
llgere suum non est sine corpore ¢t sine aliguas dispositione ex
parte oorporis,

27 Jbild. 8Sie et in proposito facilius et frequentius
contingit auferri usum libertatis quam cuemcumque nctum potentiae
intelligendl, _ ‘
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choose one thing rather than another. (od can by Hig supreme

power change man's tendency of will., And finally the caﬁditian of

the body effects the use of free choloe bgcsause of the substantial
unity of body and soul.




CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION

The story of man's free cholce, as told by Bonaventure,
begins with God in the ereation of a spiritual, rational soul,

For when God creates the soul, he gives it the spiritusl powers to
know and to love, he giveas 1t the faculties of reason end will.
These faculties, though reelly dilstinot from the soul, are essene
tially rooted in the very substance of the soul. They are naturallyL
dirsoted by Jod to thelr specific operations, The ocognitive power
of reason tends to know univarsal natures; the appetitive power

of the willl moves with a very natural weight toward the good=-in-
itself, But becauss these faculties are epiritual, thay enjoy

two special powers, sslf-movement and self-reflection. And since
by their Cod-given nature reason oan reflect upron itself and the
will c¢an move itself, these spiritual faculties can by thelr very
nature unite to perform onhe composite operation in whioh they en-
Joy full sontrol over the operation iteelf and the objeot of that
Loporatlon. Such 4s the operation of free choioce, Thie natural
Woapabillty of resson and will 18 the habvit of fres choicse. It is
really 1dentified with resson and will; but it designates thsir
loapability of a united operation in which reason is self-reflectivel
and will is2 gelf-moving., It embracee both reason end will, as a
81
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potential whols which is present in each of its parts acoording to
its conplete ssaence, but for its own operatlon rsquires'the oon=-
comitgnt operation of the two psrts. It is a relatin poerfection
which béglna in reason and 1s consummated in the will., Thus man's
special power of free choloe is given him by God in the creation
of his rational soul.

But what does this gift of fres cholos mean to man?t
First of all, it mekes him capable of performing operations which
are within his own control. In other words, man is able to performs
operations which are oompiatoly free from all extesrnal force. |
Nelther God nor creatures can force the socta of free cholice, since
this would contresdiot the very nature of freedom, They can influ-
ense man in other ways; but they cannet force the interior act of
feholce. God can change men's free choice; other oreatures can per.
suade and induce man's choice; and an indisposition of the body,
with wvhich free oholoe is substantially united, can impede the
Fcperntion of free choloe. But no one and no thing ocan ever direotly
forece nan's esssntial freedon,

This absoluts frecdom from external force gives man a

ignity and excellence whioch e¢levates him far sbove the world of
on-rational oreation. He 18 gurpassed in dignity only by God from|
hom he has received the precious gift of free choloce.

This gift includes the power to preserve the right order
hich God has imprinted in man's very nature. But with this power

omes a ooOrresponding responeibility. For if man exercises his
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fres cholce agcording %o right order, he will attaln heaven; but
if he fails to Ao eo, he will be demnad for all eternity.

How Boes man exercise his free ohoice? In this lifs
man uses his habit of free choice in the sote of choloe and conseny.
Although esch of thsce smots 1s one, its unity 1s composite, since
1% includss several operations of reason and will, Reason judges
under the influence and st the ocommand of the will, which dirsots
reason by ite power of self.movement. And since these aots are
dsliberative, it follows that thay must be oontingent, By means
of consent and cholce man goes out to what 18 good and Just, thered
by preserving the right ordsr given him by CGod., But becsuse of
hie oreaturshood man can invert the right order end move toward
vhat 1s unjust and evil. The preservation of right order is man's
gravest responsibility.

The way man exercises his fres cholece in this life will
dstzrmine hig sondition in the next 11fe. TIf he suceseds in pre-
gerving right order, he will achieve his eternal heantitude. He
will live forever in the love snd enjoyment of God, Hia free
ohoice will bYe neocessarily fixed @an God, its necessary obkot,
for all eternity, The ctory of man's frse choice ends where it
began-——with God, the Oreator and the highest good.

3t, Bonaventure's doctrine of free choloe gives a very
detalled and orgenized solution to a problem whish has puzzled

philoeophioal minds since the days of Plato's Academy, Here for

the first time we find a serious attempt to oombine as much of tra-
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ditional thought as possible with a new ;nsight into the problem,
Many points of Bonaventure's dootrine have necessarily been taken
over from his predecessors, In fast one of his chief aims seems
to be to reconcile the traditional 1deal of Augustline with the
growing interest in Aristotle. This attempt to express Augustine's
concepts in A_ristotle's terminology leads to aseveral limitations
and obscurities in Bonaventure's doctrine. This 18 especially
evident in the discussion of the distinotions between the soul and
'1ta faculties of reasson and will, as well as the distinction betwe
free cholce and the same two facultles. These real but non-essen-
tial distinctions are based on the doctrine of Augustine that rea-
son and will proceed immediately from the soul without the inter-
ventlion of any acoidental perfections., The ultimate nature of
these distinctions, expressed in the terminology of Aristotle re-
mains s mystery.

St. B_onaventure's proof that free choice is a habit of

reason and will is an original contribution and the most distincti
featurs of hie docstrine. This is his solution to the basic probie
of the relation betéeen free cholce and the faculties of reason an
will. Here he adds his penetrating insight to the findings of his
predecessors, eepecially A_nselm, Alexander of Hales, and Albert

the Great., It would sesm that all of these men had a very similar
understanding of the radt that reason and will must somehow work

together in the ast of free ohoice, Bonaventurs, however, seems

to have been more sucocessful in the struggle to express the precisq
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naturs of this combined operation,
vhen Bonaventure's dootrine ie compared with his gontem-
porary, St. Thomas A_quinas, the differences betwsen the Augustin:
|and the Aristotelian approach to the problem of free sholse become
most evidens., 5t, Bonaventurs was mors concerned with the ooncept

of freedom than with the will as such, B8t., Thomas, on the aﬁntrnrﬁ.

makes a profound study er'the‘uill'itldlr. The results of thie
study serve as the basis of his sonolusions rngnidtug free choloe,
1ike 8t, Bonaventure, Thomss defines free cholice as a
*facultas voluntatis et rationis.”l But their interpretations of
this definition seem quite Aifferent. St. Thomas in quoting the

definition means that, radically, the aot of free cholce is groundgd

in the intelleot, but formerly and entitatively, it proceeds from
the w111,Z 8t. Bonaventure, on the other hand, 1dentifies the
term "facultas” with his coneept of a habit whioh resides in both
reason and will, but pﬁoauinontly in the will, The differences in
the two dootrines seem primarily to be differensces in terminology
|rather than aifferences in oonoept, since Bonaventure's understand
of habit oomes to practioally the same thing as Thomas' understand
of a propsr acocident, | 1.

8t. Thomes' emphasis of the principle that the nature
and funotion of the will depend upon gnﬁ are conditioned by the

1 8%, Thomas Aquinas, In 1I Seng., 4.24, =z.l,
2 Thma, g‘:o' I. 83. 4. &d 10

g
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[|nature and function of the intellect seems to place him among the
intellectualists rather thsn among the voluntariste, St, Bonaven-
ture, howsver, 1s a voluntarist, and maintaine the superiority of
the will over the intellect,

An sdequate congideration »f the relative merits of Bonad
venture's solution would require volumes., Suffioe it to sey that
St. BonAVenture rightly deserves his high place of honor among the
scholastio philosophere of the Middle Ages. His dootrine of free
cholce is 2 bdrilliant atteﬁpt to solve e most knotty problem, a
problem which in the present picture of philosophical thought is

8till calling for a oomplete and adequate solution,
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