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ARE WE FREE?

Among the .difi;‘erent characteristics of human nature there is
one in particular which the Creator has laiiahed upén us all to an
extraordinary degree. Tho we may not care to admit it,the truth
of the matter is that we all are curious. Yes,ihat we are naturally
curious no one can deny in the f;ce of innumerable instances which
prove the truth oif this assertion.

A man walking down Sparks St. suddenly stops snd. stares at
the top of a bullding. Within a few moments he vill be in the
center of a large neck-craning crowd whose sole interest in life
appears to be staring at the top of the building in question. What
is the reasox;.:of this? Plaiﬁ ﬁnndnlta;ated cu_rio‘sity.'; "

What,if not the spirit of inquisitiveness,prompts a child’
to pester its mother with an endless string of questions,and urges
man to delve more desply into the varibua branches of science?
Without a doubt we m indeed curious and,as human nature does. not
change, 80 were our imcesiora right back to Adam aud Eve.

Curiosity ma.} have killed the proverbial cat,but nevertheless
thru it philbsophy 'gn born.bécauae,as Plato and Aristotle said,
when man began to wondepr philc;soph.v came into existence. Yes,when
intellectual man thru his pow&r of reason first attempted to grasp
the why and wherefore of things,he was laying,unknowingly if you will,

the corner stone of that great edifice of philosophy which was




destined to assume more glgantic proportions than the loftiest
sky-scraper and dwarf all other wan-made scientific siractures
into insignificance.

The progress of humanity is dus to the fact that individuals
vary from the human average in all sorts of dlrecﬁions,and that
their originality is often so altractive or useful that they are
recognized as leaders and setters o;t new ideals.

Among the variations,every gemeration of men produces some
individualas exceptionally preoccupied with theory or speculation.
Such men find matter for perplexity and astonishment where no one
else does, ‘fhéir imagination invents explanations and combines them.
They store up the learning of their.tim.utter prophecies and
warnings,and are regarded as sages. Philosophy,etymologically msaning.
love of wisdom,ie the work of this class of minds,regarded with
admiration,if not with envy,even by those who do not understand
them or find mach truth in their assertions.

Philosophy then,beginning in wonder,is as old ss the human
race,and the cradle of humanity was at the same time the cradle of
philosophy. For hundreds and even thousands of years great intellects
have been contributing to make philosophy one of the most delightful,
a8 it is surely one of the most important,of all branches of study.
Haturally enough there is no ;nrallible guide for philosophers and
it i® not surprising to note that from time immemorial philosophers

have entertained diametrically opposed views on practically every




possible subject. To & great extent,however,the progress of philos-
ophy from the hasy,error-laden conceptions of antiquity to the ;:lear-
cut,razor-sharp tenets of Scholasticism,is dus precisely to this
extraordinary divergence of opinions,as there ies no greater incentive
for a philosopher to expose amd preve his contentions in a clear and
forceful manner than the scorn and }.-ldicnle of those who do not see
things in the same light as he.

Philosophy,taken in a wide sense,forms such an enormous and
unwieldy mass of learning that it is impossible for a man, tho he
uay study all his life,to master it in its entirety. For this and
other reasons,the particular sciences,or,as iristotle calls them,
the partial sciences,are excluded from it,and what remaine is taught
under the name of philosophy.

Philosophy,taken in this latter sense,is divided into various
departments,the most interesting of whi_ch.in our estimtioﬁ, is
psychology because it contemplates that which is most noble and
sablime in manshis immortal soul made to the image and likeness of
Almighty rGod Himself,and lifting man from stark animality to the
exalied plane of an intelligent creature.

. One of the most. intricate as well as perhaps the most widely,
misunderstood topics in this branch of philosophy is the mmch

discussed question of liberty,and it is our intention to explain

in an as lucid and ‘simple a manner as possible the Thomistic

teaching on this delicate point of the psychology of the mmman act.




Man is indeed a ivonﬁerful_ creature;ke is the only being in all
creation who enjoys the privilege of acquiring knowledge in two
distinct ways. Animals kunow thru their senses,God and angels know
thra their inteliigence,bnt man,reasonable animal that he is,has
faculties for the acquisition ﬁf i@pwledge both in the sensuous
aod in the intellectual order. Above his sensuous appetite ha has
an intellectual appetite o;- wi’n by which he" tends to the good
known by his intelligenoe. The intellectual appetite ia obviously
far superior to the sensuous appetite bacguse its ébject is good in
general whereas that of the sensucus appqtite is good only in
particular. Thms far most,ir not all.phi;psophers agree. They come
to the pa.rting of the wo however,when they attempt to proclaim the
attributes of man's superior appatite.and_ tha greateat stumbling
block is without doubt the question of li‘_hert,y. |

I8 man free? "Most certainly";some will exclaim. "Hothing of'
the kind",others will anﬁver,and»still another group will reply:
"Yes and‘no";

What a varfety of opinions! at first sight it would almost
sesm imp‘osaible Yo make head or tail of the matter,tho really it is
not so0 bad as that,

Do you recall the story of the tower of Babel? The work
progressed very nicely to a certain point,but then,altho the
laborers were doing their bess to build tae tower,they were un-

able to make any further headway. ind for an exceedingly good reason -




they could not understand one another. Similar predicaments are
still with ue and it is for no other 'reason than this that philos-
ophers as well as iaymen are alvgys tearing one another's opinione
to pieces. . |

quite obviously before deciding whether or not man is free
it is essential to understand and agree upon the meaning this word
conveys to our minds - otherwise our discussion,insiead of being .
philosophical,would be more 1iks that which invariably takes place
when a sewing society sets its tongues wagging - and 80,in order
to establish a solid basie for intenigenlt arzumentation,we shall
endeavor o give an idea of what we understand by the word 'Liberty".

Libartj,in a general way,may be defined as freedom from
subjection,or' the faculty of choosing lpetwéén two or mors objects,
but philosophically speaking,Liberty is considered as man's elective
will in choosing the mesans toward the end. From the above definition
one may note that a practiczal judgment 'of the mind is required
because,in order to make a choice,the good to be chosen must pﬁviously
be preuentéd to the elective will,otherwise there would obviously be
nothing from which to choose. Furthermore it may be advisable to add
that the elective ’wilj. is not obliged to accept this judgment. Were it

80, Liberty would of course be desiroyed.

Before going any farther,it is evident that a human act is

either free or determined and,in the latier case,that the determining

agent is either extrinsic or intrinsic to the subject who performs




the act. Liberty consequently is divided into two classes,or,in
other words,there are two kinds of Liberty: 'Liberty ﬁom Constraint’
and 'Liberty from Necessity'. This division is also based on the fact
that Liber?} is an immanity as well as an indifferencs.

In order %o avoid any confusion due to the possible ambiguity
of the word indifference,it is not inopportune at this point briefly
to explain the Scholastic concept of that term.

Vhen we claim that Liberty _is an indifference we by no means
wish to imply that it is the power to choose without motive. Thomas
Reid may have been a good Scotchmaﬁ but he certainly was anything but
a good philosopher and when he insisted tﬁ;at indifference to motives .
constituteas freedom he made a very aeriouﬁ mistake., According to Reid
and the Scopch'School.when & man gives a beggar‘a certain five cent
plece rgther than a certain other nickle the vmn is free becausg:he
chooses the money without a motive since one coin is as good as the
other. The Scottish philosopher obviously did not understand that
without a motive there can be no voluntary act and consequently ho
Liberty. This kind of Liberty,styled 'Liberty of Indifference’ by
modern philosophers is not worthy of the name of Liberty because a
choice made for abaolu;ely no reason properly speaking is not a choice
at all ,but rather & purely spontaneous determination. (ne is free und
consequently master of one's acts only inssmich s8 one performs them

intelligently and with a knowledgs of oxne's motive or motives..
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Therefore the indifferemce on which Liberty reposes is the undeter-
mined and at the same time the enlightened power to act or to abstain
from acting. _

Having made this distinction in the meaning of the word indif-
ference,ve are now in a position to treat of the two classes of Liberty
in a detailed mannsr, |

Liberty from Constraint is an immunity from any extrinsic deter-
mining agent. A man enjoying this class of Liberty is free from
repression,compulsion,violence,and outside necessity. It is important
to nota,hovevei.that any éxanrple offered in illustration of this
statenent is werely hypothetical. To give an instance in which a man
absolutely loses his I.iberfy from Constraint is impossible because
such is never the case,

Man's will in fact cannot be constrained in its consent,and. the

act of consenting is essentially. spontaneous. Due to the fact that 1%
proceeds from man's inorganic faculty of will,a voluntary act cannot
be forced or prevented by an exterior agent. The object of man's will
is universal good and,as we shall see later,the will cannot refuse to
tend to it,but in the case of a particular good which is not a good
from every angle,the will is free to tend to it or not. Apart from
the necessary and instinctive tendency of the will to good in general,
or, let us say,to happiness,the will is absolutely its own master and
nothing can force it $0 consent to something of which it disapproves.

Even God Himself /who naturally has the power to destroy man's will,




is unable to constrain it because then the consemt would come from
God and not from man's will. 411 the other human faculties,whether
they be material or immaterial,may be counstrained in their function by
some gort of exirinsic agent and we consequently perform involuntary
acts,but the consex;t given by the will is never involmntary. Thus a
man msy be forced to do wmamaal or intgllectual labor,but no existing
power can force him to want to do the mamual or inteilectual iabor
in question,and we may well say with St. Augustine that nothing is
so smch in the power of the will as tvhe will itself. [t is .therefore
of the utmost importance to bear in mind that the tendency of the
will to a partic;ular goodn cannot be forced and that it i3 in a
relative sense only that the following examples serve as illustrations.
The freedoh of reading,writing,or going for a walk if onle chooses,
typify relative Liberty from COnst‘;ai’nt,while on the other hand a
slave most certainly does not enjoy relative Freedom from Constraint.
Hor does a man walking along a railroad track when he hears a train '
coming‘.or the vietim of a thug w}m is ‘threatenad with death unlaess he
imzediately hanéa cver his umoney and valuables. de assume of course
in the two preceding examples ﬁha"t the track-walker has no intention
of committing suicide and that the man with a gun poked in his face
does not consider 1% a pleasure to be shot,and the reason for which
the above mentioned people are deprived of their Liberty from Constraint
in a relative but not in an abenlute manner is because :e‘lativély
speaking they are not jmmne from an extrinsic agent which determines
their will to act,while in an absolute way they are completely immune

from the said agent.




Thus the track-walker is forced to get offthe track but he is not
forced to want to do ft. . |

This type of Liberty,as may readily be percaived,properly
speaking is really not Liberty.

Liverty frou; Recessity,alsoc known as Libderty of Indifference
or simply Liberty.il_ an 1mity frm‘n any intrinsic determining agent
which necesaar:liy determines the will %o act. It consisis not in an
immunity from all violence but rather in an immnity from all
necessity. It is only indirectly that Liberty is opposed %o vielence
and conatraint'.ita diréct antithesis is necessity. This is g rather
important point and it is interesting to note that Victor C:ousin,
& French philosopher,fell into a serious error because he wae not well
enough versed on the concept of Libertyj.' He imagined that the antonym
of Liberty is Violence,and built a thsory on thias false principlo.
According to.him,spontaneous tho necessary acts are fres because,as '
he believed,where there is no violence there ;a bLiberty. Thus a man
absorbing nourishment is free because his act is spontaneous tho
necessary. Such a theory is of course ridiculous and if it were true,
animals and even plants would enjoy Freedom because they too perform
spontaneous tho necessary acts. Violence then {e only indirectly
opposed to Libertysit is neceaa;ty and not violence that is mcom-
patidle with true Liberty because plant,beast,and man may be influenced
by violence while man,and man alone;may be immmne from necessit&.

Liberty from Necessity is essentially a contingency as it
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consists in & possibility,that is to say,in the power of consenting
or of not consenting,of wanting or not wanting a thing,and of wanting.
a thing or wanting énother thing. Whancé we have three kinds of
Liberty from Necessitya'Liberty of Contradiction',which is the faculty
of chooting hetween two contradictories and is the power 0 act or to
absta;g from acting,such as to write or not to write; 'Liberty of |
contrﬁriety'.vhich is‘the faculty of choosing between two contr;ries‘
and is ths ﬁo'er to act 6ne way or another,for instance to be good

or to be bad,snd 'Liberty of Specificatiou,which is the faculty of
choosing betveen two difterent objects, for example to go for a walk
or to play tha Piano.

Liberty is alao dividad into physical and moral Lioerty. The
former is an immnnity from a physical agent or necessity which
necessarily determines the subject oue way or anothesr and the latter
is an immnity from-a moral necessity or bond. This bond.incidentally.
is the law which creates the obligation to do or not fo do a certain
thing. |

Bearingvthesa notions of Liberty in mind,let us now examine
the opinions of the different nchooil of philosophy on the subject.

Almoat two thouasqd years ago the Jewish people refused to
believe that Our Blessed Lord was truly the Son of God,notwithstanding
the fact that He fnlfilled’all ihg Prophecies concerning the Kessiah
and perforn2d astounding miracles bqfore their very eyes. Even to-day

thousands of misguided souls,clutching at the last straws of hops in a
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crumbling doctrine,turn a deaf ear to the voice of bhe Church which,
alone standing erect in the midst of the moral ruins surrounding it,
unfalteringly and incessantly péints-out the sure way to salvationm,
not only to its own chlidren but to every other uman being as well.
For some people then, it would seen tnat evidence is not the eritarion
of certitude and it is conseguently not at all surprising to realize
that a certain grou.p of philoaophers or rather,of so-called philos~-
ophers,denies the existenﬁa of Liberty as we understand it and 'claima
that free will is’ nothi'ng more than a myth.

‘l‘hey are .grahdiloquently known as Determinists and,according to
their theory,all acts of man's will,eNen those apparently free,are |
adequately and inevitably determined :SSr"ébm necessity. Dq&gfﬂnists
are divided into two classes,dus to the fact that one group asserts
that the will is moved by an exterior or extrimsie necessity while
another affirms that it is by an interior or intrinsic necessity .
that man's will is unavoidably moved to act. wWhence,PFatalism s.nd
Determinism proper. These two scurces of ecror have long been the
haven of many a weary tx"av'oler along the path of life and,even af
the present day,not a few of ocur fellew men are unable to tear
themselves away from their magic spell. Would it not be wonderful
tho,1f such theoriee really were true? ko liberty - no responsibility -
no punishments,one can hardly blaws Fatalists and Determinists for
trying to uphold their contentions and it seems & shame to make their

dream castles vanish into thin air by tearing the foundations out

)
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from under them. However, the Philosopher's mind must overrule his
heart and we shall -c‘onseq_uently p;-ocead to our task of disillusionnent
by enumerating,criticizing,and rejecting the varicus tributaries of
the abo;ve zentioned doctrines. |
‘According to Fata.lista,man'a will is inevitably determined to
act by superhumsn forces,and Patalism may be considered as mytholog-
ical,netaphysical ,and theaologicsl.
Mythological Fatalism teaches that the superhuman force in
queatién is a blind fate. Stoics and astrologers contend that man
is completely in the grip of fate and that he cannot posslbly escape

from it. "What is written,is written",they proclaim in a sclemn tome.

Why get excited? Just take things as they come. Certain legends of

ancient Greeca,ﬁarticnlarly that of Jedipus,take the su‘:istence of

this fate for granted. | |
Hot a very energetic doctrine,to say the least,but it is very . !

easily refuted. In the first place such s fate does not exist because |

if 1t did exist,well,it would be most unfortunate for each and evéry

one of us,for'v can you imagine this fate shaping out our lives,our

eternal happiness or everlasting damnation without glving us a’

chance to do something qbout it? #e should be rewarded or punished "

without deserving it - could anything be more ridiculous? And besides,

this dostéine of Fatalism s not direstly opposed to the existence of

man's free will. If you remember,we demonstrated that man's Libesrty

properly conzists in an 1mmxi1ty from an intrinsic determining agent.
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The blind fate of Fatalism then,if it gig exist,would be nothing more
than an extrinsic agent determininé man's will to mset and would
consequently only deprive man of Liberty from (onstraint - which is
by no means the essence of Liberty - and would have no effect om his
biberty of Indifference,br in other words,on his Liberty properly
apeaking,

The Metaphysical School of Fatalists states that there is no
effect without a cause,that the effeci exists only inasmuch as it
pre-existed in its cause,and that every effect has not only s universal
or general causs but also a particular and determined one. Consequently,
according to this reasoning,there 1s no such thing as s free cause.

There is a cartain amount of truth in their statement and

Metaphysical Fatalists are a trifle less illogical then their Hytholog~ ~

ical brethren,but they distort the maahing of a perfectly true prin-
ciple in order to base their theory upon it. kvery effect,we admit,has
& determined cause if by determinsd cause it is understood that the
cause has a concrete existance’but we most emphatically object to their
clainm £if its ihtarpretation implies.that the cause is determined in
ite causality,or,in other words,that the cause is determined %o such
an effect rather than to another effect.

There is no reason why a universal cause or even a particular
cause snould not produce difrereht_arrects. A cause acts necessarily
or freely asccording as to whether thg effect produced 1; necessary

or not and who can claim that all existing effects are necessary?
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‘Take the world for instance - muiable and compt:;sed. It bears the
marks of contingency and is of course an effect,otherwise it would
have existed from s}l eternity. Being an effect it is obviously

not necessary. Iis canw,therefo&,did not act necessarily and was
free to create it or nof o éreate it.. m: free cause is consejuently
free to éreata a8 nany effects a8 it pleases and is in no way deter-
wined to any particular effect. God's will furnishes us with a
striking example -~ It alwaye vas,actué.lly is,and ever shall be free
to create as many differen‘e beinge as It wishes.

Men's will with respect to particular zoods is endowed %0 a
certain extent v(ith this diﬁne prerogatiw. A particulaf good i far'
from the generai or universal good which is,so to speak,the quintes-
sence of finite goods. It is merely a gooé in certain respects and
not in others. For instance, going for a walk in below zero weather is_
good for one's health but it caunct be considered a good with reapect
%0 a frozen ear which more often than not is the result of such s
venture. A pabticular godd then,not being a *bonum undeguaque bonum'
is pot & necesgity and for that remson man's will is not determined
to such a particular good ratheh than to another particular good,or,
in other words,a particuia.r cause such as man's will is not deter-
mined Yo a certain effect rather than to another effect. 4 sculptor's
will, for example,is not. inevitabiy‘ determined to the modeling of a
statue of s man rather than to that ‘of a woman because.both gffects

are particular goods.
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Having thus taken the wind out of the sails of Metaphysical
Fatalism we shall now turn our attentioh to Theological Fatalism
which is a much more plansible theory and deserves careful consideration.

Por Theological Fatalists,such as Calvin and the Jansenists, the
blind fate of hﬁthological Fatalism is .replacéd By Goﬁ Himself. Cod
knows everything,they assert,and thé f\;.ture is an opén book to Him,
Consequently all our so-called 1;ree acts aré foreseen and predetbr-
mined from all eternity and we are really not free at all.

Predetermination is a nefarious doctrine and is responsible
for the dammation of inmumerable souls becausé those who believe
in it think that even before their birth they have Ibeezi destined
to Heaven or Hell and that nothing they can do will change the course
of events. What is the use of leading & good life? If I am destined
to Heaven or Hell I shall arrive at my destinatiaﬂ-anyvay, so why not
eat,drink,and be merry? lever did the d6711 concoét a more fiendish -
and more subtle plot for the perdition of mankind.

At first glance it would seem that such a theory appears
quite reasonable but a close study of its tenets strips it of its
plausibility and exposes it in all its absurdity.

The entire systém is based on an incorrect conception of
God and his attributes. One must remember that God is eternal and
that His being,His knowledge,and His operations are infinitely
superior to ours. There is no past or future for Him - nothing but

the eternal present. Past,present,and future exist only relatively
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to created humanity. One cannot consequently say that God knew
before He created a man that the man was destined to Heaven or
Hell,because there is no before for God. The creation of man and
even of a particulfr -man._exiated in the mind of God from all
eternity and was obviously not an idea that struck God in the mame
sudden way that ;deas_ come tg our minde out of a clear sky. Pre-
determination then is based on anthropomorphism which is the error
of attributing to God a mind and nature similar to our own. Hot
particularly flattering %o God - and, to make matters worse,Theo-
logical Fatalists who believe in eternal reward or punishment,

ipso facto brand qu‘ a8 unjust. They trip on the_skirts of common
gense and insnlfc God at every utterance. It is not.difﬁ.cnlt to
detect the flaw in their theory tho,if one has even a faint notion
of his Creator's nature ax_zd one mat obviously conclude that Theolog-
ical Fatalists have absolutely no right to claim that the omniscience
of God is incompatible with human liberty.

So mch for Patalism in its various branches - let us now tﬁrn
to Determiniam proper and examine the credentials it presents For
our acceptance,

Deterninism,as we have already stated,maintains that all our
acts are adequately and inevitably determined by their antecedents
and,like Fatalism,it is divided into various branches. This division
is based on the nature of the ante_;:edenta which,according to Deter-

minists,explain the lack of freedom in our actions.
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Thus we have mechanical or physical,physiological,social,and
psychological or intellectual Determinism. We shall consider each
one of these systems in particular.

Mechanical or.Physical Determinists contend that the world is
characterized by movement;it is ever changing and all its movements are
linked to the movements that precede them as well as to the movements
that follow them - wheels within wheels,so to speak. They conceive
our globe as an immense piece of mechanism in which every cog, no
matter how small and insignificant it may be,has an important part
to play,so important in fact,that without it the rest of the machinery
would be unable to function. To form an idea of this conception cne
might imagine a gigantic clock. If the smallest tooth on the smallest
wheel be miasing;the clock will no longer run. Thus everything |
depends on everything else,every piece is absclutely necessary,and
all the pieces are intimately linked together in an unbroken chain.

But what has this to do with man's free will? ¥ell,Mechanical
Determinists claim that free will is incompatible with this deter;
mination of the material world. Even tho man's soul be absolutely
distinct from his faculties of sensation,they claim that nevertheless
thoughts are not indepen@ent from sensation,or,in other words,from
this mechanical movement. Thus our thoughts and movements,directly
or indirectly,are determined by 6u; bodies or with our bodies,and

Liberty is of course excluded.,

In refuting this theory we do not deny that mechanical
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uoverent may be dete'fmix’ied as they claim but we would like to know
where this movement began. How do Mechanical Determinists account for
it? Returning to our example of a clock,we readily understand that the
clock has not been.going forever and that it mmst have been made andv
set in motion by & superior cause. Is it not perfectly logical to
draw the same conclusion in the case of the mechanical movement in
this world? Was not the world,like the clock,created and set in motion
by a superior cause? The superior ¢ause in the firs’t instance was

the watch-maker who made the watch and wound it’ up and ‘in the second
case a Superior Cause,or,in other words,God was the agent that

brought the world into existence and eet it in motion. Mechanical
movement ia therefore an effect of a superior cause and,as such,is
naturally nnder"its power. It is not at all out of order then that

& mechanical force be directed by a superior cause. Such a state of
affairs 1s quite possible,for if one mechanical movement can effect .
angther mechanical movement,why should a force which is superior

not be able to.direct another which is inferior? In the physical "
order there are numerous éxamp'las of different physical forces
exerting an influence on one another, Consider the tides,for instance,
in which the'gravity of the earth pulls the water iﬁ one direction
while the attraction of the moon pulls it in a different one. Mechanical,
or we may call them physical and qhemical forces,rule the movements
of land,air,and sea but we have exagplea of the submission of these

great mechanical forces to a superior one which completely masters them.
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In plants thejr are subject ‘to a vital force which brings about the
development and reproduction of the species;in animals mechanical
forces ané the vital force into the bargain are under the influence
of a still supério; force which is sensibility. In the above cases
the forces which are submitied to a superior force do not prodﬁce
any effect at all but rather the particalar effect to which the
superior or guiding force necessarily impels them.

Cur contention is that in the case of man thev physical and
chemical forces,the vital force,and sensibility also all are sub-
Bl tted to the superior force of man's reasonable will which to a
certain extent has control over them. lan's will is an imteital
facullty the source of which is an imor‘t;al soul. Why then should not
this spiritual ‘foroe direct the movemantg of material forces to which
it is infinitely superior? Such is undoubtedly the case and man's
will being above this torrent of mechanical movement is not carried away
by it and consequently enjoys the privilege of Freedom.

Physiologicql Determinists contend that our volition is neé—
essarily detémimd by témperament.heradity.passions,hab1ta.and 80
forth., They qmlly take a criminal as their example. An investigation
of a thief's ancestry,for instance,nearly always discloses the fact
that his mother and fatﬁer were algso thieves. Stealing runs in his
blood,this school of Determinien claims,and he just can't help it,his
will being necessarily detemined. to such actions by heredity.

Far be 1t from us to deny that inclinations,passions,habits,and
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muerous other physiological influences restrain Liberty to no small
extent. A man's acts are free,as we have already stated,only inasmuch
a8 they are reasonable and deliberate. Thus intoxication deprives
man of his power of reasoning and deliberating and he is not immediately
responsible for his actions. Vicious habits may qui.te easily diminish
if not entire_ly annihilate a man's Liberty‘ and he can blame his mis-
demeanors on h;a‘temperament instead of on himsel@.but is it not
stretching the poi‘.nAt‘to deny that all meén are responsible for their
acts,or,in otheg words.are free, just because some wen do not have %o
shoﬁlder responsibility? One might as well claim that all men are
fools just because some men are mentally deficient. Furthermore if
heredity, temperament,and the various other influences explain the
unreasoned and Meliberated acts of man's will,what about its acts
which are the fruit of reason and deliberation and to which it gives
its consent?

Social Determinism is very similar to Physiological Determinism.
It claims that environment and social conditions necessarily determine
man's will.axid bages 1ta'aasertion on the fqlléwing grgument_j. If you
examine statistics of certain moral acts in certain places you will
learn that these acts show a remarkable constancy. Thus,in the United

States for instance ,the number of suicides occuring each year is

practically the same. Looking over these statistics for the past fifty
years or 80 one can compute an average and form a surprisingly ac-

curate idea of the number of suicides that will take place the fol-
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lowing year in that country. Murders,lynchings,illegitimate births
and crimes of all sorts all oécur on a cersain average in different
countries,states,and provinces. This fact leads the followers of
Social Determinism” to declare that man is not free,because,they claim,
if he were froe‘llxia moral aéta would vary. |

.Here again we do not deny that 'éocial influences such as edu-
cation,home,and enviromnenﬁ may have a great mfluéncé on human acts.
Withoututhe sl:lghtaét doubt ‘a child who has received a good religious
education and has been brought up in a home that patterned itself
on that perfect home in Nazareth has an 1ﬁfinitely greater chance
of leading a virtuous life ‘than his nnfortunéte bréther of the slums
who lacks even a rudimentary education and who has been brought up
in surroundings of moral and physical filth. This much we willingly
concede. The statistice mentioned,however,do not prove anything.

As we have already pointed out in the refutation of ,fgilysiological
Determinism,all of man's acts are not free. Deliberation and reflec-
tion are reqx_xirad'to conétitute a free act. How many suicides wers
preceded bj .reflactlon? Very few,if any. The sams msy be satd of
marders,fornications,and the entire gamut of crimes for which sta-
tistics have been 80 painstakingly compiled by Social Determinists.
Do you imagine for a minute th_at the perpetrators of these orines
which have such serious conseqnénces would have gone ahead with their
actions if they had paused to reflect? Most emphatically not. They

were carried away by their passions and were noit responsible for their




acts. ¥hy,even under normal circumstances many people fail to
reflect;how then can we expect a man under the siress of &
violent passion of despair or rage to reflect calmly and delib-
erately upon what he is about to do? A very large percentage of
our acts is obviously controlled by passion,self-interest,or
routine and,as® such,cannot be impated: to us.

Furthermore,free acts do not proceed from a will that. acts
without purpose. Whence it follows that in more or less similar
circumstances men will have more or less the same intentions
and it is consei;nantl,v a similar spontaneous desire that causes
men to act i;n s uniform md cons’tant manner.

Kven if we were to admit that in certain cases social
conditions totally deprive man of his Liberty it would be most
illozical to conclude that because somé msn are not free all men

are not free. Social as well as Physiological leterminists should

remember that the conclusion to be drawn from an argument mast
be contained in the premises.

Psychological or Intelleciual Determinism is more in vogue
than any other determinietic system because it is advocated by no
less an authority than the well-known Garmanm philosopher Leibnitsz,
Eathenatician as well as phiiosophur.he fom;zla.tad the famous
principle of sufficient reason Qccording ito which "nothing can be
true or real for which there is not a sufficient reason for ite

being so",and on this principle he based his theory of Psychclogical
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Determinisnm. According‘ to Leibnitz the will is necessarily deter-
mined by the greatest good offered to it. The strongest motive,
consciously or unconsciously,dominates the will and consegquently
deprives it of Liberty,because if the will while indifferent made
a choice without being determined by the strongest motive it would
be contrary to the principle of sufﬁ&ient reason. Thue,according

to Leibnits,a man who is offered the same position by two different

firme angd at two different salaries is not free to choose the posi-
tion offered by the firm ﬁhat. will pay a lowser salary Secamae it
would be contrary to the principle of sufficient Irea.son. Ais will,
being determined by the greatest good offered to it or by ihe

strongest motive, gust necessarily choose the position a$ the higher salary.

To refute this theory of Psychological iDeterminism it 1is not
emen necessary to prove that the principle on which it is based is
insufficient to explain the existence of realities. A far more simple
course is opén %0 us and we 8imply intend to show that the theory .
of ieibnits is contradicted by facts.

Does it never hsppem that a choioce has to be made between
two things that are absolutely equivalent? Let us suppose that on a
hot summer's day two friends walk into an ice cream parlor and each
orders s glass of lemonade. The two glasses are brought to them
on a tray and each thirsty man fa.k:es one. Why did the man who took
the first glass take the glass he took instead of the other one?

Both glasses were of the same size and contained exactly the same




amount of lemonade so how in ithe name of common sense could the
man who made the choice have been determined by the strongest
motive or the greatest ‘goéd?

Furthermore,éven if the will has to choose between two
objectse which are not similar and consequently are‘ not equally
desirable it is incorrect to claim that the will is compelled
to choose the better because it is determined by the strongest
motive or the greatest good. Let us suppose that a man has to
make a choice beiween iwo Louses of unequal value. If you wish,
e is not free to prefer the chaax}er ox;e‘ because it is impossi‘ble
for the will not to prefer that which reason points ouf to it as
better but if,instead of considering the relative value of the
houses,he considers each oné separately as a pariicular good
then he is free to choose whichever house he pleases. le is
not bound to choose one house in preference to the other because,
&8 neither house is a general or universal good,neither house
can necessarily determine his will %o choose it. He may therefore
freely choose the cﬁedper or the more expensive one because both
are particular goods. He would of course be foolish to choose
the cheaper one but aiter all can he not be foolish if he wants to?
There is a great deal of tmﬁh in the following inscription over
the door of a certain South American insane asylum: Los que esna(n
aquil no lo son,los qﬁe‘ no estafn lo son.

The theory of Liberty,we might add, is not a contradiction




to the primciple of sufficient reason. Let us return %o our exX-
ample of the two glasses tb dewonstrate this fact. If the mah
takes the glass on his left rather than the glass on his right his
motive for doing so is not objective because both glasses,being
exactly similar and‘equally desirable in every respect,are
objectively equal motives. His sole motive for taking the one on
his left rather than the one on his right is his desire %o take
a glass and his desire is realized when he makes a choice and takee one.
Bis choice then is without én ohjective'motive but has sufficient
reason in a subjective motive which is his desire 10 uss his will.

We have just gone over the list of phiiosbphsrs who reject
the idea of Liberty and have found that Fatalistis and Determinists
are among it bitterest enemies - they directly attack Liberty and
attempt,unsuccessfully as we have seen,to prove its non;existence.
There are others,however,who indirectly reject Liberty by pro-
pounding philosophical theories that are incompétible wifh it and
our thezis would hardly be complete without pausing for & moment
to consider their views.

Panthéipts and Sensualists both indirectly reject the idea
of Liberty.

According to Pantheism,whose best known exponent is undoubt-
edly Spinoza,thers is no distinct;on between the world and God.
There is but one substsnce,one infiqite and necessary subsiance - God.

All things,whether they be material or spiritual,are wodifications




of this one necesasary suhstancé and our voluntary acts are there-
fore necessarily determined by their antecedents to the detriment
of Liberty.

Sensualism is either materialistic or positivistic.

Haterialiat; such as Hobbes and Holbach claim that mattier is
the only cause of all phenomena of I;fe whether it be vegetative,
sensitive or intellectual,and,in their opinion, the immaterial or
the spiritual does not exist.

Positivism is the result of Augusie Comte's nental aberrations.
1t is the fami;iar old doctrine of Materialism embellished with a
few more errors and,according to it,spiritual substance,person,and
faculties do not exist.

Since Seﬁsualism‘denies the existence of the immateriai.lt
must necessarily assert that all our 1déag originate in our senses.
Knowledge muet originate in our senses because there is no place
else for it to originate,and Sensualism procleims that feelinge,
emotions,ideas,and even judgments all are attributable to trana-
fornatioﬁs ané combinations of impulsions and sensations. Cognition
in a word,as expounded by Senanalista,ia completely sensuous aad
there is no such thing as intellectual cognition or a human
intellect. Conseqnentlj Liberty does not exist because,as we shall
presently see,only an intelligent heiqg can be free.

Both Pantheism and Sensualism are sbsurd and contrary to

experience. Such theories,particularly the first,have comparatively
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few supporters at the présent day and it is not our intention to
go to the trouble of refuting them at any great length. We men-
tioned them merely for the purpose of completeness and,after
having thus scrutinized and rejected the various adverse opinions
to the existence of man's free will,ws shall now proceed to¢ our
task of treating the question i‘rbm" a ;Bhomistic standpoint and
shall show how and whenkman is blessed with this great prerogative
of Liberty. |

Is man free and,if‘: 80, %0 what extent? This is the problem
which we shall Qttem_pt to solve in our thesis, Its importance cannot
be overlooked or overestimated because the entire socisl and moral
order is based upon man's Freedom,and we shall thersfore make every
possible effort to arrive at a satisfactory solution in as concise
and direct a manner as éoséible.

Men has indeed many privileges. His senses are marvelous
organs and nothing on earth could persuade him to part with any of then.
Then he has hila reason - infinitely superior to his materisl senses -
by w;hich. so to speak,he is likened to his Crestor. Scholasticium'
adds to this array of man's privileges the gloricus atiribute of
Liberty and claims that man's will in tending to a particular good
is free or,in other words,enjoye Liberty of Indifference. It is
understood of course that man's will is considered as that of a

living human being. We are not referring to man's will after death
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concern 50 us in this thesis. It is further assuued by Schelasticism
that the man whose will they claim %o be free in its tendency to
particular goods is & norwal man in every respect. It is not to idiots,
imbeciles,and those under the influenoé of sléep or intoxication,
hypnotism or any other imaginable condition producing abnormality
tha’ Scholastics refer when they claim that man is free,but rather
10 an ordinary normal laman being.

| The Angelical Doctor teaches that man's will is not free in its
tendency to its last end which is happiness but that huzﬂan will in
choosing the méans of procuring its last end or‘happiness,enjoys
Freedom from Constraint and Libe;'ty of [ndifference. The will of A
each and every intelligent being - and only of an intelligent being -
insofar as it tends to a particular good is not necessarily deter-
mined %o one good rather than to anothner and is therefore responsible
for its acte.

#e have already sufficiently demonstrated that man's will is
endowed wim Libervy from COnsn;aint. 1t behouves us now‘to profe
that man's will umst necessarily vend to its last end and. that it
enjoys Liberty of I[ndifference in its tendency to particular goods
bui,before going into the proof,we wish to make it clear that we by
no means contend that man is free in sall his actions or that all
men,when they are free,have thé same extent of Freedom. Many of our
actions cannot be termed free because of the lack of a deliberate

choice. Social and physiological influences also contribute to
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decrease the Liberty of & man's actions and it is almost obvious
that a man is not always free,and,when he is free,that he does not
always enjoy the same degree of freedom. Let us then dwell for a fewA
moments upon the factors on which Liberty depends for its existence
and which account for the different degrees of Freedom in human acts.

Freedom depends on deliberatioi to such an extent thaﬁ it
cannot exist without it. Liberty varies in a direct ratio wiéh delib-
eration,i.e.,the more sn act has been deliberated the more it is free,
and the less it has been deliberated the less it is free. Thus,
ignorance or stupidity diminish deliberation and consequently Liberty,
while sleep,intoxication,aﬁd hypnotism completely destroy Liberty -
because no deliberation is possible under those conditions. It is
hardly necessary to add that where there is no Liberty there is also
no responsibility,for do not the Scriptures tell us that:"Blessed
is the man who could have transgressed the law,yet: did not;who could
have done evil,yet did not"?

From the above statements one mié;ht be lead to conclude that a
man in a state of intoxication is not responsible for his actions.
It is true that,while drunk,the man is not responsible for his actions
and insofar as his actions are concerned he is not immediately f;oe’
but was there not a time when the man was sober and did he not know
that if he partook of too lar@ a quantity of alcohol he would become
intoxicated? Considering the question from this angle the man is

responsible for his actions while drunk,because he is responsible.for




getting into that state and we may say that while drunk he is
mediately free and that the responsibility of his actions shoul@

be attributed to him unless,of course,he became intoxicated against
his will. %e are ‘§ltogether ,justiﬁed in concluding that,if in
certain cases man is not immediately free and responsible for his
actions,in the vast majority of instanéea he is mediately or

remotely free and,as such,responsible for his actions because he is
responsible for getting into a condition in which he will not be free.

Freedom also depends on the conformity of our actions with
the mbral Judgment of our reason. Man's power of reason has its
"source in an immortal soul and,being the most no_i:le of human faculties,
it is the most\ worthy to direct man to his last end which is happiness.
It is thru oux; reason that we realize the difference between partial
and universal good,it is thru reason that we arrive at the conclusion
that certain particalar goods are harmful to us and mst be avoided.
That then which reason points out to us as bad diminishes our Liberty.
Vicious habits and passions,for instance,decrease a man's Liberty and,
if he be completely enslaved by them,annihilate it altogether.

Freedgm finally depends on the extent to which our yhuman acts
really procure happiness. This point,incidentally,is clgsely connected
to the preceding one,i;or is. it not obvious that the more a humasn act
is in conformity with the dictates of reason which alone is able %o
distinguish between.qeal and a.péurent Zood, the more ‘the said act will

really be conducive to man's happiness?
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As most of us can unfortunately recall from experience,there
are times when the practical judgment of our reason proposes to our
will a certain partial good which is only apparently good. Our will
4ives ite consent and we tend to this good by performing a certain
action,the satisfaction derived from performing the act being most
harmful to us from the standpoint,let us say,of oﬁr dependence upon
God; To choose such a good cbnstitutes a 8in which we have the power
but not the right to cominit. Thus,a Catholic who is forbidden to
eat flesh meat on a day of al;*:gtinenge is physically free to eai meat
if he pleasges but he is not m;rally free to do so. The freedom to
sin is not essential to Liberty because a . sin consists in tending to
some thing bad after making a choice between good and evil which is
considered for the moment as an apparent good. Liberty is not the
power to choose between good and evil (because the object of our
will is good} but rather the powét of choosing between two or more -
goods and if evil happens to be chosen it is under the guise of
apparent good.

Let us consider a saintly man such as the.Holy Father .Qho is
remarkable for his virtue and who is surrounded by virtuous men
evary day of his 1ife. One can see at a glance that such a man
is mch less likely to commit sin than another man who has become
luke-warm in his faith and who has contracted all sorts of bad habits.
Would we be justified in concluding then that the Vi_car of Christ is

less free than this other man? Most certainly not. Besides the fact
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that freedom to sin is not essential +to Liberty,ia it not true that
Bis Holiness can make choices between mltitudes of goods to which
the other man cannot pogsibly tend? The man who sins can,it is true,
perform certain aétions which are beyond the pale of the virtuous
man's activities but the act of sinning is a great imperfection
which prevents the sinner from perfo}ming superior acts of virtue,
and we are consequently perfectly correct in stating that the more
a man's acts are in conformity with the dictates of his reason and
the more they procure his real happiness,ihe more the msn is free.

Freedom to sin is the power of choosing between two coniraries
or of acting one way or another. This corresponds to our definition
of Liberty of Indifference and reminds us that Liberty of Indifference
is divided into three classes,namsly Liberty of Contradiction,of
Contrariety,and of Specification. It is important to note at this
point that in order to be free a man need not necessarily be endowed
with the three above mentioned kinds of Liberty of Indifferenccf It
is evident that one of them is sufficient,provided other conditions
are not lacking,in order that a man may be termed free because in
all three man is master of the actions he performes and the respon-
sibility is imputed to him. It is not at all necessary that Liberiy,
in order to exist,should be without iimits.

These few elucidations bﬁ_the nature and extent of Liberty
complete,we believe,the preliminary notions which are essential to
a tho}o grasping of our thesis and we shall now proceed to prove

our contention that man's will must necessarily tend to its last
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end or happiness while in tending to a particular good it enjoys
the privilege of Liberty of Indifference.

Man,as everybody knows,is a reaaonable being and,having this .
faculty of reason,it is only natural to expect him to make use of it.
But what good is this faculty to him? There are three opinions on
this question. ,

There alwws,_ha.ve been,still are,and undoubtedly ever will bg
individuals who claim tha‘t}‘;a‘asop, 80 tg speak, i9 almight_y. They place
it as a Goddess upon a pedestal and are confidqnt that thru it they
can know everything._ »

Others,who perhaps at one. time shared the above opinion but
who realize that appalling mistakes have been made by those who
profess their belief in an omnisciazit reason,have come to fha
conclusion that reason can pever be relied upon and must be rejected.

Thus Rationalists,who assert that everything can be explained
by reason,must of couése reject the dogma of the Holy Trinity because
it is quite obvious that the existence of one God in three Persons,
the Father,the Son,and the Holy Ghost,each a distinct Person but all
three nevertheless making but one God,could never be demonstirated by
human reason alone.

Traditionalists,on the other hand,believe that human reason
is so0 weak that thru it one caﬁnot even arrive at the conclusion
' of God's existence without the aid of Divine Revelation. Such is of

course not the case,because even without revelation a reasonable ‘




Imman being can deduce God's existence from the movement which

exists in the world,from ﬁhe' eassential .‘sﬁbordination of efficient
causes, from the existence of contingenﬁ beingi.from the different
degrees of perfecgion in beings.‘or from the order existing in the

world.

in old but ever new proverd tells us tﬁat "In medio stat virtue".
How much truth it cbn‘tains.' instesd .of«.géing to extr‘emes and exagger-
ating or minimizing t'he‘po‘were ,of'onr faculty of reaaon,ngy not be
more conservative and,al’thb acieh‘siats m be una;bie to0 explore the
supernatural oz; eiezi to solve‘ eertain'prohlems within their own domain,
why not admi€ that there are mmberless treasures ‘of knowledge to
which we may ga;in admittancé by means of this magic key? Ko ohe

denles that there are mysteriéa which reason can never fathom,but

it does not necessarily follow that all knowledge is shrouded in
impenetrable nwétery. | - i
The ‘qneation of Libeity is not be'yond the 8cope of our reason - :
it is not a @atery upon which God alone can shed lizht. Inatead,it
is a truth which is acceaéible by mesans of human resson and altho,as
might easily be expected,the searchlight of reason does not dissipate
every tittle of darkneas when it endeavors to pry into the very roots
of Liberty,one must not imagine just heéauae our knowledge of Liberty
is not one hundred per.cent complete,that it is impossible to throw
any light at all on the subject. An astronmomer, for hxatance,knbws

. very little about the different planets which compose our solar system
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but he does not on that account dpubt the truth of his discoveries
or give up in despair and claim that because complete knowledge of
the planets can neyer be acquired all further study is ussless.

We are in thg same circumstances or,more exactly,in far
nore favorable circumstances with regard to hwman Liberty. Very
little about Liberty is unknown to us and that part which is
unknown and perhaps unknowablg does not concern its existence. Let
us therefore now go into tﬁé proof of our thesis with fhs complete
assurance that our powers of reason are fully capable of gulding
us t0 a correct and satisfactory solution.

Amongz the various proofs to which we may have ;ecourse in
upholding the truth of our contention that man's will is free in
its tendency to particular goods,none is more thoro or more con-
vincing than a me taphysical proof based on reason,for not only
does this type of proof establish the fact that we are free be-
yond a shadow of doubt but it even goes 8o far as to show why
we are endovga with Freedom. It is thru this argument derived
from the nature of man that the philosophers of the past victo-
riously upheld the banner of Liberty against the onslaughts of
Determinism and it is thru this self saxe argument that we in-
tend to follow ir their footsteps.

Man,we claim,is free becaﬁge he is intelligent. in extremely
broad statement,if you will,but juqt as true as it is broad.

In the first place Liberty,as we have already stated,

cannot exist withoﬁt intelligence,because man acts freely or,
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in other words,is responsible for his actions only inasmuch as he
iz enlightened at the moment of giving the consent of his will.
4 free act mst have a motive ~ a free act requires intelligence.

Let us go over the different acts of the cognitive faculties that

naturally precede the full voluntary act in order to impress thise ‘

fact more forcibly on our mind. Quoting Cardinal Hercier,"the first

prerequisite condition is knowledge:sensuous representation gives
birth to idea.s,among which are one or more objects capadble of
serving as motives for the will. Simple representation,first of
all aensuons,afterwarda intellectual,is succeeded by spontaneocus

Jjudgments on the part of the sense-instinct or estimating facultiy

and of the reason proper concerning the goodnsss and badness of the

objects represented. This ronghle.atlmation,putting a certain
personal value upon the objects,provokes spontaneous movements of
the lower and higher appetitive faculties so that an incipient
yet real like or dislike for the object ocours. Thess tendencies
arouse attention and the mind begins to reflect upon the advan-
tages and disadvantagés of the objects as well as upon the favor-
able or unfavorable inclinations their different aspects produce
on the will,and on these matters the mind forme a series of
Judgments which together make up 'the process of deliberation.
This deliberation does not go on' foreverjan end is put to it as
soon as the reflecting mind cuts short its self-imposed discussion

by making a decision and the decision is immediately followed by
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a déliberate volition of the éct decided upon".

Since man's intelligence is the only naﬁural means by which
man can be enlightened at the moment of giving the consent of his
will,and,sinde to be fres enlightenment is absolutely necessary,
i% is perfectly obvious that Fréedom Zoes hand in hand with
intelligence. #herever you find intélligence there also you will
find Liberty and incidentglly,the greater is the intelligence the
greater also will be ‘the Liberty.

¥hen we claim "t‘ha"t man is intelligent we have no intention
of stirring uﬁ the old quastion of the impregsed spécies and the
intellect agent. We merely wish to bring out the fact that man
has an immaterial and inorganie faculty of intslligence the'object
of which is absolufely distinct from that of the senses. Scholagticiam
tells us that "sensus est particwularium,ratio vero universalium".
Particular beings such as plants,animals,and men are the object
of our senses and we can either see,smell,hear,taste,or feel them
but supposing ve go a littie higher on the scale of knqwlédge
and consider natures;essencés,and 80 forth how could our material
senges grasp such objects which exist only in the abstract and
which are"entia rationis',not 'entia realia'?

Once we enter the world of ideas to which Plato was so
greatly attached,once we leave matter behind us and soar into
abetraction, our matéiial senses are of absolutely no use to us.

Operari sequitur esse and it is evident that a faculty which
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grasps an immaterial object mmst,like its ob,jegt,be ipmaterial
also. Can you imagine anything more ridiculous than a man trying
%o carry an angel in his arme?

ian then has something spiritual about him;he has a
spiritual faculty in his soul and that faculty is abéolutely
free from ma@ier in its existence,in its operations,and in every
other respact.

Eatter is fundamentally and always contingent and,as a
quantity,it cannot escape time and space. Take any material
example you wish and you cannot help but réalize that such an
object .ot‘ one or more of our material senses ut one time did not
exist and,at some future time,shall eeasé to exigt. Consider a
house for instance. At a certain time that house and even'the
materials of which it is composed,did not exist and it is equally
certain that,at some future time,the house and materials will no
longer exist. Furthermore, the faculty bj which such a material
object is known is also material and consequently contingent. |

The human eye for instance,thru which the color and outline of

- the hous_e are known,like the house itself is material and con-

tingent - it did not always exist and will not always exist.
In this respect cognition in zmen and animals is absolutely
identical.

Thus we understand that a material ‘faculty can ‘acquire a

knowledge of a material object,but what happens in the case of a
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spiritual faculty such as man's intelligence? Beinz {ree from
ma;ter.this spiritual part of man must also be free from the
conditions under which matter exists because,as a certain
sathor rema.z"ks.i‘; would maie one laugh to be told that a soul,
a thought,or an idea is round or squa:e,white or yellew,hot or
cold. Yes,thru its immateriality man's intelligence is free from
the limitations which follow in ﬁhe wake of mattef. it is not
gquantitative - time and space do ﬁot confine it. Spirituality
sweeps away all resiriction ﬁnd,so 1to speak,paves the way
towards the Iﬂfinite. God,pure and perfect spirit,is the very
essence of the Infinite and everything spiritual ﬁartakes of
infinity accoéding to the degree of its spirituality. There‘is
indeed something God-like in man's intelligence and thrm it he
shares the divine power on a small scale,for how could one A
otherwise explain the extraordinary suthority which man
exercises over nature? |

Consider man as a physical being,that is to say,merely as

an animal and you mnét admit that he is nothing to boast about.
Other animals are stronger and more agile than he. Their senses
are far better developed than his. as Pascal so aptly remarks,
"man is but a reed;a vapor,a drop of water is enough to kill him".
lan i8 indeed a most insignificant creature and an ant or a
cricket is far strohéer than he in proporsion to their respective

sizes. Man,were he as strong as an ant,would be able to 1ift ten -




40 -

times his weight with ea.se,yet. how many men can lift a bag of
potatoes without considering that they have done a hard day's
work? Man,were he as agile as a cricket,would think rothing
of jumping over the Empire State Building,but even jumping at
conclusions is too great a task for the average man. Yes,from:
a physical standpoint,man is indeed a weak,sickly,and pusil-
lanimous creature but,in spite of all his shortco}xiings,in the
worde of Bossuet (whom we guote in his own language lest their
beauty and charm be lost in the process of translation)s
"L'homme a presque changé la face du monde:il a su domp-
ter par l'esprit les animsux,qui le surmontaieni par la force;
il a su discipliner leur humeur brutale et contraindre leur

liberté indocile. Il a m8me fléchi par adresse les créatures

inanimées:la terre n'a-t-8lle pas 4té forcée par eon industrie

& lui donner des aliments plus convenables,les plantes & cor-
riger en sa faveur leur amsrturme sauvage,les venins méume 3 se
tourner en repzédea pour 1 'amour de lui? il serait superfiu de
vous raconter comme il sait ménager les 'éléme'nts.aprés tant de
sortes de miracles qu'il fait faire tous les jours aux plus
intraitableé..je veux dire an feu et A l'eau,ces deux grands
ennemig,qui s'accordenf néanmoins & nous servir dans des opé-
rations 8i utiles et si nécessaires. guoi plus? Il est monté
Jusqufaux cieux pour marcher plué siremsnt,il a appris aux

astres & le gulder dans ses toyagels;pour wesurar plné également
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sa vie,il a obligé le soleil & rendre coupte,pour ainei dire,de
tous ses pas. L'homme a un certain instinct de chercher ce qizi
lui manque dans toute 1'éiendue de la nature. Il fouille partout
hardiment, comme dgns son bien,et il n'y a aucune partie de l'uni-
vers ol il n'ait signalé son industrie.

Pensez maintenant,Messieurs,comment aurait pu prendre un tel
ascendant une créature si faible et si exposée,selon le corps,aux
insultes de toutes les autres,si elle n'avait en son esprit une
force supérieure tronte 1a nature visible,un souffle immortel
de 1°'Esprit de Dieu,un rayon de sa face,un trait de sa ressemb‘lance!"

Yes,animals existed long before the creation of man but they
have not left any prints of reason in the sands of time. ian tho has
conquered the world;he left his trace behind him wherever he roamed
and it is the archasologlist's greatest d§11ght to unearth the
evidence of primitive man's ingemuity for the admiration of the
twentieth century. ¥hy this difference? Cun it bs for any other
reason that matter cannot master matter but that it requires
spirit to mold matter to its will - that spirit by which man is
likened to the Great Architect? How mmch more emphatic would not
Bossuet have been had he lived at the present day instead of in
the seventeenth centnry;. The vast strides made by science in
the past three hundred years would indeed amaze him,were he here
to witness them. The steam enginé,th; typewriter, the cinema,tel~
ephony, telegraphy,radio, televi sion; automobiles, airplahea, sub-

- marines,all prove that man,tho a reed,is undoubtedly a dominating

reed. God Himself tells us that He made man to His own image and
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likeness. Since God is & Spirit it is evident that it is not thru
his material body that ma.n resembles his Hake.r but rathsr thru
his spiritual soul and intelligence. Small wonder than,if man's
intelligence even remotely resembles that of his Creator,that
he should dominate'the entire world and have all other creatures
at his feet. |

ian then beyond a shédow of douﬁt has a spiritual faculty
of intelligence and just as the obyect of his material faculties
is material,so also the object of this immaterial faculty mmst
be immaterial. |

Int‘elligence,whether it be human,angelical,or divine has
the same common formal object which i# beingy nof nerely the
abstract.undetérmined,transcendentél notion of t'zeing,but beiﬁg
in its inmumersble determinations such as éssences,naturea,k
genus,species,and 8o forfh. ‘I’hé intellect knows nothing but being.
The objects which the mind knowé arée of diverse natures:substances ‘
and accidents,material and imraterial beings,resl and possible
beings.cénti‘ngent beings and the Hecessary being. How all these
different objects have but one characteristic in common - they‘
all are beix;ga. Therefore the only forwal reason of anything
being apprehended by the mind is its being which‘ is the common
and adequate object of the intellect. Yes, the proper object
of the mind is the universal or the abstract. Universalia sunt

ubique et semper. Impervious to time and space,they Are permsnent,
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unchanging, incorruptible. They make up the absolute world of
essences which Plato opposed to the sensible,contingent,and
mutable world;they wmake wp that world of ideas from which
Sensualists are forever excluded. Thru our intelligence thén
we perceive the universal,wé make universal judgments and
consequently inov not only being bnf truth itself which is
being in its general characteristics and in its universality.
One who admits that man is intelligent ipso facto
admits also that man has a will. A short demonstration will
make this statement very clear. As we have so often repeated,
knowledge in man is either sensucus or intellectual. Man's
senses are ra@ically distinct from his mind,the object of his
senses being the particular and that of his mind the universal.
How 1t is & fact of experience that whenever a subject
has not its perfection it tends to its perfection and,once its
perfection has been attained,the tendency ceases and a state ot_
rest ensues. While tending to its perfection the subject is
'in statu viae',but when the perfection has been attained it is
'in statu termini' insofar as that particular perfection is
concerned. The human eye,for instance,has only one function and
that is to see. If it be closed or blinded,it tends to see and,
as it were,makes an effort to Qea but,once it sees,the tendency
no longer exists and,possessing its perfection,the eye rests.
The eye goes from 'in statu viae' to 'in statu termini *; from

'in potentia' to 'in actu’.




It is another fact of experience and a far more obvious
one t0o,that man with respect to knowledge,either sensmous or
intellectual,is most certainly not 'in statu termini'. It is
absolutely unnecessary to dwell at any length on the fact that
man's knowledge,of whichever category it may be,is far from
complete and perfect. His senses do not convey to him all
possible sensuous knowledge. His eye - even with the aid of .
television - does not see evarythingghis ear,even tho he may
possess an eleven tube superheterodyne radio receiver,zrasps
only a fraction of existing sounds and harmonies. Yes indeed,
the vast majority of the objects of his material senses are
never known to man at all.

The samﬁ thing may be said of the object of his mind
which is being or truth. Who would be foolish encugh to state

that man knows all truthe? Even a child of ten has engugh

sense to realize that no matter how clever a man may be he
can never know everything. The most a scientist can do is to
propose theories and,strangely enough,it seems that each
eminent acigntiat builds up a theory which is altogether
incompatible with the theory which another scientist proposes
on the same subject, If.aa Browning claima,"ignorance is not
innocence,but sin",it looks very mach as if none of us would
ever reach Heaven becguao the trﬁthﬂ of which we are ignorant

are at least a million billion times more numercus than those
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with which we are acquainted.

¥sn then with respect to kmowledge,either sensuous or intel-
lectusal,is obrviously 'in statu viae' and consequently lacks hia
perfection. For this reason he tends to his perfection and,as
knowledge is either sensuous or intellectual,both his senses and
his mind tend to their respective perfections, It thersfore
naturally follows that in man there 'are iwo tendencies or appe-
tites:one,;a sensuous ‘a.ppet.ite corresponding to his senses;the other,
an intellectual appetite corresponding to his mind.

The sensuous appetite which is divided into concupiscible
and irasciblé appeti'tes need not be further considered.

The intellectual appetite tho,which is of particular -
interest to u;.is nothing more than human will which is usually
defined as the inorganic faculty which has for its object the
good known by the intelligence, iiind and will then are intimately .
connected and cannot exist separately. The mind acis on the will by
furnishing it with an object,narely a good,to which it can tend -
nihil voliﬁm nisi prascognitum - and the will influences the
mind by allowing it to act or by preventing it from acting,buf
the important point is that the will,so to speak,has iis root
in the intelligence or,as St. Thomas puts it,"voluntas consequi tur
intellectum",

Let us now,in order not to J.ose our bearings,cast an eye

back over the matier we have already covered. Up to this point
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we have proved that Liberty can exist omly in an intelligent
being,that man has a spiritual faculty of intelligence and
consequently a spiritual f_a.cnj.ty ot.wills %o have but a step
f.arther.to go to prove that human will is free in its tendency
to particular gocds.

Our proof is based on the following statemsnt of $t. Thomas.,
" faculty",the Angelical Doctor tells us,"is necessarily deter-
mined to a;:t by its object only when the object is really adequate
or,in other worda,onl} when ﬁm object completely aatiities the
faculty's tendency to act”.

Let us examine our own different faculiies to see if expe-
rience confirms this assertion. Suppose we choose our sense of
sight from amﬁng our naterial tacnltieg of cognition and subject
it to a thoro inspection. In the first place it is obvious that
the sense of sight and the organ of sensation or the. eye do not
de termine themselvel’and that sensation is not caused by their
action alone but by some outside cause,that is,by some visible
object, InAgino we have a person with a normal sense of sight
and a normal eye but that there is no visible object before him
only,let us say,an odor or a sound. ¥hat will be the result?

His eye of course will not see anything because the ohjeect in
question is not an adequate object for his faculty. It is not
the formal object _of. the faculty of sight but rather of the

faculties of swell or hearing. Suppose tho that a visible object,
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a book for instance,had been present. The eye would have seen it.
Why? Because it would have been the formal object of the faculty.
It would have completely satisfied the faculty's tendency to act
and the facuity in the pressnce of its adequate formal object would
necessarily have had to act,that is,the eye would necessarily have
had to see the book.

‘ Furthermore,the same remark applies to our spiritual faculty
of intelligence. Its formal object,as we have already proven,is
being or truthsand in the presehce of its formal object the
intelligence c.énnot remain indifferent. Suppose the mind umakes
a judguent in which two terms,a subject and a predicaie,are
joined together by the copula "to be',thus:the huwan soul is
immortal. If the mind understands that the predicate can be
correctly,or shall we say logically,predicated to the subject or,
in other words,that there is truth in the Judgment,it cannot
remain indifferent but is determined to affirm such a judgment

because the truth therein contained is the formal object of

the fsculty"of 1ntelligencé,becauae sach truth is the adequate
object of the mind and completely satisfies the mind's tendency :‘
to act. |

It is evident then that if a faculty,whether material or
spiritual,is necessarily determined by its object to act,there
mst be an adequation between th; object and the faculty and the

object must completely satiafy the faculty's texidency to act.
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Now from our définition of human wili let us deduce its
formal object. If will follows intelligence,it can tend to anything
that intelligence can present to it as a good. If will follows
intelligence, the fiéld of its object is as large #s the field of
the object of intelligence - both are universal. Man's intellectual
appetite or will then,immsterial and infinite likgﬁmind.hsa the
sa18 capacitj to uniiersal‘good that the mind has to universal
truth. Iie adequ;te formal object cbnseqnently is good in lti
universality juat as the adequate formal object of the mind is
truth in its universality.

We may therefore conclnde that the only adequate formal
obJect of the w111 is'bonum undequaqne bonum' which, lacking
nothing,is obviously perfect and therefore completely satisfies
the will'; tendency to act. An 360qﬁation can only exist between
the will and uﬂiversal good becsuse the intellectuﬁl will has
a universal capacity. Now ihen an adequation exists between
a faculty andiita object,the object must evidently satisfy the
faculty's capacity and,in the presence of such an object which
is the perfecfion of the faculty,it naturally follows that the
faculty loses its Freedom anq is necessérily determined %o act.
When univeraal good therefore is preeented to man's will by
his intelligence.hia will is no longar tfree but uust necessarily
&rasp this snpreme,ahsolute,total,ot infinite zood which alone

can give him perfect happiness or,as St. Thomas puts it,"illud

B
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solum bonum,quod est .perfectum,est tale bonum quod voluntas non
potest non velle". This,incidentally,is exactly what happens
in the case of the elect who are enjoying the .Beatiﬁc Vision.

But let us retwrn %o earth where good,alas,is but
particular or partial. Any good existing in this world,if
closely examined,contains an element -of bad or,in other words,
no good is a good from every aspect in which it may be considered.
Reading and studying, from the st:andpoint of acqniring' knowledge,is
obviously a good for it is conducive to our perfection but,if it
be considered from the standpoint of the physical strain on our
eyes,it is certainly not a good. And so it is with every appetible
thing in this world - attractive on one hand,repulsive on the other.
When the mind examines such objects it sees that they exist by the
being they poseess and that they do not exist by the being they lack,
that they are attractive for their being and repulsive for their
lack of being. Now this lack of being,this aspect under which a good
may be considered not a good.this standpoint from which the '
object is nb't appetible 'iu obviously an imperfection in the object.
When we say ‘that the object is not perfect however,we use the
term in a relative and not in an absolute manner. In claiming,
for instance,that a moving picture reel,attractive from one
standpoint and repulsive from another,is not perfect,we do not
wish to convey the impression th‘at the reel in itself is not

perfect but rather that the reel,altho perfect in itself and no
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matter how fine an example of the art it may be,is ’imperfect
relatively to the spectator whose eyes it fatigues. all gocds
existing in this world then are ’imperfect,not in then;seives
perhaps,but rela.t{vely %o the man whose will tends to good.

What mst we conclude from this fact? Juét thia.

There is obviously no adequation be tween particular goods

and our intellectual faculty of will which has a capacity for
universal good. Particular goods are not rea'uy‘ rerfeet; they
are 'bona’,if you will,but not 'bona undequajue bona';they
all lack sometl;.ing and congeguently cannot satisfy. the will's
tendency to act. How thqn can. théy neceasarily deternﬁne the
will %o act? How could & man who is able to 1ift one hundred
pounds and no more,be able to lif:t a ton? How can a faculty
whose objeoct is universal good be determined,forced,or dom-
inated by an imperfect,inadequate,particular zood? .

One would have to he- extremely illogical,we think,
after studying this proof to refuse %o adnlt that human will
is free in its tendenéy Vto particular goods andj,unless one
wishes to turn one's back‘ to the light of evidence,one cam;mt
deny the correciness of Scholasticism in its as#ertion that
"human will,in the present condition of things,mmst nec-
essarily tend to universeal good,while in its tendency to
particular goods,if it be in a norial state,it enjoys the

_privilege of ‘'Liberty of Indifference'."
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In case owr readers may feel inclined to class us with
La Palice and censure us for devoting so rmch 'spa.ce to the‘
proof of a statement which is almost obviously Eme,:lt mat
be remembered that some people are more sceptical than others,
sometimes éd sceptical in fact that they insist on proof bafore
they are willing to admit anything. ‘It is for this eclass of
individuals,may we hasten to add,that we have had recourse
to a syllogismic metébhysicalr demon'str'ation. 'Such a‘la.b‘orious
procedure tho is not necessary for the average man beéause he
aduits the existence of facts of which he is certain. Unlike
Pyrrhonists who doubted their own existence,he does not
demand a proof in order to aduit that the sun is shining;
that the weaﬁ;er ig warm,or that he has' a headache. He realizes
that he not only sees and feels what is going on outside of
him but also that he feels what is taking pia.ee inéide his
own being. Just as a normal man feels that he is energetic
or tired,healthy or ill,happy or sad, so alao,ahd to m-‘leaa
a degree.doéa he feel :thsti he is free. He is conscious of
f‘reedom in pis'sctions and,as Bossuet says:"Un hommwe qui n'a
pae l'esprit gité h'a pas besoin qu'on lui prouve son franc
Qbitrs,car il le sent;et il ne sent pas plus clairement qu'il
voit,ou qu'il vit,ou qu'il raisomnne,qu'il se sent capable de
délibérer et de choisir™.

Let us trace the entire course of a human act such as
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gilving alms %o a beggar,for instance,to see if we are really
conscious of our Liberiy. Suppose when waliking along a street
1 observe a nendicant standing on the cornei and helding a‘
tin cup on which h; depends for his sustenance. As I sppfoach
the spot,l become more aware of his presence;my atiention is
aroused and is concentrated on him. I notice his shabby
clothing,his unkempt countenance,and his mourciul expresaion.
Imnediately I feel sorry: for him and begin to wonder what 1
should do. I deliberate as to whether or not I should drop a
coin into his cup;I meditate on my motives to help him or not
to help him and perhaps say to myselfsI suppose I really ahéuld
be charitable. ﬁhat is a nickle or a dime to me? It means a
great deal to him tho. But after all why should I encourage
begging? It is against the law. There are places in which such people
can obtain free board and lodging. How do I know that this -
bersen is not a frawd? Perhaps he has a howe and even an old
age pension. Perhapl he is not in need at all and is just begging
in order to collect enough money to become intoxicated. I
wonder what I should do? »

Is it not obvicus that before performing a human act
which requires deliberation each and every one of us feels free?
Not infrequently our Freedom is embarrassing,for is it not

quite often difficult to put an end to our delibaration and

make up our minds?
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Even when I have flnally made a choice and décide,let us
say,to give the man a coin,do I not feel at the moment of doing
80 that I am free aud that I am assisting this eleemosynary
because I want to7 Do I not feel that at any time I can avail
ryself of the fair sex's privilege and change my mind if I
so choose?

And fipally after having performed thie act of charity
do I not walk off contented and light-hearted in the satisfaction
of imowing that I have done & good deed which is pleasing to
Him who said that the man who gives even a glass of water to
the poor in Hie name shall not go unrewarded? Where would ,
this feeling of satisfaction come from if I had been ipevitably
determined to act as I did? |

To the \mlettered,our metaphysical argumentation no
doubt means very little and one may well imagine the astonishment
of a round-eyed,open-mouthed yokel on being informed that he
has irmaterial facultles with universal objects. Most people
prefer something tangible - they 80 bto speak like to be able
to aee,touch.,and feel the subject of thefir discussion and are
far more likely to undérstand and glve thelr assent in that case,

How then can any reasonable creature,no maiter what his
education may be,fail to realize that he is free when before, |

during,and after the performing of a humsn act the voice of

. his own experience cries out from his very soul and continually
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proclaims the existence of his Liberty? How can & man doubt

hig Freedom when all men consider it their most priceless
privilege? Yes,thruout the whole history of the world humanity
in every condition and in every age of life has proclaimed

the existence of Freedom by being-insanely jealous of it and

by making a loud outery whenever it id threatened. Whether a
nation bs civilized 'or“not, the first concern of 1ts ruler is

to give his sabjects sufficient Liberty. The only thing in
common between a cannibal tribe on the Island of Bornec and

a great empire ;eho\vned for i%s culture and prowess is this
ubiguitous passion for Liberty. No nation can exist in a state
of servitude. Man as a unit 'of the nation feels that he is frée;
he insists on his rights and will let no one deprive him of them.
Patrick Henry,the American statesman,voiced this same sentiment
a little nore than a century ago. At that time the British

were in posgesaion of Boston and the mricang in that region
were prac‘cica.liy reduced to servitude. They were siripped of
their most cherished rightvsz they were not permitted to vots,
they had no éepreaentation in Parliament, they wers haa.vily taxed,
and many other outrages were inflicted upon them. Fearing that
the British intended fo march south and impose their will in the
same adamantine manner upon his part of the country,the immortal
Henry in a stirring address raised his voice in protest and urged

_that the Virgini'a militia be armed for the protection of their rights.
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He brought his appeal to & close with these never to be forgotten
words:"Is life so dear,or peace 80 sweet,as L0 be purchased
at the price of chains and slavery? Forbid it,ilmighty God!

I know not what course others may take;but,for me,give me

liderty,or give me death!"

%hy do you sauppose that Tongaaint L'Oq.ver.ture':,who had
spent most of his life as ; slave .on a sleepy West Indies
island,suddenly sprang from his leth,ugy and,at an age when
most men's energy is on the decline,becams a lmman thunder-
bolt and plunged into the thick of international affairs
with sach nmaain'g initiative and courage as to deserve the
name of the great Haitian Gemeral and Liberator?

Yes,every civil war,insurrection,rebellion,and rev--
olution 18 caused by a violation of someone's rightsjno
man will calmly see his Liberty tramplaé underfoot -~ he will
take any means to rid himself of his oppressor and will not
rest until he has succeeded in deing so.

But why need we refer to the exploits of liberators |
in order to establish the existence of Liberty when even a
child barely out of the cradle proclaims it in no uncertain
manner? #e all know that children hate to be $old what %o do
and want to have thelr own way in everything. Altho they are

unaware of what Libér’ty is,they are fully conscious of it

and protest vigorously whenever their will is crossed.
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As a child cannot possibly be accused of having set opinions
on thia absiruse quesfion pf Liberty,it ia evident that it
is in the essence of a human being to feel that he is free,
One does not need ‘ﬁto_be very ‘observing to nbtlce from pera‘mnal‘
experience and from observation of his féllow men that every
reasonable person is conscious ofvhia. Liberty. Even Deterministe
admit it but,in order tq wriggle out of this refutation of
their theory,they claim that man's consciousness of his
Liberty is nothing more than an illusion - an illusion due %o
the fact that man is unaware of the causes of his determinations.
According to Spinosa we know our acts but ignore the
motives which make us act,and man considers as possible that
which in reality is necessary because the causes of his acts
are unknown. Hobbes and Bayle,two staunch defenders of Deter-
miniem,rush forward with numerous examples to establish the
truth of their assertion. The needle in a compass,s weather-
cock,a apinnizig top,a leaf carried away by the ‘wind,were they
conscious,would all think that they were free because they
would ignore the causes of their determinations. Determinists
even drag in hypuotism in their attempt to justify themselves
and point out that a hypnotiiezj person whose acts are of
course necessarily determined by the hypnotizer,is under
the impression of being free. Liberty then is nothing but an

illusion, the same illusion that exists in the mind of the
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dreamer or of the drunkard who wrongly imsgines that he is
acting freely. _

John Stuart Mill further declares that a direct com-
sciousness of the Freedom of the will is a figment and that
the feeling of Liberty is impossible. "To be conscious of
free will",says he in his Exsmination of Hamilton's Philos-
ophy,"mst mean to be ‘t".onscious before 1 have decided, that
I am able %o decide either way. Consciousness tells me what
I do or feel. But what I am able to do is not a saubject of'
consciousness”. Obviously encugh only what is actual is
knowable and our powers become disclosed only in the acts
they enable us to exercise. A so-called free act then,is not f
knowable until '1t is actual and,as soon as 1t is actual, the
faculty which producesa it is no longer undetermined and Liberty
is consequently excluded.

We mst of course admit that only what is actunal is
knowable and that the faculty which produces the act is not
unde termined 'at the moment of producing the act in question,
but one mst remember that there is a great difference
betwéen a free act and a desire,between the actual doing and
the power to do. The actuation of the faculty of will must
be taken into consideration and 'tl;e best way to make this clear
is by having recourse to 1ntroapec1;§.on. .

We all are aware on one hand that the causes of many of




=58~

our determinations are unknown,that certain acts of will take
place in spite of curselves and are aitributable to objective
motives which are responsible for them. How often,for instance,
does not a man fe;l thirsty or sleepy without knowing why? He
wants to drink or sleep in sbite of himself and ignores the
motive or motives which are reaponsi.ble for his determination.
Then again the causes of many of our determinations are
known to us. There are acts which we have a motive for willing
but to the wi}ling of which we are not irresistibly deter-
mined by the m;'ative. Thus a student who is endeavoring to
win a diploma has a motive to gain it bnt the motife does not
necessarily 1m‘pellhim to gain it - he is free to change his |
mind whenever he pleases. In this latter class of acts there
are two stages:hesitation and decision, indeterminationk and
determination. Un comparing these two astates one becomes
conscious that in going from hesitation to decision,from
indeterminatibn to determination,the faculty of will has been
actuated -~ something c(;ming from the subject’s will has been
added to the desire and has converted it into a decision or
into a deteminpd free act. Our own personal every day expe-
rience confirms this. Every. time we make a decision we realize
that the decision has been brought about by our own consent.
We feel that if we had not so desired our will would not have

glven its consent o such and such a particular good;we even
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feel thaf the particular goods »presented to our w'ili and ”50 which
we do not give our copsent will alwa.yg :emain 'in potentié' rwith
respect to our wi]:l and will never be 'in actu' or become deter-
minations because the actuation of the faculty of will is lacking.
Yes,man is indeed avgre of the faét that hiav will is in complete
control of his acta..'i o ' » |
Moreover,the. examples of ths nisgnetiz'ad needle, spinning
top,rotating weathercqcl;.and Afluttering leaf do not prove any-
thing againat man's consc:iqusneaa of his Liberty. ‘Altho,as we
have already stated,the causes of our determinations are un-
known in certa:\ln ceses,it muet be remembered that in fche vast
majority of instances the caua.nen of our determinations are
known to us and the examples given do m.rt hqlcj good under these
circumstances. Even 1: the different examples bfrered by Deter-~
minists were intelligent,it is not of their own Liberty that
they would be con.acious but rather of their absolute dependence.
An intelligent leaf,for instance,far from imagining that it is
free would immediately realize that it is carried along by the
breeze and is altogether dependent upon it. Furthermore the
above illustrations me&ly bring in Liberty from Constraint
which,properly speaking,is not Liberty at all. The same intel-
ligent leaf would o‘f pourae have. a will and,as it was swept
away by a gust of wind,ifs Freedoﬁ proper or Liberty.of
Indifference would not be violated because nothing could

force it to want to be swept away by the wind.




The above examples then carry no weight when they are
proposed a8 a refutation to our contention that man is con-
gcious of his Liberty. .Evenvthe cage of hypnotiasm does not
glive Deteminists -any support in their argument because being
hypuotised is not a normal staté of man and,when we claim
that man i{s conecious of his Liberty,we refer to a man in a
normal condition - not hypnotized,intoxicated,or dreaming -
and even if it were true that a hypnotized man labors under
an illusion concerning the consciousness of his Liberty,it
would prove nothing in the case of a man in a normal con-
dition. As to a hypnotized person being under the impres-
sion that he 1; free - well,that point is open to discussion.
Anyone who has seen a demonstration of this extraordinary
power realizes that the subject beyo‘nd.a shadow of doubt
depends entirelﬁ on the hypnotizer,and certainly does not
give the impression that he believea himself free. His
blank stare and unnatural manner rather lead onme %o con-
clude that he is not only constrained but even obsessed by
the hypnotizer's will. Supposing tho that he did consider
himself free - he would be in the same position as the dreamer
who believes that his dreams are real and,unlike the wan in a
normal condition who is capablé of reflec'qion.he would not be
in a position to control his belief. The example of a hypno-

tized man is therefore inefficacious to overthrow our contention
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that we all are conscious of our Liberty.

Supposing tho that Liberty really were an illusion.
Would that fact prove the correctness of Determinism? Far from
"it. An illusion,s8 everyone knows,is an inexact perception
of an object. Optical illusions are very common and it is not’
at all unusual to be shown a sheet o;t paper with two doctered-up
lines drawn across it and then be asked if the two lines are
parallel or not. Iomediately one answers in the affirmative
because the lines really appear as 1f they would never megt
no matter how far they may be prolonged,but it is as surprising
as it is discomfiting to learn,in attempting to verify this
statement, that the lipes are far from parallel and bulge a
great deal in the center. This invasion in the field of
wmathematics is not. without reason and we merely wish %o
ask Determinists one question. 001;1d one héve had the illusion
that the two lines in question were parallel if one had never
seen parallel lines or more exactly,if parallel lines had never
existed? "No",they will be forced %o answer. well then,we reply,
how could orie have the illusion of a free act if a free act
does not exist and has never existed? and while our determined
friends,who no doubt are determined not» to allow us to prove
that they are undetermined,are thinking up an answer we will
20 on with our thesis for,if we had to await a logical reply

from them,the end of the world would undoubtedly interfere
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with our work.

In case our more or less philosophical refutation of
the Determinists' contention that man's consciousness of his
Liberty is but an illusion may add to the average man's bewil-
derment,it is our intention at this point to refute their
statement in a more simple numner,i#_so simple a manner in fact;
that a woman,a child of seven,or even a policeman can grasp the
refutation without the slightest difficulty.

Fénelon obligingly points ocut the way in one of ‘hjs
letters on relAigion. There is a much more simple course than
argaing with these so-called philosophers who deny that man
18 conscious of his Liberty. Let us suppose instead that onev
of these men is happily warried and has a family. Being
comfortably well off,he is able to afford servants and,like
every other man,he has a few intimate friends. Let us further
suppose that his wife runs away with another man, that his
children despise him,that his servants rob him,and that his
friends 3o back on him. What do you think our strange philos-
opher would do? Does it strike you that he would not be the
slightest bit surprised or angry and would calmly say:"Ch well,
there is no use in complaining, I cannot blams them because
they are not free;they were determined to act as they did."

We all know what a man would do under those circumstances and

it is plain to see that Determinists who deny the existence




of Liberty in a general way are forced to admit it in such and
such a ccncrete instance. Yes,a Deterministvcan say what he
pleases but down in his heart he knows that he himself as well
a8 every other normal man is conscious of his Liberiy.

in case any of our readers might happen to be of a
Kantian turn of mind,it is not mopﬁort\me at this point to
prove our contention by the fact that the moral law nec-
essarily supposes the existence of Liberty. This proof,
incidentally,was the only conclusive one for Kant who,for
some reason or other,was unable to grasp the proofs drawn
from the will's universal object and from conseiousﬁasa.

We do not propose to dwell at any length on thq féct
that a mﬁral law exists. It is obviously neéessuy t0 social
life and since the days of asdam and Eve all nations,no matter
how barbaroue they were,took its ‘exiatence foz; granted. Why,
even the moot uncivilized tribes of savages who have never
seen a white man or heard of the true God have very strict laws
regarding marriage or rather what they call marriage,and any
infidelity is most severely punished. It is perfectly obvious
that without a moral law there can be no peace or order and
even animals themselves are submitted to a natural moral law
at the time of bringing their young into the world.

The first effect produced by the existence of this moral

law is that it engenders a sense of duty in every mau's breast.




Yes,man has obligations to certain actions which his reason
and his conscience point out to him. Do we not all feel obliged
to honor our parents,for instance? Let us consider this or any
other obligation‘;hich is common to each and every one of use
and see just what it contains. Everj duty,we find,encloses

an element of necessity and an element of Liberty but the nec-
essity is in the moral and not in the physical order. There is
indeed a great diffbrence between a physical and a moral nec-
egsity.

Suppose a man wishes to commit smicide and leaps from
the top story of a high building. It is plain to see that he
will neceaaarfly sirike the ground due to the fact that gravity
pulls him towards the center of the earfh. Here we have a nec-
essity which coméa from the physical law of gravitation and even
if the man changed his mind an instant after Jumping,he would
still crash to the ground. The reason for this is that a
physical law acts in such a way that that which is subject to
it is absolutely helpless and is unable to resist it.
Ontologiéaliy speaking,in a physical necessity the physical
law is an efficient cause which contains the effect in itself
in such a manner that that which is subject to the said law has
absolutely nothing to do in the determination it receives.

A nmoral necesaify however is totally different. Lvery man,

we have said,feels that it ie necessary for him to honmor his
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parents. If,however,while honoring them he suddenly wishes
to change his mind,is he not perfecily free to do s0? Instead
of being unable to resist the necessity as in the case of the
necessity coming from a physical la';in this instance man is
far from helpless and passive. He is so independent,in fact,
that he can refuse to do his duty. wixen a necessity comes from
a moral law such as m ths case of a‘ man honoring his parents,
the moral law then is a final 'and. net an effiéiant cause and
cannot produce its effect without the cooperation of the person
subjected to it.

A physical law therefore completely destroys Liberty in
a hypothetical sense,that is,it annihilatéa Freedom from
Constraint while not effecting Liberty of Indifferencs or
Liberty proper,but a mor.a.l law respects both categories.of
Liberty.

It consequently follows that duties and obligations in
which there is an element of moral necessity and the moral
law iteelf on which they repose would not exist uniess Liberty
were already existing.

If one does e;way-with the idea of Liberty one cannot
logically claim that a man is responsible for his actions.
Bow can a man be punished for his actions unless he is master
of them and how can he be master of them unless he is free?

A man,let us suppose,commiis a certain crime. To be responsible




-66~

for it he mst have wanted ito commit the crime - otherwise it
could not be imputed to him. Re 1s respgonsible for his action,
in other wards,oq}y when at the time of performing it he is
free to perform it or not fo perform it and acts according
to his own volition. Suppose a hunter hears a& rustle in the
underbrush and sees a blurred form slinking by. Thinking it
& deer he shoots and on investigation finds out that he has
killed a fellow lunter. The man will not be held responsible
for the killing for the simple reason that he had no intention
whatsoever of commitiing a crime,altho at the time of the
shooting he was free to shoot or not to shooi. Suppose again
that an aviator's plane catches fire over a thickly populated
gection of a city. The only thing for him to do is mnke &
parachute leap and let the plane crash. He will‘hot however
be strapped in an electric chair if the falling plane kills
one or more people because Le was not free at the time of
leaping out %o prevent the plane from crashing. If the plane tho
had been in perfect running order and the aviator had leapt ocut
and allowed it to crash for no good resson,then he would indeed
be held responsible fo} any deaths his act might cause.

It is obvious then that it is not sufficient that a
person perform an action to be feaponslble for i$. In order
that «n action may be imputed to # peraon'that person mast be

master of the action,that is,he must have been in such a poaition‘




-67-

that he could either perform the action or not perform it and he
must act according to his ownlvolition;

The courts of justice in every civilized,and perhaps we
might add ancivilized,land are fully aware that Liberty and
responsibility go hand in hand. ¥hy fio you suppose that during
a trial witnesses are called in and questionsd and such great
pains are taken to visualize the exact circumstances under
which the misdemeanor occured? The sole purpose is to estab-
1ish whether or not the' accused was acting freely and if so;
the extent of Freedom under which he acted. '

1f,during a trial,alienists conclusively prove that the
accused was insane,no uatter how heinous & crime he committed
he will not be held }esponsible for it. If the fact is brought
out that the accused was mentally deranged as the resuli of a
blow received in a scuffle,he will not be held responsible for
his actions from then on.

If,howe;ver,it can be proved that the accused was in full
possession of his faculties and acted deliberately and voluntarily;
if,for inaténca,it can be shown that while in a‘normal state
of mind he carefully planned every detail of a certain murder
and then deliberately carried out his plan to the letter,it is
obvious that he will be held strictly responsible for his action.

Then again if Iﬁa mind were rmddled thru intoxication,his

responsibility would probably be décreaaed altho,as we have




already mentioned,no matier how intoxicated he might be he
could never properly claim entire irresponsibility.

Yes, Libérty is indeed essential to duty and tesponsibility,
and it naturally follows that punishments and rewards also
prs‘suppoae its existeﬁca.

How could the courts punish,c.“rinmals if they were nbt_
responsible for their actions and were not free? Why punish a
man for performing an act that he could not avoid? Why reward
& man for doing something shich he could mot help doing? Why
is it the general feeling in the city of Ottawa that the
murderer Cassidy should hang? Why did the whole world lavieh its
honors on Lindbergh a few years ago for hie epoch-making trans-
atlantic flight? Because both Cassidy and Lindbergh were fully
responsible for their actions. The profligate knew what he was
doing when he deliberately killed a man in cold blood and the
dsuntless airman also knew what he was doing when he turned
the nose of hia plane in the direction of the distant shore of
France. Yes,they both knew what they were doing and everybody
alee i3 aware of that fact. Everybody knows that they both were
responsible for their actions,averybody knows that both of them
were free and everybody aléo knows that they choss very different
ways of advertizing their freedom to their fellow meniCassidy
in a cowardly manner shot down a defenceless man while Lindbergh

showed his heroiem by performing a practi’ca.llj impossible feat.
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Yes,every man knows that he is ;esponsible for his
actions and that cassidy,Lindbergh,and all other normal men
are too. It is for this reason and no other that we instinctively
wish to punish a>malefa§tor and reward the man who does his
duty heroically or even conscientiously.

Furthermo;e,how could God,who is perfect Jgstice,either
reward or punish us after death unless we are respons;ble fér
our actions? if we are not free to do good and avoid evil would
it not be unjust either. to reward or punish us? Is it not more
reasonable %o assume that Our Bleaged Lord on the day of Judgment
willlopen the gates of_Heaven to those who have itruly lovgd Aim
and have shown their love by observing lifs commandments iand those
of lis Churcﬁ and who,were they again ;n the same circumstancea,
would not necessarily have to act the same way? Do you think Qur
Lord would condemn other souls to an eternity of unspeakable
suffering in Hell for noit having observed His commandments and
those of His Church unless,during their sojourn on éarth,they ‘
were in avbosition to accept or reject these commandments and
rejecteq them because they wanied to?

Tho atheistic Daterﬁinists vigorously deny it {we brand
them as atheists because it 1s evideﬁt that a Determinist cannot
be anything else but an atheist),the truth of the matter is that
God will either rewsrd or punish man according to the degree of

love which man has shown for his Creator,and the degree of
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of heavenli bliss as well as the degree of éuffering in Hell
will be proporitioned to the degree 5f man's love for God. Ies it
not obvious that the Immaculate Virgin Mary who loved God with
her whole heart and who loved Him to such an extent that she
never once offbnded Him.should occupy a ﬁigher place in Heaven
than the sinner'whé repents for his:aina'on his deathbed? Is it
not also obvious that the sinner who has lived a life of con-
timous crime should suffer more in Hell than a pérson who
dies with just one mortal sin on his or her conscience?

Yes,our status in the world to come depends altbgetﬁér
on our love for God,and as love without Liberty cannot exiﬁif
we must conclude,unless welwish to pass for atheists,that mdn’
has duties, that man 1ayreaponsible for his actions,and vhat
man is free.

Everybody knows that man in his system of social life
lives under a scheme of laws which ihblic authority enforces
by threats of panishment. This social arrangement has existed
from the remotest antiquity because men always believed that
they were free. Does it not seem moreylikely that a handful of
Determiniats should be mistaken in their conception of Freedom
rather than the entire human race? St. Thomas tells us that
when all reasonable men share the same opinion on a certain
guestion their common opinion is correct. All men,for instance,

agree that water in a liquid state is wet. We may therefore
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conclude that water really is wet because all reasonable men
consider it so. All men,or rather all reasonable men,have

alvays contended that the human will is free, Is not the fact
obvious? Have not laws always existed? Have not rewards and
punishments always been realities from the first day of the
creation of mankind and even before that time in God's heavenly
home? Has not advice always been offered? Have not commands
always been given? Have not threats always been made? Does not
man every day of his life by word and by action vshow that he is
free? "Determinists do mot",you may answer but are you quite sure
that such is reglly the case? Suppose a person accosis a De,ter-.

- minist and s'qrikas him a violent blow on the nose. Are you
gullible encugh to believe that the Deserminist will calmly
press a handkérchief to his battered organ and will smilingly
walk off as if nothing had happened? Did it ever occur to you
that the theory of Determinism msy be nothing more than an excuse
t0 justify‘a‘ vicious mode of 1iving? If a man's will is nec- |
essarily determined,then ﬁmt man is not responsidble for his
actions and he need not make any effort to comguer his wicked
passions. He will not have to struggle to overcome the many
obstacles which are placed on the path of everyons's life.

He will be sble to blame natum and not himself for his weaknesses
and his failings. He will wait for happiness to come to him

instead of making an effort to capture it himself. Nirvana and
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other equally ridicalous doctrines are rooted in the insidious
theory of Determinism,and no man who believes in it can ever
amount to anything. What have Buddhists,Confucianists or
Mohammedans ever done in the way of contributing to the
advance of science? ¥e have no hesitation in stating that
quite probably there is not a singl‘e sincere Determinist in
the entire world and that Determinism is merely held as an
excuse for a life of lasiness and luxury.

All great men have upheld the inviolability of human will
and the existence of Liberty. Plato,Aristotle,kpicurus,Lucretius,
Origines,St. Augustiine,ilbert the Great,St. Thomas Aquinas,and
more latterly Descartes,Fenelon,Bossuet,and Kant were among the
philosophers who defended its existence. Yes,all men who have
contributed to the betterment of their fellows and to the
uplifting of society have firmly believed that the human will
is free in its tendency to partlcﬁlar goods. All bf Péter's
successors have added the weight of their authority to this
belief. ill Christians,whether they have gone down in history
a8 great men or whether they live an unobtrusive life with
their good works known only to God and to themselves,are of
the same opinion concerning Liberty and we may conclude from
this fact that Liberty really exists for,as a certain author
remarks,it is unthinkable that error could be the principle of

80 much good any more than truth could be the principle of so
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mich evil. iust we not then conclude with St. Thomas that a
moral and a free act are but one and the same thing?

Having thus proved conclusively that human will is free
in its tendency,tO’particﬁlﬁr goods,let us now clarify a few
notions on the nature of Liberty. In the first place just
what is required to constitute 1t?'Liberty,as we have already
stated,is of three categories:Liberty of Contradiction,of
Contrariety,and of Specification. let us consider these three
aspects as subjective., There is however an objective eylement
in a free act becanse if the subject or the will had no
object to which to tend,there would be no act at all and
consequently no Freedom. The objective element in question is
the object o; the good to which the will tends. How suppose
that the will necessarily had to tend to a certain object.
There would obviously be no Libertylin that case., Liberty
then requires that the will be not necésssrily forced to
tend to such and such an object;therefore it is easential
that there>be a lack of defermination or,in other words,an
indifferénpe. This indifference tho can be considered from
two atandpointa,objeqtive and subjective. Objective indif-
ference consists in an indifference_in the object to deter-'
mine the will and subjective indifference is an indifference
in the will to tend to a certain object. Suppose now that the

will is subjectively indifferent,that is to say,that it is
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not determined in itself to'tend to a certain object,but that
the object is not objéctivaly indifferent to the will. The
object then will of course necessarily determine the will to
tend to it and Liberty will not exist. The first requisite for
the existence of Liberty congequently is objective indifferencs,
that is,the object musl not necessarily determine the will to
tend to it.

Suppose further that there is objective indifference but
that the will is forced subjectively to tend to¢ a certain object.
Freedom will\aiao be excluded in this case so we may conclude
that in order that s human act may be reallylfree,iﬁ is essential
that there be subjective as well as objective indi fference.

Now 1t:so happens that in the three categories of Liberty
proper,namely in Liberty of COntradicfion,of Contrariety and of
Specification,there is subjective indifference. From our defini-
tions ‘of these thrée classes of Liberty,it is apparent that the
subject in all three cases is free to make a choice:he can
either choose between two coniradictories - acting or not acting -
between two contraries - love and hate - or between various
obJecté -.studying or loafing. Since there is subjective indif-
ference in each one of theae categories of Liberty.it is evident
that just one of theu aufficea -~ provided there is objective
indifference also - in order to constitnte freedom. Scholastics

claim that the essence of Liberty consists in objective indif-




fersnce and,on the part of the subject,that Liberty of Contradiction
is required and is sufficient. The reason for this is that man
seldom enjoys ther o>thér two classes of Liberty and,if they

iere a.bsolutély necessary to the constitution of the essence of
Liberty,uan would of éourse not be free.

This brings us’ t0 the very ixite;esting question of the
limits of human Liberty,which of course are taken into consideration
by Scholastics when they say that Liberty of Contradiction is
sufficlent and necessary,on the part of the subject,to constitute
a free act.

Liberty,as we have already stated,does not need to be
limitless in order to exist. Its limits are cj,uit;e elastic tho
and vary a gréat deal with each category of Liberty.

In the case of Liberty of Contradiction the: elasticity of
its .limits is aptly displayed and our own consciousness,unassisted
by the metaphysicazl proof of the universal object of the will,
suffices to bring out the fact that man in a normal condition is
always free except when his will is presented with universal
&good which,being the wiJ.l's absolute perfection,necessarily
compels it to act. Outside of this one case man always enjoys
Liberty of Contradiction,men is always free %o act or not to act
and,as universal zood is nere'rA directly the object of our will
in this life,we may say that wan's Liberty of Contradiction or

his power to choose between acting and not acting is really




without limits.

There is quite a difference tho in the cass of Liberty of
Contrariety. With ihis particular type of Liberty there is a
great deal more‘restriction for,as we have so often repeated,
the object of man's will is good. This being so,man cannot
choose evil {if he does so0 it is of course under the guise of
apparent good) and Liberty of Comirariety,which consists in
being free to choose between two contraries,is consequently
annihilated when one qf.the contraries is evil in any way.

We gave as. an example of%Liberty of Contrariety ﬁhe power of
choosing between love and hate. ¥e say that a man is free
either to loye or hate a fellow man. This example properly
speaking,is ieally not an example of Liberty of Contraristy
because hating a fellow man is evil aﬁd.as man cannet choose
between good and evil,he really has no Liberty of Contrariety
at all in this instance because he really has no choice at all.
It follows then that Liberty of Contrariety exists only.when the
two contraries between which a choice is to be made are both
particular goods.

Liberty of Specification throws still another light upon
the question. Schélaétics.assert that this type of Liberty existas
only with respect to particular goods which have no connection
with universal good.and that there can be neither Liberty of

Contrariety nor of Specification with respect to gdoda which




are conditions leading to the possession of the universal good.
Thus s mun is free either to shave or to zo0 for a walk because
both these actions,which are of course particular goods,have
no connection wh;atsoever with the possession of universal zood.
Furthermore )& man does npt enjoy Liberty of Contrariety or of
Specification with reapsct too his existence on this earth and he
cannot argue 'that it is preferable not to exist than to ezist or
that he would rather have been creaied an angel thun a human being
because his existence ;n this vale of tears is,we know,a condition
leading to nniversél good.lMan naturally wents to be happy and for
that reason is not free to reject the means which lead to happiness,
He does not sgcept. the means for themselves but rather for that
to which they lead. Lven tho the wmeans might mot always be pleasant -
and one need not be particularly perspicacious to realize that
life has its disagreecable side - man accepts the msans of life as _
8 good because it leads to the eternal happineas of Heaven, just
as a mariner.whose vessel is on the point of being swamped
throws overboard part of his cargo and considers this wesans a
good,altho he obviously does not want to lose his cargo,becsuse
it permits him to reach his destination in safety.
Longfellow had fhe right idea when he penned the lines;

"Tell me not 'it; mournful numbers, |

Life is but an empty dream/-

For the soul is dead that slumbers,

And things are not what they seem,"

Liberty of Specification,we claim,exists only when the two .

goods from which a choice is to be made are in no way connected
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with universal gocd. If one of the alternatives is not a .

good however.thére is no Liberty for,we repeat once more, the

object of the will is good and nothing else. But,after all,is

there‘any such thing as a good which is in no way connected
%0 universal good? Is there any such- thing a8 an absolutely
indifferent act from the stagdpoin‘& of morality? iost theo-
loglans agree that in the natural moral order no individual
act can be indifferent. All our possible free actions are
either good or bad,never ;ndifferent.- Some: moraliste tho
claim that all our operations are indifferent and that their
goodness or badness depends on the intention of the person
who performs:thsm. Such an opinion is of course not tenable.
Suppose a certain tyrant is persecuting the Chmrch. 4n over
zealous member of the clmrch comes along and assassinates him
to spare the Church further hardshipa which are about to be
imposed upon it by the victim of the murder. The murderer's
motive wag good but could one claim that his act was morally
good? iost certainly not,because murder is never justified.
Tes,if it were true that the morality of an action depends
only on the intention of the perpetrator,there would no doubt
be many crimes committed for the totally unjust reason that
the end - tho it may be good m itself - justifies the means.
our actions then are intrinsically good or bad and Just as he

who touches pitch mmst necessarily be defiled,so the man who
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tells a lis,no matter under vhat circumstances,csnnot escape
the smirch of sin.

Certain undeliverated sctions,such as swatting a mos-
quito for instance,are of courss morally indifferen$ because
they are instinctive and have nothing to do with the obtention
of universal zood but we maintain tﬁat man's only morally
indifferent actions are the ones ne performs wishout deliberétioﬁ
and reflection. ‘

In the case of Liberty of Specification or of any other
class of Libe}ty however,man's actions mst be deliberate and
reflected upon - otherwise Lhey could not be termed free - and
when a man deliberates and reflects before acting how can his
action be indifferent? Yes,when a man deliberatea'a.nd reflects
before acting - and this excludes instinctive and unconscious
actions - he acts freely,reasonably,and to attain a certain end,
an end incidentally which itself cannot be indifferent because
no sane man could possibly tend to an indifferent end,zn end
therefore which mist be either good or bad. Unlike the sword
of Damocles,owr free will cannot be suspended beiween good
and evil and the object to which it tends is undoubtedly good
or evil because there is no other alternative. It follows
consayuently that even our most- insignificant free acts have
a bearing on the universal good in one way or another,and are

elther pleasing or displeasing to God.’
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A moment ago Qe referred Yo man's choice between shaving
and going for a walk as an example of Liberty of Specification,
but once more as in the case of Liberty of Comtrariety we are
forced to make a distinction in our example because,as we have
Just demonatr#ted.there is no such thing as a free act which
has no relation %o un..iversal good. It mway seem at first glance
that shaving or going for a walk has little to do with our
happiness in the world to come but if we analyze these acts at
all carefully the connéction becomes obvious.

Suppose a man wm; shaves off his long beard does so for
the purpose of disguising himself so that he will be able to
fool a bank teller and ‘ca.sh a worthless check,is not the act
of shaving 6;11?

Suppose, on the other hand,that the man becomes a medical
doctor and ehﬁvea off his beard in order to aveid carrying
Lerms from one patient to another (we do not know whether or not
beards ~ of the long variety pa}ticnlarly - are instrumental ih
the spreading of infection, but we have always understood them
%0 be unéanituy and unhygienlc encumbrances),is not his motive
worthy of praise?

If the man who goes for a walk does so for the purcose of
improving his health so that he may serve God better,is he not
ﬁerforming a good action? If however he knows that the walk

will have a deleterious effect and will prevent him from going
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to church on Sunday,would he not be blamable if he insisted on
taking & 8troll? | ’

In a word,when the ulterior motive of a seemingly morally
indifferent act ;s brought to light,it becomes apparent that
the said act is either good or bad :and.as such,evidently has
a connection with universal good. One mmat necessarily conclude,
we believe,that all of man's free acts are either good or bad;and,
bearing in mind the fact that good alome is ihe object of man's
free will,is it not obvious that biberty of Contrariety and '
Liberty of Specificatlon are thereby considerably curtailed?
As Liberty of Contradiction is the only type of Liberiy which
normal man enljoys in his free acte at all times and without
limits,as Liberiy of Comtradiction impiies comple te snb,je_ctive
indifference and as without it there could not always be sub-
Jjective indifference because the other two categories of Liberty
in which there is also subjective indifference more often than:
not are wanging due tov the faect that their limits are 8o narrow,
is it not perfectly logical to assert that Liberty of Contradiction
ia required and is sufficient to consuitute a free act,provided
objective indifference is not lacking?

Lest our discussion of the limits of Liberty might lead
ons to believe that human Freedem does not extend very far,it
would not be out of ‘place at this point to counteract that

impression by delineating the domain over which Liberty does
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' dan,we repeat at the risk of monotony,has immaterial and
material facultiga,both claseses of which produce operations
subject to Freedom. We shall therefore consider each class '
sepaﬁateiy in our‘endeavor to bring; out the fact that mant's
Freedom does indeed cover mch territory. ‘

One has but to consider man's two imtellectual facnltiss
of will and of mind in order to realize how free we really are.
There i8 only one case in which human will is necessarily détar-l
mined to tend to its object;it 13 only when universal good '-
presents itse}f to his will that man,as it were,loses con;brol
of his will and must necessarily tend to the object. We have
already esatablished the facts thatl ’che.will cannot be forged and
tha.t'nniveraal good is never directly the object of man's will
in this 1ife. Does it not follow then thut man is neve} nag-
easu.'ily datgmﬁ.ned to tend to any good in this life and that
he consequéntly enjoys B‘reédom in each and every one bf his
actions uwpon which be has deliberated and reflecied?

In the case of owr intelligence may we repsat that its
object is truth. (ne may object tho that the mind like the will
is not free in the presence of lis adequate object. any evident
sruth,we admit.being_ the adequaﬁ object of the mind forces the
mind to embrace euch a truth,and the mind is ot free o accept

or reject it. Let us suppose for a moment that man has a mind
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but no will. %hat would make the mind seek its object? Hothing.
There would be nothing to impel the mind %o o after truth.

The mind would nfver reach its goal and such a mind might

Jjust as well not exist at all. Will is obviously essential and,
in view of the fact that will depends on Liberty,it is apparent
that there is a connection beiween Liberty and intelligence.

The fact that it is an effort to use one's head or to
‘make one's mind seek truth is amply demonstrated in évery
achool and college_where practically every student ieqnires
continual prodding to make a success bf his studies. Xnowledge
no doubt is very agraeablq to possess but the acquisition qf
knowledge more often than not is an extremely irksome task.

#e all want knowledge but how many of ﬁs are willing to over-
come the nany difficuliies which have {o be surmounted before
obtaining i{t7? How many of us begin a course of study with
great enthmsiasm and then,before it% is half thru,give the
whole thing up and try o justify our action with the famous
excuse of 'l have'nt time?’

Knowledge is a particu}ar &00d and,as such,has its
unpleasant angle. Ia'it not obvicus then that a strong will is
required to prevent the mind from shirking its task? Is it not
obvious that it altqgether depénds on & man's will whether
his intelligence shall develop or not? The mind like the body

improves with exercise and it is absolutely certain that no




weak-w#illed man will éver develop either bodily or mentally.
History unéquivocally points out that all its great men
possessed minds which,great tho they were,paled when com-
pared to their wills.

Qur brief study of will and mind consejuently establishes
the fact that the ﬁperations of these two faculties are en-
compassed in the vast domain of Libeity. iet us now consider it
in relation o our materlal faculties and their operations.

Man,as we have already proved,is always privileged with
Liberty of Comtradiction in each and every one of his delib-
erated and reflected upon uctions,and this fact becomes more
obvious in the case of the operations which proceed from his
material faculties,because that which—falls under the senses
is far more easily grasped than that which does not. If we
see a man strolling thru the woods stop and pick a flower,
8it down to rest,and then wander ;n again,we realize that he
performed thése various actions because he wished to and each
and every one of the movements of his material faculties
emphasizes -the fact that man is free and that his various
organs perform different functions at the command of his will.
i'reedom then covers a very larze field,almost as large as that
of the will. Je say ulmost asvlarge due to the fact that man's
material faculties,unlike his immaterial ones,can be subject

to violence. Suppose a burglar has been captured by two or
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threq men who grasp him aecuz;ely in order that he may not

escaI;G. The bufglér'a body is no longer free. He would like

to run avay,hve’t;vduld‘ like to fight his way out,but he cannot.

His arus and legs are‘pinioned‘ for several hours until the

police relnct;ntly t&ar themselves away from a game of checkers
and finally decide to do their duty. Yes,violence is the only
$hing that can annihilate the Liberty of our material faculties
and,as it aeidom I'xappena that we have to suffer violence.i§ is
obvious that our mﬁtarial faculties are practically as free as our
immatariai onesd.

Thex;e are of course certain operations in eQery living
mwan with which human wﬁl and consequently Liberty has little
or no immediate connection. A human being breathes,digests his
food,grows up, and finally dies indepenéantly of whe@her he
wishes to or not. But what more can one expect from a mere
human being? If we were in a position to make every single
decision conperning ourselves,if we could decide whether we
should die or not;and if so,in what year and from what sickness,
would our will still be human? Would we not rather be in the
san® class 'aa God Himself? Ho mere mortal with a body and soul
could enjoy more Fr‘eeﬁom than we;we have as much Freedom as is
consistent with fallen human nature and the decision as to our
death is about the only one whiéh we cannoit make. Can we not

either hold our breath or breathe more rapidly than Ausual. can
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we notjeither i’ast~ or gorge and thereby affect digestion,can
we not either ‘lnengthe’n“or shorten our daye by our mode of
life,can we not almost choose the kind of death we must
endure by a knowledge of the prih&ipiea of cause and éffect,
can we not even commit saicide if we feel so. inclined? What
more could a human being desire in :the way of Liberty? Just
think. There is only one choica.nmiy the choice of dying
or of not dying,which we ce;nnot maké. That is the only
blemish on the slate of Liberty. In a few of our other
actions our will can only interveme indirectly while in the
vast majority of them we are in complete control. Can we
not truly claim then,insofar as our material faculties are
concerned, that Liberty cbvers the vast majority of our actions?
If any earthly king had half as many subjects to watch
over as the number of imman actes which are included in the

scope of Liberty,Margaret Sanger would certainly have the

right %o become agitated because the hugeness of their number
would certainly defy computation. Liberiy,like our guardian
angel,follows us all thru life and not a single one of our
deliberated and reflected upon actions,whether they proceed
from organic or inorganic facnlties,is unaffected by its
influence. [t is only after having piloted us thra this life
thut it takes its dé‘parture with our guardian angel because

then its services,like those of the angel,are no longer required.
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God has given us our Liberty and our guardian angel for the
sole purpose of leading us to l;im and once we have arrived
at our destixiation and are in ihe presénce of Uni_versal Good
our Freedom is a thing of the past. We mmst then necessarily
tend to God and the only Freedom we ha'te. is in chooeipg the
reans %o show cur love and adoration.

Yes,we are indeed free and our Freedom,noiwlthstanding
certain limitat:'lon;,i nevertheless very easily éerceived
by any reasonable creature who j.s willing to introspect
himself, ur ovn consciousness proclaims our Freedom and,if
a methodical demonstration be regquired,the metapl;ysical
argument based on the adequate object of human will or the
Kantian dgmoﬁatration constitutes an absolutely irrefragable
proof of its existence. We have seen that the various claims

of Delerminists are unreasonable and contrary to experience.

How then can snyone donbf the existence of Liberty?‘"'l‘he
uwsteri_ous thing about Liberty"”,St. Augustine once remarked,
"is not its existence,but the fact that some people doubt
its ex_iatepce."

I.f the pages of history had been turned back two
thousand years or moz;e and we were living at a time when
vhilosophy and religion were more or less embryonic,it might
not be surprising tq heé.r Libex;ty denounced;but,since the

beginning of the Christian era,it is almpst imposaible to
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believe that there can be people who refuse to adumit its
eiistenco. Ko true christian could ever hold so unathic'al
an opinion for did not .Qur Blessed Lord furnish the world
with the most amazing proof of tﬁe existence of Liberty
when He endured His Passion and Crucifixion for the redemp-
tion of mankind? " _'

Jesﬁn Christ was truly man and His sufferinga and
Death were indeed a vindication of human Liberty. His
actions were thé supreme triumph of Liberty for they had
been deuberéted and reflecied upon from all eternity and
is it not so that the more s human ac.t has bee# deliberated
and refiectafd upon, the greater is the dogrea of Freedom?
When an ordinary man performs a free act he deliberates
and reflects,it is true,but h1§ deliberation and reflection
are of extremely short duration. Enst:not then the apex of
Liberty have been reached by Jesus when the actions He
performed had beerm preceded by eternal deliberation and
reflaection?

In order to perform a free act the subject who per-
forms it must know what he is doing and mugt be willing to
perform the said act. Let' us now follow Jesus along the road
t0 Calvary to see whether these conditioﬁs have been realized

or not.

To say that Our Blessed Saviour was unaware of what was
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about to happen to Him is about as ridiculous a statemsnt
as s person could make. Just because He ook a lmman foém‘
does not mean that He no longer had His divine intelligence
and power. Jesus was and is God to Whoﬁ the future as well
a8 the past is always an open book. ind even had He notA
been God'the Seriptures would han.sgfﬁced to0 inform Him
of the minutest details of His Passion and Death. The
prophets foretold :the dreadful ordeal He had to undergo.
They described most vividly how He would be whipped,
crowned wifh .thoz'nl, struck and spat upon. They foretold
His betrayal by Judas,His Crucifixion,and His burning
thirst. They even prophesied the exact words which Cur
‘Divine Kaster would uee on different occasions.

In spite of knowing the humiliations and sufferings
which were in store for Him,Jesus ardently wished to endure
His Passion and Crucifixion. Not once did His determination
to dise 'wane; How impatient He was to suffer His Baptism of
Blood,s0o impatient and determined to undergo it that when
Peter,to whom the Master was speaking of Hie future humilia-
tions and death,tried to persuade Him to change His mind,
Qur Blessed Lord,the Pax'-;agon of gentleness and meekness,
became angry and called Peter Ssian because he did not
understand the things of God. Yes,Jesus 'mmted to die for

our salvation and,when the soldiers came to capture Him,He
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unhesitatingly revealed His identity and offered no resist-
ance when they dragged Him away. Any ordinary man would have
been glad to hLave his friemds defend him on such an occasion
but not so Our Blessed Lord who reprimanded one of His apostles
for drawving his sword,becanse He wanted to be brought before
the judges,Hs wanted to be condame;l,ﬂe wanted %o die.

#hat did Jesus do during‘ his triel? Did He attempt to
defend Himself? Dis He endeavor 'fo deny or to xqitigate the
accusations that were hurled at Him? Far from it. He made
no attempt wh#tsoever to defend Himself. He did no% refute
the witnesses who were testifying aganinst Him. He made no
denials but made things worse for Himself by either admitting
the accusations or remaining silent. He a@mitted that He
was spreading a new doctrine a.nd proclaimed that He is the Son
of God. He could have saved Himself by performing a miracle
but He refused to do so. Yes,0ur Lord's behavior during
his trial s_igned his own death warrant.

And then the Crosa.’ Who but God Himself could ever
imagzine tﬁe' terrific sufferings that Jesus endured for each
and every one of us? Nost of us know how painful it is to
have even a splinter penetratg our flesh,but can we possibly
conceive the excruciating torment of thorns sinking into our
brow and of nails piercing our hands and feat? we all inow

how painful it is to make even a short journey when we are
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worn out with fatigue and wearinasa,but can we ever conceive
the ghastlinese of Our Lord's ascent of iount Calvary with
& heavy cross on His bruised and sacred shoulders? Can we
ever picture the-effort 1f was for Jesus to make that trip?
He was 8o weak from the blows He had received that He could
scarcely walk and the Jews,fearing that Be would die om the way,
constrained Simon the erenean_to carry the cross behind Hinm.
%e all know the pangs of thirst but can we ever imagine how
parched Our Blessed Saviour's mouth and throvat mast have been
after all He had gone thra and how He cravéd a coﬁling draft.
Think of how horrible His potion of vinegar and gall mst
have been. |
Yes,Jesus knew that all this was in .atore for Him bui
nothing could move His will. He suifered and died,as St.
Augustine said,"when He wished,“because He wished,and as He
wished." Our Bleased Lord’l bitter Passion and Death on the
cross were the most sublime acts of Liberty that a human beingA
could evexr perform because all the conditions for a trée act
had been fulfilled to the supreme degree,and His Passion and
Death take on all the more significance when one realizes that
Jesus was true God as well as true man. It is unbelievable
that an Almighty God could aobl_ove His weak and sinful creatures
a8 to endure unspeakable sufferings and even give up His life |

for their salvation. %¥hat an example of love,what an example of
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self control.’ Jesug had no sins for which to atone;it was
merely to open the gates of Heaven $to us that CQur Blessed
Saviour was born of the Virgin ¥ary. Can you imagine an
Omnipotent God,whose will is law and who could annihilate

the universe if He wished,can yom imagine such a God allowing
Himself to be beaten and inaulted.ailoving, Judas' foul lips
to touch His immaculate ones,allowing Himeelf to be dragged
into court,judged and crucified? Can you imagine the Creator
of Heaven and earth and the Judge of the living and the dead
allowing Himself to be subjected to the humiliation of beingt
Judged by Pilate? Can you imagine the love and patience of
innocent Jesup who not only did not seek revenge for the
outrages inflicted upon Him by His persecutors but even wenf
80 far as to ask His Father to have mercy on them? It is plain

to see that only God could have possibly acted in that way and

that no man,had he been in Our Lord‘'s place,would have hesitated

to use His power 'cmd cast his oppressors into Hell,

Yos,Jesus loved wus so mach that He endnred infinitely
more than was necegsary for our redemption. One drop of His
Precious Blood,one blow on His sacred flesh,one insult burled
at Him would have sufficed to wipe out our sins / but Qur Lord's
love was so great that He wanted to endure the Passion and
Crucifixion for us,and when He did so,not only did He redeem

mankind but, He also gave the greatest example of Liberty that
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the world can ever see. Oh Jesus,®ho did so love us that
You freely endured Your Passion and Crucifixion for our
redenption,grant that we may return that love. Thru Your
infinite merits and those of Your Immaculate Mother,grant
that we may show cwr love for You by wmaking & proper use
of our divine prerogative of Liberty and some day attain

to the happiness of Heaven for all eternity.’




