.P:m:mnbm on Liberty of the Higher-Order Will:
Answers to Hunt and Stump

Jobn J. Davenport

Abstrace: 1 have argued that like Harry Frankfurt, Augustine implicitly distinguishes
berween first-order desires and higher-order volitions; yet unlike Frankfurr, Au-
gustine held chat the liberty o form different possible volitional identifications is
essential to responsibility for our character. Like Frankfurt, Augustine recognizes
that we can sometimes be responsible for the desites on which we act without
* being able to do or desire otherwise; but for Augustine, this is true only because
such responsibility for inevitable desires and actions traces (at least in part) to re-
sponsibility for our volitional identifications, which in turn has leeway-libertarian
conditions. However, David Hunt has interpteted Augustine’s account of divine
foreknowledge as implying  type of source-incompatibilism that does not require
alternative possible actions or intentions. Moreover, while Eleanore Stump’s account
-of Augustine on sanctification supports my interpretation, Augustine’s position
on predestination in his latest writings may be incompatible with liberty of the
higher-order will. I will argue against Hunrs interpretation but admit thar the
leeway-libertarian has to reject the ‘no autonomy’ model in some of Augustine’s
fate writings.

n a recent article,' | argued chat Augustine implicitly distinguishes between

what Harry Frankfure calls first-order desires and higher-order volitions.

But unlike Frankfurt, at least in his early writings, Augustine held that
the liberty to form alternative second-order volitions is essential to responsibility
for our character. Like Frankfurt, Augustine recognizes that we can sometimes be
responsible for the first-order desires on which we act without being able to do or
desire otherwise; but for Augustine, this is true only because such responsibility for
presently inevitable desires and actions traces (at least in part) to responsibility for
past actions and for volitional “identifications” (constituted by Emrnm.o&nn voli-
tions) that we could voluncarily have avoided. I have also argued that such a “tracing”
defense of libertarian requirements for responsibility is resilient against traditional
Frankfurc-style countercxamples (when we keep in place the features that make
attribution of responsibility in such examples plausible).?
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However, my reading of Augustine faces owo problems. First, David Hunt has
interpreted Augustine’s account of divine foreknowledge as implying that there isa
significant sense in which we cannot do or decide otherwise in responsible actions,
although we are not causally determined. On this reading, Augustine holds a ver-
sion of source-incomparibilism that does not require the responsible agent to have
full voluntary access alternative intentions. Katherine Rogers has similarly argued
that Augustine was always a compatibilist.> Second, while Eleonore Stump’s original
account of Augustine on sanctification supports my interpretation, it seems that
Augustine’s fater views on predestination are incompatible with liberty of the higher-
order will. Frankfurt himself raised this objection in response to an APA conference
version of my initial article.

In response, against Hunt's reading, I will argue that Augustines early account
of divine foreknowledge is compatible with leeway-liberty (the power to do or decide
otherwise, or voluntarily to bring about alternative intentions or actions, in exactly
the same choice-conditions)®. I will also suggest a brief reply to Rogers. The locus of
leeway that Augustine recognizes in the higher-order will according to Stumy is similar
t0 the remainder of human Iiberty that certain Islamic and Stoic thinkess use to rec-
oncile foreknowledge or fate, respectively. The later Augustine tries various versions of
this corbination, although his final ‘no autonomy’ model indeed leaves no room for
human aseity. I'll explain why the leeway-libertarian should be comfortable in simply
rejecting this final view and retaining some type of leeway in the higher-order will.

1. Augustine on Forcknowledge:
Hunt’s Argument and Two Leewayist Alternatives

As David Hunt has argued quite convincingly, in Book Three of On Free
Choice of the Will, Augustine means to introduce a solution to the dilemma of
freedom and foreknowledge that is quite different from the solution later offered
by William Ockham.? I think Hun is right that Augustine’s solution comes, not
in the §3 discussion of the will being reflexively in its own power, but rather in
the §4 argument that God's infallible foreknowledge that agent A will choose C is
analogous to our later memory that A chose C, since neither causes or explains A's
choosing C: “Just as your memory does not force the past to have happened, God's
foreknowledge does not force the future to have happened.” This passage leads

. Hunt to surmise that for Augustine, the agent has all the freedom she requires for
_ moral responsibility if

(i) she possesses her will as her own;

(i} she endorses or approves of her will (which here is the same as actually
willing her volirion);

(iii) her will is in her power in the hypothetical sense that if she wills to form
a volition V, then she forms V; and

(iv) her will is not causally compelled or completely explained by external
forces or other wills.”
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If this is right, then moral freedom {the label I use for ‘whatever freedom and control
is required for moral responsibility’] is compatible with divine foreknowledge even
understood as implying that our will is temporally necessary e re, since “what is
temporally closed (because infallibly foreknown) may remain causally/ explanatorily
open.”® So “divine foreknowledge makes the future unavoidable without causing or
explaining it.”® Temporal necessity is familiar to us as the sense in which we “cannot”
change the past: past events are now inaccessible to our causal powers (whether or
not they were causally necessary) because time has moved on since these events.!
On Hunr’s interpretation, Augustine holds that divine foreknowledge makes our
future choices “necessary” in the same sense that the past is fixed, although our
choices to come are not causally or nomologically determined by the past or by God's
foreknowledge of them. Call this the ‘temporal necessity thesis’ (TNT).
Morcover, Hunt sees this view as anticipating Frankfurt’s arguments against
the “principle of alternate possibilitics” (PAP) in favor of the view thar “conditions
rendering an action unavoidable negate the agent's moral responsibility only if these
same conditions also enter into the actual sequence’ leading up to the action.” Like
Frankfurt’s inactive counterfactual intervener, who does not causally explain the
agent’s decision in the acrual sequence, “God's foreknowing the murder may make
it unavoidable, but it does so without making any causal contribution to the murder,
which would have occurred just as it did in the absence of divine foreknowledge.”"!
Hunt compares this result with proposals by Elconore Stump and Linda Zagzebski,
according to which moral frecdom requires agent-causation, and so is incompat-
ible with psychophysical determinism, yet does not require that our decisions be
avoidable or that we can (in the temporal sense} bring about alternative possible
volitions. In a reply to Widerker, Hunt also suggests that simple forcknowledge or
infallible eternal knowledge provides a perfect Frankfurce-style case in which the
choice is ensured without any problematic trigger or prior sign. This works against
PAP-type leeway principles if “God’s prior belief metaphysically necessitates Jones’s
subsequenit decision.”? Call this the metaphysical necessity thesis (MNT): God's
omniscience makes our future choices metaphysically necessary. This is distinct from
TNT because temporal necessity does not entail metaphysical necessity.”
However, it is not so clear that Augustine accepts TNT, MNT or that it is
only in the causal sense thar we ‘can’ choose otherwise than we do. Notice that
while Hunt thinks Augustine means to reconcile omniscient foreknowledge or
eternal knowledge with human moral responsibility, he does not think Augustine
means to reconcile such foreknowledge with leeway-liberrarian freedom. For Hunt,
Augustine’s resolution works by abandoning the strong alternative-possibility re-
quirement for moral freedom. But Augustine’s resoluion has often been read in
the opposite way, as implying instead that divine forcknowledge does not conflice
with our ability to form different intentions starting from the same global state of
affairs. Liberry in this strong leeway sense involves a power to decide otherwise
than one did at some time T without conditions up to and including T having to
alter. For example, in his helpful analysis of the argument against Cicero in City of
God Book V, chapter 9,1% Barry David emphasizes Augustine’s idea that God givesall
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secondary causes (including human agency) their effectiveness as forms of efficient
causation, and thus God foreknows what these secondary causes are empowered
to do.! David clearly understands this as a reconciliation of divine foreknowledge
and co-creation with weluntas arbitrium. This seems to be correct, for in the next
chapter Augustine writes:

Now if, in our case, ‘necessity’ is to be used of what is not in our control,
of what achieves its purpose whether we will or no—the ‘necessity’ of
death, for example—then it is obvious that our wills, by the exescise of
which we lead a good life or a bad, are not subject to a necessity of this
kind. We do a great many things which we should not have done if we
had not wished to. In the first place, our willing belongs to this class
of acts. If we so wish, it exists; if we do not so wish, it does not; for we
should not will, if we did not so wish. . . . The same applies when we
say that it is ‘necessary’ that when we will, we will by free choice. That
statement is undisputable; and it does not mean that we are subjecting
our free will to a necessity which abolishes freedom. . . . Hence we are in
no way compelled cither to preserve God’s prescience by abolishing our
free will, or to safeguard our free will by denying (blasphemously) the
divine foreknowledge.” :

Of course, one might read this as requiring only conditional freedom: our volition is
ours because it flows from our decision and it would not have arisen if we had not so
decided, even if we could not have brought about the antecedent of this counterfac-
tual.'® But Augustine is not suggesting merely conditional freedom to do otherwise if
one had wished ro, because he does not mean these as distinct elements: the “wishing”
itself is under our control and without it, no decision would arise. Moreover, given
the pairs of opposite possible choices that frequently occur in Augustine’s texts, it
is narural to take this passage as implying that divine foreknowledge is compatible
with “liberty” in the plural voluntary sense of freedom. The “necessity that destroys
liberty” here may refer to causal rather than temporal necessity, but this implies that
the latrer is compatible with retaining leeway-liberty itself (and not just with moral
responsibiliry, as semicompatibilists and source-libertarians hold).
My claim is not that this reconciliation works, but simply that Augustine
 thought it could. He had good reason for attempting this kind of a resolution because,
as | have argued, Augustine held that Hunr's condition (i) of moral responsibility also
requires leeway-liberty of the higher-order will, yet he also believed that exhaustively
definite divine foreknowledge of all future choices is essential to Christian doctrine,
Thus God foreknows or eternally knows which volitional identification we will
bring about among the plurality thar are remain fully open to us (at least before our
character is set): alternatives to our actal future choices remain fully open to us in
the relevant sense even though God knows that we will not take them,
Depending on how we understand “full openness,” there are at feast two ways
in which Augustine could have thought that leeway-liberty is compatible with divine

Avcusting oN Lipexry oF THE Higuer-Osper WiLL 71

foreknowledge. Fitst, suppose Hunt is right that for Augustine, God's foreknowledge
of free choice C makes C temporally necessary (TNT), although ~C remains causally
possible. Augustine may also have thought that C is contingent in another modal
sense, namely that C and +C both remain volitionally possible for the agent up to
time T in the future. Here the volitional possibility of a decision C2 for agent A
stands for C2 being naturally within reach of the normal psychological processes
through which A forms intentions (which might include powers of agent-causation),
given As current beliefs, motivation, and opportunities: all the agentive condirions
for C2 are present for A at time T1, even though he makes a different decision C1
at T'1. Note that this power is not just a disposition to choose C2 if things had been
slightly different, but a sense in which C2 is directly voluntarily accessible to A at
T'1. Moral responsibility for C1 could then require the agent to be abée, in this vo-
litional sense, voluntarily to avoid responsibility for C1 (cither through voluntarily
avoiding C1 itself, or by avoiding some eatlicr set of choices to which responsibility
for C1 traces) even though omniscient foreknowledge makes her responsibility for
C1 temporally necessary. Also note that on this view, actual-sequence conditions
do not exhaust the freedom/control-condition of moral responsibility, which also
includes the volitional ability to decide otherwise in the circumstances—even if this
is a power that it is temporally impossible to exercise given TNT.*

Second, suppose instead that an option is “fully open” to an agent when it is
accessible to the agent’s rational powers or can be brought about by agentive processes
(not merely by accident)®® andit is temporally possible for the agent to exercise these
powers. Then full openness of a choice-option C requires that C is both volitionally
and temporally possible for the agent. On these definitions, TNT entails that no
choice other than the one she makes it fully open to an agent. (Since full openness
of an option also requires that it is metaphysically possible, MNT also entails that
no alternatives to our actual choices are fully open to us).

But then Augustine may not have meant that foreknown choices are temparally
necessary {let alone metaphysically necessaty), as opposed to merely certain. One read-
ing of his reverse-memory analogy for divine foreknowledge'says that the fact that 1
will choose C at a future time T1 is ‘softer’ than an ordinary fact about the past: before
T1, Y could voluntarily bring it about that I do not choose C at T'1, whereas I lack any
voluntary power to alter choices that I've made in the past {before T0). My electing C
among the options that are fully open to me explains God’s foreknowing this choice
rather than the reverse: thus my leeway-liberty is also the power to determine which
causally possible future state of affairs God foreknows wilf become actual. Up uniil
T1,% I can voluntarily bring it about that God foreknows {or eternally knows) that
1 do not choose C at T1, even though I will not in fact bring this about.” Some of
the contents of God's foreknowledge are contingent on choices involving leeway,
although he will always be correct whichever way free agents go.

If this is what Augustine thoughr, then his view tends towards a version of
Molinism according to which, even before creation, it is true that I will choose C
if 'm in these circumstances at T1, yer God’s “middle knowledge” of this fact does
not entail ‘Necessarily, John chooses C at T1" in any sense that is incompatible with
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my leeway-libertarian freedom not to choice C at T1. For example, consider this
description of angels who do not fall: “They did not persevete in their good will
berause they received this activity [from God]; rather, they received this activity
because God, who gave it to them, foresaw that they would persevere.”” Note that
such an angel “refrained from sinning by its own free will. It was not compelled
not to sin; it refrained from sin voluntarily.”* This suggests that God decides to
create these angels because of the perfect contents of their subjunctive conditionals
of freedom: they fill one of the important grades of possible being.

In suin, on the first aliernative to Hunt's reading, Augustine accepts TNT bue
denies that it is incompatible with the leeway-liberty required for moral responsi-
bility (a type of volitional ability that at least includes liberty of the higher-order
will). On the second alternative to Hunt's reading, Augustine acceprs that TNT is
incompatible with leeway-liberty, but rejects TNT in favor of a weaker conception
of foreknowledge that claims to be compatible with leeway-liberty. Since the second
alternative may be more controversial, let me offer a bit more support for it.

Hunt himself emphasizes the point, undeniably found in On Free Choice of
the Will, that “While forcknowledge does precede its objects in the temporal order,
it succeeds them in the logical or explanatory order;” thus foreknowledge is unlike
causal necessitation by the past.”” Bu this suggests that what is foreknown cen be
changed by the power of libertarian freedom, though in fact it will not be changed
(of course, no one actually chooses otherwise than they do choose). This makes it
clear that at least in his carly writings, Augustine did not accept the premise that
leads to Hunt's strongest version of the dilemma between leeway-freedom and fore-
knowledge, namely MNT: “W is foreknown (by God) —» necessarily W."*

Still, as we have seen, we also get a dilemma if God's foreknowledge of W
gives W the same temporal necessity that we find in ‘hard’ facts abour the past.
But in On Free Choice of the Will, Augustine may reject TNT as well; he may have
thought that he was reconciling foreknowledge of W with cur continuing liberty
not to will W up to the moment that we do {or up to some point before this when
our choices sufficiendy foreclose future options). At least he probably thought that
divine foreknowledge leaves us such liberty in the bigher-order will: for several pas-
sages suggest that our will could not count as our own, or self-authored, unless our
identification with the motives on which we acted originates in a faculty endowed
with freedom to bring about alternative possible identifications.?

I1. Is the Early Augustine 2 Compatibilist? A Response to Rogers

Katherin Rogers has argued that Augustine rejects this way of making the con-
tent of divine foreknowledge dependent on human agency.®® For example, in On the
Trinity, Augustine writes that God “does not know them because they are, but they
are because He knows them,” apparently referring to all states of affairs.”® But the
points of this section are that God does not learn empirically or know contingently,
and that everything depends on God’s power for its exiszence. This applies to free
agents and their capacities on either of my suggested interprerations: God can give
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an agent the power to elect one of several options, without thereby determining
which option is selected. Let us call this a noncontrastive power, as opposed to giving
the agent only the power to choose C1 over C2. In general, God's noncontrastively
empoweting various types of “secondary causality” is consistent with their specific
operation being less than fully determined by his enabling their continued existence
and function. This allows us to explain Augustine’s idea thar God causes free will as
an “intermediate” good and thus enables good use of free will; enabling the bad use
of the same will is an unavoidable side-effect.?” Yer the creature still exists because,
knowing what it would choose, God actualizes it along with its leeway-liberty.

Rogers’s work poses several other obstacles for my interpretation, since she
argues that if libertarianism means that “morally significant choice originares solely
from the conscious agent,” then “Augustine was always a comparibilist, never a lib-
errarian,” Thus she holds that Augustine was never even a source-incomparibilist,
let alone a leeway-incompatibilist: “He holds that although the causes of human
choices are ultimately traceable to factors outside human control, this is comparible
with agents being fully morally responsible for their choices.” Since this puts her
reading at odds with Hunt’s and Stump’s as well as mine, I will only offer a bricf
response here. .

Rogers’s reading is driven by the insight that Augustine’s conception of free
will is influenced not just by his anti-Pelagianism,* but more fundamentally by
his concern to find a sufficient explanation of choices (including immoral ones) in
terms of their motives: “we are drawn to choose what we judge most desirable
I agree that this is an important Platonic theme in On Free Choice of the Will: for
example, when Evodius asks “why” one free creatures sins and another does not,
he is asking about the motive for forming a higher-order will to act on inordinare
desires.* Augustine does not always keep this sufficiently distinct from the goal or
aim of these desires; his first reply to Evodius is that “the root of all evils is greed” or
inordinate desire again, bur this is merely describes the content of unjust first-order
desires.” He sketches a bester reply at the end.?®

Bur Augustine never says that our choices are entirely determined by motives
whose sources lie outside our control. On the contrary, he explicitly rejects Plato’s
model of motivation when he argues that “the first man could have sinned even if
he had been created wise.™ Aungustine holds throughout this book thar temporal
goods are lower than our minds and thus their pull is weaker than our natural power;
and if anything (including lower desires) “is weaker than you, your servitude is
your own fault . . . since your could overpower this thing if you willed to do so.®
The implication is cleatly that we can so will in first sin, and thus at least inital
wrongdoing is akratic because the agent has voluntary access to alternative possibiti-
ties. Sin can first atise from “spontaneous thought,” as well as from “someone else’s
persuasion.™ We find the same elimination argament in Book I and Book III: “So
if no one is forced to sin by his own nature or by anyone else’s, the only remaining
possibility is that we sin by our own will.#?

These examples will not probably persuade Rogers, since she holds that even

Augustine’s “hinge” metaphor can interpreted in comparibilist fashion.® All this
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shows, 1 think, is that Augustine is not sufficiently aware of weaker hypothetical
senses of “can” to make-his many statements about the will being in its own power
precise enough o rule out any such conditionalist reading. Bur these many pas-
sages certainly give us no positive evidence that he only means an agent would do
otherwise ifthey had desired otherwise, or been more enlightened, etc. That reading
feels forced; it is an ad hoc way of making his earlier view cohere berrer with his
later andi-Pelagian writings.

Rogers thinks the best evidence that Or Free Choice of the Will does not give
a libertarian account of moral freedom is that this work fails to offer a “free will
defense” of moral evil.* I agree that Augustine does not argue directly that it is
metaphysically impossible to create wills endowed with moral freedom and ensure
that they always voluntarily choose the right (the heart of Plantinga’s reply to
Mackie’s challenge}. Instead, he focuses on the idea of plenitude in the chain of
being: every possible variety of crearure and created thing must exist to acrualize
the full range of natural value ** I already noted his explanation of angels who never
sin, and below them “there is a proper place even for the sinful nature that by its
sins has lost happiness but has not thrown away the power to recover happiness”
(presumably by turning back to God in the higher-order will). These in turn are a
grade higher than the sort of creature who “perpetually wills to sin” rather than to
turn back.® But even these reprobate wills are higher in natural valye than animal
“souls that cannot sin because they lacks reason and free choice of the will.™¥ In
my view, the early Augustine skes for granted here that creatures endowed with
moral freedom will divide into these three groups by their own uncaused choices,
and could not be prevented from doing so if they are creared. He focuses instead
on the question of why God would actualize the free creatures who God foresees
will put themselves into the lower two groups. That's because this challenge was far
more salient in Augustine’s time than Mackies idea that one could endow a crea-
ture with moral freedom and yet cause it always to choose rightly. I suspect that in
395 a.n., Augustine would have found zhat idea facially paradoxical. By contrast,
the argument from plenitude answers a question that obviously arises given divine
foreknowledge of leeway-libertarian choices by possible creatures. Thus the fact
that Augustine gave this argument from plenitude rather than a Plantinga-style
free will defense is no evidence that he was not a libertarian in 395 a.p. The free
will defense is implicit, and as Couenhoven argues, sill present even as late as the

- Spirit and the Lester in 412 a.p.%

However, | agree with Rogers dhat the Augustine eventually rejected his earlier
view that election requires “humanely initiated petition for divine aid;” ultimarely
he could not accept the kind of “aseity” that Anselm recognizes in created agents
{(human and angelic).* This is because he assumed that creaturely alterity involving
independence from God would detract from God’s perfection rather than adding
to it (as held by Pelagius’s existentialist heirs). I differ from Rogers only in holding
that Augustine tried out sevetal other more tenable positions on providence and
free will before ruling out any independent creaturely initiative.
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III. Divine Predestination:
Stoics, Stump, and the Residual Leeway Model in Augustine

Even if Augustine initially held something like the restricted hierarchical
libertarianism I have found in On Free Chuice of the Will, there is ample reason to
think that he later reconsidered the relation berween freedom, sin, and grace. In his
over-reaction to Pefagius, Augustine developed positions that do not always support
the belief that contemperary human persons (living after the Fall) enjoy liberty of
identification. In response to his increasing fear that Pelagius's views would inspire
pride in the power of human freedom, Augustine developed a picture that is closer
in spirit to Frankfurt’s own later view that, far from liberty of identification, it is
the volitional mecessity of our strongest cares and the identifications they involve
that decisively make us who we are. As Frankfurt maintains, an agent’s “will may
be no less truly his own when it is not by his own voluntary doing that he cares as
he does.™ Howevet, a brief review of Augustines later thoughts on freedom and
volition can show that (a) he frequently returns o his earlier view that our higher-
order will is retains leeway even when the first-order motives on which we act are
largely bound by inescapable fallenness; and (b) it is when he abandons this residual
higher-order liberty to complete providential determination that the tensions in his
account grow most insuperable.

In his Rerractions, Augustine comments that because Free Choice of the Will
was directed against the Manicheans and aimed to prove that God was not to blame
for evil (or had sufficient reason to create free creatures who would sin), it did not
focus on the grace “by which he so predestines_his chosen people that he himself
prepares the wills of those who are already using their free choice.”s! This phrasing,
like so many in Augustine’s later writings, gives the impression that some cogperation
between divine and human causality determines choices of the will. It is clear that
human decision by itself is not enough:

uniess the will is liberated by grace from its bondage to sin and is helped
to overcome its vices, mortals cannot lead pious lives. And unless the
divine grace by which the will is freed preceded the acr of will, it would
not be grace at all. Tt would be given in accordance with the will’s merits,
whercas grace is given freely.” .

But the phrasing here remains ambiguous: if the “act” of will preceded by grace is
the first-order volition, then this is compatible with the picture we get in Free Choice
of the Will, according to which the higher-order will can consent to or reject the
inordinate desires to which the agent may be addicted in her actions. For example,
“You are not blamed because you do not bind up your own [spiritual] wounds, but
becanse you spurn the one who wants to heal you.™ Given Augustine’s background
view that ought implies can, or that inability caused by forces beyond our control
excuses,™ the implication here is clearly that we have the power to accept healing (or
turn our higher-order will). In later Retractions passages commenting on Book IT1,
it is clearer that the bondage from which the “will is freed” by grace is the inability
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to control first-order motives: “someone wants to act rightly but cannot,” due to
the effects of sin.’® Then grace operates by making the higher-order will effective in
controlling first-order motives, rather than by enabling morally superior volitional
identification itself. The higher-order will s still left in the persor’s own control, and
so grace is understood as restoring to a mortal person, who already enjoys liberty of
identification, the additional power that Frankfurt called “freedom of the will,"* i.e.,
the ability to conform her first-order motives to her own autonomous higher-order
will. For example, Augustine says that although a human soul is born into sin (and
thus ignorance and difficulty), “no necessity forces it to remain there,” since “it has
the power 1o reform itself with God’s help.”™

Let us call this the ‘residual leeway model,” in which there is liberty of the
higher-order will but sometimes no directly accessible alternatives to the first-order
motives on which the agent acts. This model probably originated with the Stoics,
who had to reconcile their beliefs that events followed a necessary predetermined
pattern and that humans are free cither to consent to their fate {and thus become
happy) or to try fruitlessly to »gect and fight it (thus becoming enslaved to desires
they can never satisfy). Augustines first reconciliation of grace and free will follows

this Stoic distinction, leaving the higher-order will with a power all its own. He

adds to the Stoic model a grace that makes this will effective again in controlling
the whole of the petson’s psyche.

It seems that virtually the same reconciliation of providence and free will
emeiged out of similar theological disputes within early Islam. The Mu'tazilites—the
first school of Istamic philosophers trained in Hellenistic philosophy—opposed
both the Kharijites, who insisted that works of echical heroism were the sole test of
faith, and the Murji'ites, who used the doctrine of predestination as 2 rationale for
ethical laxity and political conformism.*® 1n this struggle, the Kharijites parallel the
Pelagians and the Murji’ites resemble the quietist Roman socialites against whom
Pelagius’s grguments were initially directed. In response, the Mu'tazilites developed
an intermediate position that stressed “man’s responsibility and power of choice,”
but still rejected the view that salvation was determined by merit alone.” Like the
early Augustine, their missionary movement also emphasized free will in opposi-
tion re the Manichaen heresy. When the Ash'arite Islamic theologians later reacted
against the Mu'tazilites’s abstract NeoPlatonic conception of God, the Asharites also
tempered their more independent conception of free will:

On the problem of free-will, al-Ash'ari reconciled the predestination
dogma with the requirements of justice by founding on certain Koranic
texts a doctrine of ‘acquisition, whereby man ‘acquires’ the responsibility

for his actions, although they are willed and created by God.®

This notion of “acquisition” is similar to volitional identification in Frankfurt’s sense:
it occurs through a higher-order act of consent through which the agent becomes
responsible for actions she was predestined to perform whether she endorsed them
or not. Nevertheless, as in the early Augustine, at the higher-order level, the choice
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to consent or not to the actions foreordained by God belongs at least partially to
human freedom, and is not predetermined by His will, even if it is foreknown. Thus
it seems that the personal authority of an action (its starus as autonomous or not)
is not determined by divine predestination on al-Ash’ari’s account.

These historical comparisons provide some contextual support for reading
Augustine as a residual leewayist. In response to the Stoics, Augustine argued in the
City of God that divine foreknowledge does not impose any necessity that is contrary
to our liberty, because what God foreknows is precisely our own independently
made choice among available aleernatives: “if He who foresaw what was to be in
our will foresaw, not nothing, but something, it follows that there is a power in
our will, even though he foresaw it.”®! As [ suggested in §] above, the aim of this
kind of reconciliation is apparently to preserve liberty of identification, as in the
later Ashiarite model. Indeed, Augustine even repeats here his earlier argument
that the choice in which we turn to higher or lower values is necessarily free: if
we did not willingly want this volition, it would not exist.? As Hunt has said,
the heart of this doctrine of free will is the claim that while the will can be the
efficient cause of actions, there is zo efficient cause of volitions outside the will
itself. 5 But at least for the early Augustine, being its own efficient cause 4lso entails
leeway-liberty. So the will cannot not be its own first mover unless it ultimately
has the power to bring about alternative volitions, or at least voluntarily to avoid
the volitions it does form. It is this leeway-power that distinguishes the will from
all external influences. :

In 2 helpful paper, Eleonore Stump also reads Augustine as a residual leeway-
ist by applying Frankfurt’s hierarchical distinctions to his account of the will.% In
interpreting the doctrine of sanciification, Stump proposes whar she takes to be
the Augustinian suggestion thar prayer for self-control and changed habits can be
understood in terms of the higher-order will: “Pacricius’s prayer for help expresses
a second-order volition for God to alter Patricius’s first-order will.”® Similarly, in
“hardening the heart,” God in effect gives the evil agent his way by making his cor-
rupt second-order volition effective in shaping his first-order motives. For example,
Goebbels’s diarics reveal his “first-order desire to wreak the sort of devastacion
Poland suffered whenever doing so serves Germany's interests;” but it also shows
his “second-order desire” that this first-order will not be weakened by pity.% Stump
points out that in such a case, God could have “hardened Goebbelss heart for
him” without this being against Goebbels’s own will, since this “keeps Goebbels’s
first-order desire from being discordant with his second-order desire and so helps
Goebbels fulfill one of the requirements for free will™” (or rather, for autonomy).
Thus on this reading, when God hardened Pharach’s heart against Moses,® God
did not violate Pharaok’s will or destroy his freedom, but on the contrary expanded
his self-determination.

Note that on this account, Patricius, Pharach, and Goebbels enjoy liberty of the
higher-order will, but they depend to some extent on divine influence to conform
their first-order motives to their independently-formed volitional identifications:
they get the dispositions with which they already identified. God’s influence simply
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helps empower their will,, whichever way they go, to control their first-order motives;
this enhances rather than violates their personal autonomy. As Stump says,

if he is not to destroy the freedom of the will, God will not be able to
produce a first-order volition unless the second-order desire in the prayer
for help is like the whole-hearted turning of the will experienced by Paul
on the road ro Damascus.” . . . The process of God'’s sancrifying a person
consists in God’s bringing an agen’s first-order desires into line with his
second-order desires in response to the agent’s second-order volition that
God do so. . . . [Thus] God cannot make human beings morally better
[or worse] unless they will that he do s0.7

This illustrates how liberty of the higher-order will is compatible with a lack of
leeway-control over one’s first-order desires. As Stump notes, this analysis is not
Pelagian, since it “does not entail chat an agent can achieve sanctification primarily
by the exertions of his own will” alone; the work is “done by God in response to the
agent’s recognition that he needs God's help.™”* But unless this analysis (so similar
“to the Stoics’ and Ash'arites’) merely displaces the problem by one level—in which
case it does not really reconcile autonomy with sanctification and hardening of the
heart after all—its requires that the agent’s higher-crder will is (a) self-expressive or
authoritative without needing further endorsement at higher levels, and (b) at least
partially independent of outside control, requiring the agent’s undetermined consent
as a necessary (but not sufficient) condition.” Thus if the person is not to “become
God’s puppet,” as Stump aptly puts it, then she must retain leeway in identification,
or voluntary access to alternate possible states of her higher-order will,

: IV. Augustine on Grace and Free Will:

The Intermediate and No-Autonomy Models

Hovever, in later accounts of original sin, Augustine adopts other positions
that either severely restrict liberty of identification, or eliminate it all together. In his
Trearise on Grace and Free Will, Augustine scems ar first to be proposing something
like his eatly model in Free Choice of the Wilil. He argues that divine cornmand-
ments and admonitions prove that a human person has liberty, and that it does not
detract from his responsibility when he willingly “performs any act in accordance

- with God.”” He also points out that the command not to consent to sinful desire
for unworthy ends is addressed to the very person wha finds himself unable o do
good acts because he is “mastered” by concupiscence. Sinice “to consent and to refuse
are functions proper to the will,” even the person burdened with original sin has the
liberty to identify with or to alicnate his sinful first-order motives.”” This remaining
liberty of identification is compatible with the view that actually becoming continent
or chaste in one’s actions is impossible without grace to empower the will to rectitude
in one’s higher-order volitions and give it control over ene’s first-order motives and
actions.”™ As Augustine says, grace “helps” free will,”” but God does not determine
the original direction of higher-order volition; He only enables it to succeed, Thus
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in fighting “his own concupiscence,” Augustine specifically affirms that a person
may resolve to overcome sin and pray to resist temptation.” If we follow Stump and
interpret this prayer, or the resolve it expresses, as the second-order volition to act
only on ordinate desires {i.e., to conform one’s desires to the conditions of eternal
goods), then even in sin there are alternative possibilities of the higher-order that the
person can actualize by her own power. Even if she chooses righteous second-order
volitions, “the determination of the human will is insufficient, unless the Lord grant
it victory in answer to its prayer.””” Bur the prayer or resolve itself does not seem to
derive from grace in these passages.

Yet in fear that Pelagians will misuse Biblical passages suggesting this kind of
cooperation of reciprocity between human and divine wills, Augustine goes on to
insist that even “our turning to God [is} itself God’s gift.”® This implies thar for
persons in sin, God's grace is at least a necessary condition even for the requisite
resolutions of the higher-order will. As Henry Chadwick puts it, on this view “Perse-
verance is an unmerited gift of grace, just as is the initial rurning of the will to God
in faith and penitence.”® In that case, the agent lacks liberty of idencification: she
no longer has it in er own power to form different possible higher-order volitions.
This contrasts with the view in On Free Choice of the Will, which affirms (a) that
grace is afways on offer to every person under original sin, and (b) thar to receive
grace depends on the free higher-order volition to accepr it, which remains entirely
within our power (and thus not caused by God): “And yet if anyone was willing o
turn back to God so that he might overcome the penalty that had been imposed
for tuming away from God, it was right for God not to hinder him.”® There is no
mention here of the later idea that being willing to turn back is also ‘God’s doing;’
and such an addition would totally undermine Augustine point that God is fair
since it is our own fault if we do not turn back to him. This point depends on our
having it in our power to turn back, because the higher-otder will can, on its own,
ar least a7y to reject sinful first-order desires. Although this attempt will not be suf-
ficient by itself for the will to regain complete self-control, the additional grace it
needs for that is always available.

In other writings, Augustine suggests views that are intermediate berween
the residual leeway and total predestination poles. One intermediate model, for
cxample, holds that what I have been calling liberty of the higher-order will exists
only for unfallen human persons, because once we have freely chosen to identify with
inordinate desire, this sin itself robs us of the freedom to reform our higher-order
volitions, or by our own power to commir ourselves to just or appropriate motives,
instead: “For human beings cannot pick themselves up voluntarily—that is, by their
own free choice—as they fell voluntarily.** This again suggests a tracing condition:
responsibility traces to a liberty thar existed prior to the fall. In Augustine’s earlier
accounts, the bondage of sin applied only to the first-order will, which is controlled
by desires and impulses and thus remains unresponsive to our good higher-order
volition (that wills to act on ordinate motives) until grace helps it overcome “the
resistance of carnal habit.”* But now, in this ‘no-way-back’ account of identification,
the sinful higher-order will cannot by itself form the oppesite volition to identify




80 . FrEEDOM, WiLL, AND NATURE

with ordinate motives. Stump may also have something like this in mind when she
says that “a person’s willing of God's help is itself a response to God’s action in that
persons life.”® This is ambiguous, for her phrasing leaves it unclear whether God’s
action is sufficient by itself to bring abour the agent’s higher-order volition for God's
help in reforming the agent’s character, or whether an independent contribution
from the agent is also necessary for this new volition, to come into being. For ex-
ample, perhaps we are at liberty to form a weak or tentative higher-order volition
to reform, although we cannot will, this decisively or wholcheartedly without grace.
Augustine’s description in the Conféssions could be read this way, since he thought
that God was helping him to change bis highest-order will.

A similar intermediate view seems to emerge from Augustine’s eatlier and justly
famous work, 4 Treatise on the Spirit and the Letter. In this reply to Mascellinus’s
question, Augustine reaffirms his proposition that it is possible for any non-divine
human being to live without sin, “if he wanted not the will, and was assisted by the
aim of God,” even though none have actually achieved this.® This short formula
implies a cooperation berween God and human being in which initiatives from
both are necessary. In the opening sections, Augustine is concerned to argue that
our.own will to self-reform cannot advance under its own steam alone: it is wrong
to suppose “that without God's help, the mere power of the human will in itself, can
either perfect righteousness, or advance steadily towards it.”" God ereates our free
will and gives us the law to know our duty, but by itself che letter of the law only
tempts ug and confirms our sinfulness: without the infused spirit of “good desire”
or ordinate love from the Holy Ghost, we cannot will to do our dury.®® Yer this does
not happen without our participation, since the change God works is in our will
itself (understood in its ancient sense as a power not only of making decisions and
forming intentions, but also of motivating them). It is possible for a person to live
without sin, because this is one of the things God can “appoint to be done with the
cooperation with Himself of His creature’s will.”®

This phrasing could make it sound as though God could make us perfecdy
motivated simply by deciding to, which would violate libertarian freedom.* But
this cannot be Augustine’s meaning, because he admits both (a) that “God no doubt
wishes all men to be saved™! and (b) some do turn away from “God’s summons”
to believe in Him and to attain faith, although we can give no complere explana-
tion of their motive.” Together, (a) and (b) imply that something God does not

* conerol in the reprobate person uses its liberty to resist Him—and as Augustine
sees, if this were not the case, then unbelieving sinners could excuse themselves by
saying “that God has refused to give them this [free} will” to accept Him.”? The
answer for Augustine is that we cooperate with God’s grace by fzith in' His mercy
and forgiveness, and our will in itself is “such a neucral power, as can either incline
towards faith, or turn towards unbelief.”* If we rake this to represent our alterna-
tives within the higher-order will, then the question concerns who determines our
volitional idencifications.

It would be proud folly to think that we acquire faith simply by our own
initiative: rather, Augustine repeatedly emphasizes that faith only “rises at the call

+
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of God,"” and is thus impossible without a free act of divine grace. Faith responds
to a revelation from ourside its own power. But although God calls us to believe,
both outwardly by testimony and inwardly in our hearts, the human agent has o
answer: “it appertains to his own will to consent or to dissent” in relation to the call.
So although we cannot have faith withour God’s “petsuasion or summons,”

To yield our consent, indeed, to God’s summons, or to withhold it, is
(as I have said) the function of our own will. And this not only does not
invalidate what is said, “For what has thou that thou didst not receive?”
but it really confirms it. For the soul cannot receive and possess these
gifts, which are here referred to, except by yielding its consent. And thus
whatever it possesses, and whatever it receives, is from God; and yet the act
of receiving and having belongs, of course, 1o the receiver and possessor

In this crucial passage, it is clear that Augustine means both to allow some leeway
and autonomy in our higher-order volitions, and yet to make faith (as identification
with God’s call) impossible without grace. So faith, “which seems to be the begin-
ning either of salvation, or of that seties leading to salvation,” has as individually
necessary and jointly sufficient conditions both a divine and a human volition, each
of which its agent could have voluntarily avoided. Thus liberty of the higher-order
will remains in this intermediate cooperation model.

In such later works as the Enchiridion, by contrast, Augustine argues that “by
evil use of his free will,” man destroyed even this residual liberty of identification %
At first, he talks of sin as a stare in which one is “not yet free to do what is right,"?
which might suggest that we are still free to accept grace sincerely by willing, righ-
teous motives. So it looks at first as if he might again endorse the residual leeway
model, or one of his own earlier intermediate models. But now, he cannot accept the
implication that divine mercy is not sufficient by isselffor salvation (which follows if
the human person must also independently will to accept God’s help in controiling
his first-order desires). He argues instead that

The whole work belong to God, who both makes the will of man righteous
and thus prepares it for assistance, and assists it when prepared. For the
man’s righteousness of will precedes many of God’s gifts, but not all; and
it must itsclf be included among those which it does not precede. . . .
It [grace] goes before the unwilling to make him willing; it follows the
willing to make his will effectual.?®

Clearly in this passage, God’s will operates at both stages: in forming the human
agent’s higher-order volition, and then in giving it power to control the first-order
psyche. For “righteousness of will” refers to the second-order volition to act on or-
dinate and just intentions."™ Thus God not only makes the repentant higher-order
will effectual, as Stump emphasized; He also makes the higher-order will repenrant
in the first place. A person cannot turp his higher-order will towards righteousness
without God’s “preparation of the heart”™® Morcover, this prior grace is not just
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recessary for a wholehearted turning of the higher-order will; it is by itself, without
any independent human concurrence, sufficient for the determinadion of the highet-
order will. Thus even the highet-order will to identify with divine assistance in
controlling one’s actions is complerely caused by God, who produces the conversion
or transformation in the agent’s inner volitional character. Cenwuries larer, Luther
famously echoed this when he wrote, in response to Erasmus’s question about self-
reform, that “No man can! God has no time for your self-reformers, for they are
hypocrites. The elect who fear God will be reformed by the Holy Spirit. The rest
will perish unreformed.”!?

This ‘no-autonomy’ position seems to be the most extreme in Augustine’s later
writings, for even the ‘no-way-back model’ implied that some independent human
consent in the higher-order will is necessary, although not sufficient, for grace to
take effect in turning the higher-order will. On the no-way-back account, grace and
independent human choice seem 10 share the work of remaking the agent’s inward
volitional character. But in the Enchiridion, even that last vestige of human liberty
is stripped away, out of an exaggerated fear that any room for independent human
initiative will inspire human pride: lest we think that we are anything at all before
God, we must believe that even our innermost consent itself is caused by God’s
action on-our hearts.

If this reading is correct, then Augustine ended up with a position quite similar
to Frankfurt’s view that responsibility for our higher-order volitional character does
not requike any sort of leeway-liberty, even liberty of identification. Bur then, the
familiar réaction to this late Augustinian position tells against both the late Augustine
and Frankfurt. Catholic and Protestant thinkers, such as Seren Kierkegaard and Karl
Rahner,'® have plausibly argued that Augustine’s final doctrine tries to rule our any
chance of pride at too steep a price, namely by denying the freedom central to human
selfhood. '™ His final position becomes an unwitting reductio of views that do not
leave mortal petsons with at least some liberty in the higher-order will. For if they lack
liberty of identification even before the Fall, we must conclude with Augustine that
human beings could not preserve the righteousness of their will without divine grace,
nor fall unless that grace was withdrawn.” Then after the Fall, if che higher-order
will itself is in total “bondage.” this heart of our volitional nature “owes its freedom
in no degree to itself but solely to the grace of God.”™ But this conclusion parently
undermines his answer to the Manicheans by making it impossible to see why all moral

" evil should not ultimately be attribured to God. For on this account, God arbitrarily

aliows some wills to sin and continue in sin, and prevents this in ochers. This upsets
the delicately balanced position which Augustine’s earlier writings worked out, and
thus unwittingly reduces the higher-order will to a divine puppet-show.

In sum, I have defended Augustine’s carlier views, according to which higher-
order volitions are formed through a libertarian process open at least to a significant
range of alternative possible identifications, and thus independent human consent is
at least necessary for morally significant change in a person’s motivational character.
In doing so, I may appear to be endorsing a hierarchical vetsion of semi-Pelagianism.
This may well be correct, but then perhaps we must say: so much the better for
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semi-Pelagianism, and for the later existentialisc conceprion of responsibility for
character that semi-Pelagianism partially anticipated.'” Perhaps chere were insights
in Pelagius that the cloud of theological controversy has obscured—insights not
only in his alleged belicf in equal dignity of all persons, but also in his recognition
of a capacity for human autonomy, that need to be retrieved and reconsidered by

religious philosophers today.
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