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~ 19. A volition is an effective desire. A first-order volition is an effective
first-order desire, a second-order volition is an effective second-order desires.
A person has the first-order volition she has because of the second-order voli-
tion she has. A deeply divided person lacks a single, integrated second-order
desire, a fortiori, she lacks an effective second-order desire.

20. “Augustine and Free Will,” p. 142. '

21. Such an action would violate (L1) and (L3) of Stump’s definition of lib-
ertarian freedom (see footnote 5 above), because the act would be ultimately
caused by something external to the agent since the agent’s own intellect and
;Agltlestand against any operation moving the agent’s will from its quiescent

22. Aquinas, p. 400.

23. Ibid., p. 401.

_ 24. One might wonder whether we’ve veered into Pelagiansim. Stump in-
sists that we’ve not crossed over into Pelagian territory here because an inef-
fective second-order desire isn’t an act of will and because one who merely
wishes ineffectively for a will she doesn’t have isn’t thereby willing something
good. She’s better off than she would be if she lacked such a second-order de-
sire, but as Stump reminds us “comparative do not suppose positives” —“one
thing can be better than another and yet not be good” (Aquinas, p. 402).

25. 1 want to thank Eleonore Stump for comments that helped me to im-
prove this paper and avoid many errors. Any errors that remain are of course
my own. I am also grateful for comments from participants in the Eastern
Division meeting of the Society of Christian Philosophers at Messiah College
where I read an earlier version of this paper. '
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IS GOD FREE?
REPLY TO WIERENGA

Wes Morriston

In a recent paper, Edward Wierenga argues that God is both morally free and
that when there is a best option God cannot fail to choose it. Since God is not
determined by external causes, he is free in all that he does. In this paper,
I present a thought experiment to show that the mere absence of external
causes is not sufficient for divine freedom. The reader is invited to imagine
an uncaused finite being who is “good by nature.” I claim that such a being
would lack moral freedom, so that (by analogy) an uncaused God who is
“good by nature” would lack it as well. Various attempts to find a relevant
dissimilarity between the two cases are briefly considered.

~ Many theists believe that God is a “perfect being” who cannot fail to

choose the best. There may be circumstances in which there is not a single
best alternative, but sometimes there is a best and when there is God’s
perfect nature guarantees that he cannot fail to choose it. A fortiori God’s
nature would not permit him to choose to do anything morally wrong. He
is necessarily good in all that he does. It will be convenient to refer to this
as the “necessary goodness doctrine,” or NGD for short. ~

On NGD, it seems that God is never free to choose evil, and, more gen-
erally, is never free to choose to do less than what he sees as the best. Of
course, if God were to choose less than the best he would succeed in actual-
izing it; and some compatibilists may think that this is as much freedom as
anyone can have. But many theists who accept NGD are libertarian incom-
patibilists. They believe that there is a more robust sense in which we hu-
mans are free. Unlike God, we can—and often do—choose to do less than
the best. Sometimes we even choose to do what we know we ought not to
do. We are morally accountable because we could have chosen differently,
and it is in this power of choice that our freedom consists. We are morally
free precisely because we have the two-way power both to choose what we
know we ought to do and to choose what we know we ought not to do.!

For such theists—incompatibilists who also accept NGD —there is a se-
rious question about the nature of God’s freedom. How can God be acting
freely when he chooses the best if he is unable to choose less than the best?
How can he have genuine moral freedom if the goodness of his nature
prevents him from choosing what he knows to be wrong?

In a recent paper, Edward Wierenga proposes an interesting solution
to this problem.> Wierenga borrows part of his solution from a traditional
compatibilist account of freedom, but he thinks that a certain kind of in-
compatibilist can also avail himself of a key compatibilist insight.
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According to traditional compatibilism, an action is done freely if it is
done willingly, and it is done willingly if its antecedent causes are internal
ones of the right sort—ones that arise “in the right manner.” In the typi-
cal case, the internal causes of a person’s voluntary actions are her own
desires and beliefs, and when these arise “in the right way,” she is said to
be “acting freely.”

But what is it for them to arise “in the right way?” Most compatibilists
want to rule out cases in which drugs or hypnosis or “nefarious neurosur-
geons manipulating their brains” are the source of the desires and beliéfs
that move a person to act. So they need to say (and do say) a lot more
about what it is for one’s desires and beliefs to arise in the right way.

The details of these compatibilist proposals need not detain us here.
What matters is that on any of them, NGD will be perfectly compatible
with divine freedom. If God chooses the best because of the perfection of
his nature, then the ultimate cause of his choice is suitably internal.

_ But Wierenga does not want to defend compatibilism. He wants to pro-
vide a solution to our problem that will be attractive to incompatibilists.
So he needs to provide an incompatibilist account of divine freedom that
can take advantage of the compatibilist’s supposed insight concerning the
relation between freedom and internal causes.

This might seem to be impossible. A typical incompatibilist thinks that
an agent is not acting freely unless—exactly as things were at the time—
§he could have done otherwise. For this kind of incompatibilist, determin-
ism undermines freedom because it is inconsistent with a person’s ability
to do otherwise. But then it seems that lacking that ability is all by itself
incompatible with freedom, and this will be so even if all the causes of a
person’s action are internal to her.

On NGD, that is exactly how it is with God. It matters not at all that
the ultimate cause of God’s choices (his perfect nature) is internal to God.
For the fact remains that God necessarily chooses the best (when there is a
best). Since he could not have done otherwise he is not acting freely.

This is where things get interesting in Wierenga’s discussion. He devel-
ops the incompatibilist position in a way different from the one suggested
above. The argument for the incompatibility of freedom and determinism
starts out in the familiar way.

[I]f determinism is true, an agent’s beliefs and desires themselves have
antecedent causes stretching back to before the agent even existed.

But, as we are about to see, Wierenga’s argument makes no use of the
claim that a free agent is able to do otherwise. The passage just quoted
continues as follows:

The relevant causal conditions are thus not really internal to the
agent. The insight, to repeat, of the compatibilist is that the right
antecedent conditions, internal to the agent, are compatible with
the agent acting freely; on this interpretation, the compatibilist’s
mistake is in taking the proffered conditions to be in internal in
this way.?
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This is a bit confusing. At first glance, it looks as if Wierenga is saying
that the desires and beliefs of the agent are “not really internal” because
they have external causes. That would be a serious error. A desire or belief
doesn’t fail to be internal just because it lies at the end of a chain of causes,
some of which are external. -

~ What Wierenga must mean, I think, is that desires and beliefs produced
by a causal chain “stretching back to before the agent even existed” do not
“arise in the right way.” Why so? Well, perhaps Wierenga thinks that the
sufficient cause(s) (if any) of a free act must be entirely internal to the agent.
This—all by itself—would render freedom incompatible with determin-
ism, without reference to the existence of alternate possibilities. For even
if the immediate causes of a person’s action—her desires and beliefs and
so on—are internal, determinism entails that there are external causes fur-
ther back in the causal chain. So it is in virtue of these further causes that
the internal causes of a person’s action do not “arise in the right way.”

If this is the right way to read Wierenga, then the difference between his
view and traditional compatibilism concerns what it is for an internal cause
to arise in the right way. Traditional compatibilism wants to rule out only a
subset of external causes (drugs and hypnosis and malicious scientists and
Cartesian demons). But it is not easy to define the criteria for membership
in the class of external causes that are incompatible with freedom, and this
is one of the principal objections to traditional compatibilism. Wierenga,
on the other hand, has no such problem. He thinks that desires and beliefs
do not arise in the right way if they are produced by any causes external to
the agent. And that, of course, makes him an incompatibilist.

On the basis of this understanding, it seems that we can construct a
fully incompatibilist solution to the problem of reconciling God’s moral
freedom with the NGD. If God’s desire for the good is determined entirely
by his own nature, then his moral choices are wholly determined by factors
that are internal to him. Even the incompatibilist will have no grounds for
denying that they “arise in the right way,” since, as Wierenga puts it, there
is not a “long chain of causes stretching back to things separate from him
that give him this constellation of knowledge, desire, and ability.”

It should be stressed that Wierenga’s defense of the compatibility of
moral freedom and necessary goodness in God does not commit him to
saying that they are compatible in human beings. Humans are the prod-
ucts of antecedent (and therefore external) causes. So if they were good
by nature, there would be a chain of external causes that is (ultimately)
responsible for their disposition to do the good; so, by Wierenga's lights,
they would not be acting freely when that disposition produces a good
action. God, by contrast, is the Creator (the First Cause) of everything that
could possibly function as a cause. There can be nothing external to God
that causes there to be a person having his perfect nature. So God —unlike
humans— can be wholly free in an incompatibilist sense even though he is
unable to choose less than the best.

At first glance, this appears to be an attractive solution to our prob-
lem, but I believe the following objection has considerable weight. Even
if, per impossibile, there were no external causes, an “essentially good” but
finite person would be “stuck” with its nature, and would not therefore






