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Contemporary philosophers approaching the wntmgs of Thomas
Aquinas on human freedom naturally look to him for answers to the
kinds of questions that vex us. For several centuries now, philosophical
discussions of freedom have focused on the problem of the relationship
between human choice and causal determination. Are human choices
the end-products of causal chains originating outside of and anteced-
ent to the agent in such a way as to determine the agent to one and only
one outcome? If the answer is yes, then one is either a determinist or a
compatibilist. A determinist is someone who argues that causal determi-
nation makes freedom an illusion, while a compatibilist is one who ar-
gues that significant human freedom is consonant with causal determi-
nation. If the answer to the original question is no-that human actions
are not determined to one outcome by antecedent causal conditions-
then human beings are free in the sense that they exercise a peculiar
kind of indeterministic agency, generally thought to be rooted in some-
thing called the will and somehow connected to acting for a reason or
intelligently. To defend freedom in this more robust sense is to be an in-
compatibilist, a locution that stresses the negative claim regarding the
connection between causal determinism and freedom, or a libertarian,
a locution stressing the positive side of the claim. Presuming these divi-
sions to be exhaustive, contemporary philosophers want to know how to
classify Aquinas-is he animal, vegetable, or mineral?
I know of no one who claims that Aquinas is a straightforward deter-

minist. There are just too many texts where he argues explicitly for sig-
nificant human freedom and moral responsibility against what we may
retrospectively identify as antecedent versions of determinism. So that
leaves either libertarianism or compatiblism. The most eloquent and
interesting interpreter of Aquinas as a kind of proto-libertarian is Ele-
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onore Stump.l In a series of intriguing papers, Professor Stump has of-
fered an interpretation of Aquinas as belonging to the species of liber-
tarians who deny that the Principle of Alternative Possibilities (PAP) is
central to human freedom. According to her definition of the PAP:

A person has free will with regard to (or is morally responsible for) doing an ac-
tion A only if he could have done otherwise than A.

Stump's argument builds upon the so-called Frankfurt-style counterex-
amples to the PAP, where some agent is represented as choosing A in a
self-determining manner without any external coercion but without any
real option to do otherwise because of the presence of a coercive mech-
anism that would have forced the choice of A in any event; because the
choice was not made under the influence of the mechanism, however,
the action is genuinely free and so it would seem that freedom does not
require the PAP. Once we eliminate the PAP as a necessary condition for
freedom, and so allow Aquinas to count as free a number of highly sig-
nificant cases of willed action without the PAP-God, angels, and the
blessed in heaven-Aquinas can be claimed for the libertarian camp. In
the libertarian interpretation of Aquinas, the analytical focus is placed
primarily on the act of choice as the locus of human freedom.
While I have learned much from Professor Stump's analysis, nonethe-

less I do not find her interpretation of Aquinas as a proto-libertarian to
be persuasive. In much of what follows, the first two sections of the pa-
per, I want to explore the multiple ways in which Aquinas's account of
freedom strains against broadly libertarian presuppositions until it final-
ly contradicts a central libertarian tenent in such a way as to appear to
make Aquinas into a proto-compatibilist instead. The breaking point is
that, according to Stump, it is a necessary condition for libertarian free-
dom that "the causal chain resulting in any voluntary act on an agent's
part has to originate in the system of the agent's own intellect and will
[because] if it originates in some cause external to the agent which acts
with efficient causation on the agent's will, what results will not be an act
of will at a11."3 If this is so, then Aquinas cannot be a libertarian, for it is

I. "Aquinas's Account of Freedom: Intellect and Will," The lyIonist So (1997): 576-97.
See also her earlier "Intellect, Will, and the Principle of Alternative Possibilities," in Pelc
spectives on Moml Responsibility. ed.John Martin Fischer and Mark Ravizza (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1993), 237-62, and "Libertarian Freedom and the Principle of Alterna-
tive Possibilities," in Faith, Freedom, and Rationality, ed..JcffJordan and Daniel Howard Sny-
der (Savage, Md.: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 1996), 73-S8. Scott MacDonald
also interprets Aquinas as a libertarian in "Aquinas's Libertarian Account of Free Choice."
Revue internationale de philosophie 21 (199S): 309-2S.

2. "Aquinas's Account of Freedom," 59!.
3. Ibid., SS6.



I. THE NATURAL NECESSITY OF THE WILL AS THE
ORIGIN OF FREEDOM

4- Evil is a separate and complicated problem.
5. "Compatibilism, Free Will, and God," Philosophy 48 (1973): 231-44.
6. "Aquinas, Compatibilist," in Human and Divine Agency, ed. F. Michael McLain and W.

Mark Richardson (New York: University Press ofAmerica, 1(99). 1-39.
7· Aquinas on lHind (New York: Routledge, 1(93),73-78.
S. "Cum omnia procedunt procedant ex voluntate divina, omnia suo modo per ap-

petitllm inclinatllr ad bonum sed diversimodo." Summa theologiae I, 59, I. All citations of
this text (henceforth abbreviated as ST, f(,llowed by the part, question, and article) will be
from the ILJ41 Ottawa edition. All translations are my own.

Libertarian accounts of freedom in Aquinas typically begin with a
brief account ofAquinas's doctrine on the will in general and then move
to a focus on liberum arbitrium or electio as the locus of freedom. In this
section I want to argue that a focus on the nature of the will as rational
appetite is the real ground of human freedom. Paradoxically, the will is
free to choose because of what belongs to it necessarily by virtue of its
nature.
Aquinas uses the term "appetite" to describe the relationship of ev-

ery being to its appropriate good.R Since in every being except God per-
fection or fulfillment as an instance of its kind is not given by its natu-
ral constitution but must rather be achieved through action, the good is

a central feature of Aquinas's account of all human action! that the will
is moved by God as first efficient cause. Libertarian readings ofAquinas
tend to dismiss such claims as "theological" and therefore outside the
scope of philosophical concern. Yet Aquinas's argument for a divine mo-
tion with respect to the will is based on metaphysical claims rather than
theological ones. Indeed, on the basis of such claims for divine causal-
ity it seems obvious to philosophers such as Anthony Flew·' and Thom-
as Loughran l; that Aquinas must be classified as a compatibilist; Antho-
ny Kenny even labels Aquinas's position as "soft determinism."7 While I
think the libertarian interpretation is untenable in the face ofAquinas's
account of the relationship between divine causation and human free-
dom, I do not think this makes him a compatibilist in the contemporary
sense by default. I will spell out my reasons for this in the third part of
this paper. Having rejected the applicability of either libertarian or com-
patibilism as inappropriate and anachronistic conceptual categories for
interpreting Aquinas, I shall argue that the ultimate reason for this re-
jection is Aquinas's doctrine of creation. Human freedom coming from
God as its exemplar causal source and ordered to God as its final end
demands a model beyond libertarianism and compatibilism.
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conceived as the object of striving and all things are said to have a nat-
ural appetite, or an inclination, or a desire for their appropriate good.
The substantial form of a thing, called its nature when considered as the
principle of action, causes the thing to act in a way commensurate with
its substantial form to achieve a perfected state appropriate to its kind.
Aquinas typically distinguishes three different kinds of appetites,'! The
first characterizes material beings lacking the capacities for sensation or
intellection: their self-perfective activities are determined by their na-
tures to a specified kind of activity; it is of the nature of fire to heat, of
a stone to fall, of a plant to grow according to a determinate pattern. A
second kind of appetite characterizes animals with sensation but no in-
tellection. Such beings have a more complex interaction with their en-
vironment in their self-perfective activities. Their striving is character-
ized by a kind of indeterminacy regarding particular objects on the basis
of how they are sensed on particular occasions; a lion may pursue prey
on one occasion because hungry and ignore it on another occasion be-
cause tired, wounded, or full. A third kind of appetite is characteristic
of intellectual beings. Because their substantial form is characterized by
an immaterial intellect capable of grasping the entire range of being,
their striving for self-perfection is not restricted in its range to only cer-
tain kinds of actions regarding certain kinds of objects. Rather, they are
able to engage through knowing any object that is possibly perfective or
good and so desire it in a conscious way. Intellectual beings therefore
have an unrestricted appetite for their own good as known. That appe-
tite is called will.]O rational creatures, it belongs to the nature of hu-
man beings to desire through will the human good as known. This in-
clination to the good belongs necessarily to human beings as rational
natures prior to any choice.
Thomas describes the will, the appetite for the human good as known,

as a power or capacity for activity. Like any power, the will has its own
proper object which motivates and specifies its activities. The will's prop-
er object is what makes all things good (bonum in commune) understood
precisely as such (sub ratio boni).ll Wherever goodness is perceived, the

9. For a detailed discussion of the different ways in which Aquinas distinguishes the
kinds of appetites, see David Gallagher, 'Thomas Aquinas on the Will as Rational Appe-
tite," Journal oj the History ojPhilosophy 29 (199]): 559-84.

10. "Quaedam vero inclinatur ad bonum cum cognitione qua cognoscunt ipsam boni
rationem, quod est proprium intellectus. Et haec perfectissime inclinatur in bonum, non
quidem quasi ab alio solummodo directa in bonum, sinlt ea quae cognitionem carent;
neque in bonum particulare tan tum, sinlt ea in quibus est sola sensitiva cognitio; sed tan-
tum inclinata in ipsum universale bonum. Et haec inclinatio dicitur voluntas." ST I, 59, I.

I ]. "Similiter etiam principium motivum voluntariorum oportet esse aliquid natural i-
tel' volitum. Hoc autem est bonum in communi, in quod voluntas naturaliter tendit, sinlt
etiam quaelibet potentia in suum objectum." ST I-II, 10, I.
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will can become engaged with it as an object of desil-e precisely as known
to be good (even if mistakenly so). It is important to note the ordination
of the will to the bonum in commune is not a claim that the will is attracted
to some univocal universal property in general or a particular abstract
object, but rather a description about the formality under which the will
engages its objects. It is the same as saying that the formal object of sight
is color or that the intellect's object is truth. Because something is the
kind of power that it is, it engages its objects under a certain description.
This natural ordination or inclination of the will to objects as good is
prior to and explanatory of all the will's explicit acts; we do not have any
choice about our ordination to the good-it belongs to the will by natu-
ral necessity. But precisely because it is an ordination to goodness wher-
ever it is found (bonum universale vel absolute),12 it is not an ordination to
any particular good and hence not a determination to pursue only one
kind of goodY The will's orientation to the universal good is the reason
why no particular good attracts it necessarily.
In addition to this natural ordination to the good, Aquinas argues

that the will is naturally inclined to happiness as the perfect fulfillment
of its capacities or its ultimate end (beatitudo as bonum perfectum or ulti-
mus jinis).14 It is of the very nature of the good to be an object of desire,
and the desire is for perfection in actuality or existence commensurate
with the nature. Every being has a desire for its own proper perfection.
The term we use to designate human fulfillment as the conscious object
of desire is happiness. Every human being desires what it understands
to be perfective for itself as a human being and so wills happiness. Obvi-
ously this is not to say that all human beings will the same thing under
the rubric of happiness, but rather that what formally and fundamental-
ly motivates all human willing is the good-as-perfective, beatifYing, com-
pleting of human beings taken as a whole and in the context of a life-
time. This kind of willing characterizes all human striving once one is
able to reflect upon the good. It too is not a matter of choice but nature:
human beings naturally will what they do for the sake of happiness. But

12. "Objectum autem voluntatis, quae est appetitus humanus, est universale bonum; si-
cut autem objectum intellectus est universalc verum." ST I-II, 2, 7.

13. "Vnde cum actus sint in singularibus, in quibus nullum est quod adequet potenti-
am uniuersalis, remanet inclinatio uoluntatis indeterminate se habens ad multa." De malo
6, 1. All citations of this text will be from the Leonine edition of the Opera omnia, V. 23
(Rome,lg82).

14. "... cum unumquodque appetat suam perfectionem, illud appetit aliquis ut ulti-
mum finem, quod appetit ut bonum perfectum et completivum sui ipsius." ST I-II, J, 5.
"Ratio autem beatitudinis communis est ut sit bonum perfectum, sicut dictum est. Cum
autem bonum sit obiectum voluntatis, perfectam bonum est alicuis quod totaliter eius vol-
untati satisfacit. Unde appetere beatitudinem nihil aliud est quam appetere ut voluntas sa-
tietur." ST I-II, :j, 8.

precisely because there is no one object or activity available in natural
human experience that perfectly and definitively completes the human
person, the natural desire for happiness is the ground of human free-
dom. We are free to choose any particular good at any time precisely be-
cause none of them can completely satisfY our natural desire for happi-
ness. IS It should also be noted that our natural desire for happiness can
also be described as a natural love of happiness, since love is the prin-
ciple of all motion tending toward the endY' And since love is always a
two place relation in Aquinas-amare est velte alicui bonum-our natural
love of happiness involves a natural friendship love of self as the one to
whom the good of happiness is willed. 17

Finally, and most importantly, Aquinas argues that there is an exist-
ing good that perfectly finalizes and completes human nature and its
rational appetite: God. The natural desire for the beatitying good is de
facto an ordering to God, even though most people do not recognize
this. Thomas argues that the only intelligible object that could satisfy
the intellect's natural desire for knowledge would be a vision of the es-
sence of the first cause of things.J8 Likewise, the only object that could
satisfY the will's desire for the absolutely perfect good is GOd. 19 By na-
ture then we desire God, even if at the level of conscious choice we deny
his existence. All human striving for the perfective good is an implicit
yearning for God. If we were actually to see God in all his perfect good-
ness, we would will him necessarily and naturally and not as an object of
free choice. 20 Once a person enters into the beatific vision, the will's na-

15. It should be noted that there are some goods that we naturally recognize as constitu-
ent means to human happiness and so will naturally and necessarily. We cannot not will to
know the truth, to be, or to live; all of these are recognized as necessarily connected with
human flourishing: "Si igitur dispositio per quam alicui uidetur aliquid bonum et conueni-
ens fuerit naturalis non subiacens uoluntati, ex necessitate naturali uoluntas preeliget illud,
sicut omnes homines naturaliter desiderant esse, uiuere et intelligere." De malo, 6.

16. "Amor autem respicit bonum in communi, sive sit habitum, sive non habitum. Unde
amor naturaliter est primus actus voluntatis et appetitus. Et propter hoc OInnes alii motus
appetitivi praesupponunt amorem quasi primam radicem." ST I, 20, 1.

17. "Manifestum est autem quod in rebus cognitione carentibus, unumquodque nat-
uraliter appetit consequi id quod est sibi bonum; sicut ignis locum sursum. Unde et an-
gelus et homo natural iter apetunt suum bonum et suam perfectionem. Et hoc est amare
seipsum. Unde naturaliter tam angelus quam homo diligit seipsum, inquantum aliquod
bonum naturali appetitu sibi desiderat." ST I, 60, 3. For more on this see David M. Galla-
gher, "Desire for Beatitude and Love of Friendship," Mediaeval Studies 58 (lgg6): 1-47·

18. ST I-II. 3, 8.
Ig. "Beatitudo enim est bonum perfectum, quod totaliter quietat appetitum; alioquin

non esset ultimus finis, si adhuc restaret aliquid appetendum. Obiectum autem vo]untatis,
quae est appetitus humanus, est universale bonum; sicut obiectum intellectus est univer-
sale verum. Ex quo patet quod nihil potest quietare voluntatem hominis, nisi bonum uni-
versale. Quod non invenitur in aliquo creato, sed solum in Deo, quia omnis creatura habet
bonitatem participatam." ST I-II, 2, 8.

20. "Est autem impossibile quod aliquis videns divinam essentiam velit eam non videre.
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ture has come to rest in its proper object. Precisely because its nature is
made to find completion in the infinite good that is God, the will is not
necessitated with respect to any other object. This side of the beatific vi-
sion, no object can compel and quiet the will's orientation to the good.
What emerges from the rather cursory account of what belongs to

the very nature of the will antecedent to choice is a paradoxical conclu-
sion: we are free precisely because we are naturally and so necessarily or-
dered to the perfect good who is God.21 What we call freedom of choice
presupposes as its condition what is not a matter of choice but given in
human nature: the orientation to the infinite good as known and loved.
'While it is customary to couple nature with necessitation and determina-
tion and so oppose it to the free-and there is a sense in which Aquinas
endorses this opposition when he distinguishes natural appetite from
voluntary appetite-nonetheless there is a sense in which the internal
necessity rooted in the nature as ordered to its end is not inimical to
freedom but rather its ground.
The libertarian focus on choice as the locus of freedom thus obscures

the truth that choice is neither the origin of freedom nor the end of the
will. Choice must be understood as grounded in the nature of the will
as ordered to rest in the perfect good. Also, it is important to note that
Aquinas's account of the will as ordered to the good means that free-
dom cannot be understood to be rooted in indifference to the good or
independence from natural desire. It is a feature of extreme voluntaris-
tic libertarianism to want to ground freedom in the will's indifference
to the good, even understood as happiness or God, and in its freedom
from natural inclination. In such a view, the will must also be free even
to act independently of reason.22 As we have seen thus far, Aquinas un-
derstands freedom of the will to entail an essential orientation to the
good, happiness, and God that is rooted in nature. Now we shall discuss
how it is essentially connected to reason in the act of choice.

Quia omne bonum habitum quo aliquis carere vult, aut est insufficiens, et quaeritur aliq-
uid sufficientis loco eius; aut habet aliquod incommodum annexum propter quod in fas-
tidium venit. Visio autem divinae essentiae replet animam omnibus bonis, cum coniungat
fonti totius bonitatis." ST I-II, 5, 4.

21. Jacques Maritain notes this pardox hy saying: "Voila une surprenante
Saint Thomas deduit la liberte (ici) de la necessitate (Ia); c'est parce que la volunte est in-
terieurement et naturellement necessitee au bonheur, au bonheur absolument saturant.
qu'elle est libre a regard de tout Ie reste; a regard de tout Ie reste, c'est-a-dire a regard de
tout ce qu'elle peut vouloir ici has,-car 011 est Ie bonheur absolument saturant?" "L'Idee
thomiste de la liberte," Rrvue Thomiste 4,") (1939): 443.

22. On the contrast between Aquinas's notion of freedom and that originating in the
voluntarism ofW'illiam of Ockham, see Servais Pinckaers, 0.1'., Les sources de la momle elmi-
timne, 3e edition (Fribourg, Switzerland: Editions Universitaires, 1993), 250 - 63, ,\35-
40 5.

II. FREE CHOICE AS AN ACT OF INTELLECT AND WILL

It is central to Aquinas's account of free choice that it comprises both
intellect and will acting together in consort. In contrast to contempo-
raries who postulated a separate faculty of liberum arbitrium and to subse-
quent libertarian voluntarists who located free choice solely in the will,
Aquinas offers an analysis of choice as involving an essential unity in mu-
tual interpenetration of the practical judgment of reason and the elec-
tion of the will. Like Aristotle before him, Aquinas thinks reason and
will are so closely intertwined in the act of choice that it is hard to de-
cide whether it is better described as desiderative thinking or intellectu-
al desiring. 23 While Aquinas adopts the latter position as properly Aristo-
telian, he takes great pains to stress that both intellect and will are active
in choice. As we shall see, the analysis ofjust how that works is complex,
but before we enter into that story it is important to understand that
it is precisely because Aquinas wants to give both powers their proper
due that the complexity arises. 24 Too many expositors ofAquinas assume
that either intellect or will must have the final say in freedom and seek
to assign primacy to one faculty so as to make Aquinas into either an in-
tellectualist or a voluntarist. 25 Such an approach misses the whole point
of Aquinas's analysis. 21i Ultimately, if one single ultimate of free-
dom must be identified, it is the person as a whole rather than one of its
powers.
As we have already seen, the human will is naturally orientated to-

ward perfect happiness as its end. Strictly speaking, the domain of
choice is ea quae sunt ad jinem: the goods to be pursued for the sake of
the end. In Aquinas's analysis of human action, the will's abiding inten-

23. "Et ideo Aristoteles in VI Eth. sub dubio derclinquit utrum principalius pertineat
electio ad vim appetitivam, vel ad vim cognitivam; dicit enim quod electio vel est intellertus
appetitivus, vel appetitus intellectivus. Sed in III Eth. in hoc magis declinat quod sit appetitus
intellectivus, nominans electivnem desiderium consi/iabile." ST I, 83, 3.

24. The best analysis of Aquinas's complex account of human action is found in the
notes and appendices by Servais Pinckaers, 0.1'., in Somme theologique. ,Les actes humains,
Tome Premier, 1a-2ae, Questions 6-17, trans. H.-D. Gardeil, 0.1'., Nouvelle Edition (Paris: Les
Editions du Cerf, 1997). In what follows I am much indebted to Pinckaers.

25. For an attempt to classifY contemporary interpreters of Aquinas as either intellec-
tualists or voluntarists, see Jeffrey Hause, 'Thomas Aquinas and the Voluntarists," Aledieval
Philosophy and 'lJ!eology 6 (1997): 168. Hause is an intellectualist.

26. The proper interpretation of Aquinas's position is muddied by a debate about
whether his own position evolved in a more voluntaristic direction over the course of his
life. My own view, which I cannot argue for here, is that while there is some evolution and
a marked change in termino!<lf.,'Y, Aquinas nonetheless had a consistent view on freedom
as an interplay of both intellect and will. For a balanced treatment of the major texts in
chronological order and a bibliographical guide, see David :\1. Gallagher, "Free Choice
and Free Judgment in Thomas Aquinas," Arrhiv fl1r Geschichte der Philosophie 76 (J()94):
247-77. I am going to concentrate on texts from the later period of Aquinas's life.
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tion of its ultimate end is a causal explanatory factor in every choice of
what conduces to the end, even if not consciously adverted to; the inten-
tion of the end shapes all choosing for its sake. 27 Choice is an act of the
will informed by rational deliberation and judgment regarding how best
to attain what conduces to happiness in the concrete choice here and
now of some non-ultimate good that is not necessarily connected with
happiness. It is precisely the rational recognition of the contingent con-
nection of any choice with the will's natural desire for happiness that
makes it free. In circumstances such as these, the will's choice is not de-
termined to one option and genuinely could be otherwise. As we shall
see, when it comes to choice in the strict sense, the PAP generally holds
for Aquinas, albeit in a qualified way.
It is customary in describing Aquinas's theory of human action to put

correlative acts of intellect and will opposite each other in matching col-
umns of the "acts of the mind."28 When it comes to choice, the relevant
intellectual acts are (I) deliberation (consilio) and (3) judgement (iudi-
cium), while the corresponding will acts are (2) consent (consensus) and
(4) election (electio). Looking at the columns, one is naturally inclined to
think that the acts are sequential: I -2-3-4. To focus on the last two mo-
ments in this way is to conceive the mind as independently judging one
action to be rationally preferable and then "presenting" it to the will for
an up or down vote that is either an inevitable fait accompli (intellectual
determinism) or an arbitrary roll of the dice (voluntarism). To separate
intellect and will in this way, however, is to engender a whole series of
false problems. It is rather the case that for Aquinas, the practicaljudg-
ment of the intellect and the choice of the will are separable conceptu-
ally but not according to time or being. The so-called last judgment of
the practical intellect is last because it is chosen and it is chosen because
it is last. It is the same act looked at from two different vantage points,
not two different acts. 29
In the formal discussion of electio in the prima secundae, Aquinas de-

27. "Alia modo potest considerari secundum quod voluntas fertur in id quod est ad fi-
nem, propter finem. Et sic unus et idem subiecto motus voluntatis est tendens ad finem, et
in id quod est ad finem. Cum cnim dico: Vola medicinam propter sanitatem, non designo
nisi unum motum voluntatis. Cuius ratio est quia finis ratio est volendi ea quae sunt ad fi-
nem... Sic igitur inquantum motus voluntatis fertur in id quod est ad finem, prout ordi-
natur ad finem, est electio. Motus autem voluntatis qui fertur in finem, secundum quod
acquiritur per ea quae sunt ad finem, vocatur intentio." ST I-II, 12, 4c and ad 3·

28. See Thomas Gilby's chart on p. 211 in Summa theologiae, vol. 17, Psychology ofHuman
Acts (la2ae. 6-17), trans. Gilby (Great Britain: Eyre and Spottiswoode Limited, 1970).
For another (and less reliable) chart. see Alan Donagan, 'Thomas Aquinas on Human Ac-
tion," in 171e Cambridge Histmy of Later iVledieval Philosophy, ed. Norman Kretzmann, Antho-
ny Kenny, andJan Pinborg (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982), 6,S3·

29. On the unity of intellect and will in the act of choice see Pinckaers, Les (utes hu-
mains, 3,S2-'s7, and Gallagher, "Free Choice and Free Judgment," 276.

scribes the intellect-will relationship as forming a unity in the act of dec-
tio. Aquinas tends to conceive metaphysical unities in terms of the form-
matter and act-potency distinctions. Here he gives a kind of priority to
reason as forming or shaping the will in choice:

It must be said that in the term "election" is implied both something pertaining
to reason or intellect and something pertaining to will.... It is clear that in one
sense reason precedes will and orders its act insofar as the will tends to its ob-
ject according to the ordering of reason which presents to the appetitive power
its object. Accordingly this act by which the will tends to something proposed as
good, in the sense of being judged to be ordered to the end, is materially an act
of the will but formally one of reason. In such a case the substance of the act is
related as matter to the order which is imposed by the superior power. Hence,
election is in its substance not an act of reason but an act of will, because it is
perfected in the movement of the soul towards the good that is elected; hence it
is clearly an act of the appetitive power. '10

Without going into the complexities of the analogies implied by Aqui-
nas, what is to be noted here is that he is trying to find a way to unifY
intellect and will in the act of choice. The practical intellect's role is to
shape and order human desiring. Nihil volitum nisi praecognitum-the will
cannot desire blindly or wildly; it depends upon the intellect to provide
intelligible order to its pursuit of the human good as good. Yet choice is
fundamentally an appetitive act rather than an intellectual act because it
involves the soul's movements towards a good to be done.
If this account seems to give the intellect pride of formal place, Aqui-

nas makes it abundantly clear in his account of the mutual causal re-
lationship of intellect and will that the latter is an active and directive
power also. In his mature treatments of the intellect-will relationship,
Aquinas distinguishes two different ways in which a power of the soul
can be in potency to multiple actualizations.3! The first is with respect to
act or not to act-to see or not to see, to will or not to will-this kind of
potency is with respect to the exercise of the act. The second potency is
with respect to what kind of action to perform-to see white or black,
to will to run or to eat-this is a potency to different species or kinds
of actions. In order to explain the complete actualization of a power,
one must assign a cause to both aspects of the action. The principle ex-
plaining the very exercise of the act comes from the subject, while the
formal specification of the act derives from the object. When it comes
to human choices, the exercise of the act is explained by the will itself.

30. ST I-II, 13, I.
31. The key treatment of the distinction between exercise and specification is De mato

6, 1.
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The will is naturally ordered to the bonum commune as its end and so all
movements toward the good fall under the will's domain of action. In
this sense the will directs all the powers of the human person, includ-
ing the intellect, in the exercise of their activities with respect to their
own proper goods. So it belongs to the will to originate all action for the
good as the free origin of the exercise of the act. Yet every act originat-
ing from the will with respect to its exercise requires some intelligible
object which specifies and shapes its character. This formal specification
comes from the intellect's apprehension of a good. The intellect pro-
vides the formal cause of the voluntary action. So in the analysis of any
human choice, the efficient causality of the will originates the exercise
of the act with respect to any good as end, while the intellect provides
the formal cause of the will's act with respect to the kind of activity. In
reply to an objection that it is not possible for the will to both move and
be moved by the intellect, Thomas explains:

The will moves the intellect with respect to the exercise of its act because truth
itself, which is the perfection of the intellect, is contained within the universal
good as a sort of particular good. But with respect to the determination of the
act, which comes from the object, the intellect moves the will because the good
itself is apprehended as a particular aspect comprehended by the universal no-
tion of truth. Hence it is clear that one power is not moved and moving in the
same respect. 32

It is important to note that while these distinct kinds of causation can
be pried apart intellectually, they cannot be pulled apart really. Exercise
and specification are not two distinct acts or two distinct moments in an
act, but rather are united in a single act of choice seen as originating in
the reciprocal causality of two powers.
So in talking about the freedom of human action, it is necessary to

distinguish between the exercise of the act and the specification of the
act. When it comes to exercise, the will is always free and never neces-
sitated. 33 The will determines whether to set itself into motion with re-
spect to any of its own acts. Because the will controls the exercise of all
the other powers, it can shut them off or activate them at any time in a
self-determining way. \\'hen it comes to specification, however, the will's
freedom is not absolute. As we have already noted, because the will is
created for the perfect universal good, it would will such a good of ne-
cessity if it were to have an adequate intellectual insight into its nature.
If the intellect were to specifY the will with the vision of God in his es-

3 2 . ST I-II, 9, I ad 3.
'13· "Quantum ergo ad exercitium actus, primo quidem manifestum est quod uoluntas

mouetur a seipsa: sinH enim mouet alias potentias, ita et se ipsam mouet." De main 6, I.

sence, then the will would not be able to refuse. So the will can only
be related in one way to its ultimate end. But when it comes to any fi-
nite good specifYing the will's act, nothing can necessitate an affirma-
tive response. This is true even of God on this side of the beatific vision.
An agent can think about God as the perfect good, but this intellectual
grasp cannot necessitate the will because it cannot result in a presenta-
tion of God as infinite good. Any thought we can have of God is finite
and refusable. One could think about God qua ultimate good and still
choose something else or even stop thinking about God at all.
In the presence of any finite good, the will's response will be ex-

plained by the perspective under which the particular good is consid-
ered here and now in relation to a concrete agent. 34 The evaluation of
the good will be influenced by such factors as the agent's conception
of the ultimate good, his ability to discriminate particular goods in its
light, the state of his appetites, and the history of his choices as settled
into character. In considering any particular good, the agent's rational
consideration is free to focus on many different features of the object
in their varying relations of suitableness to any particular power of the
agent or to the good of the agent as a whole. For example, the same ob-
ject could appear as good under one aspect while bad under another.:J';
I can consider a piece of cheesecake as good qua pleasant to my taste
buds or bad qua fattening for my body as a whole. I can evaluate a situa-
tion according to different reasons and with respect to different aspects
of the object. Which aspect is decisive will be partially explained by the
agent's character: is he moved by reason or passion, virtue or vice?36 As
noted earlier, one of the ways in which Aquinas differs from some forms
oflibertarianism is by locating freedom in intellect andwill. But it would

34. "Cum autem consilia et electiones sint circa particularia, quorum est actus, requiri-
tur quod id quod apprehenditur ut bonum et conveniens in particulari et non uniuversali
tantum." Ibid.

35. "Si autem tale bonum quod non inueniatur esse bonum secundum omni particu-
laria que considerari possunt, non ex necessitate mouebit, etiam quantum ad determina-
tionem actus: poterit enim aliquis uelle eius oppositum, etiam de eo cogitans, quia forte
est bonum uel conueniens secundum aliquod aliud particulare consideratum; sicut quod
est bonum sanitati non est bonum delectioni, et sic de aliis." Ibid.

36. "Et quod uoluntas feratur in id quod sibi offertur, magis secundum hanc partic-
ularem conditionem quam secundum aliam, potest contingere tripliciter. Vno quidem
modo in quantum una preponderat, et tunc mouetur uoluntas secundum rationem: puta
cum homo preeligit id quod est utile sanitati ei quod est utile uoluptati. Alio vera modo
in quantum cogitat de una particulari circumstantia et non de alia, et hoc contingit pIe-
rumque per aliquam occasionem, exhibitam uel ab interiori ue! ab exteriori, ut ei talis
cogitatio occurrat. Tertio uero modo contingit ex dispositione hominis: quia secundum
Philosophum 'qualis unusquisque est, ta!is finis uidetur ei'; unde aliter mouetur ad aliq-
uid uoluntas irati et uoluntas quieti, quia non idem est conueniens utrique, sinH etiam ali-
ter acceptatur cibus a sana et egro." Ibid.
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be still more accurate to see freedom as the property of the person as a
whole and conceived diachronically. In other words, freedom of choice
originates in the interplay of intellect and will and character. Freedom
is not explicable in terms of factors operative at atomic moments ofwill
acts, but rather is the residue of past choices and a tendency towards fu-
ture choices. When all of the causal factors required to account for a
choice have been enumerated, what ultimately determines which aspect
of the object is determinative for the agent is the judgment operative in
the act of electio itself.
The role of character in choice raises a further complication for some

kinds of libertarian readings of Aquinas. It has already been noted that
the will's necessary relationship to ultimate beatitude and inability to
will otherwise in the face of the beatitific vision means that Aquinas can-
not be a libertarian if libertarianism requires the PAP or ability to do
otherwise. This kind of necessitation is a function of the will's natural
orientation to the good. Yet this very ordination to the ultimate good
also causes another complication for libertarian freedom on this side
of the beatific vision. For while we are free with respect to all created
goods, it is not integral to that freedom that we be poised indifferently
between good and evil. In other words, the ability to do otherwise that
we possess in this life does not entail the ability to do evil or sin. Ideal-
ly, it is a freedom to choose between genuine goods as ea quae sunt ad fi-
nem. In a discussion of whether beatified angels can sin or not, Aquinas
replies to the objection that freedom of choice involves the possibility of
choosing both good and evil as follows:

It must be said that freedom of choice is related to choosing what is in relation
to the end as the intellect's power of grasping principles is related to drawing
conclusions. It is obvious that it pertains to the power of the intellect that it can
procede to diverse conclusions from the given principles, but that it draw a con-
clusion by neglecting the order imposed by the principles is a defect. Hence
that freedom of choice can elect diverse goods ordered to the end pertains to
the perfection of liberty, while the choice of something deviating from the end,
which is sin, is a defect in liberty. So there is greater freedom of choice in angels
who cannot sin than in we who can sin.37

Human freedom is related to the alternative possibility of evil only in-
sofar as it is imperfect. Perfect freedom is exercised within the range of
goods that are truly consonant with the ultimate good. Hence it is no
part of the freedom of a virtuous agent that he or she possesses the abil-
ity to do otherwise than choose the good, in the sense of choose evil.

37· ST 1,62,8, ad 3. See also II Smt. 25, I, I ad 2; De veritate 22,6; and De malo 16, 5.

On this point Aquinas is consonant with contemporary libertarians like
Stump who argue that the inconceivability of evil and irresistability of
good to a virtuous agent is not an impediment to freedom but rather
its perfection.3H It is precisely in a case where it is morally impossible for
the agent to do anything but the good that perfect freedom is manifest-
ed, rather than in the cases where the agent is poised neutrally between
good and evil with both alternatives as live and open.39

At this point it is important to note that the paradigm perfected case
of human freedom for Aquinas is Jesus Christ. Aquinas argues that Jesus
had liberum arbitrium in its perfect form without the ability to sin at all. 40

The root of Christ's freedom is his possession of the beatific vision; pre-
cisely because he was immovably fixed in his orientation to God, in the
face of all other goods he was perfectly free. As confirmed in the beatif-
ic vision, he was supremely free to consider all other goods in its light.
Here lies something of a paradox to us: the closer a human will comes
to being joined to divine goodness, the more free it becomes.
Indeed the ultimate paradigm of liberum arbitrium precisely is God.

Like human beings, God's will is necessitated with respect to its proper
object. 41 God cannot not will his own goodness; in this sense, God's will
is determined by a necessity of nature just as we are. Yet unlike us, God's
will is by nature united with its end and so does not experience any striv-
ing. Thus it is not a necessary feature of will that it experience striving
or desire for a good to be obtained. Rather, what is essential to the will
is love of the good. When the will has achieved its good, it rests in it;
when it does not possess it, it strives for it. This entails also that freedom
of choice is likewise a contingent feature of will as such. Because God is
perfectly completed in his own nature, there is no necessity for him to
will anything else and hence no necessity to exercise liberum arbitrium.
God's will is only contingently related to the choice to create at all and
to the choice to create a particular world. There need not have been any
freedom of choice at all in reality and reality would have nonetheless
been perfectY God freely chooses to create, and this freedom of choice

38. Stump, "Intellect, Will, and the Principle ofAlternative Possibilities."
39. Contrast this view with Peter Van Inwagen's "When Is the Will Free?" in Philosophi-

cal Perspectives 3 (1989): 399-422. Van Inwagen argues that if the ability to do othenvise is
central to incompatibilist freedom, then we can only be confident about freedom in cases
where there is real moral struggle or incommensurable values. Aquinas would have more
sympathy with Susan Wolfs "Asymmetrical Freedom," Journal ofPhilosrt/Jhy 77 (1980): 1.5 1-
66. For Wolf, freedom does not entail the alternative possibility of doing evil, but rather is
perfected when the agent is determined by the Good that is the goal offreedom.

40. STIlI, 18,4· 4 1. STI,19,3·
42. "Dicendum quod licet Deus ex necessitate vetit bonitatem suam, non tamen ex ne-

cessitate vult ea quae vult propter bonitatem suam, quia bonitas eius potest esse sine aliis."
Ibid., ad 2.
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provides not only for the possibility of choice but also its paradigm: free-
dom of choice is ordered to goods compatible with an ultimate good
that will eliminate the need for choice by satisfYing the will's desire for
the good. The world is created out of choice but not for choice; it is
rather created for a love beyond choice.

III. DIVINE CAUSALITY AND HUMAN FREEDOM

Thus far I have been identifYing ways in which Aquinas's account
of human freedom strains at the bounds of libertarianism. If this were
all there were to Aquinas's account, we might still conclude that he is
merely a peculiar kind of libertarian. But Aquinas's God does more than
model and create freedom. He also causes it. Here is where Aquinas col-
lides with a feature that seems necessary to any kind of libertarianism:
As Stump puts it, "the causal chain resulting in any voluntary act on an
agent's part has to originate in the system of the agent's own intellect
and will [because] if it originates in some cause external to the agent
which acts with efficient causation on the agent's will, what results will
not be an act of will at all."4'l If Stump is right about this, then Aquinas
cannot be a libertarian at all and indeed all of the previous discussion
ofwill acts has really not been about will at all. For Aquinas believes that
God the Creator has to be the ultimate efficient cause of every act of the
will. Now this seems to make him into some kind of compatibilist, but
what I want to maintain in this section is that while Aquinas's doctrine
of the causal relationship between the divine will and human freedom
puts him beyond the parameters of libertarianism, it does not make him
a compatibilist by default.
There is a complex story to be told about the relationship between di-

vine causation and human freedom that I can only outline here. 44 The
first point to be made is that Aquinas's treatment of God's causal influ-
ence on the human will is a corollary to his treatment of God's causal in-
fluence on all created causes. 45 In other words, Aquinas's claims about
God's causal influence on the human will are occasioned not by some
peculiar feature of human action requiring an appeal to divine causal-
ity, but rather by the application to the human will of a larger metaphysi-
cal story about God's involvement in the causing of all causes. What mo-
tivates the appeal to divine causality is not some kind of introspective

43. "Aquinas's Account of Freedom," :;86.
44. I discuss this matter at length in "Divine Causation and Human Freedom in Aqui-

nas,"' American Catholic Philosophical Quarterly 72 (1998): 99-122.
4:). The classic texts on God's causal involvement in all created causes are De potentia 3,

7 and ST I, 105, 5·

or psychological approach, but rather the metaphysics of creation. In
Aquinas's account of God's causal immanence in creation, God is un-
derstood to be the origin and ongoing ground of the being of creatures
in creation and conservation. God is the final cause of all action as the
ultimate good, the formal-exemplar cause of the essential-natural sourc-
es of action, and the efficient cause of all created activity. This latter
kind of causality is what is most relevant and problematic here. Aquinas
describes God as moving and applying (ut movens et applicans) all created
causes in their very actions as the primum mavens non motum. Because all
finite causes are characterized by potentiality with respect to their prop-
er operations, and so are moved movers, their motions require the invo-
cation of a higher-order cause of actuality-an unmoved mover-in or-
der to account for their own activity. The kind of reasoning at work here
is what powers the first two ways of arguing for the existence of God in
Summa Theologiae I, 2,3, and it presupposes the Aristotelian axiom that
whatever is moved is moved by another.
In discussing God's causal involvement with the human will, Aquinas

simply applies to it the logic of the foregoing analysis. 46 First, God can
be said to be the cause of the acts of the human will insofar as he cre-
ates and conserves in being the human person. Second, God is the fi-
nal cause of the human will insofar as it is created for the infinite good.
Third, and most importantly here, God moves the will through efficient
causation by inclining it interiorly (interius eam inclinando). Whenever
the will moves from potentiality to actuality, it is required that some ex-
terior efficient cause be invoked as the ultimate cause. Aquinas links this
vertical-metaphysical argument for divine causality with the horizontal
problem of the infinite regress of deliberation and volition in choice: it
is necessary to hold that there is a cause transcending intellect and will
that gives the will its first motion toward the good prior to any intellec-
tual deliberation.47
When Aquinas describes God's causality as "exterior," he means this

in the sense of originating in a principle outside the human agent. But
he stresses that God's movement of the will is rooted in God's creative
causal immanence. God does not act on the human will through inter-
mediaries, but rather directly out of God's ongoing creative causality of
the esse of all things. He argues that God alone can move the will without
coercion precisely because he is its Creator; if any other cause were to
move the will in an efficient way, it would violate its freedom. 4H Aquinas

46 . ST I, 10:;, :;. 47. ST I-II, 9, 4·
48. "Amplius. Vio!entum, III dicitur in III Ethic., est cuius fHincipium est extra nil conferente

vim passo. Si igitur voluntas moveatur ab aliquo exteriori principio, nit violentus motus:
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consistently asserts that the divine motion does not determine the will
to choose any particular good and he studiously avoids the term prae-
determinatio precisely to avoid the overtones of divine determinism.49 He
claims instead that God moves the will so that it acts in accord with its
own nature as a self-determining power:

It ought to be noted that, Dionysius says, "it does not pertain to providence
to destroy the nature of things but rather to preserve them." Hence providence
moves all things in accord with their natures in such a way that by the divine mo-
tion necessary effects follow from necessary causes and contingent effects fol-
low from contingent causes. Accordingly, because the will is an active princi-
ple not determined to one thing but rather related non-determinately to many
things, God so moves the will that it is not determined to one thing but rather its
motion remains contingent and not necessary, except regarding those things to
which it is moved by own nature.50

The motion by which God moves the will is interior, non-coercive, and
non-determining because it is of the nature of the Creator to preserve
the modality of what he creates in divine providence. Aquinas is rather
spare in his account; he asserts what is metaphysically required without
purporting to give a detailed explanation of how God causes freedom.
What sets Aquinas apart from modern libertarianism then is that he

does not think causal independence from God is a necessary condition
for human freedom. Indeed, it is rather the case that human freedom
precisely as created freedom requires divine causality as a necessary con-
dition. Only God's freedom is absolutely originative and independent.
Created freedom need not and cannot be utterly originative, as ifit were
its own first cause, in order for it to be genuinely self-determinative.
Aquinas writes:

It should be said that freedom of choice is the cause of its own motion because
a person moves himself into action by freedom of choice. But it is not neces-

dico autem moveri a principio extrinsico quod moveat per modum agentis, non per mod-
urn finis. Violentum autem voluntario repugnat. Impossibile est ergo quod voluntas move-
atur a principio extrinsico quasi ab agente, sed oportet quod omnis motus voluntatis ab in-
teriori procedat. Nulla autem substantia creata coniungitur animae intellectuali quantum
ad sua interiora nisi solus Deus, qui solus est causa esse ipsius, et sustinens earn in esse. A
solo Deo potest autem motus voluntarius causari.... Illud autem solum agens potest cau-
sare motum voluntatis absque violentia, quod causat principium intrinsecum huius mo-
tus, quod est potentia ipsa voluntatis. Hoc autem est Deus, qui animam solus creat, ut in
Secundo ostensum est [C.87]. Solus igitur Deus potest movere voluntatem, per modum
agentis, absque violentia." Summa contra gentiles III, 88 (Rome: Editio Leonina Manualis,
1934)· See also De malo 3, 3.
49· M.j. Congar, "Praedete:rminare et praedeterminatio chez S. Thomas." Reoue des sciences

philosophique et theologique 23 (1934): 363-7 I.
.50 . ST I-II, 10,4.

sary for freedom that what is free be its own first cause, just as it is not required
that whatever causes another be its first cause. Accordingly, God is the first cause
moving both natural and voluntary causes. And just as in moving natural causes
God does not destroy their natural abilities, so by moving voluntary causes God
does not destroy their voluntary actions but rather makes them to be such. For God
works in each thing in accord with its own nature."!

From this text emerges the fundamental complaint that one might
imagine Aquinas lodging against libertarianism: that its claims about
the kind of causal origination and independence which the human will
must have is incompatible with the doctrine of creation. Roderick Ch-
isholm puts his finger on the nerve of the problem when he argues re-
garding libertarian agent causation:

Ifwe are responsible, and if what I have been trying to say is true, then we have
a prerogative which some would attribute only to God: each of us, when we act,
is a prime mover unmoved. In doing what we do, we cause certain events to hap-
pen, and nothing-or no one-causes us to cause those events to happen."2

It is precisely this presupposition of the human will as a kind of causa
prima that makes libertarianism incompatible with Aquinas's view of cre-
ated freedom.
Yet this fundamental complaint against libertarianism does not make

Aquinas into a compatibilist by default. Aquinas would agree with the
libertarian that in order for a choice to be free, it cannot be causally de-
termined by temporally antecedent causal factors. For any agent A at
time 1; A chooses freely if and only if A's choice is not determined by
any temporally antecedent causal chain originating outside of A. In this
sense Aquinas would make common cause with the libertarian against
the compatibilist. For this reason it is misleading to label him as a com-
patibilist. Insofar as compatibilism is a claim about the compatibility of
human freedom with causal determinism originating in the physical
world antecedent in choice, Aquinas emphatically denies compatibilism
and sides with the libertarian. But, against the libertarian, Aquinas does
want to argue that human freedom is consistent with a causation that
originates in the Creator at a metaphysically prior moment, indeed the
moment of eternity. This is a kind of causation that neither libertarian-
ism nor compatibilism is designed to deny or affirm because it is not
part of the problematic generating the libertarian-compatibilist debate.
It is for this reason that I do not think it appropriate to label Aquinas's

51. ST I, 83, I ad 3. Emphasis added.
52. "Human Freedom and the Self," in Free Will, ed. Gary Watson (Oxford: Oxford

University Press, 1982),32.
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doctrine a form of "theological compatibilism," since such a species-
genus formulation seems to imply that it is really some version of com-
patibilism after all. What I have been arguing for all along is that Aqui-
nas does not fit into either category, even as a special case.

IV. BEYOND LIBERTARIANISM AND COMPATIBILISM

Between Aquinas and the contemporary problematic there is a lot
of philosophical water under the bridge, beginning with the volunta-
ristic versions of freedom in Scotus and Ockham that are the medieval
precursors of modern libertarianism. What I want to stress in this con-
clusion, however, is that the most significant divide between Aquinas
and the present problematic are the assumptions about creation that
inform Aquinas's account of human freedom. For in the background of
his discussion of human freedom lies a theological anthropology that is
grounded in the claim that human beings are created in the image of
God precisely in order to share in God's own life." As Aquinas notes in
the prologue of the secunda pars, our freedom of choice is a reflection
of the divine image.54 Precisely as created in the image of God for union
with God, our freedom is designed, not for God-independent autonomy,
but rather for deeper union with God by action in conformity with the
ultimate exemplar of created freedom. 55 Precisely because we are cre-
ated to find rest and completion in God in the beatific vision, no other
good can compel the will's assent. Here is the Augustinian side ofAqui-
nas: "You have made us for yourself, 0 Lord, and our hearts are restless
until they rest in thee."56 We are free precisely because we are capax dei.
And that restless freedom of choice is not the end of the will, but rather
the peace and joy that comes from love's rest in its fulfilling good. It is
for love, not choice, that the will is created.
Because we are created to find fulfillment in God, human freedom

is inherently relational for Aquinas. In contrast to modern notions of
autonomy as the absolute independence and self-creativity of sover-

53· ST I, 93.
54· "Quia, sicut Damascenus dicit, homo factus est ad imaginem Dei dicitur, secundum

quod per imaginem significatur intellectuale et arbitrio liberum et per se postestativum
... restat ut consideremus de eius imagine, idest de homine, secundum quod et ipse est
suorum operum principium, quasi liberum arbitrium habens et suorum operum potesta-
tem."

55· Servais Pinckaers comments on the prologue: "... dans l'idee de S. Thomas, Ie
theme de I'image indique que l'homme est appele a coordoner son action a celie de Dieu,
de telle sorte que sa maitrise sur ses actes puisse grandir dans la mesure m€:me 011 il par-
ticipera a la maitrise de Dieu, grace a l'accord des volontes realise par I'amour." La Beati-
tude, la-2ae, Questions 1-5 (Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 2001), 210.

56. ConJessiones I, 1.

eign individuals, Aquinas paradoxically sees human beings as most free
when they are most dependent upon and responsive to God. 57 In order
to explain this paradoxical truth, it would be necessary to tell a larger
metaphysical story about creation that would emphasize God's transcen-
dence.'iH Aquinas does not see God as a rival to human freedom along
the lines of the biggest being in the universe throwing his metaphysical
weight around by overpowering all other sources of action; God is not
a being like any other being, sharing the same metaphysical space as a
potential rival. God utterly transcends all creation and stands related to
it as creative source. We are free because God creates and sustains us
in freedom, not despite God. And though we are compelled to use lan-
guage drawn from our experience of causation in the physical world, it
must be remembered here that we are talking about the action of Cre-
ative Spirit upon spirit which finds its consummation in the peculiar
kind of causality originating in the love between two persons in grace.
The action of God on the human will is not like the evil genius of Frank-
furt-style counterexamples manipulating neurons in the brain, but rath-
er something altogether different that cannot be pictured by any kind
of physical interaction.
If I am right about Aquinas, then any attempt to claim him for either

libertarianism or compatibilism will end up falsifYing his position. If he
is to be of any more than historical value to us today, it is not because he
confirms our prejudices and paradigms about freedom, but rather be-
cause he challenges them and offers us an alternative. To the theist or
theologian looking for an account of human freedom outside the box
of the libertarian-compatibilist debate and inside the doctrine of cre-
ation, Aquinas offers a different way of thinking about human freedom
in relationship to God. It has been the burden of this paper to outline
that different way of thinking. I know that I have not offered argumenta-
tion to show that it is true, only how and why it is different. The reader is
free to believe it or not.

57. Sec David Burrell's "Freedom and Creation in the Abrahamic Traditions," Interna-
tional Philosophical Quarterly 40 (2000): 161-71. It is a common feature of medieval Abra-
hamic notions of created freedom that "the glory of the human being is to respond rather
than to originate; responding is the creativity proper to creatures" (170).

58. This is done admirably by Robert Sokolowski in The God ojFaith and Reason (Wash-
ington, D.C.: The Catholic University ofAmerica Press, 1995). See also David Burrell, Free-
dom and Creation in Three Traditions (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1993).


