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THE WILL OF NANW
‘B !

In the popular philosophy of today, namely kat-
eralistic Evolution, attempts have been made to explain
everything as the result of the forces of "matter and
motion". In rejecting all that the sages of old have
offered ﬁowards the explanation of phenomena, there are
certain problems which are stumbling blocks to this
form of philosophy. liany and various theories have been
offered but none has béen found that will satisfy. Re-
alizing their inability to explain these problems, one
of their number has sﬁmmed them up and termed them seven
riddles for which science has no answer, and which will
always remain insoluble.

It is true that if their presumption is a fact,
namely that nothing exists-except matter and motion,
these seven problems will aiways remain riddles. But
when the existence of a world that transcends the range
of materialism is so evident, it makes the supposition
rediculous. For these seven riddies(l), after a little

consideration are nothing more than seven plain facts

(L) The riddles are: 1, the nature of matter and Porce;
.2,the origin of mofion;b,the origin of l1life;4,the ap-
‘?aréntly designed order of nature;5, the origin of sen-

sation and consciousness;6,the origin of rational thought;

7, free will,



(2)

dndvare in their simplicity, within the reach of every -
thinking man. v

O0f these seven wOrld-Riddlés, we are concerned with
that which has been proclaimed the greatest of tnem all,
the free will. And in order to proceed logically we
will first consider the meaning of the word freedom.

vln'its broadest sence, to be free means to be ex-
empt from someémhing. This something may be eithér a per-
fection or an imperfection and therefore, ireedom may
be either a perfectioﬁ‘or an imperfection., To exemplify
this statement, suppose you are before a caged lion in
a zoo. The restriction of the animals freedom is a per-
fection to you but an imperfection to the lion. If he
were out conditions would be reversed.

But when applied to the activity of an agent, free-
dom denotes the immunijy 6f this agent from some re-
straining influence. This freedom is of three kinds,
first, the freedom from external coaction; secondly,
freedom from necessity;and thirdly, freedom from oblig-
ation. These three kinds of freedom are known also un-
der the following heads,respectively as: (1) freedom of
Spontaneous Action, (2) freedom of Choice, (3) freedom
of Independence.

in the first case, freedom of Spontaneous Action,
is understood the freedom of movement from opposing phy-
sical agencies. Lf the previously mentioned lion wascal-

lowed to roam through the jungles, he would be enjoying
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this type of freedom but in a cage he is largely des
prived of it. |

Freedom of Independence is the immunity of an
agent from the moral obligations imposed by a lawIul
autnority. This type of freedom is found, in the stiict-
est sence, only in God. In a wider sence however, we all
enjoy it to a certain extent. Actions that afe neither
commanded nor forbidden by human or dimine law are free
in this sence.

Text comes freedem of Choice and with this kind is
the real subject of our discussion. Freedom of choice
is freedom in the strictest sence of thne term. 1t im-
plies the absence of that necessity which governs the
actions of all material beings. Of course, since free-
dom of choice involves the immunity of an agent from
all necessity or determination, the'free will has be;
come a veritable enigma to materialistic phiolsophy,
which recognizes only that r%}m of nature known as mat- ,
ter, and but one mode of action, that of matter. To ad-
mit that the will is free would imply the existence of
of another relm of nature,namely the immaterial or spir-
itual, but that is repugnant to their doctrine and the
free will remains a stumbling block in the path of their
philosophy. There is but one limitation upon the activ-
“ity of man’s will, that it can strive after only what is
good, or af least apprehended as good. lan cannot strive
for a thing without motives, and must of necessity strive

after some objéct that has the appearence of good. The
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range of man's rational striving is of course, as broad
as his concept of good.

Iln spite of this broad range, free choice might
be impeded by the moral forces aifecting mars rational
appetite. Some particular good might influence théiwillk
so strongly so~as to overpower it, but then the will
would not be free. The act would be merely an.impulsive
volition, the result of the forces playing upon it.Such
action destroys the conditions for actual ffeedom,which
will be treated later.-

According to the defination given in Scholastic
philosophy, freedom of choice is"that endowment in vir-
tue of which an agent, when all conditions requisite
for the performance of an action are given, can either
perform or abstain from it, can perform this action or
that"., This defination is a statement of a fact that.
the conscience of every man is aware of many times a
day. That he is master over his own line of action;can
choose one course or another,

There is but one human faculty for which freedom
of choice 1s claimed, man's rational appetite or will.
when conditions are favorable the eyes must see, the
ears must hear, but that contralling factor that can
change the conditions so that the ears will not hear,
or the eyes will not see, for that we claim liberty.
The sensitive appetite, the imagination, memory, in-

tellect, the passions of man,are all necessitated in
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their action,but the will alone can choose between two
motives. Only through our rational appetite can we per-
form ar abstain from an action.

That there is in man two appetites, a rational and
a sensitive, is demonstrated by the struggle we exper-
ience at times whem we reject the promptings bf our low-
er ahimal nature and choose the moral good. Some actions
are often denominated free, ior instance, 1 freely move
my arm or bend my back. But is it the back or arm that
moves 1itself or the Wiil choosing to move the back or
to bend the arm ? Only the will is endowed with freedom,
is intrinisically denominated free.

in claiming this freedom it does not mean that every
act is free. Actions of the will must be distinguished
between deliberate and indeliberate acts; between human
acts and acts of man. Two-requisite conditions are necesg=-
sary for every free act, namely (1) a state of comscious-
ness and attention, and (2) intellectual deliberation.

Since there are different degrees of consciousness
and attention so also there are different degrees of
free choice. A person half asleep id only half free to
choose between motives. One fully asleep or unconscious-
is of course not free at all. In the same manner, one
deeply engrossed in thought is not absolutely iree.

The second condition is even more important, the .
weighing of the motives intellectually apprehended.

kvery free choice must be preceded by a judgement on
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the comparative goodness of the objects of the choice.
The judgement is called an objectively indifferent judge-
ment, and means the proposal of the reasons for and a-
gainst a definite line of action, or really two judge-
ments, one proposing motives for striving after, the
other motives for rejecting the apprehended object. kvery
finite good is at least virtually and implicitly, dual
in character, expressing motives for and against its
choice. As an example, let us consider the arguments
for and against the purchase of an automobile. The pos=-
session of a car will enable us to enjoy mucih pleasure
othnerwise impossible. But then, the partiﬁg with the
purchasing price entails the loss of desirable posses-
sions. Suppose the car was &8 gift. There still would
be the undesirable aspect of the expenses of its up-
keep. Again, if even these undesirabilities were elim-
inated, 1if there were no material implications to de-
tract from its desirabléty, the fact that it is not
necessary Ifor my nappiness is a sufficient reason
agéinst its choice.

mvery finite good has its undesirable qualities,a
walk is gaod but it requires exertion; virtue is desir-
able but it involves a checking of our passions. At the
same tame we perceive the desirability of what is either
pleasurables inteilectually alluring, or morally good,we
also see the evils contained in it. This is what we mean

when we say that every judgement referring to a finite
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good 1is objeétively indifferent, at least implicitly
and equivaiently. Lven the perception of God Himsell
is objectively indifferent becausé of our amperfect
knowledge of Him, and the difficulty connected with the
checking of our lower nature.

The deepest root ol ireedom id touched at this point
namely, oﬁr intellectual nature with its capacity for
abstraction. All finite things are limited by their very
nature. Regardless of how facinating they may be, there
is contained someplace é defect, andlwith our intellect,
capable of abstraction, we are equally able to neglect
these imperfections as we are to dwell upon them.

We shall consider now, the power of choice itself,
or as Scholastie philosophy terms it, the active indif-
ference of the will. This term at first sounds abstruse
but after a little considerétion it will be found to con-
tain exactly what is meant bj the power of choice. Indif-
ference is opposed to'determination, active is ppposed
to passive. Indifference when predicated to the will may
denote that disposition which we call apathy. Power of
choice is compatible with the greatest of habitual likes
or dislikes, with the greatest actual propensity towards
as well as aversion to,a certain object of choice. As
long as those entities which produce pwopensities or
aversion do not nullify the two conditions of freedom,
they do not destroy the power of choice. Attention mast

be brought to bear here, to notice that these forces may
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influence, but not destroy free choice.

We arrive then at the meaning of indifference; 1n
general, it means that property in virtue of which a
faculty is not determined to one line of action. Applied
to the will, it is that endowment by which it is not re-
stricted to strive after a certain objest in particular.
Indifference defined in that way, though necesséry, is
only a part of the defination of free will, and this
part of the defination is also applicable to other fac-
ulties that are not endowed with freedom. The freedom
peculiar to the will is further qualified by the term
"active". The will is actively indifferent while all
other faculties are but passively indifferent. The var-
ious sences, though indifferent in themselves are de-
termined to a particular line of action by an outeide
cause. ln order that the eye may seebthere must be
light, and similarly for the ear to hear tnere must be
sound. But free will determines itself. When the var-

i ious motives solicit our will in various directions,
the will by its own power can determine its action
towards the motives intellectually apprenended. This
power of determination then, to a partieular course of
action, originates in tne will and therefore its indif-
ference is called active.

Haeckel, finding the phenemena of free will trouble-
some to account for, avoided it altogeather by saying it

was "not an object for critical scientific inquiry" and
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designated it as "pure dogma, based on an illusion,and
has no real existence".(l) However, the free will re-
mains a fact though undesirable to certain people at
times and to treat it in such a manner is a confession.

Others have distorted the doctrine of free will
then proceeded to disprove it. The author of the artical
on free will in the Encyclopedia Americana resofted to
this method. That writer not only misrepresents the pro-
blem but describes the free will as 'a power of willing
without motive", and a free volition as "an uncaused
first act". From the previous explanations it is clear
that we maintain no such absurdity as "willing without
motive", In fact we insisted that free will was a choice
between motives. And then, he represents a deliberate
volition as an uncaused act. A deliberate act has a
cause both efficient and final; the efficient cause
being the faculty endowed with freédom, and the final
cause, the motive which the will allows to prevail.

- Self-determinism does not imply that the mind caused
itseif and tnerefore must have anteceded itself. There
is no trace of such an absurdity in the Scaolastic
doctrine.

Others who have used this method are Dr. Bain, who
describes free will és a, power that comes from hdthing,-
has no beginning, follows no rule, respects no time and

occasion”, Also Professor Stout, to whom the free will

(1., Riddle of the Universe, p 64.
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is a sort of a jack-in-the-box.(1l) Of course such views
can be disproved becausevthey are false. However it nas
nothing to do with the real will.

How after considering these views let us formulate
the exact question to be'answered,i.e.,is man's rational
appetency or will endowed with the power of choice among
various lines of action, apprehended by our intellect as
good ? Or from another angle: has man's will the power
to determine which of the various motives intellectually
proposed is to prevail apd thereby actively determining
it's own course of actidn ? If the amswer be negative
then the will of man is not free, but if affirmative |,
then it is. Determinists deny it; the Scholastics af-
firm it, and in order to substantiate_their position
they have adduced three lines of argument, called the
experimental, moral, and metaphysical or teleological
proofs. ;

Before proceeding into the various proofs for the
freedom of the will it may be well to illustrate the
the difference of procedure in these arguments.

There are thrce ways in which we are able to prove
the existence of a thing, first by bringing the thing
in question before you so that by your own experience
you will percekve it's existence; secondly, by showing
you something which is an effect of the thing in ques-
tion, an effect which could be caused only by this

particular thing. ln that way we can arrive at the fact

(1) ex. Maher, Psychology p4l6.
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that the thing must have existed. Thirdly, we can con-
clude the existence oi a being or object by ovserving
the cause, the root or source of the object in question,
something wihich necessarily produces or calls for the
the objest. These methods of proof are respectivély, the
experimental, moral, and metaphysical. Happily,we are
able to adop¥ all three methods to prove tue existence
of free will, and in doing so we can claim not only pro-
bability for the doctrine, but are able to assert it as
a truth beyond doubt. To proceed to the first proof we
shall take the testimony of consciousness, the exper-

imental evidence for iree will.
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Oftimes during the day I realize by the unmiétake-
able testimony of consciousness, that it is in my power
to choose among various actions which I have motives to
perform. To demonstrate this statement let us take any
act, one to which we attacn little dmpordance. Suppose
I am Wfiting a paper for my history assignmemt, and ‘
after working at it for a period of time 1 think it des-
sirable to interrupt my work and enjoy a cigarette. The |
interruption will serve to freshen my mind and enable it
to be better disposed for the work after a moments rest.
Then, on the other hand, I can see that the interruption
is not necessary, at least not at this particular mo-
ment, and I can easily put it off for a while longer.
Furthermore, 1 realize that even though.the change may
be desirable in one way, it may not be in another, for
instance, 1 am apt to forget the particular poinfs x
have in mind at this time. After cbnsidering the dif-
ferent motives I arrive at the:conclusion tnat it 1is
preferable not to interrupt my work at this moment.

Thus we have an objectively indifferent judgement,
a judgement which the comparative desirability of two
courses of action is proposed, which is the principal
condition of free choice. I am fully aware of the com-
parative desirabilit& of both of the actions and pay
explicit attention to them, which is the other‘condi-

tion for free choice.

Neither you nor I.cancfortell with certainty which
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of‘the two actions I shall select I realize by the clear
and‘unmistakable testimony of consciousness tnat my act-
ion depends upon an uncalculable elememt, namely free
choice. 1t is solely within my powér to select either of
the two courses of action and furthermore, after I have
allowed one to prevail, 1 am conscious of the fact that
if I had so desired, 1 could have chosen the other. Ex-
periences such as this are common to everyone. Of course
every action performed during the day i1s not performed
in that free manner, ln fact, most of them perhaps are
not thought about at all; but we are aware of the fact
that some of them are performed thus freely, whenever
the conditions for free choice are given,ie., attention
and consideration of the motives prompting the action.

VThere are some that maintaim that we predetermine
our future actions and predict what line of action we
are going to take in certainvcircumstances. Perhaps so,
it may be often done, but this does not militate against
free will, rather on the other hand, it is in favor of
it. For when we predict the course of action we shall
'follow, we realize that the future is not fixed. We know
the action depends upon our free choice. 1t is often our
experience that at the last moment we change our minds
and many resolutions previously made have in that manner,
failed. Such predictions of our future actions are not |
only compatible with freedom, but meaningless unless in
the supposition that we are free and donscious of it at

the time of prediction. The fact that at times we fwel
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remorse for an action done shows us that if it was not
our action, done by our own choice, it would not incurr
blame upon us. 1lf it is not our fault, why should we
blame ourselves for doing it % ;

Now determinists and particularly materialists deny
emphayically that any of our actions are a matter of our
choice. When they enter into the metapkysical sﬁecula;i
tions as to the possibility of freedom, they atre guilty
of the first principal of positive and exact aciences,
that very cnarge which they urge against the Scholastics,
the condideration of the "that" and let the "why and
wherefore" alone. Of course in this particular case the
"that" is peculiarly troublesome, the "why and wherefore®
being more convenient to deal with. True to their pol-
icy of fitting facts to fit the theory, they avoid the
problem by denying the existence of freedom.

. The materialists do not deny fhe pergeption of

freedom, but claim it to be a mere illusion. lf our in-

" tellect can be deceived in the perception of evident

facts of consciousness, if it be subject to illusion,
then how can we be certain of any human knowledge ? If
our intellect is unable to discern truth from falsehood,

what criterion remains ? If we are apt to err in the

acquisition of truth'through consciousness, how do we
know but what the other sources might err also ? Cér-
tainly if consciousness might deceive us then it is

equally possible that the other sources of knowledge

are uareliable. This leads to another consideration
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that makes the denial of the facts derived from self-
- consciousness all the more destructive to human know=-
ledge gathered from any other source. For example, hear-
ing is no source of knowledge unless 1 am conscious of
it; similarly with sight, reasoning, and many oﬁhers.
Hence we see that by the denial of freedom ihich con-
sciousness clearly attests, we arrive at the absurdity
of absolute skeptieism.

In the examples given, we see tnat consciousness
attests in every detail what we have claimed after the
precise formulation of the question. Certain conditions
for freedom have been insisted upon. After analyzing
our mental attitude towards the motives apprehended,we
see that consciousness attests an internal act of the
will by which we actively determine which of the_mo-
tives is to prevail. This is free choice.

The late Professor James of.Harvara, in his Prin-
cipals of Psgchology, says that thévevidence of con- |
scipusness is "too crude", Viewing the gqguestion scien-
tifically,he argues thet the evidence is in favor of
the determinists because free will is irreconciliable
with "the great scientific postulate,that the world
must be one unbroken fact, and that prediction of all
things without exception must be ideally, if not act-
wally, possible”. Viewed morally, the evidence is in
favor of freedom, for ® it is a moral postulate.f....

that what ought to be, can be, and that bad acts can-



not be fated,Abut tnat good ones must be possible in
their place". (1).

And as he goes on, "When scientific and moral pos-
tulates war thus with each other and objective proof is
not to be had, the only course is voluntary choice, for
skepticism itself, if systematic, is also voluntary
choice...... Freedoms first deed should be to affirm it-
self".(2) Therefore we see that James admits freedom on
ethical grounds but denies it on the others. Let us con-
sider the charge he makes about intrqspection being too
crude.

we ask him why the evidence of introspection is too
crude ? It is absolutely the only means we have ol ac-
quiring knowledge of present internal facts. 1f too much
is expected from this evidence, then of course it is too
crude, but the same is true»of the evidence of all the
rest of the sences. All we gan expect from these two
sources (internal and external experience) is no more
and no less than the knowledge of present facts, in-
ternal or external respectively. 1f we expect more than
this, then all experimental evidence is too crude.

As an example let us suppose tnat 1 touch a very
not object. Before L nave time to reflect I withdraw
my hand. Or perhaps I see a baby, who touching snow
quickly Withdraws its 1ittle fingers. Am I not able to
téstify to those bare facts just as I have seen or

felt them on the evidence of internal or external ex-
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perence ? If this be denied then all experimental science
must be rejected as being too crude. Such instances as
mentioned abowe are merely examples of reflex motion,
where an external stimilus has been transmitted to the
periphy by afferent mervés to the nerve center in the
spinal column and thence reflected by the efferent
nerves to the muscke, which contracts. 1If thés kanow-
ledge is expected from the evidence of the sences in
the simple observation, mentioned before why then most
assuredly it is too crude. In order to arrive at that
knowledge an elaborate and detailed research must be.
made in the nature of the nervous system. And even in
the research, it is the evidence of the sences that must
again be relied upon. If the evidence in the first sim-
ple observation was too crude, it is nof less so in the
latter observations. Hence if further research is to be
at all possible, we must beware of calling any exper-
imental evidence too crude.,

In the same manner that I perceive, when I witandrew
my hand,I acted without deliberation , thus also I am
able to perseive that in certain acts of will I act with
deliberation. Such evidence of introspection must not
be expected to furnish evidence that is cleérly the re-
sult of further speculation, With this understanding then
that the evidence of introspection is too crude, we em- v
phatically deny.‘Or if it be crude, it is not thereby of
less value. The proqf of free wiil frbm the evidence of

introspection, stands in spite of the efforts made to
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III

The discussion of the two following proofs show
that the doctrine of free will branches into the other
departments of philosophy. ln the department of ktanics,
such factors as law, justice, obligation, right and wrong,
etc. acquire different meanings as the doctrine of Iree
will is acepted or rejected. To the serious, contempla-
tive mind these proofs will be of especial interest.

If man is responsible for any of his actions, if
certain actions are worthy of merit, others of blame,
then the will of man muét be capable‘of choosing one
course of action or another. The dignity of man com-
pared with the andmals, plants, etc., around him, con-
sists in his moral nature and a supposition wnich cuts
the root of this nature is absurd. But to deny freedom
is cutting oif the root of mans morak nature, hence this
denial is absurd.

"Right conduct is not mérely a beautiful ideal which
attracts me. It commands me with an absolute autnority.
It obliges me unconditionally".(l) Regardless of my own
persomal feelings L am bound to do good and avoid wrong.
Yet,it is a patent fact that the moral law is not at all
times observed. But if the moral law obliges me at all
times, it must be within my power to comply with its de-
mands or if not, how can 1 disobey it ? To suppose that
a law binds me in which it is an absolute impossibility
to comply, is irrational and absurd.b

Suppose that man was not free, what would be thg

(1) Maher, Psychology p 399.
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difference Between morally good and bad acts ? A hero
would deserve no merit nor a criminal blame if he did
only what he was forced to do. There could be absolute-
ly no distinction between right and wrong. Only freedom
discriminates between a saint and a sinner in the moral
world,

That school oif thinkers known as Moral Positivists
have have done away with all true morality, obligation,
rignt and wrong. According to Hobbes, there is no in-
trinsic diéiference between morally good and bad deeds.
He attributes the distinction to postive human legis-
lation, Others of this school trace it to custom, ed-
ucation or to some other difference. Some go even fur-
ther, for instance, Haeckel says, "The moral order ex-
ists no more in nature than in the lives of men, no
more in natural history than in the histary of culture.
The cruel and unceasing strﬁggle for existence is the
true spring of the blind nistery of the world" (1)

Of course thnat is all you can expect from an kiv-
olutionist and lMaterialist. Nietz che also follows thé
same line of thought. He is looked up to by some as a
sort of demigod, and every statemént of nis regarded as
an utterance from an infallible source. He thinks quite
a bit of Nietzche, .since.he.considers himself an "over A
man® to whom "the whole moral science is a courageuus
and continued faksehood"”. |

(1) FrewCathrein, Moral Phil. Vol. I p.l4l

(2) Ibid. pl43
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In order to show the strength of the moral argm-
ment it is necessary to insmst more dn the (reality of
moral noyions than on the necessary connections between
these. notionsi.and free will. We must then, first consider
whether there are any actions which are morally good or
bad prior to any human or divine law. Whether some act-
ions are 5y their intrinsic nature good and others bad.
Of course we do not deny that some actions are in them-
selves indifferent, and are bad onlyvbecause they are
forbidden, but there are athers also that are forbidden
because they are bad, rather it is because they are bad
that the law forbids them. And they were bad prior to
the law, or any other postive fact, such as education
and custom.

Wow if it is only the forbidding law that makes
acts morally bad and the prescribing law that makes them
good, then it follows that there cannot be a bad law. A
law can only be bad if it prescribe what is bad. But this
is impossible from the supposition of lioral Postivists,
that no action is bad prior to any law. Furthermore; 2
a law prescribes mustder or lying, then such actions are
good. But the common consent of all mankind‘attests that
these actions could not be made morally good by any law,
which d&sproves their theory. | : i i

Toiisum up the horal argument @an a few words; since
there is an intrinsic difference}moraily good and bad

acts, and this difference id null and void if mans will
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be not free, then we must admit the freedom of the will.

Jonathan Edwards propodes an axiom, attempted pre-
viously by Buridan, that the will always follows the
greater seeming good. That it frequently does,we admit,
but always,is in diametrie opposition to our experience.
To admit this statement would be to place man in the
same situation as Buridans ass. The unfortunate ass was
placed equidistant from two identical stacks of nay, and
since each was equally inviting the ass gould not decide
which of the two to eat and tuus starved to degth between
them, Such an example may have been applied to asinine
liberty but certainly not to thatioff man. Again suppose
after wandering into unfamiliar territory you suddenly
become desimious of returning quickly ﬁo your dwelling
and come upon a road that separates into two branches,
both leading into the direction you wish to go. You do
not know which is the shortest route. Are you forced
to stay at the fork of the road until you are adﬁised
which is the shortest ? If the will is bound without
exception to follow the greater seeming good; as ad-
vocated by Jonathan Edwards, you are. But practical ex-
perience distinectly disagrees with the doctrine and as
'a result the objection does not touch the moral argu-
ment for freedom.

Then there are others who claim that men are the =
result of their environment; To é large extent this

frequently is the case, but to establish it as an un-
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varying rule, is breposterous. 1f that were so, then a
good man could never sin, a bad-one never repent. Yet
-tuis,as we see everyday,is not uhusual. S50 the argu-
ment, as far as a denial of the wills freedom, falls
to the ground.

The determinists have what they consider an all-
poweiful.weapon in the argument from Moral Statistics.
Buckle, who according to Fr. Maher(Psych.p.4<l)"used
to be the classical author on this line of attact"”,
claims that the actioné of man"vary}in obedience to
the changes in the surrounding society? This,of course
is simply another way ol stating the previous object-
ion. He claims that suicide is theM™necessary conse-
quence of preceeding circumstances". (quoted from Fr.
laher, Psych. p.421)

In the first place, statistics record only exter-
nal actions. These actions in somerindividuals may be
the result of a long series of temptation, while in
others they are a reaction of gmick, though free de-
termination. Again it may be but‘the outcome of a sud-
den impulse, or mental derangement. All moral statis-
tics can do is to add all such external actions to-
gether indiscriminately. But in discussing free will we
are concerned mainly with internal acts of the will. and
these actions by their very nature, remain unrecorded
in HMoral Statistics. The records of such acts are fomnd

only in the testimony of our own consciousness and the
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consent of mankind which distinguishesvclearly between
those acts which are dekiberate and those that are not.

There is another slass of adversaries who deny
what is generally conceded , that the free will is fhe
necessary basis of morality. They say that the @oral ar-
gument is therefore based upon the false assumption
that the denial of freedom cuts the root of morality.
To quote,from the writer of the artical on Free Will
in the Encyclopedia Americana, "So far from determinism
making moral law impossible, free will makes it impos-
sible. If volition can perpetually nullify the action
of motive, there is a fatalrbreach in the continuity
of cause anfl effect; there can be no calculable se-
quence of action and therefore no maral law".

From this and other such arguments we wee that the
writer of this artical nas not directed ais attadt
against the real doctrine of free will. He first dis-
torts the doctrine with such phrazes as "nullifying the
" action of motive"," causeless acts"," willing without
motiﬁe", and then finds it simple enough to confute it
from this viewpoint.

In concluding the moral argument, one last word
mignt be said about determinism, and this shall be the
conclusion reached b& Professor William James when he
said,"Determinism....virtually defines theAuniverse'as
a place in which what ought to be is impossible”, (1)

(1) Maher, Psych. p. 401)
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The last proof for the freedom of the will is that
called the metaphysigal oE teleologibal proof. It is in-
deed of small use for the purpose of converting one who
has not been convincediby the two previous arguments.The
advantage, however is in the fact that it shows the
cause of our freedom, and the natural continuity of that
freedom, as long as reason remains within us.

The type of argument used in this proof is a priori.
We argue from the intellectual nature of man, as exper-
ience reveals him to ué and claim that this intellect-
ual nature calls for freedom in the exercise of his will.
His nature would be incomplete if he had intellect (un-
derstanding) and no will. Of what use would it be to a
man to be able to grasp intellectually‘what ida good for
nim if he had no appetitive faculty (L) to strive after
this apprehended good. Therefore we may say that mans
inteklect postulates will. |

To formulate this argument we might do it in the
follo&ing menner: Because of mans rational nature, he
is able to form objectively indifferent Judgéments. But
unless mans rational appetency is actively indifferent,
these objectively indifferent judgements aie to no pur-
pose. Therefore, the‘will must be free.

The major proposition needs no proof, it having
been explained Before that man is capable of forming
objectively indifferent judgements. But to consider the
minor, suppose thaf the will is not free. Imagine man

(1) See St.Thomas Aquinas,Sum.Thel. QLXXXIII A3.
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béing able to apprehend good, know whaj is best for him,
know what he ought to do, and yet be painfully aware of
the fact that he is not free. If that were tmue, man
would be without a doubt, the most miserable of crea<«u:
tures.

But on the other hand, suppose that there exists an
all-wise and all-smerciful, as well as all-loving God.
And if there is a God, He must be infinite, and by His
nature, He cannot create an intellectual being made to
His image and likeness without that endowment which is
necessary to complete his intellectual mature. God could
not distort His own image and create rational man with-
out a free will,

Determinists ostracise this argument completely. To
them science consists merely in recording and aécumulat-
ing facts, but to get at the real meaning of the word,
is it thatt,or does it inquire into causes ? For this
reason the a priori demonstration bccupies the highest
place among the three proofs.

Although all three proofs establish the doctrine
of free will beyond all doubt, each proof has a peculiar
value. The first emphaciges free will as a experimental
fact, the second as an indespensable basis of morality,
the third as the necessary compliment of mans rational
nature.

Free will, according to some adversaries, seems to

be irreconciliable with God's foreknowledge. To them [ .c

Bal
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the fact that God knows all of our future acts, limits
mans activity to certain actions. 1f God knows what we
will do then we can do that and nbthing else. 1f we widll
keep in mind that God forsees our future actions because
we perfprm them and not vice versa, the difficulty clar-
ifies itself. We do not perform certain actions because
God fdrseés them, rather it is because we are going to
perfovm them that God knows them. In the performance of
any act, wanether free or otherwise, while we are per-
forming the act we cannbt at the same time be not per-
forming it.Thus we see a kind of necessity in every act
of ours, but this necessity follows and supposes: thet: .
the act, therefore in a free action, it follows and sup-
poses free choice.

This necessity does not in any way affect free
choice in fact the only necéssity'thaﬁ can is that
which preceeds the act. From the infallible testimony
of our consciousness we know that we are not governed
in the act off our will, i.e.,not all of them, but
rather we are the masters of our actions. Now the
neccesity which follows and supposes through choice
is found in all our actions, free or otherwise; hence
supposing a free action is, has been, or will be
performed, it is in yirtue of that supposition necessary
and can be the object of certain and infallible
knowledge. Therefore God's foreknowledge of our future
free actions, and the infallibilipy of this fore-

knowledge does not in any way affect human liberty.»
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1t becomes even more evident if we considér that
God's knowledge of our future free action is strictly
speaking, not for knowledge.since' the knowledge of God
i; eternal and does not pass from foreknowledge into
knowledge of the presentand from there into memory of
the past. The past, present and future are equally open
to God's vision. If therefore we keep in mind this
eternity and unchangeableness c¢f God's vision, and the
difference in the kinds of necessity, there will be no
difficulty in reconciling man's freedom with the

infallible knowledge of God.
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