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Bditors' Votzwotd

The bibliography of writings on Anselm of Canterbury shows

that scholarly interest has focused primarily on problems which

are discussed in a small number of his treatises—namely, those

which are presently available in translation. Whether this interest

has produced the translations or the translations the interest, or

both, it is certainly true that there is some correlation between

these two factors which has led to a neglect of the fullness of

Anselm's thought and to an unbalanced estimate of his achieve-

ment.

The present volume originated in the recognition that there

are not sufficient translations available to provide students in the

history of philosophy and theology with an adequate knowledge

of the methods and conclusions of medieval thought. The transla-

tion of Anselm's works is doubly justified as a means to fill this

lacuna. For not only is he fully the equal of Augustine and

Thomas in his speculative power, but he also employs a con-

sciously pedagogical style which is adapted to the needs of the

beginning student. Hence these treatises will continue to be in

our day what Anselm intended them to be in his own: useful

tools for theological and philosophical education.

Academic responsibilities provided not only the impetus to

undertake this project, but also the milieu within which much
of the work was first used. The actual translating was done in

preparation for teaching a Harvard doctoral seminar in the Ex-

plication of Latin Theological Texts, and the completed transla-

tions were first assigned in courses in the history of philosophy

at Case Institute of Technology and Western Reserve University.

This work has been a joint effort throughout, and it is no
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longer possible to isolate the particular contributions of the ed-

itors in either the translation or the introduction. For this reason

the work is both richer and more balanced than either person

alone could have produced. Of course, particular formulations

and emphases have frequently been a matter of compromise; but

we have agreed that the present form is substantially correct

and defensible. Had we always been of the same mind, there

would have been little value in collaborating.

The final draft of these translations was read by Father Maur-

ice Savard, O.M.I., of the Oblate Seminary in Natick, Massachu-

setts. We have followed many of his suggestions and are deeply

appreciative of his charity and wisdom.

We are grateful to our colleagues, students, and secretaries

for their willing help. Miss Norah Pollard typed several revisions

of this manuscript. Case Institute of Technology made a generous

provision of time and funds so that our collaboration would be

possible. We wish to thank especially Dr. Maria Grossmann, of

the Harvard Divinity School Library, who gave us wise counsel

and encouragement, and who arranged for a previous limited

publication of these translations under the auspices of the Har-

vard Divinity School Library. Finally, it would not be fitting to

omit acknowledging the debt which we—and all students of the

work of St. Anselm—have to Father F. S. Schmitt, whose articles

and critical texts have provided a firm rock on which to build.

We are also indebted to Thomas Nelson and Sons for permission

to use the Schmitt texts as the basis of our own work.

Jasper Hopkins

WRU-Case Program of

Philosophical Studies

Herbert Richardson

Harvard University

Cambridge, Massachusetts

January, 1966



Abbreviations

DV De Veritate

DL De Libertate Arbitrii

DCD De Casu Diaboli

CDH Cur Deus Homo
DI De Interpretatione ( Aristotle

)

PL Fatrologia Latina ( ed. J. P. Migne

)

S F. S. Schmitt edition of the Anselm texts:

Opera Anselmi (Thomas Nelson & Sons, 1946-61).

E.g., S-237.7 (I) indicates p. 237, line 7, vol. I of the

Schmitt text.



Bditors' Introduction

I. Father of Scholasticism,

Anselm of Canterbury is commonly called "the Father of

Scholasticism." Flourishing in the eleventh century, he refur-

bished the dialectic of the monastic schools by turning his intel-

lectual powers to the analysis of the philosophical issues implicit

in, and inextricably bound up with, the theology of the medieval

church. Thus philosophy and theology are inseparable in his

writings: he is both dialectician and exegete. In the dialogues

which follow, he is found expounding a definition of truth, argu-

ing for a special view concerning free choice, and proposing a

new way to handle the ancient puzzle about "not-being." The

keenness of Anselm's thinking lies in his ability to develop an

argument and follow it doggedly to its conclusion. The assump-

tions of his argument are sometimes theological and determined

by Scripture; but this never interferes with his quest for con-

sistency nor with the rigor of his argument. He is led into ex-

amining the notions of possibility and necessity, ability and in-

ability, signification and reference. In so doing he appeals, like

Aristotle, to patterns of commonly accepted linguistic behavior;

*Jrequenti usu dicimus—in ordinary usage we say . .
." By this

appeal Anselm rises above all criticism which attempts to reduce

his method to that of drawing conclusions from premises ac-

cepted as true on the basis of ecclesiastical or biblical authority

alone. Anselm does indeed appeal to these authorities; but his

manner of argument is such as to seek for rational rather than

confessional bases. In De Veritate, De Lihertate Arbitrii, and

De Casu Diaboli (abbreviated hereafter as DV, DL, DCD), he

combines appeals to three sources: (1) ordinary use of language

10
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expressions, (2) a priori rationalistic judgments, and (3) experi-

ence in general. His scholasticism consists precisely in his intent

to understand and defend the dogmas of faith in terms of the

dialectics fostered by these three sources. Each of the dialogues

here presented begins with a bibhcal or theological problem; but

its development carries one into what, today at least, would be

called distinctly philosophical ramifications.

17. Life and Philosophical Heritage,

Anselm was bom in 1033 in Aosta, on the border of Burgundy

and Lombardy. By the age of fifteen, he had resolved to devote

his life in some way to religious pursuits. A dihgent student, in

1059 he came under the influence of Lanfranc at Le Bee in

Normandy. The Benedictine monastery was a center for learning,

and Anselm, though not a monk, had journeyed there to study. In

1060 he entered the order and gave himself to worship and

reading. He led so disciplined a life that three years later, when

Lanfranc was selected to take charge at Caen, Anselm suc-

ceeded him as prior of Bee. Around 1070 he began to compose a

series of discourses and meditations. His first major work, Mono-

logion De Ratione Fide, appears to have been written around

1076. It was followed in a year or two by the tightly reasoned

Proslogion. De Grammatico, De Veritate, De Libertate, and De
Casu Diaboli were probably written next, though the order of

their composition is uncertain. De Veritate refers to the Mono-

logion as already available. The preface asks that De Libertate

and De Casu be ordered subsequently to De Veritate but states

nothing about their actual order of completion. Schmitt dates

De Grammatico, De Veritate, De Libertate around 1080-85 and

De Casu between 1085-90. The Cur Deus Homo is a product of

the late nineties.

When Anselm became abbot of Bee in 1078, his major works

still lay ahead of him. His reputation grew with his writings, so

that his fame reached England, having been carried partly by

Lanfranc, who was now Archbishop of Canterbury. When Lan-

franc died in 1089, William Rufus, son of William the Conqueror,

refused to fill the vacancy. At the insistence of English noblemen

who feared the devitalization of the church under the rule of
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Rufus, Anselm sailed to England in 1092 to give encouragement

to the spiritually flagging. The next year Rufus fell sick and in a

moment of vacillation consented to Anselm's appointment as arch-

bishop. Much against Anselm's own desires, he was consecrated

archbishop at the behest of nobles and clergy alike. The history

of Anselm's primacy in England is marked by a struggle between

ecclesiastical and secular authority. However, in spite of the

practical difiiculties, Anselm continued to pursue a wide range

of intellectual endeavors, which he continued until his death in

1109.

Anselm's thinking takes its start from the writings of Augustine.

In the preface to the Monologion he observes that he has

espoused nothing contrary to the teachings of Augustine. But

his conclusions as a whole, though they owe much to his fourth-

century predecessor, do not simply mirror earlier approaches.

Even where Anselm's very examples and conclusions are drawn

from Augustine, he offers different considerations in behalf of

these proposals. For example, his rebuttal of the alleged conflict

between divine foreknowledge and human free choice follows

Augustine in asserting that for a human action to be certain is

not the same thing as for it to be necessitated. Nonetheless, his

definition of "freedom" and his analysis of "ability" diverge from

the Augustinian pattern. That Anselm should have been so in-

fluenced by Augustine is not strange, for Augustine had addressed

himself to virtually every major dogmatic problem within the

mind of the Church. Peter Lombard's Books of Sentences, com-

pleted shortly after 1150, were to draw ninety percent of their

patristic quotations from Augustine.

Boethius' commentaries on Aristotle's De Interpretatione and

Categories furnish another source for Anselm. He thus utilizes

the Poethian-Aristotelian distinction between sentence and propo-

sition, noun and verb, substance and accident. He is influenced

by, but qualifies, the Aristotelian table of modalities. His discus-

sions move quickly to the point. His style bears more relation to

to conciseness of Aristotle than to the lavishness of Augustine.

IIL Anselm s Doctrine of Truth.

Ir DV Anselm's formal concern is definitional: he seeks a con-

sistent characterization of the nature of truth. He proposes to
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elicit such a definition from an inquiry into the various contexts

in which we say there is truth—in propositions, thoughts, the

will, actions, the senses, beings—and then to determine whether

truth in these various contexts is really one Truth. What suggests

the pursuit is the credal statement "God is Truth." For such an

utterance is without precise meaning until we are able to ascer-

tain the correct definition of "truth."

A. Truth IN Propositions.

Anselm chooses to begin with the more familiar contexts and

move to the less familiar. In accordance with this principle he

begins by asking what truth in a proposition is. He uses "oratio"

"enuntiatio,'* and '*propositw' interchangeably (cf. S-177 f. with

180.11). A sentence (oratio) is any meaningful combination of

words. ^ A proposition {enuntiatio, propositio) is a sentence which

either affirms or denies something. Propositions are therefore true

or false. All propositions are sentences, but not all sentences are

propositions. A prayer, for instance, being neither true nor false,

qualifies as a sentence but not as a proposition.^ Anselm switches

back and forth between (mainly) *'oratio' and ''enuntiatid' as a

stylistic device to avoid monotony. It would therefore be mis-

leading to translate *'oratw' consistently as "sentence," for it

would give the impression that in the passage under discussion

Anselm meant to distinguish between "sentence" and "proposi-

tion," whereas all he is actually doing is using ''oratio' to refer

to a member of the sub-class of sentences, viz., an enuntiatio, or

propositio.

Following Boethius* commentary on De Interpretatione, An-

selm asserts that a proposition is true when it affirms what is the

1 Cf. Aristotle, DI, 16^2711.

2 Cf. Boethius, PL, 64, 313 C-D: "Enuntiativa vero non omnis, sed ilia in

qua verum vel falsum est, non autem omnibus inest, ut deprecatio, oratio

quidem est, sed neque vera, neque falsa." (=r Aristotle, DI, 17^ 1-4). "Ora-

tionis . . . multae sunt species: est enim oratio prima optativa, ut. Utinam

tibi istam mentem dii immortales dent! Secunda, vocativa, ut Heus tu.

Tertia, imperativa, ut Cape, da hoc, Portio. Quarta, deprecativa, ut, Jupiter

omnipotens: precibus si fiecteris ullis. Quinta, enuntiativa, ut dies est, dies

non est. Sed in hac sola specie orationis Veritas et falsitas inest, in illis vero

ceteris minime."
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case and denies what is not the case.^ But in what, he asks, does

the truth in a proposition consist? The state of affairs aflSrmed or

denied by a proposition is not the truth of the proposition, but

the cause of the proposition s being true. For example, when a

proposition asserts truly "It is raining," rain is only the "cause"

of the proposition's truth. Since we do not predicate truth of

rain, the truth of a proposition cannot be something wholly

external to the proposition.

Anselm now considers whether the truth of a proposition

might be something internal to it, existing in complete separation

from the state of aflFairs which the proposition signifies. There is,

he notes, just such an intrinsic truth. The proposition "It is rain-

ing" may in one respect be called true, or correct, whether there

is any rain or not. For this proposition is always a "true," or sig-

nificative, combination of words. This "truth of meaning" which

is always present in a proposition, Anselm calls "the natural

truth of signification." By "natural" he means something so con-

stitutive of a thing that it cannot be lost without the thing which

has this nature also ceasing to exist. Hence, a combination of

words which has no natural truth of signification (i.e., has no

meaning) is not really a proposition, since it lacks what is con-

stitutive of every proposition.

Although Anselm has now found a truth which is internal to

a proposition, he goes on to point out that we do not usually

have this kind of truth in mind when we ask whether a given

statement is true. For by such a question we usually do not mean
to be asking whether a given combination of words is meaningful,

but whether a given meaningful combination of words affirms

what is actually the case. If it does, then it has a "truth of refer-

ence." And with respect to this kind of truth propositions are

generally called true or false. Truth of reference belongs to a

proposition accidentally rather than naturally. By "accident" An-

selm means a characteristic which may or may not belong to a

given thing; but should it be lacking, the thing would still be

that thing. Truth of reference, then, belongs to a proposition

accidentally, for a combination of words would still make an as-

sertion even if it did not refer correctly. If C is any combination

3 Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1011^26.



Anselm's Doctrine of Truth 15

of words and if Ti stands for "truth of meaning," T2 for "truth of

reference," the following possibilities obtain:

(1) C has Ti but not T2.

(2) ChasTiandTa.

( 3 ) C has neither Ti nor T2.

But the fourth possibility is not assertible:

( 4 ) C does not have Ti but has T2.

Thus

(5) Whatever combination of words has a truth of reference

must also have a truth of meaning, and whatever combina-

tion of words does not have a truth of meaning cannot

have a truth of reference.

( 6 ) Every proposition which has a truth of reference is "doubly

true/'^ ( It has two truths.

)

( 7 ) There can be no proposition which is wholly false, or com-

pletely lacking in truth.

At this point in his search for a definition of truth, Anselm has

arrived at the following position. (1) When we say "A proposi-

tion is true," we mean to predicate truth of the proposition itself.

( 2 ) The state of affairs afiBrmed by a proposition and external to

it cannot be the truth of the proposition, though it may be called

the "cause" of the proposition's being true. (3) Although the

meaningfulness of a proposition is a truth internal to the proposi-

tion, we usually do not mean this truth when we say simply "The

^ Cf . Aquinas, Summa Theologica, 1.16.8. Reply to Objection 3: "Sic igitur

haec propositio: Socrates sedet, eo sendente vera est et veritate rei, in-

quantum est quaedam vox significativa; et veritate significationis, inquantum

significat opinionem veram. Socrate vero surgente, remanet prima Veritas,

sed mutatur secunda."

The phrase "truth of reference" is the editors'. Anselm speaks only of a

second "truth of signification." Since Frege, propositions (as opposed to

words and phrases) have usually been thought to refer to their truth values,

if they refer at all. By using the phrase "truth of reference" the editors do
not mean to imply that Anselm believes that propositions refer to states of

affairs. Rather, the phrase indicates the truth (of signification) which a

proposition is said to have when it affirms or denies what is the case.
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statement is true." (4) Hence, the truth of a proposition cannot

be either wholly external or wholly internal to the proposition,

but must be something in between the two, viz., a certain cor-

respondence between the proposition and the state of aflFairs ex-

ternal to it. This notion is involved in Anselm's very definition of

a true proposition ( which he takes from Boethius and Aristotle ) :

**vera propositio significat esse quod est" (DV, Ch. 2)

Anselm wishes to account for the possibility of this corre-

spondence by trying to show that the aim of a proposition is to

state what is the case. He asks, "For what purpose is an affirma-

tion uttered?" And the student replies: "In order to signify the

existence of what exists." (DV, Ch. 2) Anselm is thinking of

propositions primarily as verbal utterances. When someone uses

a proposition correctly so that it tells just how things are, then

this proposition is true by virtue of correspondence. (Enuntiat

quemadmodum res est.) (DV, Ch. 2) The rule determining the

right use of a proposition is inferrable from the proposition's

nature. Anselm thinks of propositions as having natures, just as

physical objects have natures.

For just as when fire heats, it does the truth because it has

received the power to heat from God, from whom it has its

existence, so also the proposition "It is day" does the truth

when it signifies that it is day, whether it is day or not, since

it is its nature to do this. (DV, Ch. 5)

Because a proposition has a nature it also has a correct usage,

which is the expression of its nature. That is, Anselm's conception

of proper use is governed by his conception of a nature. Ac-

cordingly, "Socrates sits" is correctly used only if it is uttered

on those occasions when Socrates is in fact sitting, for the

purpose of such a sentence is to express precisely this state of

aflFairs.

Although Anselm has a theory about propositions' having na-

tures, he also appreciates the more ordinary ways in which men
use language. Rather than denouncing all "incorrect usages" and

asserting that no "improper statement" can ever tell the truth, he

recognizes that most men speak "improperly" part of the time and

that in so doing they are able to communicate with each other
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about the world. "Improper utterances" are legitimate as long as

they are translatable into proper utterances which are their

equivalent. Consider the expression "Hector is able to be over-

come by Achilles." (DV, Ch. 8) Anselm notes that everyone

understands this expression. The statement is a "manner of

speaking," and the person uttering it does not mean to aflBrm that

Hector has some abiUty ( "ability to be overcome" ) which Achil-

les does not have. He really means that Achilles has an ability

which Hector lacks. "There is no ability in Hector, who is con-

quered, but only in Achilles, who conquers him. And there is no

inability in Achilles, who cannot be overpowered, but only in

Hector, who cannot overpower him." Because we understand

"ability to be overcome" as equivalent to "inability to overcome,"

we are not confused by the impropriety of speaking. Anselm's

appreciation of the richness of linguistic possibiUties can be seen

in his frequent discussion and analysis of improper statements-

there being no tendency on his part either to denounce or to

denigrate them. But he insists that all such statements be in

principle translatable into proper statements. He is not con-

cerned to undertake such translations except when genuine mis-

understandings arise. And he is inclined to believe that ordinary

ways of speaking have a prima facie justification.

Anselm is now in position to specify what the truth in a propo-

sition is. Since, as he believes, there is truth in a proposition

when it "does what it ought," or when it fulfills the purpose for

which it was made, truth must be the right order, or correspond-

ence, between the nature of the proposition and the state of

affairs which it signifies. A proposition has a truth of reference

when someone rightly uses its natural truth of meaning to signify

an external state of affairs. When this happens, the proposition

participates in a Rightness which exists independently of both

the natural truth and the external state of affairs. This independ-

ently existing Rightness puts a demand upon the natural truth of

a proposition to be used in a certain way at a certain time and

place, even when it is not so used (as, for example, when it is

used falsely). When a proposition has a truth of reference, it

participates in the general Rightness of all things. (Nihil est

verum nisi participando veritatem. . .
.
) Properly speaking, then,

truth is not in a proposition, but a proposition is in Truth. This
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external order of Rightness in which things participate is equated

by Anselm with God.

B. Other Loci of Truth.

Anselm's analysis of the truth of propositions has led him to

conclude that truth is a form of rightness. When propositions are

correct they participate in God, Who is Supreme Rightness. In

an attempt to show that every form of truth is a form of Tight-

ness, Anselm investigates right thoughts, upright willing, righteous

action, correct perception, the straightness of an object, and the

rightness of all natures. The continuity of his argument depends

upon the presence in Latin of a single term, 'Wectitudo" which

he applies to this range of objects. English has no single word
applicable to these different objects; and thus the one Latin

word is translated by a number of English expressions.

Anselm acknowledges that upright willing is but a single in-

stance of the larger category of "rightness of actions," and gives

an argument to justify calling actions either true or false. As his

starting point he takes the words of Scripture that "He who does

evil hates the light'* and "He who does the truth comes to the

light." (John 3:20-21) He then argues: (1) In these verses doing

the truth is declared to have doing evil as its opposite. (2) But

doing good also has doing evil as its opposite. (3) Hence doing

the truth and doing good are the same thing, for both have the

same opposite term. (4) But to do good is to do what is right.

(5) It follows both that doing the truth is the same as doing

right and that truth in actions is rightness.

Anselm next turns to a discussion of the truth of the senses.

Ancient views regarding the truth of sense perception generally

alternate between two theses: (1) The senses often deceive us

and conflict with what reason legislates; whenever this happens

we should choose to adhere to the dictates of reason rather than

to the impressions of sense ( Parmenides, Zeno ) . ( 2 ) There is no

error in the senses as such; error arises from reason's faulty

judgment about the information furnished by the senses (Epi-

curus, Lucretius). Anselm follows the second tradition in main-

taining that the senses as such report what they find and in so

doing function as they ought. Perceptual error arises as a result
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of wrong inferences from the data of the senses. A stick in water

looks broken; but we should not infer from this that it is broken.

So when sight and the other faculties of sense seem to report

to us many things as being other than they really are, the fault

is not with the senses, which report in accordance with their

natural powers, but must be attributed to the soul's faculty of

judgment, which does not clearly discern what the faculties

of sense can and should do. (DV, Ch. 6)

This faculty of judgment
(
iudicium ) is identified with the sensus

interior. This identification comes through Augustine, who has

more to say on this topic than Anselm. Augustine thinks of the

inner sense as perceiving and judging the five outer senses. Man
diflFers from non-rational animals by possessing reason, and not

by possessing an inner sense, which belongs to all animal na-

tures.^ In all animals the inner sense is the source of awareness

that one either is or is not perceiving something at the moment.

It is also the faculty which coordinates the information of the

outer senses, so that what we see and what we hear, for instance,

are referred to the same object (cf. Aristotle's account of sensus

communis) . Reason is a still higher faculty which uses the data

of inner sense to arrive at knowledge. It is this Augustinian

theory which Anselm has in mind when he distinguishes sensus

exterior from sensus interior. By holding to this theory of the

truth of the senses, Anselm is able to aflSrm the goodness of the

creature, for the ground of error in perception rests with judg-

ment. Thus man, not God, is responsible for errors in perceptual

judgment. God has created a sensible nature which functions as

it ought and does not deceive us in any way.

The Platonic background of Anselm's theory of vision may
also be noted in DL. Here Anselm divides the factors necessary

for vision into three: "So don't you understand that the ability

to see any given body is one power in the seeing, a second power

in the thing to be seen, and a third power in something in be-

tween, which is neither in the seeing nor in the thing to be

seen?" (Ch. 3) This tripartite division was already a part of the

5 De Libera Arbitrio, Book 2, Chs. 4-5.
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Platonistic-Augustinian tradition.^ Plato had written in the Re-

public: "If sight is in the eyes and the man who has sight tries

to use it, and if color is in objects, still unless there is a third

thing especially suited by nature to aiding vision, you know
that sight will not see anything and that colored objects will be
invisible."^ This third thing Plato identifies as Hght. On the

Platonic theory in the Sophist ( 266c ) and Timaeus ( 46a ) seeing

is made possible because of a ray of light streaming from the eye

and meeting with a flow of light coming from some other ob-

ject.^ Anselm seems to be Siribscribing to this view when he speaks

of "the ray which passes through the eyes by means of which we
sense Hght and the objects in the Hght." (DL, Ch. 7)

Thus far Anselm has shown that truth is in propositions,

thoughts, the will, actions, and the senses. He now asserts that

there is truth in the very nature, or essence (essentia), of

things.^ Since everything which exists accords with its plan or

model in the Divine Mind, it is both what, and as, it should be.

When Anselm states that everything exists in summa veritate,

he has in mind this correspondence between objects in the

world and exemplars in the mind of God.^^ Nothing can exist

falsely, since that would be to exist apart from God's jurisdiction,

which is impossible. In a sense, then, everything which exists,

exists rightly (recte). And truth in things turns out to be an-

other form of rectitudo. But from a different point of view, if

there is evil in the world, then how can each object and event

6 Cf. Augustine, De Libera Arbitrio, Bk. 2, Ch. 3; "credo te non negare

aliud colorem esse, et aliud colorem videre, et item aliud etiam, cum color

non subest, habere sensum quo videri posset, si subesset?" PL, 32, p. 1245.

7 Republic, 507 d, e.

8 Portions of the Timaeus were known from Cicero and Chalcidius.

^ Cf. Monologion, Ch. 4, where Anselm contextually identifies essentia with

natura: "Idem namque naturam hie intelligo quod essentiam." (S-17.17(I)

)

In DV, Ch. 10, he substitutes "return existentia" for "rerum essentia" (S-

190.10 (I) ) "Essentia" is translated in the text of DV, Ch. 10, as "essence"

or "being." In DCD it refers to one or more particular beings ("Omnis

essentia est a summa essentia."). S-234f.(I).

1® Cf. Monologion, Ch. 9: "NuUo namque pacto fieri potest aliquid ration-

abiliter ab aliquo, nisi in facientis ratione praecedat aliquod rei faciendae

quasi exemplum, sive aptius dicitur forma, vel simihtudo, aut regula." S-24.

12-14(1).
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be what, and as, it ought to be? Anselm's counter is to observe

that "ought" is often used ambiguously. There can be a sense in

which the same action both ought and ought not be done. Jesus

ought to have been put to death because God willed man's salva-

tion thereby; yet insofar as his death was the outcome of evil

wills, he ought not to have been killed.

With a pointed comparison between truth of action and truth

of signification, Anselm consolidates his overall argument (Ch.

9): (1) There is a sense in which, as urged above, no one can

do that which he ought not; for the very fact of his having done

something indicates that it ought to have occurred, inasmuch as

God permitted it to occur. (2) In another respect, some actions

are morally wrong and hence should not have been done. Recall-

ing, then, that any action which is morally right is a good action

and that every good action "does the truth," Anselm is able to

maintain that when someone does a morally right action, he is

thereby "telling the truth." When he does a morally v^ong action,

he is thereby "telling a lie." What Anselm now wants to assert is

a parallel between truth in an action and truth in a proposition:

( 1 ) Ordinarily we call a proposition true when it correctly states

what is the case; this truth belongs to the proposition acciden-

tally, for it can be lost if the state of affairs referred to changes

or disappears. By comparison we ordinarily say that an action

ought to be done—or, by Anselmian reasoning, that it is true-

when it is morally upright. Thus, as a proposition is true by virtue

of coinciding with what is the case, an action is true by virtue

coinciding with what ought (morally) to be the case. (2) But a

proposition which has been meaningfully constructed has a natu-

ral truth—one which it never loses, irrespective of whether the

conditions referred to actually prevail at the time the proposition

is uttered. Similarly, an action, having been allowed to happen,

"signifies" as it ought (and has an inherent truth), irrespective

of whether it is done at the right place, at the right time, to the

right person—in short, irrespective of its moral probity. A com-

parison analogous to that between propositions and actions also

holds between propositions and thoughts: (1) A thought is true

if it is what a person ought (morally) to be thinking; and not

every thought has this kind of truth. (2) A thought also, by the

very fact of its having taken place, signifies that it ought (per-
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missively) to have taken place; and every thought has this kind

of truth.

The same argument holds for acts of wilhng and also for the

occurrence of events (so that there is truth in the essence of all

things ) . By this line of reasoning Anselm is able to show that not

only propositions but also thoughts, vohtions, actions, and occur-

rences are significative. Moreover, they signify in a double way,

just as propositions do. Having in this fashion consohdated his

argument and shown that what is common to all the things we
call true is their rightness, Anselm is now ready to lay down a

definition of truth: truth is "rightness perceptible only to the

mind." Rightness itself is related to the notion of "oughtness": a

thing is right when it is as it ought to be. But being or doing what
one ought—and doing it for the reason one ought—is also the def-

inition of "justice." Therefore justice is apparently the same thing

as rightness, and rightness the same thing as truth. Yet, continues

Anselm, the notion of justice seems to be narrower than the

notion of rightness. Stones do what is right and what they ought

when they fall toward the earth; but we would scarcely call their

doing so just. So justice is found only in rational creatures, who
can know what they ought to will. And willing rightly involves

both willing the right object and willing it for the right reason.

After a lengthy series of distinctions Anselm concludes that jus-

tice is rightness, or uprightness, of will kept for its own sake. He
has thus defined both truth and justice in terms of rightness.

Justice is a sub-class of the class of truths: although it is rightness

perceptible to the mind alone, it is, more narrowly, rightness of

will—and still more specifically, rightness of will maintained for

its own sake.

C. Truth As One Eternal Being.

The dialogue concludes with a statement and defense of the

view that the truth in all things is one eternal being, namely God.

Anselm has purported to show that truth, in every case, is a kind

of rightness. But rightness is a concept which is more inclusive

than the concept "truth," for there is a perceptible rightness in

material objects. The straightness of a stick is a rightness visible

to the senses; but in any usual sense of the word this is not the

truth of that object. Hence, Anselm limits the definiens of
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**truth" so that it excludes the straightness of material objects.

"Truth is Tightness perceptible only to the mind."

If truth is perceptible only to the mind, then it is possible that

it exists independently of the objects it is in, so that it does not

perish when they do. In such case, truth would be one eternal

being. It would be one because it has a single nature ( viz., Tight-

ness ); it would be eternal and independently existing because

it would not perish when the things it was in perished nor would

it exist as a quality of anything else. However, truth could be

neither one nor eternal if it existed in things as straightness

exists in a stick. For while straightness qua straightness is a uni-

versal, straightness qua particular straightness is as multiple

as the objects it is in. For when a straight stick is destroyed, the

particular straightness existing in it perishes—even though other

straightnesses do not perish. Hence, particular straightness is

many, not one.

In order to show that truth is one, Anselm must show that it

is a universal and as such is perceptible only to the mind. He
infers from his discussions of truth in actions, wills, thoughts, and

the senses that truth is always a form of Tightness whereby a

thing does as it ought. He argues that this universal Tightness

exists independently of the things it is in, so that even if those

objects which are right perish, the Tightness which is in them

does not perish. From this he concludes that truth is eternal.

Properly speaking. Tightness is not "in things" but things are "in

Rightness." In his earher discussion of truth of reference Anselm

has already implicitly asserted that truth exists as one eternal

being. For even when a proposition lacks a truth of reference

because it asserts something which is false, Rightness ( or Truth

)

exists and puts a demand on it to refer as it ought. Since Truth

exists, but does not exist in the proposition when it refers falsely,

it must exist independently of it. When a proposition has a truth

of reference, it participates in that Truth which exists independ-

ently of the proposition and which places a demand on the

proposition to signify as it should even when it does not signify

as it should.

If there were not some case of an "accidental" truth available,

Anselm would not be entitled to contend that truth exists inde-

pendently of the things it is in. His argument depends on their
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being something which has a demand put upon it by something

else, whether that first thing does or does not fulfill the demand.

If every truth were a natural truth, however, this argument

could not be made, since there would be no case when a thing

existed without its being true ( the truth in the essence of things )

,

and hence there could not be something which had a demand
put upon it whether it fulfilled that demand or not. If every

truth were a truth of nature, we could conclude that truth is a

universal, but not that it is eternal or that it exists independently

of the objects it is in. Of course, it might exist independently, but

no argument could be given for this supposition. There would be

no way of knowing whether the truth of things existed after those

things had perished (unless one simply postulated that all uni-

versals exist eternally), and hence there would be no way of

proving that truth is one being. But because all truth is right-

ness, and because in one case rightness exists independently of

the things it is in, Anselm has a reason for concluding that in all

cases truth exists independently of the things it is said to be in.

The student poses a final problem. The straightness of sticks

is multiple because when sticks which are straight perish, their

particular straightness also perishes. Perhaps then, the fact that

truths of reference can perish (i.e., propositions may be false)

means that the propositions they are in also perish with them and

that these truths are as numerous as the things they are in. The
analogy the student develops is not between the straightness of

a stick and truth, but between truth and the color of a material

object. "Color has its existence or non-existence through a ma-

terial object. For as long as a material object exists it is necessary

that its color exist, but when a material object perishes, it is

impossible for its color to remain." ( DV, Ch. 13

)

"Straightness" is an accident of a stick, so that a stick may
exist without being straight, though it may not exist without a

shape (a categorical determination); but color is itself a cate-

gorical determination of material objects, so that no material

object may exist without some land of color. (Anselm holds that

even transparent objects have color, namely, the color of glass.)

The student suggests that truth of reference is a categorical

determination of a proposition just as color is a categorical deter-

mination of a material object, and that if truth of reference
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perishes, then we may infer that the proposition it was in must

also have perished.

Anselm opposes the student's analogy by recalhng his earlier

distinction between the two truths of a proposition. The per-

ishing of color in a material object is concomitant with the

perishing of the material object itself. But when a truth of ref-

erence perishes, the proposition it is in has not also perished. A
proposition which lacks a truth of reference exists even without

that truth and still has a natural truth in it. Hence it exists, and

is naturally correct, and Correctness still puts a demand on it.

Thus Anselm infers from a proposition's lack of a truth of refer-

ence that truth exists independently of the things it is in, and is

one eternal being; and he uses a proposition's truth of meaning

to show that the perishing of a truth of reference does not imply

that there are as many truths as there are things truth is in.

The dialogue draws to a close. Anselm asks the student

whether he can think of any other arguments to show that truth

is many instead of one, and the student confesses he cannot.

Anselm then concludes: "So rightness is one and the same in

all things." And he goes on to state explicitly the doctrine of

participation whereby the many things that are true are true by

virtue of their participation in Truth, which he now equates

with God.

We do not say "the time of this" or "the time of that" because

time is in things, but because things are in time. Now time,

when considered in itself, is not called the time of any par-

ticular thing; but when we consider things which are in time,

we say "the time of this thing" or "the time of that thing." So

too. Supreme Truth, subsisting in and of itself, is not the truth

of any particular thing; but when some thing is in accordance

with Supreme Truth, then we speak of the truth, or rightness,

ofthatthing. (DV,Ch. 13)

Anselm has attempted to give an argument for the Platonic

thesis that if truth is a universal, then it must exist independently

of the things it is in. He has done this by combining the Platonic

notion of participation with the Aristotelian notion of correspond-

ence. He wishes to aflBrm that when a proposition has truth of

reference (right correspondence), it participates in the Rightness
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of all things. When a proposition has a truth of reference, it has

a double participation in truth. This theory of double par-

ticipation is Anselm's way of conflating two philosophical tradi-

tions. His insistence that if there are truths there must be Truth

is reminiscent of Augustine's argument in De Libero Arbitrio.

But his defense of this position by drawing upon the Aristotelian

theory of the truth of propositions is an important contribution

to the history of philosophy.

Anselm began this dialogue with the credal statement that

God is Truth. He had hoped to provide a rational demonstration

for his belief that all the many truths we ascribe to objects,

actions, and events owe their character to God, Who is Supreme
Truth. In attempting to exhibit "necessary reasons" for dogmas
of faith, Anselm initiates one of the methods of scholasticism.

Even when he fails to be convincing, his concern to furnish these

dogmas a philosophical justification is appealing.

IV. Anselm s Doctrine of Will

Anselm puzzles over the same problems as Augustine: namely,

how is free choice compatible with divine foreknowledge and

predestination, and how is freedom of choice to be defined?

Anselm's thinking on the question of free will occurs mainly in

four treatises: De Libertate, De Concordia, Cur Deus Homo, and

De Conceptu Virginali. Although he speaks both of libera volun-

tas (S-222.7ff.(I) ) and libertas arbitrii rationalis voluntatis

( S-225.24ff . ( I ) ) , the second is his usual phrase—shortened to

liberum arbitrium}^ This choice belongs necessarily to a will;

and as long as nothing compels the will, the will's act of choice

is free. "VelW is rendered in English as "to will," "to want," "to

wish." Anselm understands the will to be not only the faculty by

which a man chooses or consents but also a faculty of desire, for

"the will is desire."^^ He distinguishes voluntas from appetitus,

11 "Hac libertate rationalis naturae et arbitrium liberum et voluntas libera

dicitur." {De Concordia, Q.l, Ch. 6). 8-257.27(11).
12 "quoniam et concupiscentia et desiderium voluntas est. 5-245.1(1). Note

that in De Concordia, Q.3, Ch. 11, Anselm distinguishes the will into three

components: voluntas instrumentum, voluntas affectio, voluntas usus. In DL
voluntas affectio is not mentioned.
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the desires of appetite, which in themselves are neither good nor

bad, but become good or bad depending upon whether the will

consents to them when it should or when it should not.^*^ Animals

as well as man possess the faculty of will; but since their wills are

governed by appetite, they are not free. A horse may consent to

follow its appetites, but this is the consent of natural necessity,

since it derives from the horse's nature. By contrast a man, under

guidance of reason, may and should choose to act upon the

appetites only when the time is suitable, morally or convention-

ally speaking. Anselm sets out to show that a man's consent is

never the consent of natural necessity or external compulsion and

that the will, accordingly, is always free.

A. The Ability To Sin And Not To Sin.

Anselm wishes to defend the thesis that free choice is "the

ability to keep uprightness of will for its own sake." The dialogue

On Freedom of Choice begins, therefore, with an argument ex-

cluding "ability to sin" from the definition of free choice. "I

don't think that freedom of choice is the ability either to sin or

not to sin," says the teacher. "Indeed, if this were its definition,

then neither God nor the angels who are not able to sin would

have free choice." (DL, Ch. 1) Since an adequate definition

must specify what is common and only what is common to all

choices that are free, the definition of freedom must exclude

whatever is not essential to all free choices. Therefore, since God

is free, even though He has no ability to sin, the definition of free

choice cannot be "the ability either to sin or not to sin."

If we were to weigh Anselm's line of thinking in the light of

Wittgenstein's proposal that definitions need not identify common

traits, but merely "family resemblances," we might deem it proper

to call both God and man free even though freedom in man's

case included "the ability to sin." But in the face of such an

objection, Anselm would have other considerations to bring forth

in favor of his definition. For he seems to understand free choice

as something which exhibits characteristics parallel to the truth

of propositions. This suggestion coincides not only with the

structure of his arguments and the order in which he arranges

13 De Conceptu Virginali, Ch. 4.
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the dialogues, but also with his paradigm case of a free act, viz.,

telling the truth. The term "freedom" designates that character-

istic of a choice whereby a man is able "to keep uprightness of

will for its own sake," i.e„ to choose what is good. In this sense

freedom is like the "natural truth of a proposition." For natural

truth is that by which a proposition is able to do as it ought,

namely, to state the truth; in the same way, freedom is that

"natural truth" of volition whereby a will is able to do as it

ought, namely, choose the good. Just as the purpose (and hence

the definition ) of a proposition is that it be able to state the truth

but not that it be able to state a lie, so the purpose (and hence

the definition) of choice qua free choice is that it be able to

choose the good but not that it be able to choose evil. (Cf. DV,
Ch. 2 with DL, Ch. 3)

We can now, perhaps, better understand the answer that

Anselm gives to the next problem the student raises concerning

the distinction between the ability to choose what is good and

the ability to sin. It appears, argues the student, that if free

choice is only an ability to choose the good, then the abihty to

choose evil must not be grounded in free choice; hence Satan

and Adam could have sinned only by necessity. In such case,

how could their acts have been culpable? Anselm replies in terms

of the definition set forth above. Satan and Adam

sinned through their own choice, which was free, and not

through that by which it was free, namely, the ability not to

sin and not to serve sin. Rather, they sinned by the ability they

had for sinning, which neither helped them towards the free-

dom of not sinning nor compelled them into the service of sin.

(DL,Ch.2)

The subtlety here is that although the ability to sin is grounded

in free choice (i.e., in the ability to choose the good), it is not

part of the definition of free choice. Freedom is essentially an

ability to choose the good. But when one has such a power, he

may also choose evil; however being able to choose evil is an

accidental feature of the will. So whoever has an ability to choose

evil and does choose evil, sins by his own choice; and he was

free because he was able not to si.i. However, he does not sin by

having been able to choose the good, but by having been able to
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choose evil. He is therefore both free and culpable. Having the

ability to sin implies, for Anselm, having the ability not to sin,

even though the reverse is not the case; for whoever has the

accident of a nature has the nature itself, even though whoever

has a nature may not possess an accidental specification which it

is possible for that nature to have. With this, Anselm's argument

is secure—but at the price of making it logically ( semantically

)

impossible that anyone should perform an evil deed through that

ability by which freedom is defined.

The argument for a univocal definition of freedom as ability

to choose the good has, thinks Anselm, a second defense. Some-

one might object that God is able to choose evil but never

actually does. Were this so, "ability to sin' might properly be

added to the definition of freedom, for it would be a common
property of all free wills. In order to exclude this kind of argu-

ment, Anselm takes up a line of inquiry based on a notion which

seems rather strange today, namely, the idea of a greater and

lesser perfection of natures. He begins by asking the student:

'Which will seems the more free to you: the will whose ability

not to sin is such that it can in no way be turned away from the

uprightness of not sinning, or the will which can in some way be

turned to sinning?" (DL, Ch. 1) The student replies that the

second will seems to be more free than the first. Anselm then

produces the following argument: "But don't you see that some-

one who possesses what is fitting and advantageous in such

a way that he can't lose it is more free than someone else who
possesses the same thing in such a way that he can lose it and

be drawn towards what is unfitting and disadvantageous?" (DL,

Ch. 1) Anselm concludes that the will which does not possess

an ability to choose evil is more free than the will which possesses

this ability.

To understand this argument, we must interpret the expression

**more free" as referring to a dignity or perfection of essence.

Anselm is not denying that to possess two abilities is arithmeti-

cally "more" than to possess one ability, and that the will which

has both the ability to choose good and the ability to choose evil

has something more in this sense. Rather, he is asking whether it

would be a greater good, or perfection, for a will to have both

abilities essentially, instead of having only one. Is the essence of
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a will which has both abilities of greater dignity and perfection

than the essence of a will which has only the ability to choose the

good? For since God is the most perfect Being, He will neces-

sarily possess that kind of freedom which is most perfect. As soon

as the question is posed in this way, we see the significance of

Anselm's insistence that for a will to possess both the abihty to

choose the good and the ability to choose evil is not better than

for it to possess only the ability to choose the good. If choosing

evil is not a perfection, then possession of an ability to choose evil

constitutes a loss of essential dignity. If God had the ability to

will evil, then His not doing so would be only a contingent fact.

And a being who is only contingently perfect is inferior to a

being who is necessarily perfect.

B. Ability and Use.

Anselm must now demonstrate that no one can lose the natural

freedom of choice which he has; i.e., he must show that a man
always possesses an ability to choose what and as he should,

even though he may not actually choose the good. He accom-

plishes this by distinguishing the ability which someone has from

his use of that ability.

Suppose you know a man so strong that when he is holding a

wild bull, the bull cannot get away. What if you should see the

same man holding a ram, and see the ram shake himself loose

from the man's hands: would you think the man less strong

when he is holding a ram than when he is holding a bull?

The student replies:

I should think that his strength was the same in both cases,

but that he didn't use his strength equally—for to hold a bull

is harder than to hold a ram. The man is strong because he has

strength, but his action is said to be strong because it is done
in a strong way. (DL, Ch. 7)

From this analogy Anselm reasons that when a man yields to

temptation, he still has an ability not to yield, even though he

does not use this ability which he has. For if a man always has

an ability to choose the good, then he always has an abihty to

refuse evil. Hence, he can always resist temptation.
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One way to ascribe an ability is on the basis of the occurrence

of an action; if someone does something, it follows analytically

that he has the ability to do it. When there is no case of some-

one's using an ability, it is diflScult to know why he should be

said to have it. Of course, we may ascribe ability where no test

has been made ( or action performed ) ,
provided the resemblance

to cases where such tests have been made is close. So then, we
might argue that A had the ability to do X at time ti—i.e., he

could have done it—even though he did not do X at U. The ground

for the truth of this assertion might be our knowledge that A
has performed just such an action on similar occasions in similar

circumstances. Again, we might ascribe ability to A to do X even

if he should never actually do X. Our support for this would

come from the fact of other people's being able to do X, together

with the judgment that there is no relevant respect in which A
differs from other people, within a stipulated context of consid-

erations
(
part of what is meant by relevant ) . So we are justified

in saying of a particular horse that it can carry a 300-pound

rider, even though it may never do so. And if it should die with-

out having done so, it would still be true that it could have done

so. ( It was not lame; it showed no signs of sickness, etc. ) It had

the strength, ability, power to do so. We know this because

other such horses have proven able to sustain such loads. This

fact together with the fact of there being no counter-evidence of

disability warrants the inference. And such an inference ordi-

narily counts as knowledge. Now, in this sense, a man may have

an ability which, nevertheless, he has exercised on no occasion.

But Anselm does not ascribe to rational nature the "ability to

choose rightly" on the basis of (or by inference from) any action.

Rather, he lays it down as part of the general definition of a

rational nature that it always possesses this power.

But even if we could grant the legitimacy of Anselm's ascribing

to rational nature a general ability to choose rightly, it would

still be necessary to reject his claim that when a man fails to

choose rightly, it is always because he does not use his ability

"strongly enough." Consider his example of the bull and the

ram. There is an obvious sense in which a man can be said to be

able to subdue a ram if he can actually subdue a bull (on the

supposition that the former is weaker than the latter). But if on



32 Editors' Introduction

a particular occasion a man fails to hold down a ram, what
allows our saying that he could have done so on that occasion?

If the "could have" ascription is to make sense here, it must be
filled out by adding conditions: "He could have, if he hadn't

slipped," "He could have if he had had a good night's sleep," etc.

Anselm's language of ability is misleading. For the suggestion

that a man had the strength to subdue a ram, but did not use this

strength makes sense only in the general case. If a man has

strength enough to hold down a given animal, then in general he

has strength enough to hold down a weaker animal. In the

exceptional circumstance, his failure to master the weaker animal

must be accounted for by pointing to some unusual occurrence.

If he were sick that day, then he was unable to use his full

strength, so to speak. But now, the distinction between ability

and use of that ability collapses, for to say he was unable to use

his strength is the same as saying that on that particular day his

strength was gone, i.e., on that day, he had an inability (remem-

ber how Delilah saw that Samson's strength "had left him"). A
man's yielding to temptation in a specific circumstance is pre-

cisely the kind of case where the distinction between having an

ability and using that ability is in danger of collapsing. For to say

that A had the ability to resist but did not use it may be the

same as saying that in that situation he was unable to resist. One
additional stipulation is necessary: The distinction collapses pro-

vided that no conditional clause is added. It would make sense,

for instance, to say that "A could have resisted doing X if he had

known he would be arrested." His abihty and its exercise are

distinguishable when there is some ground for supposing that

additional knowledge would have motivated A to act differently.

When we believe that no additional knowledge would have

motivated him to act differently, and when we see signs of an

inner struggle, we ordinarily say that A was unable (rather than

unwilling) to do otherwise.

The trick of Anselm's argument is to reduce all "unable occa-

sions" to "unwilling occasions." But in so doing, he loses any

meaningful distinction between ability and inability-. To say "I

had the abihty to do it, but didn't use my ability," gives rise to

the rejoinder: "Why didn't you use it? Were you unwilling to or
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unable to?*' And answers to both these questions lead to an

infinite regression.

C. Acting Against One's Will.

Anselm's contention that a man always has the ability to choose

rightly leaves the student unsatisfied on one special point. For

even if this is generally the case, isn't it true that what is meant

by a person's "being overcome by temptation" is that his will is

constrained, or forced, to sin? And do we not often see cases

where men actually do choose something which is against their

will—as when a man is forced to lie in order to save his life?

Anselm replies to this question by proposing a distinction

between two senses of "choosing against one's will." Suppose

someone is placed in a situation where he must either lie or be

killed. (DL, Ch. 5) If such a person values life more than truth,

he will tell a lie. But if he values truth more than life, he will not

lie. His choice is contingent upon the kind of person he is. He is

not compelled to lie, and he is not constrained to tell the truth.

Whichever he opts for, he does so freely—for he could have

decided differently, since he had the ability to do either the one

or the other. He is placed in a situation where he must "either lie

or be killed" against his will; but the particular alternative he

chooses is not against his will. For he does not choose "to lie"

against his will, nor does he choose "to save his life" against his

will. If such a person had a vision of the heavenly reward which

would be his immediately after death were he to tell the truth,

or if he had a glimpse of the punishment which would ensue

from telling the lie, then without doubt, notes Anselm, he would

choose the truth.

Put another way, anyone in the straits of such a forced option

would find it necessary "either to lie or to be killed"; but it would

not be necessary for him to lie, for he could let himself be killed,

and it would not be necessary to be killed, for he could lie. The

alternatives are limited, but the choice between the alternatives

is free. There is, of course, another sense in which the man may
be unwilling to be put to death. For he has two choices: he may
will the truth for its own sake and death for the sake of the truth;

or he may will the lie for the sake of his life. In the first instance
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he may be unwilling to be put to death even though he wills to

let himself be put to death. And in the second instance, he may
be unwilling to lie, in that he does not will the lie for its own
sake; but he is not unwilling to lie, in that he chooses the lie

in preference to death. Thus there is a clear sense in which he is

willing to lie.

Perhaps, however, this man unwillingly wills the lie; perhaps

he is constrained to will the lie. Anselm does not allow this move.

A man can be bound against his will because he can be bound
unwillingly; a man can be tortured against his will because he
can be tortured unwillingly; a man can be killed against his

will because he can be killed unwillingly. But a man cannot

will against his will because he cannot will unwillingly to will.

For everyone who wills, wills willingly. (DL, Ch. 5)

In short, there is a sense in which a man who wills death for

the sake of the truth is both willing and not willing to die.

Similarly, there may be a sense in which someone who wills a

lie for the sake of his life is not willing to lie, though, in another

sense, he is not lying against his will. There can be no further

regress, for just as the man who lies in such circumstances does

not lie unwillingly, because he could have chosen death, so also

when he wills to lie, he willingly wills to lie, because it is impos-

sible to will anything unwillingly. Thus an alien force may attack

the will without the will's consent, but it cannot overcome the

will without the will's consent.

In effect, then, Anselm is suggesting that a man's consent

always ( and necessarily ) derives from himself. When he chooses,

he chooses willingly, and therefore freely. "Can anyone deny that

his will is free to keep uprightness, and free from both temptation

and sin, if no temptation can turn his will, against his will, from

uprightness to sin, i.e., to willing what it ought not?" (DL, Ch. 5)

But the argument begs the question. For it really assumes what

was supposed to be proved. In other words, ( 1 ) the "argument"

construes "something's compelling the will" as meaning "some-

thing's moving the will against one's will." (2) This construal is

then shown to be self-contradictory. ( 3 ) From this it immediately

follows that nothing can compel the will. But this immediate

inference might be taken as a sign of faulty analysis of the notion
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of "compelling the will." Anselm "defines" compulsion in such a

way that it is self-contradictory. Thus on the basis of a tenden-

tious definition he establishes that no will is ever compelled. This

is scarcely an argument and is handled best by questioning the

plausibility of the definition.

D. Anselm and Austin.

Our discussion of Anselm's treatment of the usages of language

suggests certain parallels with contemporary philosophical in-

terests. Perhaps at no point is this resemblance more striking than

in the discussion of free will by the contemporary English

philosopher, J. L. Austin. In dealing with the question of free

will, Professor Austin has recently adopted, nolens volens, an

Anselmic account of ability.^'* Leading up to discussing his

conception of ability, he points out that the "if" in "I can if I

choose" is not the "if" of causal condition. For instance, it is not

like "if" in "If I run, I pant." The latter statement refers to a

causal connection, so that the contrapositive follows: If I do not

pant, I do not run. But, regarding the former statement, it makes

no clear sense to assert "If I cannot, then I do not choose to."

Expressions such as "can do X (if I choose)" or "could have done

X (had I chosen)," argues Austin, are not straightforwardly

analyzable into expressions such as "would have done X (had I

chosen)," or "should have done X (had I chosen)." The proper

analysis of "can" and "could have" is not immediately clear, for

the sense of these words changes with the different roles they play.

Sometimes 1 could have' is equivalent to the Latin Totui'

and means 1 was in a position to': sometimes it is equivalent

to the Latin Totuissem' and means T should have been in a

position to'. Exactly similar is the double role of 'could', which
is sometimes a conditional meaning 'should be able to', but also

sometimes a past indicative (indefinite) meaning 'was able

to'. . .
}^

**K could have done X" may indicate: (1) that A had both the

ability and the opportunity to do X, (2) that he had the oppor-

^^ "If and Cans," in his Philosophical Papers (Oxford: Clarendon Press,

1961).
15 Ihid., p. 163.
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tiinity but lacked the ability, or (3) that he had the ability but

lacked the opportunity.

Thus "I could have ruined you" may mean: (1) All the condi-

tions for my ruining you were fulfilled ( I had the money and the

cleverness). All I had to do was decide to and to act upon this

decision. (2)1 could have ruined you—if only I had been a good

public speaker. Everything was opportune. I had only to phrase

my words convincingly. But that's precisely what I couldn't do.

(3) One or more conditions for ruining you were lacking, so that

my choice and subsequent action would not have precipitated

your ruin; but I had the abihty to ruin you had the conditions

been fulfilled. In the first instance, I actually could have ruined

you had I wanted. In the second and third instances, had other

conditions obtained (e.g., had I had more money yesterday, or

had I been properly trained) I actually could have ruined you.

Now, to say as in the first case that I actually could have done X
(though I did not) is not to say that I should have done it. It

means, continues Austin, that with all the relevant conditions

just the way they were, I could have done X. Whether I would

have ruined you is a question of motivation—f^a^ I could have, a

question of ability. I missed the putt with the golf ball, say, but

I am convinced that I could have made it (with the same ball,

on the same green, with the same iron, from the same distance).

But if I tried my hardest . . . and missed, surely there must

have been something that caused me to fail, that made me un-

able to succeed? So that I could not have holed it. Well a

modern belief in science, in there being an explanation of

everything, may make us assent to this argument. But such a

belief is not in line with the traditional beliefs enshrined in the

word can [e.g., Anselm's beliefs]: according to them, a human
ability or power or capacity is inherently hable not to produce

success, on occasion, and that for no reason (or are bad luck

and bad form sometimes reasons? ).^^

Thus, to maintain that an agent could have done otherwise is,

sometimes at least, to ascribe to him an "ability or power or

capacity." Austin refuses to countenance a deterministic picture

of ability; for he beheves that in some cases someone who has

i« Ibid., p. 166n.
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the ability to do X could have done it, though nothing about the

circumstance should have changed except the attempt. But

Austin encounters the same basic difficulty as Anselm, viz., he

does not furnish criteria for determining occasions when a person

"really could have done X'* and occasions when he "really could

not have done X." Without these criteria the notion of "having

been able" is in danger of becoming obscure. We cannot know
in what kinds of setting it is accurate to say of a golfer "he was

able to make the putt" unless we know in what kinds of setting

it is accurate to say "He was not able to make the putt." Austin

may be right in believing that "A could have made the shot" is

not satisfactorily analyzable into "A would have made the shot

if . .
." But he comes close to making only an uninformative

statement when, by extension, he is seen to suggest that a golfer

who shoots consistently under 70 and misses an easy putt, was

able to have holed it. Perhaps he was on that occasion, perhaps

not on another. Hov/ does one tell? Is the criterion for his "having

been able" simply that he is a "good" golfer ( defined as shooting

consistently under 70)? Or is it immediately clear that with all

the same conditions fulfilled, he really could have made the shot?

If so, then there is something elusive about the meaning of

"same." There may or may not be a reason for everything. But

bad form is certainly a different kind of reason from bad luck.

(The latter may not even be a reason; but the former certainly

is.) Bad form is usually thought to be one condition among
others, so that if all the conditions were the same, the same

result would ensue. Moreover, being a good golfer involves

having developed a skill. But whereas having a skill is indeed

possessing an ability, not all actions are the products of skills,

and not all abilities are skills. For example, choosing, per se, is

not a skill—though choosing the right word to complete a thought

or the right answer to a mathematical puzzle might, and usually

does, involve skill. Hence the criteria for attributing "to have

been able" must differ with the nature of the action. Austin is in

agreement with Anselm that one may have an ability which he

does not exercise.^^ But like Anselm, he does not make it clear

when to ascribe such an ability and when not to.

1"^ Cf. Anselm, who speaks of some actions as having no cause except the

mere abihty to will. ( DCD, Ch. 27

)
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E. "Keeping Uprightness for Its Own Sake."

Anselm's concern to establish that man is always free even if

he never uses his freedom to accomplish any actual good arises in

part out of his desire to affirm two statements which are impor-

tant to Christian doctrine: ( 1 ) The nature of man is characterized

by freedom, and man does not lose his nature as a consequence

of the Fall; (2) since the Fall, man's condition is so changed by
sin that he no longer can use his free choice to accomplish any

good deed (in the strict sense of the phrase ).^^ The fact of the

matter is, however, that Anselm has made it extremely difficult

for himself to defend these two theses. For by removing the

"ability to sin" from the definition of free choice, and by circum-

scribing freedom as a strict ability to choose the good, he seems

to have made it almost meaningless to say that fallen man, who
never uses his freedom to do good, actually is free. We have

explored the difficulties of Anselm's view in the preceding sec-

tions. But as we shall see, Anselm wants to maintain this par-

ticular view of freedom ( in spite of its difficulties ) because it is

consistent with his understanding of grace.

An alternative way to defend the two theological propositions

mentioned above was taken by Augustine, who defined the idea

of human freedom as a mere power of willing. Augustine sees

an unregenerate man's actual sinning as the ground for ascribing

to him a free choice—for freedom is simply the ability to choose

what one desires. Anselm has brought the object of choice into

the definition of "free choice" by defining it as "the ability to

keep uprightness"; but Augustine defines freedom as a mere
power of choosing, and in a sense regards the object of that

choice as an accident of freedom. Augustine holds that freedom

encompasses the whole range of possibilities relating to sinning.

Original man freely chooses either to sin or not to sin; fallen man
freely chooses to sin but is not free not to sin;^^ beatified man
freely chooses the good and is not free to sin.

^8 On Anselm's view, even when unredeemed fallen man chooses the right

end, he does not do so from the right inclinations.

^^ "Sicut enim qui se occidit, utique vivendo se occidit, sed se occidendo

non vivit, nee se ipsum poterit resuscitare cum occiderit: ita cum libero

peccaretur arbitrio, victore peccato amissum est liberum arbitrium. . .
."

Enchiridion, Ch. 30. PL, 40, p. 247.
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(Adam

)

posse peccare posse non peccare

non posse non peccare

( fallen man

)

non posse peccare

( beatified man

)

Augustine reconciles the two theological affirmations above by

defining fallen man's freedom as an ability to choose evil.

He serves freely who performs the will of his master with

pleasure. By this token, a man who is a servant to sin is free to

sin. Hence, he will be free to do what is upright (juste) only

if, after having been freed from sin, he becomes a servant to

justice. In the case of someone's being a servant to justice

there is both true freedom, because of delight in upright deeds,

and holy servitude, because of obedience to God's commands.^^

But Anselm would never regard someone's sinning and taking

pleasure in sin as evidence of freedom.

Anselm does have one way to support his position that a man
always has the freedom to choose the good (or to keep upright-

ness of will for its own sake ) , and it depends precisely upon the

fact that he has specified the object of choosing within the defini-

tion of free choice itself. Interestingly enough, his solution leads

to the conclusion that fallen man is at once both able and not

able to choose the good—though in different respects. He explains

this to the student:

Anyone who has sight has the ability and the instrument for

seeing a mountain. But if there were no mountain around, and
you said to someone "See the mountain," he would answer: "I

can't, because there is no mountain around; but if there were
one, I could see it." Yet suppose there were a mountain, but

20 Enchiridion, Ch. 30. PL, 40, p. 247. Cf. also Enchiridion, Ch. 105. PL,

40, p. 281: "The will by which we will to be happy is not to be re-

proached, or called unfree, or called no will at all. By means of this will

we want happiness and do not—indeed cannot—want unhappiness. Now,
just as our soul in this life does not will wretchedness, so in the next life

it will never be able to will wickedness."
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no light; and suppose you said "See the mountain." This time

he would reply to you, "I can't see it because there is no light;

but if there were light, I could see it." Or suppose, in another

case, that the man were to have sight, and that there were a

mountain, and that light were present, but something ob-

structed his vision—as if someone covered the man's eyes—then
he would say, "I can't see the mountain." But if nothing

obstructed his vision, then, without doubt, he could see the

mountain. (DL, Ch. 3)

From this example Anselm concludes that actually seeing a

mountain requires the presence of not just one, but three abil-

ities. A man must be able to see the mountain, a mountain must

be able to be seen, and there must be light "in-between" which

is the medium of seeing. When any one of these three powers

or abilities is absent, we do not deny that the other two are

present and would be effective in actually seeing the mountain

if the third "ability" were also present. Hence, if a man never

actually sees a mountain, this does not mean that he is unable

to see a mountain—for it may be that there was never a mountain

near enough to be seen. Similarly, if a man never actually does

any good deed, it may not mean that he was unable to do a good

deed but that there was no good available for him to do. And
if this is so, then we say that he is both able to choose the good

(because if there were a good available for him to choose, he

could actually choose it) and that he is unable to choose the

good (because there is no good available for him to choose).

Now this seems like a strange argument, for we do not ordi-

narily think of choosing the good as analogous to seeing a

mountain. And we do not ordinarily think of a good as something

available for the will to choose in the same way that a mountain

might be available for sight to see. But this is precisely Anselm's

notion, and with it we can finally understand the exact meaning

of the assertion that freedom of choice ir "the ability to keep

uprightness of will for its own sake."

In what sense is choosing good like seeing a mountain? The

obvious sense is that an object is specified in both cases. But

what is this good which Anselm regards as the object of a free

choice? He suggests what it is by a development of his earlier

example: "With respect to seeing light itself . . . the thing to be
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seen and the thing which aids our sight are one and the same/*

(DL, Ch. 4) When one sees hght, there are only two terms and

not three—for the thing which aids sight is the very thing which

is then seen. And in the case of doing what is right, the object

of the act and the rule of that act are not two separate things—

for the good which is the object of a just act is nothing other

than the conformity of that act to a right rule. So the "good" of

a just deed is the uprightness of the will chosen for the sake

of that uprightness itself. This is Anselm's reason for calling the

will's good "uprightness," which is only a characterization of an

act of willing, and his reason for designating it as "for its own
sake" in order to make clear that it is an end in itself.

In identifying the good of the will with "uprightness kept for

its own sake," Anselm has specified the act of "choosing the

good" as a "keeping "
(
servare ) . He calls free choice a "keeping"

because he holds that God did not create an ability to choose the

good before He created the good which the will was supposed

to choose. Rather, God created Adam both with an ability to

choose the good and already possessing the good which he was

supposed to choose (keep).

When a will was first given to the rational nature, it was—in
the moment of giving—turned by the Giver towards that which
it was supposed to will; or better, it was not first given and
then turned upright, but it was originally made upright. As
long as the will stood firm in this uprightness in which it was
made (and which we call truth or justice), it was just.

(DCD, Ch. 9)

With this statement Anselm can now argue his point that a man
always has the ability to keep uprightness of will for its own
sake ( ability to choose the good ) even if he never actually does

so. For in order actually to exercise an "ability to keep," the thing

to be kept must already be possessed. If anyone does not possess

such a thing, he still has the "ability to keep" without any diminu-

tion, and so he is said "to be able to keep it"; but in another

respect, of course, he is "not able to keep it"—not because he

could not keep it if he had it, but because he does not have it so

that he can actually keep it. For example, a man may have an

ability to drive a car, but not be able actually to drive a car
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since he has no car to drive. By comparison, once Adam had

thrown away the uprightness of will which was given to him in

the moment of creation, he could never thereafter actually do

good (keep uprightness), although he still possessed the native

power to keep uprightness if uprightness were restored to him.

In this way Anselm maintains that the "ability to choose the

good" was not diminished by the Fall, even though its actual use

is impossible once Adam deserted uprightness and the human
race fell. By this means, then, Anselm can contend that fallen

man is free, without following Augustine's method of defining

( human ) freedom as an indifferent power of choosing or desiring.

Moreover, Anselm is able to assert, contra Augustinum, that un-

redeemed fallen man, like original man, is essentially able not to

sin, so that he can always resist temptation.

F. Grace AND Freedom.
In his preface to the three dialogues Anselm notes that he has

not in these writings explicitly considered the relationship of

grace to free choice. He takes up this issue in his later work

De Concordia, where he construes grace and free choice as co-

adjutors. Uprightness must be restored to the will of fallen man,

for his will cannot by its own volitions attain to uprightness. And
since only an upright will desires uprightness, the will must

already be upright before it wills uprightness. Through grace

God created man with an upright will; through free choice man
was supposed to keep this gift (by willing rightly). In baptized

infants there is not yet rational choice, and hence not yet free

choice; accordingly, grace alone accomplishes their salvation,

should they die. But in those men who have reached moral

responsibility, grace accomplishes salvation by assisting free

choice—and it assists by bestowing the uprightness which, through

free choice, is supposed to be kept. In this sense, free choice can

accomplish nothing without grace—grace itself coming as the

result of no antecedent merit.^^ Furthermore, Anselm even sug-

gests that grace may sometimes modify the power of temptation,

making it easier for an agent to choose as he ought.

21 "Sicut ergo illam nullus accipit nisi gratia praeveniente, ita nullus earn

servat nisi cadem gratia subsequente." {De Concordia, Q.3, Ch. 4) S-267.

15-16 (II).
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Except for this last suggestion Anselm's account of assistance

due to grace is less encompassing than Augustine's. This is

because Anselm conceives sin to have seriously affected neither

the noetic faculty nor the will of fallen man. By defining freedom

as an ability to keep uprightness, rather than as an ability to

regain it (once lost), Anselm is able to equate freedom with the

ability to resist temptation and to do what one ought. Hence for

the will to lack uprightness implies no handicap in regard to its

power to resist the lure of evil. For this reason Anselm conceives

the grace needed for salvation to operate upon a person's motiva-

tions rather than his abilities.

Anselm's theory of free choice is to be explained in part by

his understanding of the way grace works upon the will. He
understands grace to be substantial—something that can be com-

municated sacramentally. And this substantial grace can be

spoken of objectively as "something" which is restored to the

will. However, the actual thing given to the will is not some

object that the will can choose, but an inward disposition of will.

Hence, because Anselm conceives the uprightness of the will as

something given by grace, he falls into various confusions. For

he sometimes reifies uprightness by speaking of it in analogy

with material possessions, which a man may cast away or retain.

("So if uprightness were given again, a man could retain it.")

But "uprightness" also characterizes a subjective state of will: the

will which wills what it should and in the way it should is

upright.22 In being turned toward the good (objectively), Adam's

will was itself good (subjectively). And when Adam acted

rightly, or as he ought, he thereby kept the original uprightness

which inhered in his will. When he first chose evil, he lost this

state of will. So then, his will became deprived of uprightness by

choosing wrongly. Thus "keeping uprightness of will" and "desert-

22 "voluntas non est recta, quia vult recte, sed recte vult, quoniam est recta.

Cum autem vult banc rectitudinem, procul dubio recte vult. Non ergo vult

rectitudinem, nisi quia recta est. Idem autem est voluntati rectam esse et

rectitudinem habere, Palam igitur est quia non vult rectitudinem, nisi quia

rectitudinem babet. Non nego voluntatem rectam velle rectitudinem quam
nondum babet, quando vult maiorem quam babeat; sed dico nullam eam
posse velle rectitudinem, si non babet rectitudinem qua illam velit." (De
Concordia, Q.3, Cb. 3). S-265.28flF. (II).
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ing uprightness of will" are understood in terms of choosing one

thing or another.

But if "uprightness" is defined as a subjective state of will, how
can it be restored after a person has chosen (or acted) wrongly?

Apart from God's reconstituting the will, it seems impossible that

uprightness could be restored to the will. In Scripture the re-

deemed are spoken of as having been made to be "new crea-

tions."23 What can be restored is, subjectively, only the ability to

choose uprightly. Yet this is precisely what, on Anselm's account,

has never been lost.

V. Anselm's Doctrine of Evil.

Of the three dialogues, De Casu Diaboli is the most lucid, its

argument the most consistent, its movement the most organized.

Like the others it begins with an exegetical point: Is the Apostle

speaking only to men or also to angels when he asks, "What do

you have that you have not received?" (I Cor. 4:7) From this

question emerges the entire discussion of the origin and reality

of evil.

In this dialogue Anselm assumes the Augustinian argument

that evil is only the privation of being, and hence is intrinsically

nothing.2^ Augustine's position can be illustrated by the following

example: We call cancer an evil. Now cancer exists only in a

body, destroying it. As the cancer increases, the life of the body

is lessened. But when the cancer completely destroys the body it

is in, it also destroys itself, for a disease can only exist in a body

which is alive. Hence, since a disease is nothing after the body

it is in ceases to exist, a disease is only the lack of health in a

body. And since evil is like cancer, or a disease, it is only the

privation of good (or being). For when a good is totally de-

stroyed, then the evil which is its corruption is seen to be nothing.

This Augustinian theory lies behind Anselm's arguments in DCD.
The dialogue has a second characteristic which may strike the

contemporary reader as somewhat strange. This is Anselm's

treatment of the origin of evil in term.s of the fall of Satan, an

2MICor. 5:17.

2-* For Augustine's theory, see De Natura Boni. The specific example of the

corruption of a body is found in Ch. 20.
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angel. To focus the discussion of the origin and character of evil

on the fall of Satan is characteristic of the entire medieval tradi-

tion, and is not a novelty of Anselm's work alone. It has, inter-

estingly enough, peculiar advantages for a thorough treatment

of the problem, since it involves essentially a "thought experi-

ment" which focuses exclusively upon the moral character of the

finite will, considced by itself alone. Father W. Rossner, in his

introduction to Jacques Maritain's The Sin of the Angel ( a study

in St. Thomas) has noted the usefulness of putting the problem

in this way:

What is the nature of that choice we must make in the depths

of our will? . . . When we try to study this fundamental de-

cision of wil) in man, the difficulty is compounded. For in us

men the will is immersed in matter. A whole universe of bodily

life, of nutrition, growth, and reproduction, of sense knowledge
and passion, tends to complicate the problem, to obscure and
hide the will from our gaze. In the Angel, however, the same
fundamental problem of finite will is present in its full light,

in its simplicity and with all the shadows and obfuscations of

matter removed.^^

One does not have to believe in the existence of angels to appre-

ciate the heuristic usefulness of such a "thought experiment." In

fact, it was precisely an interest in the character of moral choice

per se that led Kant to focus directly upon it, distinguishing

sharply in his moral philosophy between will and inclination.

When we recall the frequency of the charge that Kant's distinc-

tion between these two terms is an invalid abstraction, funda-

mentally misrepresenting the moral situation, then we may better

appreciate the significance of the conceptual approach which the

medieval theologians took in focusing directly upon the nature of

the free choice of a pure spirit.

A. God as the Source of Being and Goodness.
Anselm argues that creatures receive all that they have from

25 Jacques Maritain, The Sin of the Angel (Westminister: Newman Press,

1959), trans, by W. Rossner, S.J., pp. x-xi. This work originally appeared

as "Le peche de I'Ange," Revue Thomiste, 1956, #2.
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God; for God, as the Highest Being, is the cause of all other

beings, and as the Highest Good, is the cause of all other goods.

But it seems, interrupts the student, that God is the cause not

only of everything that is, but also of everything that is-not. If

this is the case, then not only all being, but also all not-being

comes from Him. The argument is important to Anselm because

he wishes to contend that evil has no ontological status—that it

is nothing, or the privation of being. If God were the cause of

not-being as well as of being, then it would be possible to regard

Him as the Author of evil.

Anselm replies to the student's proposal by introducing two

senses of the word "cause."

The one who causes something to be other than it was, or

something to be difiFerent from what it is, is said "to cause

something to be" or "to cause something not to be." We also

apply these same expressions to someone who could cause

something not to be, but doesn't, or could cause something to

be, but doesn't. For example, not only is the man who attacks

someone said to make him naked and undressed, but also the

man who could restrain such an attacker and yet does not.

But we say this of the first one properly, and of the second

improperly. (DCD, Ch. 1)

When it is said that God "causes" the non-existence of things

(e.g., their destruction or their not being created), the word

"cause" is used in the second sense. But this second sense of the

word "cause," states Anselm, involves an improper usage. For to

abstain from exercising a power which one could exercise had he

so chosen, may imply some responsibility for the continuance of

a given state of affairs, but it does not involve the actual doing

of anything. Rather, it involves a "not-doing" something; and

hence it is improperly called a "causing" or a "doing." In his

Incomplete Work^^ Anselm develops four causal modes. Every

causing, he writes, is either (1) causing something to be, (2)

causing something not to be, ( 3 ) not causing something to be, or

( 4 ) not causing something not to be. The third and fourth modes

26 Ein neues unvollendetes Werk des hi. Anselm von Canterbury ( Miinster,

1936),pp. 29fF.
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are not properly "causes" at all, for they are "not-causing." Hence,

whenever we say that something was caused by someone's not-

causing it, we are speaking improperly, and we cannot conclude

from this to any "aflBrmation."

But this reasoning does not yet encompass all that Anselm

wants to say at this point. For if it is improper to say that God
"caused" a thing's non-existence by "not-causing" it to exist, we
must account for the fact that we do speak this way ordinarily

and that there seems to be some meaning in what we say. For

example, we accept as intelligible the statement that "A man who
could have prevented a death, but did not, caused that death to

occur"—even though we do not attribute to the man any affirma-

tive action. But we do not accept as intelligible the statement

that "The sun caused a death to occur by doing nothing to pre-

vent it." The difference between the two cases consists in the

fact that in the former case the man could have prevented a

death if he had exercised a power he possessed, whereas, in the

latter case, the sun could not have prevented a death. Improper

speaking about causality, therefore, appears to involve calling a

"not-causing" a "causing" in circumstances where someone who
is able to do a thing does not do that thing. Hence, Anselm notes

that in ordinary language the affirmation ( 1 ) "causing something

to be" is sometimes used for the negation ( 4 ) "not causing some-

thing not to be," and vice versa; and the affirmation ( 2 ) "causing

something not to be" and the negation (3) "not causing some-

thing to be" are sometimes used interchangeably. (Incomplete

Work) These peculiar "improper" usages seem admissible when-

ever we wish to assert that some person possessed an ability

which he did not exercise, and hence is responsible for a given

state of affairs precisely because he did nothing about it. So, for

example, when we say that God "caused" the death of a man
by "not-causing" that man not to die, we interchange modes ( 1

)

and (4) in order to fix a responsibility through improperly at-

tributing a causality. We know that God did not do anything at

all, and hence is improperly called the cause of this death. But

because we know that God could have caused this death not to

occur if He had so chosen, we say that God "caused" the death—

i.e.. He bears some responsibility for it. At this point, Anselm

has handled the student's first objection by showing that God
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is not the cause (in the proper sense) of not-being; the problem

of God's responsibiUty for the occurrence of an event which He
could have prevented (but did not) will be dealt with later in

this introduction.

Having maintained that in general God is not the cause of the

"not-being" of things, Anselm now focuses his argument on show-

ing that God is not the cause of the state of not-being into

which things fall once He ceases to cause them to be. He pro-

poses the example of two men, A and B: If A loans B a suit of

clothes at a time when B is naked, then A causes B to be dressed.

When A takes back his suit of clothes, he ceases to cause B to

be dressed—and hence we say, improperly, that A causes B to be

undressed. By this act of reclaiming the clothes that are his,

A does not really create the state of undress into which B falls, for

B was naked before A gave him the suit of clothes; when A re-

claims the garments, B returns into the state he was in before

he was clothed. Hence, it is improper to say that A caused B
to be undressed; i.e., it is improper to say that A caused the

state of undress into which B fell when his garments were taken

away.

Anselm offers a second example, which he evidently believes

is identical with the first—a mistake from which a vast number
of confusions arise.

When, as though through anger, God destroys a thing and re-

moves its existence. He is not the cause of its not-being; but by
His reclaiming what he had bestowed, then that thing which
He had made and was keeping in existence returns into not-

being. It had this not-being before it was made, and hence had
it from itself and not from Him. (DCD, Ch. 1

)

This comparison between reclaiming garments and reclaiming

existence betrays the same tendency as the ontological argu-

ment in using existence as a predicate. A man may return to an

original state of nakedness in which he existed before receiving

clothes, but an object scarcely returns to an original state of

not-being which it "had" before it was made. For before it was

made, it was nothing, and could not be properly made the sub-

ject of the verb "to have."
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B. God as the Source of the Possibility To Be.

Anselm now extends his argument concerning being and not-

being to include "possibility to be" and "possibility not to be."

If God is the cause of all being, then it seems to follow that He
is also the cause of all possibility to be; conversely, if God is

never the cause of not-being, then the possibihty-not-to-be can-

not come from Him. In the discussion which follows, the terms

"possibility" and "ability" are used interchangeably as trans-

lations of the Latin word "potestas,'' which Anselm uses to en-

compass both the logical and the existential orders.^^ He takes

up the problem of "ability to be" in the following manner:

Teacher: Do you think that whatever is nothing has nothing at

all, and thus has no ability, and with no ability is able to be
nothing at all?

Student: I can't deny this.

T. I think that the world was nothing before it was made.
S. True enough.

T. Therefore, before it was, it had absolutely no ability.

S. This follows.

T. Then before it was, it was not able to be.

S. I don't agree. If it were not able to be, it would have been
impossible for it ever to be.

T. Before there was a world, it was both possible and impossi-

ble for it to be. It was impossible for the world, since the

world had no ability to be; but it was possible for God, since

it was in God's power to make the world be. Therefore, the

world exists because God had the ability to make a world

before there was a world, and not because the world itself

possessed an ability to be, before it was. (DCD, Ch. 12)

In his treatment of this problem, Anselm has in mind the

Aristotelian modal table (mediated to him through Boethius'

commentary on De Interpretatione) .^^ The table is usually writ-

ten as follows:

27 Anselm's tendency to fuse the logical and real senses of the term "posse/'

so that it means both possibility and ability (or potentiality), can be seen

in the following text: "Et possibile et impossibile [mundus] erat antequam

esset. Ei quidem in cuius potestate non erat ut esset, erat impossibile; sed

deo in cuius potestate erat ut fieret, erat possibile. Quia ergo deus prius

potuit facere mundum quam fieret, idee est mundus, non quia ipse mundus
potuit prius esse." DCD, Ch. 12.

28 Cf. PL, 64, 367-370; 471.
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( a )
possibile esse

possible to be

( b )
possibile non esse

possible not to be

( d ) non possibile non esse

not possible not to be

( c ) non possibile esse

not possible to be

According to this table, there are four modes of being (a, b,

c, d), and these characterize two states of affairs—the contingent

(a, b) and the necessary (c, d). Each of these states of affairs

includes a kind of being (a, d), and a kind of not-being (b, c).

To exist as (a) is to exist contingently; to exist as (d) is to exist

necessarily; to not-exist as (b) is to not-exist contingently; to

not-exist as ( c ) is to not-exist necessarily ( i.e., to be impossible )

.

Every contingent being must possess the two modal specifica-

tions (a) and (b); every necessary being must possess only

the modal specification ( d )

.

Having utilized this table in his discussion of the four types of

"causing," Anselm adverts to it again in his discussion of the

"ability to be" of the world. In his argument that the world

possessed no ability to exist before it actually existed, Anselm is

concerned to overthrow the argument (which follows from the

Aristotelian modal table) that a contingent being must have

existed in potentia before it was actually created, because it

always possesses two modal specifications (a, b).^^ But if the

world possessed an ability to be before it was actually created,

then it was not created ex nihilo for it already existed as a kind

of total potency (e.g., Aristotle's prime matter) even before it

was made. Hence, in order to defend the thesis that God is the

cause of all beings, as well as of the possibility that these beings

should exist, Anselm must oppose the arguments that seem to

follow from this modal table. He acknowledges that it would be

impossible for the world ever to exist if there were no possi-

bility whatsoever for the world to be before it actually existed;

but he denies that it is necessary to predicate this possibility of

the world itself. Before there was a world, it was impossible for

the world itself to be, although it was possible for God to make

29 Also see Desmond Henry, "Remarks on Saint Anselm's Treatment of

Possibility," Spicilegium Beccense, 1( Paris: J. Vrin, 1959), 19-22. Henry

notes that Anselm specifically disagrees with one of Boethius* examples of

antecedent capacity, namely: "Socrates poterat esse cum non fuit." (p. 19)
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a world, since He had the ability to make it. Hence, the possi-

bility of the world's being (before it actually exists) is properly

ascribed to God's ability to make a world, and not to any ability

the world itself had. In fact, even after the world has been made
and, for this reason, has a possibility to be ( for whatever is must

be able to be), we must still distinguish between its possibilit>'

per se and its possibility per aliunde.^^ Per se, the world never

has either its being or its possibility to be through itself, but only

from elsewhere {per aliunde); the world's possibility to be be-

longs principally to God, who is the sole cause of the being

and the possibility-to-be of every other thing.

After Anselm has put forward his argument that creatures

possess no possibility to be before they are created, the student

enters an objection. "I can't refute you rationally," he says, "but

our common way of speaking does not agree with this [i.e., with

the assertion that the world was not able to be before it was]."

(DCD, Ch. 12) In reply, Anselm provides an amusing coup

de grace: Aristotle's table of modalities rests, in the last analysis,

upon conventional "improper" usages of ordinary language.

For we say many things improperly in our ordinary way of

speaking. But when we wish to come to the heart of a matter,

it is necessary to analyze, as far as the subject matter allows,

the improper usage which is troubling us. Because of this im-

propriety of speaking, it happens that we very frequently say

"a thing can. .
." not because it can, but because something

else can; and we say that a thing which can cannot, because

something else cannot. For example, I might say "A book can

be written by me"; yet a book can do nothing, although I can

write a book. (DCD, Ch. 12)

Once the systematically misleading conventions of ordinary

language have been found out, there is no difficulty in denying

that things possess an ability to be before they are actually

created by God.

Anselm's argument has another interesting aspect. Anselm

holds that even though the world does not possess its "possi-

.30 "Per aliunde" is not Anselm's term for specifying this distinction, but is

that of Thornas, who picks up the distinction and uses it in the Sumnia

Theologica.
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bility to be" intrinsically {per se), still the world possesses its

"possibility not to be" intrinsically {per se), because it was

created ex niJiilo and always has the possibility to return to the

state it was in before it was made. On this view, the possibile

esse and the possibile non esse of the created entity belong to it

in different respects. For the world is "possible to be" per aliunde,

and it is "possible not to be" per se. Because the sole intrinsic

possibility of created things is towards not-being, Anselm—in the

Platonic-Augustinian tradition—tends to think of thenri as con-

stantly falling away into nothingness, constantly being drawn

towards death and corruption.

The consistency with which Anselm treats the idea of the crea-

tion of the world carries through to his treatment of the going-

out-of-existence of the world. The state the world was in before

it was made is not the state of simple not-being (i.e., mode b),

but the state of being impossible to be (mode c). ^'Before the

world existed, it was not possible for it to be." Hence, if Anselm's

statement that the world, once it is created ex nihilo, is "able to

return to the state it was in before it was made" be taken in the

strictest sense, it v^ould mean that the world possesses the pos-

sibility to be impossible. And this is precisely his position.

C. God As the Creator of Necessary Beings.

It remained for Thomas Aquinas to take up Anselm's problem

again and to bring it to a successful conclusion. In the Summa
Theologica, Thomas takes up the per se/per aliunde distinction

that Anselm had brought to bear upon the modal table. By utili-

zing this distinction, Anselm had been able to ascribe a created

being's possibile esse to God and had treated the creature's pos-

sibile non esse as a possibility to be im.possible. Thomas sees that

Anselm's introduction of the per se/per aliunde distinction with

respect to the modal table allows for a new orientation of the

theological problem.

Anselm supposed that the distinction between the two sides

of the modal table (i.e., necessity/contingency) was the basis for

differentiating God from His creatures; but Thomas bases this

difference on the distinction between per se and per aliunde.

If the principle for differentiating God from His creatures is not

the necessity/contingency distinction, but the per se/per aliunde
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distinction, then a wholly new treatment of the status of creatures

becomes possible. For if the distinguishing characteristic of God
is that He exists per se rather than simply that He exists neces-

sarily, then it will be possible for there to be necessary creatures.

And this is exactly what Thomas holds in the tertia via, where

he reworks the argument ex contingentia raundi on the basis of

this distinction.^^

If the modal specification "necessary being" can belong to some

creatures (e.g., pure forms and prime matter) as well as to

God, then the last vestiges of Platonic-Augustinian dualism can

be overcome. If God creates ex nihilo not only a contingent, but

also a necessary creature, then such a creature cannot have the

possibility not to exist.^^ A necessary creature, like a contingent

creature, has its being and its ability to be ( or its inability not to

be) only from God, and not per se. But if God were to remove

His creative power from the necessary creature, then the re-

sultant "state" would be truly nothing, for a necessary crea-

ture has no modal status apart from the creative activity of

God Himself—who alone exists per se. Therefore, a necessary

creature has neither the "possibility not to be" (corruptibility)

nor the "possibility to be impossible to be"; it has no modal status

other than its being both necessary and, necessarily, from God.^^

The superiority of Thomas' argument over Anselm's lies in its

clear specification of this point.

Anselm himself could have made this move on the basis of the

distinction which he introduced, but he did not do so because

he subscribed to a theological tradition which regarded necessity

as the distinguishing characteristic of God alone. In this tradition,

the very nature of the creature qua creature was (at best) to

exist contingently, or (at worst) to have a potentia ad non esse

constantly wearing down its life. From the point of view of the

Augustinian tradition, the affirmation that the creation might

31 See Thomas' use of the per se/per aliunde distinction in the tertia via

{Summa Theologica, 1.2.3).

32 On Thomas' understanding of necessary creatures, see Dermot O'Don-

oghue, "An Analysis of the tertia via of Saint Thomas," Tke Irish Theolog-

ical Quarterly, 20 ( 1953), 135-140.

33 Thomas' view on this matter is stated, and expHcitly related to An.elm's

Monologion argument, in De Aeternitate Mundi, par. 6-7.
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exist necessarily was identical with the aflBrmation of atheism.

And Thomas was accused of being atheistic in making it.

In the Contra Gentiles Thomas writes:

If anyone says that those things which exist ex nihilo tend

towards nothing insofar as they exist from themselves (de se),

so that there is a potentia towards not-being in all created

things, then this is clearly false. For created things are said

to tend towards nothing in the same way they exist ex nihilo,

viz., only according to the power {potentia) of their efficient

cause. Therefore, there is no potentia towards not-being in

created things. Rather, their Creator has the potentia to give

being to them or to cease giving being to them, since He
causes the production of things not by any necessity of nature,

but by His own willing—as I have shown above. ( Bk. 2, Ch. 30

)

Thus, the per se/per aliunde distinction, through which Thomas
defined God as ipsum esse rather than ens necessarium, made a

shift in the distinction between God and the creature theologi-

cally possible. The religious preparation for this shift—a change

which took place long before Anselm began his work—was a

new orientation of the soteriological interest of Christianity to

the problem of sin rather than of death. As long as the religious

problem of western man focused on death, it was required that

the distinguishing mark of God be His eternity (necessity). But

once the problem of western man became sin rather than death,

the nature of God could be characterized in terms of some new
concern.

D. The Meaning of "Nothing" and "Evil."

Anselm's defense of the thesis that God is the cause only of

being, and never of not-being, has led him first into a critique of

the Aristotelian modal table. In this way, he has argued that

God does not directly cause either the not-being or the "ability

not to be" of things, and that evil is only corruption, or priva-

tion of the being ( or good ) which God gives to things in the act

of creating them. But this argument does not completely satisfy

the student. For if it is really true that evil is only privation of

good, then how can its consequences for the soul be so grave?

And how can the name "evil" signify meaningfully if what it

signifies is nothing? The student is contending that an explication
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of the meaningfulness of the name "nothing" is propaedeutic to

explaining the name "evil." If "nothing" is a name, and therefore

is meaningful, then it must name something rather than nothing.

And if it means something, then nothing is not really nothing,

but something. Moreover, if "nothing" names something, rather

than nothing, then the signification of the name is improper, for

what we properly mean by "nothing," continues Anselm, is not

something. Yet the name "nothing" appears to have a significa-

tion, for we use expressions such as "Nothing caused it" or "Evil

caused it," which are similar in form to saying "Something caused

it" or "Good caused it." Now if in these sentences the name

"nothing" means something, then the signification of the name

seems improper. On the other hand, if what the name means is

really nothing, and not something, then it is hard to see how we
can call nothing ( or evil ) a cause of anything at all. Therefore,

the character of our language seems to be opposed to Anselm's

metaphysical thesis that evil and nothing are really nothing, and

not something.

The question thus posed is as ancient as Parmenides' poem
and Plato's Sophist, for how can one talk meaningfully about

what has neither attributes nor being? Parmenides, in arguing

that not-being cannot be, had failed to distinguish the existential

meaning of "is" ( eo-rt ) from the predicative use. On his account,

even to deny something's existence involves a contradiction. "It is

not an existent thing" is self-contradictory because "is" is inter-

preted as implying existence. So "It exists as not-existeiit" be-

comes straightforwardly contradictory. "It is no longer green"

indicates, on this view, that it (a leaf, say) exists as something

which does not exist (as green). By failing to distinguish the

existential meaning of "is" from its predicative use, the Parme-

nidean account concludes that one cannot talk intelligibly about

not-being, for contradictions will ensue. In the Sophist Plato is

exercised by Parmenides' puzzle. If not-being did not have a

kind of being, then false statement, so it seems, would be im-

possible. One could not, then, even think things which were not

the case; and accordingly one could never utter a false state-

ment without implying that what is not, in some way is.^'*

34 Elvai TTws TCI fiT} hvra Set ye, etirep ^/evaeral irori rit tl koI Kara ^paxv-

Sophist, 240 e. Cf. Bertrand Russell's early view: "Being is that which be-
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Plato's solution moves away from attributing being, or reality

(to 6v), to what is not (t6 ^rySa/xws 6v). Such attribution he terms

too daring ( TeToXjxrjKev 6 \6yo^ 0VT09 VTToOeaOai to fir] ov elvai )
."^^ Rather,

a negative statement indicates only a state of affairs which is

other than the state of affairs indicated by the expression fol-

lowing the word "not."^^ By means of this approach Plato is able

to maintain that negative statements make no reference to not-

being. What they assert is a state of affairs where objects

participate in a multiplicity of Forms, one of which is the

Form of Difference, or Otherness ( t6 hepov ) . These many Forms

are said to interweave, or mingle { ixLywaOai) . Thus "what is not,

exists" means that difference exists, rather than that not-being

exists. (Sophist, 258e) In this manner every negative statement

refers to one or more Forms and has existential import.

Anselm inherits these puzzles about not-being and significa-

tion.^^ His proposed solution is twofold: (1) the word "nothing"

means both nothing and somediing in different respects; (2)

there is a thing which is both something and nothing. On the as-

sumption that "nothing" means the same thing as "not some-

lotigs to every conceivable term, to every possible object of thought. . . . Being

belongs to whatever can be counted. If A he any term that can be counted

as one, it is plain that A is something, and therefore that A is. 'A is not'

must always be either false or meaningless. For if A were nothing, it

could not be said not to be; 'A is not' implies that there is a term A
whose being is denied, and hence that A is. Thus unless 'A is not' he an

empty sound, it must be false—whatever A may be, it certainly is. . .

Thus being is a general attribute of everything, and to mention anything

is to show that it is." Principles of Mathematics (2nd. ed. ), p. 449. New
York (W.W. Norton & Co.), 1938.
35 Sophist, 237a.

36 OvK dp\ ivavTiov Srav dw6<pa(Tis XeyrjTai arifiaiveiv, <rvyx^PV<^ofieda, rocovrov

dk IJ.OVOV, OTL rCiV dXXuv tI fxrjvvei rb fiT] Kai to ov TrporiOefieva tQu iiriovTwv

ovoixoLTwv, fxdWov 5e tG)v Trpay/xdrwu irepl drr' dv Kerjrai rd ewitpdeyyofieva

varepov rijs dirocpdaews ovop-ara. Sophist, 257 b-C. See also 258 b.

37 Augustine also raises the issue of whether the word "nothing" signifies.

"So what shall we make of the word 'nothing'? Instead of saying that it

signifies a thing which is nothing, shall we rather state that it signifies a

certain state of mind in which the mind does not see anything but never-

theless has come upon not-being—or at least thinks it has come upon it?"

Augustine postpones the issue. De Magistro, Ch. 2. PL, 32, p. 1196. There

is no reason to think that Anselm knew Plato's Sophist directly.
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thing," we see that this word signifies the complete removal of

everything which exists. But one cannot signify something's

removal without simultaneously indicating or signifying the thing

which is to be removed. Thus "not a man" indicates the contra-

dictory of "man." The meaning of "man" must be understood

before one can understand the meaning of "not a man." In this

sense "not a man" signifies man in the process of signifying the

absence of man. Similarly, "nothing," since it means "not some-

thing" signifies something, in the process of signifying the absence

of whatever is something. "For it is not necessary that nothing

be something simply because its name somehow signifies some-

thing; rather, nothing must be nothing, because the word 'noth-

ing' signifies something only in the sense we've mentioned."

(DCD,Ch. 11)

The same kind of reasoning holds in the case of the word

"evil" and its signification. Nonetheless, the student is dissatisfied

with the argument, because the something which is signified in

the above way is not what we are accustomed to call nothing.

Either "nothing" is improperly considered a name or else what

it names must, in fact, be nothing. But if what it names is nothing,

then it does not signify anything at all and hence is meaningless.

And if the word "nothing" is meaningless, then so too are sen-

tences containing it. It seems, then, that the student's request for

explanation is self-defeating. In the student's view, if one con-

siders "nothing" to be a name, then, if it signifies properly, it will

name nothing and therefore be meaningless. But if meaningless, it

cannot be a name. Strictly speaking, the student is not entitled to

ask for an explanation of how "nothing" is meaningful but is en-

titled only to assert that it cannot be a name ( on the ground that,

true to Parmenides, the notion of the word "nothing" naming

something is self-contradictory). The teacher sees clearly that

for this word to be meaningful it must in some fashion mean
something, even if in the course of meaning it does not actually

name anything. He springs his second approach by suggesting

tliat many things are said according to our way of speaking

(secundum formam) rather than according to fact (secundum

rem). Thus, according to our way of speaking, blindness is said

to be something; but actually it is not anything positive, since

it is only the absence of sight where sight should be. So as it
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happens, then, we merely speak of blindness as if it were some-

thing (quasi aliquid). Likewise, "nothing" and "evil" and "in-

justice" do not signify something according to fact; but when we
say "Nothing caused it," we are speaking of nothing as if it were

something. This second approach by Anselm (viz., to find a

thing which is both something and nothing) actually reduces to

a variant of his first—in the sense that he does not really find a

thing which is both something and nothing, but instead ad-

dresses his attention to the way language functions. In a sense,

then, his "solution" accords with Plato's in maintaining that

when one says "X is nothing" or "X is not something," he is not

really referring to, or asserting anything about, not-being. It dif-

fers from Plato's in not requiring the elaborate doctrine of the

interweaving of the Forms ( o-v/xttAok^ elStov ) . The importance of

Anselm's line of thinking lies in its awareness that "nothing" is a

peculiar semantical operator, whose meaning does not depend

upon a unique referring relationship. "Nothing" is indeed a

name, as Anselm assesses it. And we use this special name as if

there were something to which it referred. But it does not get its

meaning from the thing which it names, for there is no such

thing. Anselm's conception of language is thus flexible enough

to accommodate the kinds of things we actually say—to accom-

modate them without giving rise to otiose paradoxes.

E. Giving and Receiving Uprightness.

Anselm's treatment of the problem of evil has now encom-

passed the following points: (1) that neither not-being nor

the ability not to be come from God, Who is Being and Good;

( 2 ) that evil is only nothing, or a privation of being; ( 3 ) that the

names "evil" and "nothing" (or "blindness" and "corruption")

mean something secundum formam, but mean nothing secundum

rem.

There remain, however, two further issues to be considered

before God can be cleared of being named in some sense the

Author of evil. In the previous discussion of the term "cause,"

it was seen that even when causality is "improperly" attributed

to a subject, it might be the case that a responsibility is rightly

attributed—for even if the subject did not cause a given state of

affairs to occur, he might have done so. Hence, if God is said
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to "cause" evil when He does not cause that evil not to be, He
might properly be regarded as responsible for that evil since He
could have prevented it. Moreover, even if God is not responsible

for an evil in this way (for suppose Satan sinned by a free

choice which God could in no way impede ) ,
yet it might still be

proper to call God a remote, or indirect, cause of Satan's evil

deed, for God Himself gave Satan the instrument of the will by

which that evil deed was done. Hence, Anselm must now take

up two problems: (1) Could God have prevented an evil by do-

ing a good which He chose not to do? And might we therefore

call God the Author of evil since He has a kind of responsibility

for the fact that it occurred? (2) Is not God the indirect, or re-

mote, cause of an evil deed even if He could not impede it? For

did not God cause Satan to have the free choice by which Satan

freely "caused" an evil deed to occur?

Anselm first takes up the problem of God's responsibility for

Satan's unwillingness to persevere in uprightness.^^ Suppose that

God could have prevented Satan's defection from uprightness by

not only giving Satan a free will, or an ability to persevere in

uprightness, but also by giving him the gift of actually using

this ability in order to persevere in righteousness forever. In

such a case, Satan would not have sinned. But the fact that Satan

sinned shows that God created a nature which was less perfect

than He could have created. Hence, God did not do what He
could have done, and He is responsible for the fall resulting from

the imperfection of Satan's will. Had God created a being as good

as He was able to create (and we know that God can give the

gift of persevering in uprightness to creatures, for He gives it to

the good angels and the elect), then Satan would not have fallen.

Therefore, although God did not directly cause the Fall, He is

responsible for it.

Anselm opposes the above supposition by appealing to the

following considerations: First, God did not create Satan's nature

with any imperfection, for God not only gave Satan the ability

to persevere in uprightness, but also offered him the actual gift

of persevering—which he refused. Secondly, Satan chose evil not

38 The supposition developed in this paragraph does not appear in An-

selm's dialogue, but is merely the explication of those considerations that

seem to be implicit in the argument of the dialogue.
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because his will was deficient in goodness, but because he pre-

ferred some other good to the good which had been given to

him by God. (DCD,Ch.4)
The ploy in Anselro's treatment of the problem of a rational

nature's persevering in uprightness consists in regarding the gift

of actually persevering as something which is not given with,

but added to, the original created ability to persevere (i.e.,

something added to free choice). In this way, God can be re-

garded as having given (i.e., having offered) Satan the gift of

persevering in uprightness (so that the creature lacks nothing,

but is given a perfect nature by God); and yet Satan can be

charged with the responsibility of having refused, by his own
free choice, this gift of actually persevering. Hence, God cannot

be charged with creating a less-than-perfect nature, for God
caused Satan to be given every gift that is necessary in order

to persevere in uprightness. Certain confusions implicit in An-

selm's distinction between an ability to do something and the

actual use of that ability have already been discussed earlier in

this introduction. At this point, it is enough to note that Anselm

employs this distinction in order to handle the problem of Satan*s

perseverance.

Anselm's argument begins with the student's noting that since

every creature has received all that he has from God, actual per-

severance in uprightness must be a gift. If the good angel per-

severed because God gave him perseverance then, contends

the student, the evil angel did not persevere because God did

not give him perseverance. In this case, Satan would not have

been blameworthy. Anselm is able to show that the student's

reasoning contains an elementary fallacy. From "If X receives

something, then Y has given it' (r o g), it does not follow that

"If X has not received, Y has not given" (f o g), but only that

"If Y has not given, X has not received,"
(
g or). Hence, God

may have "given" perseverance to Satan even though Satan did

not receive it. (DCD, Ch. 3)

Anselm's argument strikes us as odd because we ordinarily

think of "giving" as a dyadic term, i.e., a term which includes in

its meaning not only an "offering" by a giver, but also an "accept-

ing" by a receiver. But Anselm holds that "giving" is a monadic

term, a term which has its full meaning in the mere act of of-
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fering something to a receiver, whether the thing oiFered is

accepted or not. On Anselm's supposition, "not-receiving" is not

necessarily caused by "not-giving," for "even if giving were al-

ways the cause of receiving, not giving would not always be the

cause of not-receiving." (DCD, Ch. 3) God may have given

the gift of perseverance to Satan, therefore, even though Satan

did not have perseverance because he did not receive it. By
means of this distinction, Anselm is able to maintain that God's

giving is an actual cause of the good angels' having perseverance,

while Satan's not-receiving is the cause of his not having per-

severance. Because Anselm also regards "receiving" as a monadic

term, so that receiving must be added to giving in order for any

gift actually to be had, he is willing to affirm that when the

good angel received the gift of perseverance, he thereby "gave it

to himself."^^ By this argument Anselm is able to show that if

the actual use of the ability to persevere in keeping uprightness

is something which God gave to all the angels to accept or re-

fuse, then the imperfection in Satan's willing to refuse it is not

to be attributed to God (who gave Satan a perfect will) but to

Satan ( who refused it )

.

F. Satan's Responsibility in Sinning.

Now, however, a second line of consideration opens. For why
did Satan refuse this gift? Was it because he could not receive

it or because he would not receive it? If he refused it because He
could not accept it, then his choice was not free; and if he re-

fused it because he would not accept it, then it again appears

that his original will was not perfect, but contained a weakness or

imperfection for which God is responsible.

Anselm's argument against these considerations is to show

that Satan's refusing to keep uprightness did not result from

an imperfection in his will, but from a perfection. It is not the

case that Satan sinned because he was "unwilling to keep his

uprightness," but because he was "willing to desert it." Hence,

39 "Because Satan was able either to remove justice from himself or not

to remove it from himself, he was, in a sense, able to give justice to

himself. In the same way, the good angel, who remained constant in the

truth in which he was created, did not cause himself to lose justice when
he could have done so. By remaining constant, the good angel gave justice

to himself, even though he received all this from God." DCD, Ch. 18.
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his sin resulted from the strength of his will (i.e., willingness)

rather than from a weakness of will (i.e., unwillingness). There-

fore, God cannot be charged with creating him with an imperfect,

or deficient, will.

In order to illustrate this distinction, Anselm provides the fol-

lowing example: Suppose a lighted coal is placed in someone's

bare hand. In such a case, his "unwillingness to keep it" is prior

to his "willingness to desert it," and the priority of unwillingness

to willingness, in this case, rests upon the fact that a man can be

"unwilling to keep (or to hold)" a lighted coal in his bare hand

even before he has it, but he cannot be "willing to desert (or to

drop)" a lighted coal before he actually has it. Therefore, "un-

willingness to keep" can precede "willingness to desert" in every

case where (a) someone does not want something for its own

sake and where (b) the thing is unwanted before its possession.

These specifications do not, however, characterize Satan's situa-

tion with regard to uprightness of will. For Satan originally

desired uprightness of will for its own sake, and was created

having uprightness. So it cannot be argued, from the example of

a lighted coal, that Satan's fall proceeded from an "unwillingness

to keep."

Anselm now siiggests a second example, from which the stu-

dent can see that in certain cases a "willingness to desert" is

prior to an "unwillingness to keep," and from which he expects

the student to agree that Satan's fall resulted from this positive

willingness to desert rather than from the imperfection of being

unwilling. He says:

Suppose there is a miser who wants to keep his money, yet

prefers to have bread, which he is not able to have unless he

gives up some of his money. He wills to give up (or desert)

some of his money before he is unwilling to keep it. For he

does not will to give up his money because he is unwilling to

keep it, but he is unwilling to keep it [only] because he must

give it up to get bread. For before he had his money, he

wanted to have it and to keep it; and while he has it, he wants

to keep it as long as he has no need to give it up.

(DCD,Ch.3)

From this example, it is seen that Satan's sin could be explained

as resulting from the misuse of an ability rather than resulting
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from the lack of an ability (an imperfection). For Satan's will-

ingness to desert uprightness might have preceded his un-

willingness to keep it. Therefore, it cannot be demonstrated that

Satan's fall occurred because God created him with an imperfect

will.

Anselm's example is not yet sufficient to demonstrate that God
did create Satan with a perfect will, for although we know that

Satan might have fallen in this way, we do not know that he did

so fall. The matter is, therefore, inconclusive with respect to God's

responsibility—for although we cannot know with certainty that

God created Satan with an imperfect will, we do not yet know
for certain that God created him with a perfect will. We could

only know this if we could actually specify what it was that

Satan preferred to the uprightness of will he received. So the

student challenges Anselm to show what the analogue to the

miser's bread is in the case of Satan's fall. "Show me what Satan

willed to have that he didn't have. . . . Then, if nothing can con-

tradict it, I will agree that it is true."

G. Willing To Be Like God.
Anselm now takes up the student s challenge and attempts to

state what it was that Satan preferred to keeping the uprightness

which he had received when he was created. What Satan pre-

ferred to justice (i.e., to keeping uprightness of will for its own
sake) must have been a good, for Satan would not have pre-

ferred what is not-a-good to the good of justice—although he

could have preferred another good to the good of justice. An-

selm later notes that except for the good

ascribed to things by virtue of their good nature, there are

usually said to be two goods and two corresponding evils. One
good is that which is called justice, and injustice is its corre-

sponding evil; the other good is that which seems best called

benefit
(
commodum), and its corresponding evil is disadvantage

(incommodum). ( DCD, Gh. 12

)

The happiness desired by every rational creature consists in

possessing these beneficial things. Since Satan could not have

sinned by willing the good of justice (because to will justice is,

by definition, not to sin), he must have sinned "by willing some-



64 Editors' Introduction

thing beneficial, which he neither possessed nor was supposed to

will at that time, even though it was able to increase his hap-

piness." ( DCD, Ch. 4

)

An interesting contradiction now develops in Anselm's argu-

ment. Satan must have sinned by unjustly willing a benefit which

would make him happy. But what could this benefit be? It is

incumbent upon Anselm to identify it if he is to convince the stu-

dent that Satan's "willingness to desert," rather than his "un-

willingness to keep," is the cause of his sinning. But how can we
know what it was that Satan preferred? There appear to be two

ways: by rational deduction and from revelation. According to

Scripture the original sin is choosing to be "like God." Taking

his direction from Scripture Anselm formulates an a priori argu-

ment to show that the original sin must have been a choosing to

be "like God."

To this suggestion, however, the student objects: "If God can-

not be conceived except as a unique being, so that nothing else

can be conceived to be like Him, how was Satan able to will what

he could not conceive? He was not so obtuse that he thought

something else could be conceived to be like God." (DCD, Ch.

4) Here the student is utilizing Anselm's ontological argument

(presented ten years earlier in the Froslogion) against the asser-

tion that Satan could have willed to be "like God."

Anselm attempts to avoid this objection by distinguishing two

senses of the term "like God." Perhaps Satan did not will to be

"like God" as the object of his action, but willed some object

which was really "less than God." However, no matter what ob-

ject Satan willed, as long as that object was not something which

God willed for him to will, he willed to be "hke God." For when
Satan willed any such thing (we need not name what it is), he

"still willed inordinately to be like God—for he willed something

by his own will, which was subject to no one else. For it is

supposed to be characteristic of God alone to will something by

his own will and to obey no higher will." ( DCD, Ch. 4 ) Hence,

even if Satan could not will to be "like God" as the object of his

willing, he would have willed to be "like God" in the rule, or

manner, of his willing.

This adept move does not save Anselm's argument, however.

For in order to convince the student that Satan did not sin be-
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cause of any impotency of will, Anselm has to identify the good

which Satan sought as the object of his evil willing. If being "like

God" were, in fact, the object of Satan's evil choice, then An-

selm's argument would perhaps have succeeded. But Anselm

cannot draw this conclusion because of the ontological argument

itself. Hence, he equivocates on the meaning of the term "like

God," and understands it to refer to the manner of Satan's will-

ing. But, then, the object of Satan's willing is not identified,

which is what Anselm was required to do in order to convince

the student that Satan's sinning was a "willing to desert" rather

than an "unwilling to keep." ("Show me what Satan willed to

have that he didn't have . . . just as you have shown in the case

of the miser.") Anselm fails to do what he promised, and from

his argument there can be no certainty that God did not create

Satan with an imperfect will.

Anselm now closes his discussion of this set of questions with

an argument maintaining that the injustice in Satan's will (when

he "willed to desert uprightness") is nothing. He asserts that

willing justice is something different from willing happiness.

Satan was created with both the will for happiness and the will

for justice. Had he had only a will for happiness he could have

willed nothing unjust (for he could have willed nothing just).

Likewise, had he had only a will for justice, he could not have

willed contrary to justice, and hence could not be called unjust.

But since he had both wills it was possible for him to will some-

thing pleasing which, nonetheless, exceeded justice. When he

chose some pleasing thing which justice prohibited, justice de-

parted from his will. This absence of justice in the will ( whereby

the will returns to the state it was in [logically] prior to possessing

justice) is injustice. So injustice is only the absence of justice;

i.e., it is nothing positive at all.

H. God's Indirect Causation of Evil.

The question under discussion in the previous section—namely,

"Could God have prevented Satan's fall by doing a good which

He chose not to do?"—has been answered negatively. For Anselm

has argued (although inconclusively) that Satan's fall did not

result from any imperfection, or weakness, in his will. A second

problem still remains to be discussed: Is not God the indirect,
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or remote, cause of Satan's sin? For did He not cause Satan to

have the free choice by which Satan freely "caused" an evil

deed to occur? Anselm's approach to this problem is to aflBrm,

first of all, that God is indeed the indirect, or remote, cause of

Satan's willing, and then to introduce considerations which sug-

gest that God is not properly the Author of evil, since He only

authors evil willings insofar as these willings ought to be.

The first set of considerations bears upon God's indirect

causality in the case of Satan's evil act. In the Incomplete Work

(p. 30) Anselm distinguishes between direct and indirect causa-

tion by citing four ways in which a thing may be said "to cause

indirectly."

( 1 ) indirectly causing X to (3) indirectly causing

happen by directly X to happen by

causing Y to directly causing Z

happen not to happen

(4) indirectly causing X ( 2 ) indirectly causing X to happen

to happen by not by not directly causing Z to

directly causing Y happen

not to happen

Examples of the four cases are as follows:

(1) We say that A has indirectly killed C because he gave a

sword to B, who did the killing, (causing B to be armed)

(2) We say that A has indirectly killed C because he did not

give C weapons to defend himself, (not causing C to be

armed
)

(3) We say that A has indirectly killed C because he took

away C's weapons, (causing C not to be armed)

(4) We say that A has indirectly killed C because he did not

take away B's weapons, (not causing B not to be armed)

It is clear that God gave Satan the will by which he sinned.

However, He did not give Satan this will because He wished

Satan to be able to sin, but rather because He wished him to

be able to keep uprightness for its own sake. Now the sense in

which God indirectly caused Satan to sin by giving him free

choice is that God did not remove Satan's freedom before
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Satan sinned. For God to have removed Satan's free choice

would have been for God to do evil, for He would thereby have

removed a good. Therefore, by not removing the free choice by

which Satan, before he sinned, was keeping uprightness, God did

indirectly cause Satan's sin to occur. But this indirect causing of

Satan's sin consists in God's doing a good, viz., in causing a will

which was keeping uprightness not to be removed from Satan

before he sinned.

Anselm has another line of reasoning (presented most fully in

DV but presupposed in DCD ) to show that God cannot be called

the Author of evil. There are various senses in which we say

that one and the same action both "ought" and "ought not" to

occur. After first noting that an action may be judged both op-

positely and similarly with respect to its agent and its patient,

Anselm goes on to extend this distinction to the direct and in-

direct causation of one and the same act.

Now, actions may be judged oppositely with respect to an agent

and a patient, or they may be judged similarly. ( 1 ) For when
the one who gives a beating does so rightfully and the one who
gets that beating does so rightfully, then the beating is judged
fully right, because there ought to be a beating in both respects.

For example, this holds true when someone who does wrong is

punished by someone who should punish him. (2) In an op-

posite case, when someone who ought not to get a beating is

beaten by someone who ought not to give a beating, then that

beating is judged to be fully wrong, because there ought to be
a beating in neither respect. For example, this holds true when
a just man is beaten by an unjust man. ( 3 ) But when someone
who does wrong is beaten by someone who shouldn't beat

him, then the beating is judged to be both right and wrong,
for the one man ought to get a beating, but the other man
ought not to give it. (4) But if we consider any beating from
the point of view of divine judgment, which is both wise and
good, and if we ask whether it ought not to have happened at

all, or ought not to have happened either with respect to the

agent or with respect to the patient, then who will dare to

assert that what is permitted by such wisdom and goodness
ought not to have happened? ( DV, Ch. 8

)

Since we can aflSrm even of finite actions that in diflFerent respects

they both "ought" and "ought not" occur, there is nothing in the
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nature of our speaking which would prohibit us from saying that

an evil deed both "ought to be" (with respect to God, who
indirectly causes it) and "ought not to be" (with respect to

Satan, who directly causes it ) . Therefore, in the sense that an evil

deed "ought not to be," it is improper to attribute such a deed

to God; for it can be attributed to God only in the sense that it

"ought to be." Anselrn's argument presupposes that God is con-

stantly engaged in a providential ordering of free choices to a

final just end. In fact, this is the essential concern behind his

doctrine of the atonement in the Cur Deus Homo, which was

written in the decade following the completion of the present

dialogue.

Anselm now draws upon a final distinction.

S. Well, if Satan's ability to will and actually willing are some-

thing, then they are good and they come from God.

T. Both are something. The ability to will is only something

good and it is a free gift from God; and actually willing, in

its essence, is something good. For even though Satan's will

became evil by willing unjustly, nevertheless it is from God,

from whom comes everything that is something. Now, not only

does someone have from God that which God freely gives, but

he also has what he unjustly steals with God's permission—for

just as God is said to do whatever He permits to be done, so

He is said to give whatever He permits to be stolen. There-

fore, since God permitted Satan to use that freely given abihty

for the purpose of robbery, Satan had the use of this ability

from God.
(DCD,Ch.28)

By capitalizing on this notion of permission, Anselm attempts to

remove from God the responsibility for Satan's misuse of free

choice. In permissive willing the indirect responsibility for

an act is formally understood as being the least possible. In

his Incomplete Work Anselm distinguishes permissive will-

ing from three other kinds of wilhng.^^ There is, first, an ef-

ficient willing (voluntas efficiens), in which the will as best it

can eff^ects what it wills. In this way a sick man wills health, for

he does everything he can to become healthy; and when he can

40 Ein neues unvollendetes Werk, op. cit., pp. 38f.
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no longer do anything, it is still true that he would do something

if he could. Secondly, there is an approving will {voluntas ap-

probans), which may be able to cause something to happen, but

does not. Still, if that thing comes to pass, we are pleased and

consent to it. I may agree that a certain poor man needs money
but may not want to give him mine. Yet, I want him to have

money; and when someone else gives it, I am glad. Thirdly, our

will is sometimes conceding (voluntas concedens). A creditor

may wish repayment to be in a specific form, but may con-

cede to the debtor an alternate form of payment, not because

it pleases him but simply out of consideration for the debtor's

circumstance. Fourthly, the will is sometimes permitting {volun-

tas permittens) . A ruler who does not restrain robbers \\'ithin his

dominion is said to will the evil they do because he permits them

their activity, although he is able to curtail it. Anselm further

points out that eificient willing is at the same time approving,

conceding, and permitting; the approving will is also conceding

and permitting; and the conceding will also permitting. By means

of these distinctions he hopes to explain how God can be said

to will
(
permissively ) Satan's evil deed, while neither effecting,

approving, nor conceding this deed. Thereby, even though Satan's

actual willing to sin may be said to come from the Creator, it

comes only by way of permission—and in this sense, and in this

sense only, it "ought to be." In dealing with this final problem,

Anselm has rested upon the distinctions of ordinary language by

which a responsibility may be acknowledged, but made to seem

so remote that it becomes insignificant for the problem at hand.

I. Freedom Ar^ Foreknowledge.
Anselm's argument now turns back upon itself. For with the

very insistence upon Satan's freedom in sinning (so that God's

causality is reduced to a bare permitting of Satan's free choice),

it appears that God's foreknowledge (which is part of God's

nature as Truth) is overthrown. For if Satan's act is truly free,

then how can it be foreknown'^ Or if it is foreknown, then how
can it be free? There seems to be no way to defend both God's

Goodness and His Truth (which includes foreknowledge). In

order to maintain his long argument on Satan's fall, without now
imputing to God a lack of knowledge, Anselm must conclude his
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treatise with a discussion of the way in which free choice and

foreknowledge can be reconciled.

It will be helpful here to draw upon Anselm's discussion in

De Concordia in order to explicate his view on this problem. If

God knows that someone will perform a particular action, then

(to repeat) this action will be performed by that person (come

what may!). Hence, it seems, the action cannot be free. And if

an event be genuinely contingent, it seems unforeknowable.

Anselm inherits the problem about future contingencies from

both Aristotle (Boethius) and Augustine.^^ Aristotle had dis-

cussed the issue in relation to the notion of truth rather than in

relation to God's foreknowledge. But the puzzle is much the same.

Anselm's solution shows itself to be identical to Augustine's. As-

sume that an action occurs without necessity. God foreknows this.

Therefore, it is necessary that this action occur without neces-

sity.^2 By similar reasoning, God foreknows not only that I will

sin, but that I will sin with or without necessity. If I am to sin

without necessity, then I will sin freely. Hence it is necessary

that I sin freely.^^

A defense of this approach leads Anselm into two directions:

(1) He must analyze the expression "It is necessary that" and

(2) he must make clear how it is possible for God to foreknow

events which occur without necessity (i.e., contingent events).

1. We often say, notices Anselm, that a thing occurs necessarily

when there is nothing compelling it to occur.** So when we main-

tain that God cannot lie and that it is necessary for Him to speak

the truth, we do not mean to assert that He is under any com-

pulsion. Rather, we are suggesting that His disposition is of such

resolution that necessarily there is nothing which can turn Him
away from speaking the truth.*^ Furthermore, he continues, we
may sometimes distinguish "X occurs by necessity" from "It is

necessary that X occur." The former always suggests an element

41 Aristotle, DI; Augustine, De Libera Arbitrio, Bk. 3; Boethius, De Con-

solatione Philosophiae, Bk. 5. See also DCD, Ch. 21.

42 "Necesse est igitur aliquid esse futurum sine necessitate." ( De Concordia,

Q. l,Ch. 1). S-246.9 (II).

43 De Concordia, Q. 1, Ch. 1.

44 Ibid., Ch. 2.

45CDH, Bk. 2, Ch. 17. S-123 (II).
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of constraint, the latter does not. For oftentimes to say "It is

necessary that X occur" is tantamount to affirming "X actually

occurs." So there is a sense in which what has occurred, neces-

sarily has occurred; for from the fact of a possibility's having

been actualized, it follows that it was to have been actualized.

Accordingly,

there is a preceding necessity, which is the cause of some-

thing's occurrence; and there is a subsequent necessity, which
the thing itself causes. When we say it is necessary that the

heavens be turned around, we are speaking about a preceding

and efficient necessity, for by necessity the heavens are turned.

However, subsequent necessity produces nothing, but is itself

produced. Thus when I say that of necessity you are speak-

ing, because you are actually speaking, I mean that it is im-

possible for you not to speak so long as you are actually

speaking; I do not mean that something is compelling you

to speak. For a natural chain of circumstances compels the

heavens to be turned. But no necessity constrains you to

speak.^^

To say "X happens by necessity" is to ascribe antecedent neces-

sity. But "It is necessary that X happen" is sometimes used to

ascribe only subsequent necessity. Just as it follows analytically

from the statement of X's happening that X can happen, so it

follows analytically from the statement of X's happening that,

necessarily, it happened. Here the point of view is in the present,

looking at something which has already happened.

A similar case would be if someone were to consider an event

which was going to happen as if it had already happened. For

example, suppose someone could foreknow that an event was
going to occur. In such a case, it is known as occurring neces-

sarily. But this necessity is more like subsequent than antecedent,

or efficient, necessity—for although foreknowledge is based on

the certainty of an event's occurring, foreknowledge per se does

not necessitate its occurrence. It is possible to maintain that

knowing what is going to occur does not determine what is

going to occur by being its efficient cause. So when it is certain

that something will occur, its being necessary that it occur is

46S-125.8-14 (II). CDH, Bk. 2, Ch. 17. Cf. Aristotle, DI, 19a23fF.
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not the same as its occurring by necessity. Put another way, the

assertion "X is foreknown" analytically entails "X will occur,"

for part of what is involved in insisting that something is fore-

known is insisting that it will occur.^^

2. A problem remains. Even if it is possible to suppose that

some future events are so certain that they can be foreknown, is

it possible to foreknow free acts in this way? In order to com-

plete his argument about the compatibility of divine foreknowl-

edge with human freedom, Anselm must explain how it is pos-

sible for God to foreknow a contingent event—for if it "really"

may not happen, how can God foreknow whether or not it will

happen? And if He does foreknow it, how can it really be con-

tingent rather than necessary?

In DCD Anselm contends that Satan could not have foreknown

his fall since it might not have happened; i.e., Satan could have

willed other than he did and thus not have fallen. Now if by

"foreknowledge" one means knowledge of what will certainly

take place, then since Satan's fall was able not to happen, prior

to its occurrence he could not have known with certainty that it

would happen. Reasoning in this manner, Anselm adopts the

Aristotelian account of the noetic uncertainty of future con-

tingencies. He then allows for God's foreknowledge of contin-

gencies in the future by claiming that, strictly speaking, God has

no foreknowledge of future things but only knowledge of present

things. It follows that God views all things as if they were pres-

ent. He sees all free actions as completed, while Sfill knowing

that they might have been enacted differently from what they

are. In the Divine Mind human (and angelic) actions done by

free choice are viewed as having subsequent but not antecedent

necessity. They are, therefore, contemplated as actually hap-

pening—and hence as certainly happening, or necessarily happen-

ing. They are contingent in that they are not the results of ante-

cedent necessity. Yet they are certain (to God) because they

belong not to future possibility but, as it were, to present ac-

tuahty. Now, Satan cannot foreknow a possible free action—for

4*^ De Concordia, Q. 1., Ch. 3: "
'si deus praescit aliquid', non addendo

'futurum': quoniam in 'praescire' intelligitur futurum. Nam non est aliud

praescire quam scire futurum, et ideo si praescit deus aliquid, necesse est

illud esse futurum." S-250.28-30 (II).
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insofar as it is free, it might come not to be chosen; he cannot,

then, foreknow whether it will occur or not. Anselm is, there-

fore, able to argue that finite minds can never know with cer-

tainty whether an action which it is possible for an agent either

to perform or not (as he chooses) actually will be performed.

With two provisos, Anselm is embracing essentially the same

position as Aristotle regarding future contingencies: (1) He
shows no signs of adopting the Aristotelian doctrine that state-

ments expressing future contingencies are neither true nor false;

(2) he allows that since all actions are actual to God, God can

know what we call the future without every future thing's

thereby being necessitated. In the end, then, Anselm gives the

following sense to "It is necessary that such and such an action

be done freely": Such an action is present to the mind of God as

a free action. Insofar as God views it as actual, it is already ac-

complished. Insofar as it is already accomplished, it was going to

be (freely) accomplished. Insofar as it was going to be (freely)

accomplished, then, necessarily, it was going to be (freely) ac-

complished. It is therefore necessary that it be performed freely.

Anselm's account of "It is necessary" does not always advance

his general argument. For instance, when we say, "Whatever has

been, necessarily has been" (or "Whatever is to be, necessarily

will be"),^^ have we said anything more informative than that

the proposition "Whatever has been, has been" is necessarily

true? Moreover, it is misleading to express God's knowledge of

someone's "future" (free) action as involving a necessity that

so-and-so's action be freely done. It is indeed necessary that what

God knows about the future will take place ( and to be sure some

things may take place without necessity). It is necessary be-

cause, as Anselm notes earlier, "God knows that X will take

place" ( contextually ) implies "X will take place."^^ And here

rests Anselm's argument. If God can know the future, then He
can know not only what will happen but how it will happen.

There is no logical inconsistency in supposing God to know that

an agent is going to act freely. To inject into the discussion "It

is necessary that . .
." beclouds rather than clarifies. It furnishes

48 CDH, Bk. 2, Ch. 17.

49 De Concordia, Q. 1, Ch. 3. See footnote 47 above.
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the temptation to fall back into thinking that what is "foreknown"

must happen, rather than will happen.

Anselm's discussion of evil takes many turns. His major con-

cern has been to show that God is not the source of evil. Inci-

dental to this concern, he has had to defend the possibility of

speaking meaningfully about not-being—since, evil, as a priva-

tion, has no being. Thus, in order to assert meaningfully "Evil is

a privation," we must know in what way it is possible to dis-

course about what-is-not. Though the particular form of An-

selm's argumentation may in places border upon casuistry, the

movement of his overall scheme is clear, directed, and coherent.

VI . Notes on the Translation.

A translator must always come to a decision about the kind of

translation he wishes to make. A good rule is to let the nature of

the subject matter determine in part the degree of literalness

desirable. Thus a translation of the Scriptures might in most

cases be expected to follow the original constructions quite

closely. A translation of Aristotle's Metaphysics, on the other

hand, must of necessity supply "understood" phrases and transi-

tions in order to round out and make clear the nature aad force

of the argument. Aristotle's lecture notes are so conden^fed that

they would scarcely make sense in English if rendered in utter

literality. Such a rendition would not ordinarily qualify as a

translation.

Since Anselm's arguments are highly dialectical, their force

can only be preserved by supplying transitions from speech to

speech and by making explicit each turn of the argument. Our

aim has been both accuracy and clarity. We have sought at all

places to preserve the structure of the argument and to make
clear the point of view. To this end we have supplied italics,

quotation marks, parentheses, and enumerations. The translation

attempts to make Anselm's argument as intelligible in English

as it was to his Latin-speaking students. Because the Latin di-

alogue is often so condensed that many transitions are not

obvious, it has been necessary to expand these transitions. Chap-

ter headings did not form part of the original manuscript. Their

later addition was unhelpful since all too frequently they come
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at places where the argument does not actually break. Occa-

sionally they interrupt the student's speech (e.g., DCD, Chs. 23-

24), and in general they do not serve to structure the skeletal

argument (e.g., DCD, Chs. 15-16). However, these headings be-

long to a tradition of such long and widespread acceptance that

Schmitt has preserved them in the critical edition, and we have

reluctantly decided to do the same.

Anselm's Latin syntax presents no special problems of transla-

tion. His style is uncomplex and appealing. The considerations

involved in the rendition of "rectitudo" "commodum," "oratio"

"essentia" and other words have already been discussed in the

introduction or are to be found in individual footnotes through-

out the text. That there is not always an exact English equiva-

lent for a single Latin term does not indicate a general lack of

correspondence between Latin and English vocabulary and

(more importantly) syntax. Indeed, the fact of such correspond-

ence justifies the attempt to translate with a view to Anselm's

thought and argument as well as (and sometimes in place of)

seeking word-for-word equivalents. Anselm himself furnishes an

admonition which might be taken as a motto for this translation:

"We shouldn't so much cling to inappropriate words which con-

ceal the truth, as we should seek to discover the genuine truth

which is hidden under the many types of expression." ( DCD, Ch.

1) Anselm can give such instruction because he holds that all

languages presuppose and embody categories and concepts which

are common to every rational being. (Monologion, Ch. 10) He
is not unaware that there are differences between languages, and

that there are subtle discrepancies between the order of reality

and the order of language whereby the latter always contains

some ideological element, or some bias concerning the character

of things. In fact, he explicitly discusses peculiarities of Latin

syntax, and gives an example of the discrepancy between lan-

guage and reality in his discussion of the term **percutlentia"

( "beating" ) . ( See DV, Ch. 8 ) In spite of his awareness of these

relativities of language, he believes that they are not ultimately

significant, because concrete languages are but imperfect expres-

sions of the "inner language," or conceptual order, which every

rational being comes to possess.

Our procedure in this translation does not presuppose a deci-
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sion regarding the general relation between thought and lan-

guage. For even if categories and concepts were totally embedded
in, and peculiar to, particular languages, Latin and English are

not so different as languages that the persons who speak them can

be shown to be thinking differently. Hence, even if Anselm were
said to be thinking "in Latin," he cannot be said to be thinking

very differently from a man who thinks "in EngHsh." Peter Geach,

in his recent book Reference and Generality,^^ is certainly right

that Latin and English syntaxes differ insignificantly and that

concepts available to Latin authors are in general translatable

into equivalent English expressions. The striking exception is the

absence of a definite article in Latin. Geach attempts to show
the significance of this in philosophical thought. According to

Geach, medieval Latin thinkers could not have had a theory of

definite descriptions:

The lack of an indefinite article in Latin did not prevent the

development of a theory remarkably similar to the theory ex-

pounded in Russell's Principles of Mathematics about *denot-

ing' phrases of the form *an A'. The lack of a definite article,

on the other hand, means that no 'theory of definite descrip-

tions' may be looked for in medieval writers.^^

But his claim is too strong. If, as he argues, medieval logicians

could have arrived at a theory of indefinite descriptions although

possessing no indefinite article, then the lack of the definite

article should not rule out, in principle at least, the possibility

of their having developed a theory of definite descriptions. It is

well known that Greek has a definite, but not an indefinite

article, and there is little reason to suppose that Latin au-

thors could not comprehend the syntactical operation of 6, rj, to

in Greek, or that they had no means of rendering in their own
language a crucial argument which might happen to turn upon

the function of just such a syntactical tool. Consider the follow-

ing proposition: 'Hie qui nunc Rex Galliae calvus est." Medieval

philosophers could and sometimes did use the combination of

the demonstrative and relative pronouns in order to express

50 Ithaca, New York (Coniell University Press, ^962).
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uniqueness. Thus Anselm writes, "Hoc quod dicis, est nihil."

("This thing which you are saying is nothing"; or, "The thing

you are saying is nothing.") (DCD, Ch. 11

)

A language which has a definite article may perhaps be more

likely to generate puzzles about definite descriptions; but it does

not follow thereby that a language without a definite article

could not in principle naturally give rise to such puzzles. In fact,

Anselm himself notes that substitutions of one kind or another

typically occur within Latin syntax. Consider his example:

It is very well known that we are accustomed to use the perfect

passive participle as a substitute for a present passi/e par-

ticiple. For Latin lacks a present passive participle, just as it

also lacks a perfect participle for active and middle verbs. So

too, we can use the present active participle in place of this

perfect active participle that we lack. For example, I might

say about someone, "He teaches you what he learned while

studying and reading (studens et legens) only when com-

pelled (coactus)"; that is, "He teaches you what he learned

while he studied and read only when he is compelled." (DV,

Ch. 12)

Geach's failure to show that Latin has no substitute expressions

which could fulfill the function of the definite article in either

Greek or English disqualifies his discussion of the one major

difference between English and Latin syntax.

Conclusion.

Anselm's philosophical dialogues deal with puzzles which are

not new in the history of thought. But the analysis they bring to

bear upon these puzzles and the specific arguments they utilize,

confirm AnseLm in the eminence he has been accorded as a

major figure of medieval thought. In the last regard, the dia-

logues furnish a conceptual bridge between Augustine and

Aquinas, a bridge which furthers the best traditions of medieval

eristic. Anselm's concern with the notions of truth, freedom, and

evil is not the concern of the speculative metaphysician, who
introduces special terminology by which tc generate additional
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explanatory power. His concern is, rather, that of the dialectician,

who uses commonly received language to explicate, analyze, and

recommend.

Jasper Hopkins

WRU-Case Program of

Philosophical Studies

Herbert Richardson

Harvard University
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Truth, Preedom, and Bvil:

Three Philosophical Dialogues

By

Anselm of Canterbury





Pref;reracc

At various times I wrote three treatises pertaining to the study

of sacred Scripture.^ They are similar in having been written in

dialogue form—questions being posed by the "student" and an-

swers being given by the "teacher." I also wrote a fourth dialogue

between teacher and student, which begins with the question

whether the word "grammarian" signifies a substance or a qual-

ity.2 I think this treatise not unhelpful for introducing someone

1 The most important single study of the chronology of Anselm's writings is

Father F. S. Schmitt's "Zur Chronologic der Werke des hi. Anselm von

Canterbury," Revue Benedictine, 44 (1932), 322-350. Schmitt's conclusion

respecting the composition of the major treatises is as follows:

Monologion; completed in the second half of 1076.

Proslogion; probably written about 1077-1078. The controversy with Gaun-

ilo occurred the following year.

De Grammatico; De Veritate; De Libertate Arbitrii: probably written be-

tween 1080 and 1085.

De Casu Diaboli: probably completed sometime between 1085 and 1090.

Epistola De Incarnatione Verbi: the first rescension was finished before

September, 1092. The final rescension was pubhshed about the beginning

of 1094.

Cur Deus Homo: begun between 1094 and 1097; completed in the summer

of 1098.

De Conceptu Virginali et Originali Peccato: written between summer 1099

and summer 1100.

De Processione Spiritus Sancti: completed in summer, 1102.

Epistola De Sacrificio Azymi et Fermentati; De Sacramentis Ecclesiae: writ-

ten about 1106-1107.

De Concordia: written about 1107-1108.

2 The translation is expanded here to incorporate the question from the first

sentence of De Grammatico. For a survey of the controversy surrounding

the translation of the first sentence of De Grammatico see Desmond Henry's

The De Grammatico of St. Anselm (South Bend: University of Notre Dame
Press, 1964).
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to dialectic; however, since it pertains to a different topic from

the other three, I do not wish to number it with them.

One of the three is Concerning Truth: it asks what truth is,

what things are true, and what is justice. A second treatise is

called On Freedom of Choice: it asks what free choice is, whether

a man always has it, and the number of distinctions proper to

having, or not having, uprightness of will—for freedom of choice

was given to man in order to preserve this uprightness. In this

treatise, I discuss only the natural strength of the will for keep-

ing the uprightness which it has received, and I don't go into a

discussion of the necessity that grace should adhere to the will

in order that it might actually keep this uprightness. The third

treatise deals with the question why, since God didn't give Satan

the perseverance which he couldn't have had without its being

given, it was sin for Satan not to persevere in the truth. For if

God had given perseverance to him, he would have had it—just

as the good angels had it because God gave it to them. And al-

though I spoke about the confirmation of the good angels in this

treatise, I entitled it The Fall of Satan; for what I said about the

good angels was incidental, but what I wrote about the evil

angels was essential to the way the question was posed.

Obviously these three treatises are related, although not by

any continuity of composition; but their content and their style

require that they be bound together in the order in which I have

mentioned them. It may be that certain persons have prematurely

transcribed them in another order before all of them were com-

pleted; nevertheless, I want them ordered as I have listed them

here.

—Anselm



Concerning Truth

(Dc Veritate)

CHAPTERS

I. That Truth has no beginning or end.

II. On the truth of signification, and on the two truths of a

proposition.

III. On the truth of thoughts.

IV. On the truth of the will.

V. On the truth of natural and non-natural actions.

VI. On the truth of the senses.

VII. On the truth of the essence of things.

VIII. On the various meanings of "ought" and "ought not," "can"

and "cannot."

IX. That every action signifies what is either true or false.

X. On the Supreme Truth.

XL On the definition of truth.

XII. On the definition of justice.

XIII. That the truth in all things is one truth.

Chapter I

That Truth has no beginning or end.

Student. Since we believe that God is Truth, and since we say

truth is in many other things, I would like to know whether we
ought to believe that truth in all its forms is God. For in the

Monologion, by appealing to the truth of a proposition, you dem-
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onstrate that the Supreme Truth has no beginning and no end,

by means of the following argument:

Let anyone who can, try to conceive of when the following

proposition began to be true, or was ever not true, namely,

that something vv^as going to exist. Or let him try to conceive

of when the following proposition will cease being true, namely,

that something has existed in the past. Now if neither of these

things can be conceived, and if neither proposition can be true

unless there is truth, then it is also impossible to conceive that

truth might have a beginning or an end. For suppose that truth

had had a beginning, or suppose that it would at some time

come to an end: then even before truth had begun to be, it

would have been true that there was no truth; and even after

truth had come to an end, it would still be true that truth had
come to an end. But since these statements could not be true

unless there was truth, there would have to have been truth

before truth came to be, and there would still have to be truth

after truth had ceased to be. But these conclusions are pre-

posterous. Therefore, whether someone asserts that truth has a

beginning or an end, or whether someone asserts that it has no
beginning or end, truth cannot be confined by any begin-

ning or end.^

You argue thus in the Monologion. So I would like to learn the

definition of truth from you.

Teacher. I don't recall ever arriving at a definition of truth

there; but if you wish, let us inquire as to what truth is by looking

at the various things in which we say there is truth.

S. If I cannot do anything else, I will at least help by being a

good listener.

Chapter II

On the truth of signification, and
on the two truths of a proposition.

T. Then, let's first ask what truth is in a proposition, since we
generally call a proposition true or false.

1 Monologion, Ch. 18.
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S. Start with your questions, and I'll trust your answers.

T. When is a proposition true?

S. When what it aflBrms to exist does exist, and when what it

denies to exist does not exist.^ (I include this latter condition of

a proposition's denying the existence of what does not exist be-

cause even then it expresses what is the case.

)

T. Does it seem to you that the thing which such a proposition

either aflfirms or denies is the truth of the proposition?

S. No.

T. Why not?

S. Because nothing is true except by its participation in truth;

therefore, when something is true, it is because of a truth which

is in that thing itself. But the thing affirmed or denied by a true

proposition is not in the proposition itself, and so must not be

said to be its truth; rather, it must be called the cause of the

proposition's being true. Therefore, it seems to me that the truth

of a proposition must be sought only in the proposition itself.^

T. Well, is this truth of a proposition the proposition itself or

its signification or something in its definition?

S. i don't think so.

T. What's your reason?

S. Because if the truth of a proposition were any of these, then

the proposition would always be true. For the definition of a

proposition always remains the same whether the thing the propo-

sition asserts to be the case is or isn't the case. And the proposi-

tion, its signification, and other such things also remain the

same.

T. Well then, what is the truth in a proposition?

S. All I know is that when a proposition signifies that what is

the case is the case, then it is tru-e and there is truth in it.

T. For what purpose is an affirmation uttered?

2 This definition of true and false sentences follows Boethius' commentary

on Aristotle's De Interpretatione. PL, 64, 457ff.

3 Anselm uses "oratin," "enuntiatio," and "propositio" interchangeably

throughout this section. Cf. S-177f. (I); 180.11. An enuntiatio is a propo-

sition in the strict sense; i.e., it affirms or denies something. An oratio is an

utterance which may or may not make an assertion; e.g., a prayer is an

utterance which makes no assertion. Every true or false oratio is, there-

fore, an enuntiatio. Here, as above, Anselm is following Boethius. Cf. PL,

64, 434ff.
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S. In order to signify the existence of what exists.

T. Then this is what an aflBrmation is supposed to do?

S. Yes, of course.

T. So when an aflBrmative sentence signifies the existence of

what does exist, it signifies as it is supposed to.

S. Evidently.

T. And when it signifies as it is supposed to signify, it signifies

correctly.

S. That's right.

T. And when it signifies correctly, its signification is correct.

S. No doubt about it.

T. Therefore, when it signifies the existence of what does exist,

its signification is correct.

S. This follows.

T. Moreover, when it signifies the existence of what does exist,

its signification is true.

S. Yes, its signification is both correct and true when it signifies

the existence of what does exist.

T. So for an aflBrmation to be correct is the same thing as for

it to be true, namely, for it to signify the existence of what actu-

ally does exist.

S. Yes, this is so.

T. Therefore, the truth in an aflBrmation is simply its correct-

ness.*

S. I now see clearly that this truth is correctness.

T. The situation is the same when a proposition signifies the

non-existence of what does not exist [i.e., in the case of a true

negation].

S. I understand what you are saying. But teach me how to

reply if someone were to say that a proposition signifies as it

should even when it signifies that a thing exists which, in fact,

does not exist. For such a proposition has the power of signify-

ing that a thing exists both while that thing exists and when it

doesn't exist. For if it didn't have the power of signifying that a

thing existed even when that thing didn't exist, it wouldn't sig-

nify that thing at all when it didn't exist. For this reason, some-

one might argue that a proposition signifies as it should even

4 See Introduction, p. 18 for a discussion of "rectitudo."
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when it aflBrms that something exists which doesn't exist. Then if

your argument held true—namely, that a proposition is correct

and true when it signifies as it should—it would follow that a

proposition would be true even when it asserts that something

exists which, in fact, does not exist.

T. Well, it is rather unusual to call a proposition true when it

signifies that something exists which does not exist; nevertheless,

such a sentence has a certain truth and correctness, for it signifies

as it should in one respect. But when a sentence signifies that

something exists which does, in fact, exist, it functions as it

should in two respects-, for it signifies (1) in accordance with its

power of signifying and (2) in accordance with the purpose for

which it has its power of signifying. Now a proposition is usually

said to be correct and true when it signifies in accordance with

that correctness and truth by which it affirms a thing to exist

which does, in fact, exist; and we do not ordinarily call a propo-

sition correct and true when it signifies only with that correct-

ness and truth by which it affirms a thing to exist which does not,

in fact, exist. For a proposition ought to be judged correct and

true with respect to the purpose for which it received the power

of signification rather than with respect to a purpose for which

it didn't receive this power. For a proposition has the power

of signifying that a thing exists when it doesn't exist, or doesn't

exist while it actually does, simply because there is no way

for the proposition to have only the power of signifying that

a thing exists while it does exist or that a thing doesn't exist

when it doesn't. So on the one hand, a proposition is correct

and true because it signifies in accordance with the purpose

for which it has the power of signifying; and on the other

hand, it is correct and true because it signifies in accordance

with its mere power of signifying. The first of these correctnesses

can vary from time to time; but the second always belongs to a

proposition. A proposition does not always have the first kind of

truth; but it always possesses the second. The first kind of truth

belongs to a proposition accidentally and follows its usage; the

second kind of truth belongs to a proposition naturally. For ex-

ample, when I say "It is day" in order to signify the existence of

what does, in fact, exist, I use the signification of this sentence

correctly, in accordance with the purpose for which it is made;
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and so it is said to signify correctly. But when, by means of the

same sentence, I signify the existence of what does not exist, I

don't use it correctly, because it is not made for this purpose;

and so, in this respect, its signification is said not to be correct.

Now in certain propositions, the two truths or correctnesses

are inseparable, as when we say "Man is an animal" or "A man
is not a stone." For the aflBrmative proposition signifies what is

always the case; and the negative proposition signifies what is

never the case. Therefore, we cannot use the aflRrmative sentence

for signifying what is not the case (for man is always an ani-

mal), and we cannot use the negative sentence for signifying

what is the case (because a man is never a stone).

We began our questioning by discussing the truth which a

proposition has by virtue of someone's using it correctly, for our

common way of speaking judges a proposition to be true in ac-

cordance with this kind of truth. We shall put off, to a later

time, our discussion of the other kind of truth which a proposition

must always have.^

S. Now that you have shown how a proposition can have a

kind of truth even when it is false, please return to the issue you

first took up—for you have distinguished well enough between

the two kinds of truth.

T. Let the things we've just said about the truth of significa-

tion suflSce for now. For the same notion of truth which we have

examined in spoken propositions must now be examined in all

the signs which are made in order to signify the existence or

non-existence of something—for example, written characters or

sign language.

S. All right. Let's proceed to these other topics.

Chapter III

On the truth of thoughts.

T. We also call a thought true when what we think is the

case, either because of an argument or for some other reason,

^ The discussion of this other truth of signification is taken up in DV, Chs.

5 and 13; and this discussion is the argument by which Anselm "proves"

that the truth in all things is one truth.
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really is the case; and we call a thought false when what we

think is the case really is not the case.

S. This is our custom.

T. Then what does truth seem to be in a thought?

S. Following the argument we saw to be true in the case of a

proposition, we should say that the truth of a thought is best

called its correctness. For we have been given the power of con-

ceiving something either to exist or not to exist so that we might

conceive the existence of what is and the non-existence of what

is not. For this reason, whoever thinks something to exist which

does exist thinks as he ought; therefore, his thought is correct.

Now if our thought is correct and true simply because we think

the existence of what is or the non-existence of what is not, then

the truth of a thought can only be its correctness.

T. Your thinking is correct.

Chapter IV

On the truth of the will.

T. Now God, Who is Himself the Truth, says that there is also

truth in the will, for He says that Satan did not stand firm in the

truth. (John 8:44) But it was only with respect to his will that

Satan was in the truth and deserted the truth.

S. I believe this. For he deserted the truth only by sinning;

and if he had always willed what he ought to have willed, then

he never would have sinned.

T. Tell me, then, what you think truth in the will is.

S. It is only that correctness of the will which we call up-

rightness.^ For as long as Satan willed what he ought to have

willed—namely, the end for which he had received a will—he

remained in the truth and in uprightness; and when he willed

what he ought not to have willed, he deserted this truth and up-

rightness. So truth in the will can only be thought to be this

uprightness, or correctness, of willing—because the truth, or up-

rightness, in Satan's will consisted only in his willing what he

ought.

T. You are thinking well.

s "uprightness" = "rectitudo."
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Chapter V

On the truth of natural and non-natural actions.

T. We must no less believe that there is truth in actions, for

the Lord says, "He who does evil hates the Hght" and "He who
does the truth comes to the Hght." (John 3:20,21)

S. I see what you mean.

T. Then, tell me what truth is in regard to actions, if you can.

S. Unless I am mistaken, truth in actions must be sought by
the same line of reasoning we used in earher cases.

T. That's right. Since to do evil and to do the truth are op-

posites—as the Lord declares when He says, "He who does evil

hates the light" and "He who does the truth comes to the hght'

—

doing the truth is the same thing as doing good. For doing good

and doing evil are opposites. Therefore, if doing the truth and

doing good have the same opposite term, namely, doing evil,

then they are not different in their signification. But everyone

maintains that whoever does what he is supposed to do does

what is good and what is right, or correct. So it follows that to

do what is right, or correct, is to do the truth. For it is evident

that to do the truth is to do what is good, and to do what is good

is to do what is right. Therefore, nothing is clearer than that the

truth of an action is its rightness.

S. I see no way of refuting your reasoning.

T. Consider whether every action which does what it ought

may properly be said to do the truth. For there are rational ac-

tions, such as giving alms, and there are non-rational actions,

such as a fire's heating something. Now, would it be proper to

say that the activity of fire is doing the truth?

S. Since fire has received its power for heating from God, from

whom it has its existence,"^ then when it heats something, it does

what it should. Therefore, I don't see why it would be improper

to say that fire does the truth and what is right when it does

what it should.

T. What you say seems right. Hence, we should note that the

T"ab eo a quo." Cf. S-183.4 (I); S-186.30; S-265.2.4; S-260.15. The ref-

erence is obviously to God. Cf. Augustine, De Libero Arbitrio, Bk, 2, Ch.

19: ab illo a quo sunt omnia bona, hoc est Deo.
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rightness or truth of an action is sometimes necessary, and some-

times not. A fire does what is right and true by necessity when
it heats; but a man does what is right and true, out of no neces-

sity, when he does what is good. When the Lord says "He who
does the truth comes to the Hght," He wishes us to understand

the verb "to do" not only in its proper sense but in a broad

sense, as including all other verbs. For He includes under this

promise with regard to truth or Hght the man who suffers perse-

cution for the sake of justice, and the man who is in the right

place at the right time, and the man who is standing or sitting

when he ought to be, and so on. (Matt. 5:10, etc.) No one calls

such actions examples of not doing what is good. And when the

Apostle says that each man will receive judgment in accordance

with his deeds (II Cor. 5:10), we must understand this to in-

clude all the things we usually mean when we speak of doing

good and doing evil.

S. Yes, in our ordinary way of speaking we call suffering and

many other things "deeds," even though they do not involve

"doing." So, unless I am wrong, we can also number among right

deeds the upright willing, whose truth we previously discussed.

T. You're not mistaken. Whoever wills what he should is said

to do what is right and good; and so he is included among those

who do the truth. But since we are discussing truth by examin-

ing it in a variety of contexts, and since the Lord seems to be

speaking especially of a truth in the will when He says that

Satan "did not stand firm in the truth," I wanted to examine

separately what truth in the will might be.

S. I think this was a good idea.

T. So it is evident that one truth of action is natural and an-

other is not natural. And we can see that the truth of a proposi-

tion which cannot be separated from it (which we previously

discussed) must be placed under the category of the natural.

For just as when fire heats, it does the truth because it has re-

ceived the power to heat from God, from whom it has its ex-

istence; so also the proposition "It is day" does the truth when it

signifies that it is day, whether it is day or not, since it is its

nature to do this.

S. Now at last I see how truth can be in a sentence that is

false.
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Chapter VI

On the truth of the senses.

T. Do you think that we have discovered all the instances of

truth, aside from the Supreme Truth?

S. I've just recalled a certain truth weVe not yet mentioned.

T. What is it?

S. There is sometimes truth in our bodily senses—but not al-

ways, for at times they deceive us. Sometimes when I am looking

at an object through a glass, my sight is mistaken, because it

reports to me that the object I see through the glass is the same

color as the glass; yet it really is a different color. And some-

times my sight leads me to believe that the glass is the color of

the object on the other side of it, when really the object and not

the glass has this color. And there are many other occasions when
sight and the other senses deceive us.

T. It seems to me that this truth or falsity is not in our senses,

but in our belief about them. The outer sense does not report

lies to the inner sense, but the latter deceives itself. This is

sometimes easy to realize, other times difficult. For when a boy

is afraid of the statue of a dragon posed as if to eat him up, we
easily recognize that the sight of the dragon doesn't cause his

fear (for the boy's sight reports to him nothing more than an

older person's sight reports to him); rather, it is caused by his

childish inner sense, which does not yet know well enough

how to distinguish between a real thing and its likeness. The

same thing happens when we see a person who resembles some-

one else and we mistake him for that other person—or, again

when someone mistakenly thinks he hears the voice of a man,

though, in fact, it only sounds like a man's voice. His inner sense

causes these mistakes.

Now, what you said about glass happens the way it does be-

cause when sight passes through a body which has the color of

air, it is no more prevented from receiving the likeness of the

color it sees beyond the glass than when it passes through the

air.^ And this is always the case except insofar as the body it

8 Anselm's theory of vision is that the eyes emit a ray which goes forth to

receive or assume (accipere or assumere) the color of its object. Cf. DL,

Ch. 7. S-218. 27ff. (I).
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passes through is denser or darker than air. For example, this is

the case when sight passes through glass which has no color ad-

mixed to its own, or when we look through very clear water or

through a crystal or through something having a similar color.

But when sight passes through some other color (for example,

through tinted glass), it receives the color which it first en-

counters. Thus, having received and been modified by the color

of the medium, either it receives imperfectly whatever addi-

tional color it encounters, or else it doesn't receive it at all.

Therefore, sight reports the color it apprehends first, and re-

ports it to the inner sense either by itself or in combination with

the color it apprehends subsequently. So if sight is modified by

the first color up to its full capacity for receiving color, then it

cannot at the same time sense an additional color. But if sight is

not affected by the color in the medium so as to exhaust its

capacity to sense color, then it can still sense another color. For

example, if sight passes through a certain body, say glass, which

is so thoroughly red that sight is fully modified by this redness,

then it is unable to be modified by another color at the same

time. But if sight first encounters a pane of glass, or something

like it, which is not shaded a deep enough red to exhaust the

capacity of sight to sense color, then it will be able to sense an

additional color at the same time, up to its full capacity to re-

ceive color. Whoever is unaware of this fact thinks that sight

reports that all the things it perceives in addition to the first

color are either partially or entirely the same color. Thereby the

inner sense imputes its own error to the outer sense.

We have the same kind of case when an unbroken stick,

partly in water, partly not, is thought to be broken; or when we
think that the faces we see in a mirror are real. So when sight

and the other faculties of sense seem to report to us many things

as being other than they really are, the fault is not with the

senses, which report in accordance with their natural powers,

but must be attributed to the souFs faculty of judgment, which

does not clearly discern what the faculties of sense can and

should do. I don't think I will take the time to show this in any

more detail, since for our purposes it would be more tedious

than profitable. Let it suffice to say that whatever the senses

seem to report, whether as a result of their nature or for some
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other cause [for example, because of a tinted glass], they func-

tion as they should. Therefore, they do what is right and true,

and their truth falls under the category of the truth which is in

actions.

S. Your answer has satisfied me. I see no need to prolong dis-

cussing this question.

Chapter VII

On the truth of the essence of things.

T. Now consider—still setting aside the question about Su-

preme Truth—whether we should think truth to be in anything

other than the things we've already mentioned.

S. What could that be?

T. Do you think that there is anything, at any time or place,

which is not in the Supreme Truth, or has not received what it is

(insofar as it is) from the Supreme Truth? And do you think

that there is anything which could be other than what it is in the

Supreme Truth Itself?

S. No, we must not think so.

T. Therefore, whatever is, truly is—insofar as it is what it is in

the Supreme Truth.

S. Absolutely. Everything which is, truly is—since it is nothing

other than what it is in the Supreme Truth.

T. Therefore, there is truth in the essence of all that exists,

because all things are what they are in the Supreme Truth.^

S. Truth is in the essence of things to such an extent that no

falsehood can be there, since what exists falsely does not exist at

all.

T. That's a good answer. But tell me whether anything should

be different from what it is in the Supreme Truth.

S. No.

T. Well, if all things are what they are in the Supreme Truth,

then without doubt they are what they ought to be.

9 ' essentiae" Here "essentia" = essence, or being. In DCD it frequently

refers to a being, or to the class of all beings. Anselm also uses "essentia"

interchangeably with "exisientia." Cf. S-190.10 (I).
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S. Yes, all things are what they ought to be.

T. But whatever is what it ought to be, rightly is.

S. It couldn't be otherwise.

T. Therefore, everything which exists, exists rightly.

S. Nothing follows more logically.

T. Now, if truth and rightness are in the essence of things

because they are what they are in the Supreme Truth, then it is

certain that the truth of things is their rightness.

S. No conclusion is clearer.

Chapter VIII

On the various meanings of "ought''

and "ought not," "can" and "cannot."

S. But suppose we consider the facts of the matter. How can

we say that whatever exists ought to exist, since there are many
evil occurrences which certainly ought not exist?

T. But why should it be strange to think that the same thing

ought both to exist and not to exist?

S. How can this be?

T. I know you believe that nothing at all exists except by

God's causing it or by His permitting it.

S. I'm certain of that.

T. Would you dare suggest that God might unwisely cause or

permit something to exist? Or would you dare suggest that His

doing so might not be good?

S. I would say, rather, that God's doing or permitting some-

thing is always wise and good.

T. Would you say that what such a good and wise God causes

or permits to exist should not exist?

S. What thinking person would dare think this?

T. Then whether God causes a thing to exist, or whether He
permits it to exist, it ought to exist.

S. Yes, this seems clear.

T. Well now, do you think that the effect of an evil will ought

to exist?

S. This is the same as asking whether an evil deed ought to

exist; and no one with any sense would concede this.
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T. Nonetheless, God permits some men to do the evil which

they evilly desire.

S. Would that He allowed it less often!

T. Then here is something which both should and should not

be. It ought to be, since it is permitted by the wisdom and good-

ness of God, without whose permission it could not have hap-

pened; yet it ought not be, insofar as it is conceived by one

whose will is evil. In this way, for example, the Lord Jesus ought

not to have suffered death, because he alone among men was

innocent, and no one ought to have inflicted death upon him.

Yet, in another sense, he ought to have suffered death, because

he wisely and graciously and usefully willed to suffer it. So we
see that opposite terms may be predicated of the same subject

as long as these terms are applied in different respects and for

different reasons. This is frequently the case when the subject is

an action. For example, consider a "beating" (percussio)}^ Now,

a beating refers both to one who gives it and to one who gets it;

i.e., both to an agent and to a patient. For this reason, a beating

may be called both an action and a passion, though in different

respects. Now, if we analyze the Latin word percussio (i.e.,

beating), we see that its grammatical form does not fully admit

these opposites. For this word is built on the stem of the past

participle of percutere; and therefore its form is passive, even

though we can use it with an active signification. However, al-

though we can use the word with this active signification, it

seems, because of its passive stem, to refer more to the patient

10 Because the passage which follows depends upon distinctions present

only in Latin, it has been rendered paraphrastically. The Latin: "Quamvis

secundum ipsiim nomen actio vel percussio et quae similiter dicta a passivis

in activa significatione dicuntur, magis videantur esse patientis quam
agentis. Quippe secundum id quod agit, magis proprie videtur dici agentia

vel percutientia; et secundum id quod patitur, actio et percussio. Nam
agentia et percutientia ab agente et percutiente dicitur, sicut providentia a

providente et continentia a continente, quae scilicet agens et percutiens,

providens et continens activa sunt; actio vero et percussio ab acto et per-

cusso quae passiva sunt derivantur. Sed quoniam—ut in uno dicam quod in

ceteris intelligas— , sicut percutiens non est sine percusso nee percussus

absque percutiente, ita percutientia et percussio sine invicem esse nequeunt,

immo una et eadem res est diversis nominibus secundum diversas partes

significata: idcirco percussio et percutientis et percussi esse dicitur." S-187

(I).
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who gets a beating than to the agent who gives it. If our gram-

mar corresponded to the actual character of a beating, we would

have not only the word percussio, (which seems to refer more

to the patient who gets a beating), but we would also have a

word for beating which was built on the active stem of the verb

percutere and which would refer especially to the agent who
gives it. Then, we would call the giving of a beating a percutien-

tia and the receiving of a beating a percussio, and we would

describe that one beating by two different words which signified

its different aspects. But, of course, we don't use such a word as

percutientia ordinarily. We simply understand that the word

percussio signifies both an action and a passion, and we under-

stand that it must signify both, because there can be no giving-

a-beating without getting-a-beating, and vice versa. There-

fore, a beating is said to be both an action and a passion—an

action with respect to the one who gives it, and a passion with

respect to the one who gets it. I will give only this one example,

but the same thing holds true for many other words.

Now, actions may be judged oppositely with respect to an

agent and a patient, or they may be judged similarly. (1) For

when the one who gives a beating does so rightfully and the one

who gets that beating does so rightfully, then the beating is

judged fully right, because there ought to be a beating in both

respects. For example, this holds true when someone who does

wrong is punished by someone who should punish him. (2) In

an opposite case, when someone who ought not to get a beating

is beaten by someone who ought not to give a beating, then that

beating is judged to be fully wrong, because there ought to be

a beating in neither respect. For example, this holds true when a

just man is beaten by an unjust man. (3) But when someone who
does wrong is beaten by someone who shouldn't beat him, then

the beating is judged to be both right and wrong, for the one man
ought to get a beating, but the other man ought not to give it.

(4) But if we consider any beating from the point of view of

divine judgment, which is both wise and good, and if we ask

whether it ought not to have happened at all, or ought not to have

happened either with respect to the agent or with respect to the

patient, then who will dare to assert that what is permitted by
such wisdom and goodness ought not to have happened?
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S. Let him say it who dares. I'm not that bold.

T. Now, let's consider the problem from the point of view of

the nature of things, and let's take as our example the driving of

iron nails into the body of the Lord. Will you say that His frail

flesh ought not to have been penetrable by nature, or that his

body ought not to have felt pain when pierced by sharp iron?^^

S. If it weren't this way, then it would have been against na-

ture.

T. So it is possible that with respect to nature, there ought to

be either an action or a passion which, with respect either to

the agent or to the patient of that action, ought not to be—since
either the agent ought not to do it or the patient ought not to

suffer it.

S. I can't deny any of this.

T. So you see that it very often is the case that the same action

both ought and ought not to happen, though in different respects.

S. You present this so clearly that I can't help seeing it.

T. Now there's one last point that I want you to learn; namely,

that we sometimes say "ought" and "ought not" improperly. For

example, I use "ought" improperly if I say that I ought to be

loved by you. For if I truly ought, then I have an obligation to

fulfill, and so I wouldn't fulfill my obligation if I were not loved

by you.

S. It follows.

T. But if I ought to be loved by you, then love should not be

demanded from me, but from you.

S. I must agree.

T. So when I say that I ought to be loved by you, it does not

mean that I have some obligation, but that you ought to love me.

Likewise, if I say that I ought not to be loved by you, then the

only thing I mean is that you ought not to love me.

This same mode of speaking also occurs in conjunction with

notions of ability and inability. For instance, we say, "Hector

could be overpowered by Achilles" or "Achilles could not be

overpowered by Hector." But there is no ability in Hector, who
is conquered, but only in Achilles, who conquers him. And there

11 I.e., it is the nature of a human body to be capable of being pierced and

to feel pain when pierced.
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is no inability in Achilles, who cannot be overpowered, but only

in Hector, who cannot overpower him.

S. What you say is both useful and pleasing.

T. That's right.

Chapter IX

That every action signifies what is either true or false.

T. Let's return to the topic of the truth of signification. I pre-

viously took up this topic to lead you to the less familiar by way

of the more famihar; for everyone speaks about the truth of sig-

nification, but few consider the truth which is in the essence of

things.

S. Your approach has helped me to understand the problem.

T. Then let's see how extensive the truth of signification is.

For there is not only a true or false signification in those things

which we ordinarily call "signs," but also in the other things we
have discussed up to this point [e.g., actions]. Now since a thing

ought to be done by someone only because that person ought to

do it, then by the very fact that someone does something, he sig-

nifies and declares that he ought to do it. And if he does a thing

which he really ought to do, then he tells the truth; and if he

does what he really ought not to do, then he lies.

S. Well, I seem to understand what you mean; but show me
more clearly, since I've never heard these views before.

T. Suppose you were in a place where you knew there were

edible herbs and poisonous ones, but you didn't know how to

tell them apart; suppose too, that another person were with you,

whose ability to discriminate between the two you trusted. Now
suppose that you asked him which ones were edible and which

were poisonous, and he pointed to one kind, but then, himself,

proceeded to eat the other kind. Which would you believe the

more : his word or his deed?

S. His deed more than his word.

T. So then, by his action he would be telling you more about

which herbs were edible than he would by his word.

S. Yes, that's right.

T. Now, if you didn't know whether or not lying were wrong
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and if someone lied in your presence, then even though he were

to say to you that he ought not to he, his very act of lying would

outweigh this. Similarly, if someone thought or willed some-

thing, and if you didn't know whether he ought to will or think

it, then if you could see his will and thought, he would signify

to you by this very act that he ought to will and think this

thing. Now, if this person really ought to be willing and think-

ing this, then by this willing and thinking he would be telling

the truth; and if he really ought not be willing and thinking

this, then he would be lying. There is also a true and a false

signification in the existence of things, since by the very fact that

they exist, they declare that they ought to exist.

S. I now see clearly what I had not noticed before.

T. Let's go on to the remaining topics.

S. Lead the way. I'll follow.

Chapter X

On the Supreme Truth.

T. You won t- deny that the Supreme Truth is Tightness, will

you?

S. No. I admit it couldn't be anything else.

T. Although all the different kinds of Tightness which we
mentioned above are what they are because the things they are

in either are as they ought to be or else do what they ought to

do, nevertheless the Supreme Truth is not Tightness because it is

under any obligation. All other things are obligated to it, and it

is obligated to nothing else. So it has no other reason for being

what it is except that it is.

S. I understand.

T. Do you also see how this Rightness is the cause of all other

truths and Tightnesses, but that nothing is the cause of it?

S. Yes, I do. And I notice among these other truths that some

are only effects, but some are both causes and effects. For ex-

ample, although the truth which is in the existence of things is

the effect of the Supreme Truth, this same truth is the cause of

the truth which is in a thought and which is in a proposition;

but the truth which is in a thought and the truth which is in a
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proposition are not themselves causes of any other truth.

T. That's a keen observation. On the basis of it, you can un-

derstand how in the Monologion I proved by means of the truth

of a proposition that the Supreme Truth has neither beginning

nor end. For when I asked, "When was it ever not true that

something was going to exist?" I didn't mean to suggest that the

proposition which asserted that something was going to exist

was itself without a beginning; nor was I interested in suggest-

ing that the truth of that proposition was God. I meant only to

say that, given the proposition, we could never conceive of a

time when truth was not in it; and from the fact that we cannot

conceive of a time when the proposition is not true, we see that

that other truth which is the first cause of the proposition's

truth, had no beginning. Indeed, the truth of the proposition

could not always be unless its cause always were. For the propo-

sition which says that something is going to exist, is not true

unless something is really going to exist. And something is not

going to exist unless it is in the Supreme Truth. We ought to

understand the other proposition, which says that something has

existed in the past, in the same way. For since every mind must

agree that truth will always be in this proposition (given the

proposition), then it follows that we cannot conceive of an end

to the truth which is the supreme cause of this proposition's

truth. For we speak truly when we say "Something has existed

in the past," because, in fact, something has existed in the past,

and something was in the past, because it is in the Supreme

Truth. Therefore, if it could never have been false that some-

thing was going to exist and if it could never be false that some-

thing has existed in the past, then it is impossible that the Su-

preme Truth could have had a beginning or could ever have an

end.

S. I don't see any possible objections to this argument.

Chapter XI

On the definition of truth.

T. Let's return to the investigation of truth which we began.

S. All that we were just talking about is pertinent to investi-
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gating truth. But if you like, go on with whatever you wish.

T. Tell me whether you think there is still another rightness

in addition to those rightnesses we've discussed.

S. I don't know of any other except the rightness which is in

corporeal things, such as the rightness, or straightness, of a

stick. But this is quite different from the other kinds.

T. In what way does this rightness seem to you to diflFer from

the others?

S. Because it can be apprehended by the bodily sight; but the

others can be apprehended only by the rational sight.

T. Isn't the straightness of material objects understood and

recognized by reason without our even looking at them? Suppose

there were doubt about whether the surface of an object which

is absent were straight or not. Suppose also that it could be

shown that no part of the surface were curved. Then couldn't it

be rationally concluded that the surface was straight?

S. Yes, it could. But the same thing which can be known in

this way by reason can also be perceived by the eyes, whereas

the other lands of rightness can only be perceived by the mind.

T. Therefore, unless I am mistaken we can define truth as the

rightness perceptible only to the mind.

S. There's no mistake in saying this, for this definition of truth

contains exactly what is necessary and is neither too broad nor

too narrow. The word "rightness" distinguishes truth from every-

thing which is not called "rightness." And "perceptible only to

the mind" distinguishes truth from that rightness, or straightness,

which is visible to the senses.

Chapter XII

On the definition of justice.

S. But since you have taught me that all truth is rightness and

since rightness seems to me to be the same thing as justice, teach

me also what I may understand justice to be. For it seems that

whatever it is for a thing to be right is also what it is for that

thing to be just; and conversely, whatever it is for a thing to be

just is also what it is for that thing to be right. It seems to be
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both just and right for fire to be hot and for a man to love some-

one who loves him. For if whatever ought to exist exists both

rightly and justly, and if nothing else exists justly and rightly

except what ought to exist, then justice is simply rightness. And
although the Supreme and Simple Nature is not right or just

because it is under any obligation to do or to be anything,

nevertheless, rightness and justice are also identical in it.

T. If justice is nothing other than rightness, then you now
know the definition of justice. And since we're speaking about

the rightness which is perceivable only by the mind—truth,

rightness, and justice are definable in terms of one another. Thus,

if a person were to know what any one of these is but were not

to know what the other two are, he could infer from his knowl-

edge of one to a knowledge of the others. In fact, were he to

know one of them, he could not keep from knowing the other

two.

S. But if rightness and justice are the same, shall we call a

stone just because it does what it ought when it seeks to move
toward the earth—even as we call a man just when he does what

he ought?

T. No, we don't ordinarily call a stone just on the basis of this

kind of justice.

S. Why, then, do we prefer to call a man just rather than a

stone, if both act justly?

T. Don't you think that the activity of a man differs in some

way from the activity of a stone?

S. I know that a man acts freely, but a stone acts by nature

and not freely.

T. And this is why we don't call a stone just; for a thing is not

called just, even though it does what it ought, if it doesn't will

what it does.

S. Shall we say, then, that a horse is just when he wills to eat,

because he willingly does what he ought?^^

T. I didn't say that something is just which willingly does what
it ought; rather, I said that whoever or whatever does not will-

ingly do what he ought is not just.

S. Tell me, then, who or what is just.

12 Cf. DL, Ch. 5.
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T. As I see it, you are asking for a definition of that justice

Vv^hich something should be praised for having, even as it should

be blamed for having its opposite, namely, injustice.

S. That's the justice Fm seeking.

T. It is evident that such justice is not in any nature which

does not know rightness. For any nature which does not will

Tightness does not merit praise for having it, even if it does

have it. But a nature which does not know rightness is not able

to will it.

S That's true.

T. Therefore, the rightness which brings praise to a thing

which has rightness is present only in a rational nature, which

alone knows the rightness we're talking about.

S. It follows.

T. Therefore, since all justice is rightness, the justice which

makes the one who keeps it worthy of praise is present only in

rational creatures.

S. It cannot be otherwise.

T. Then where do you think this kind of justice is to be found

in a rational man?
S. It must be either in his will or his knowledge or his actions.

T. What if someone were to think rightly and to act rightly,

but not to will rightly: would anyone praise him for his justice?

S. No.

T. Then justice is not rightness of knowledge or rightness of

action, but rightness of will.

S. It would have to be either this or nothing.

T. Do you think we have adequately defined the justice we
are seeking?

S. You decide.

T. Well, do you think that whoever wills what he ought wills

rightly and has uprightness of will, which is the will's rightness?

S. No, not if he wills what he should without knowing that he

should will it. For example, suppose somebody willed to lock a

door without knowing that there was a man outside who wanted

to enter the house in order to kill someone inside. It may be that

the man who locked the door would have some kind of upright-

ness of will, but he would certainly not have the uprightness of

will that we are interested in.
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T. All right. Now what would you say about a person who
knows he ought to will what he does will?

S. Well, it could happen that a man knowingly wills what he

ought to will and yet does not want to have this obligation. ^^

For when a robber is compelled to return money he has stolen,

it is evident that he doesn't want to be obHged to do this, since

he is compelled to be willing to return the money because he

ought to return it. But he is not at all entitled to be praised on

account of this rightness.

T. All right. Now consider the case of someone who feeds a

poor, hungry man for the sake of his own hunger for glory. This

person wills to have the obligation to will what he does, and he

is praised because he wills to do what he ought. But what do you

think about him?

S. His rightness must not be praised; and so it is not to be

equated with the justice we're seeking. Show me now what does

adequately define justice.

T. Every will, when it wills something, also wills for the sake

of something. Therefore, just as we must consider what it wills,

so we must also notice why it wills. For a will is no more up-

right by willing what it ought to will than by willing it for the

reason it ought to will it. Therefore, every will has both a what

and a why, since whatever we will, we will for a reason.

S. We all recognize this in ourselves.

T. But if a man's will is to be praiseworthy, for what reason do

you think he ought to will what he does? It is clear ichat he

should will, since a man who does not will what he ought to will

is not just.

S. And it is equally clear that if a man's will is to be just, he

should not only will what he ought, but also because he ought.

T. You have a good grasp of these two things that are neces-

sary for a will to be just: willing what one ought and willing

because one ought. But now tell me whether these two things

are sufficient for the will's being just.

S. Why wouldn't they be?

T. When someone wills what he ought because he is com-

pelled to and is compelled to will it because he ought to, isn't

13 "Velle*' means both wilhng and wanting—wanting in the sense of con-

senting to or wishing for.
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he (in a certain way) willing what he ought to will because he

ought to?

S. I can't deny it. But he wills in one way, and a just man
wills in another.

T. Distinguish these two ways.

S. When a just man wills what he ought to will, then, insofar

as he is to be called just, he keeps uprightness of will only for

its own sake; but someone who wills what he ought to will only

when he is compelled to, or when induced by external rewards,

does not keep uprightness of will for its own sake, but keeps it

for the sake of something else—if he can be said to keep it at all.

T. Then that will is just which keeps the uprightness it has

for its own sake.

S. Either this will is just or no will is.

T. Therefore, justice is uprightness of will kept for its own
sake.i^

S. Yes, this is the definition of justice I was seeking.

T. Consider whether something in the definition shouldn't be

amended.

S. I don't see anything to be improved.

T. Nor do I. For there is no justice which is not rightness, and

only the uprightness of will is called justice in and of itself. For

rightness of action is called justice only when that action is

performed with a just will, while uprightness of will does not at

all lose the name "justice" even if it should be impossible actually

to do what we rightly will.

Now as regards the word *1cept," someone will perhaps say: "If

uprightness of will is to be called justice only when it is kept,

then the original uprightness of vdll is not justice and we don't

receive justice when we receive this uprightness, but we make

this uprightness become justice by keeping it. For we must re-

ceive and have uprightness of will before we can keep it. So we
don't receive uprightness and have it for the first time because

we keep it, but we begin to keep it because we have received it

and already have it."

But to these objections we can reply that at one and the same

'4 "Justitia igitur est rectitudo voluntatis propter se servata." This definition

of justice is the key to Anselm's conception of free choice, and hence is the

link between this treatise and the one which follows it.
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time, we receive uprightness both to will and to have. For we
only have it by willing it, and by the very act of willing it we
have it. Moreover, just as we both have it and will it at the same

time, so we both will it and keep it at the same time; for just as

we do not keep uprightness except by willing it, so there is no

time when we are willing it that we are not keeping it. As long

as we will uprightness we keep it, and as long as we keep it we
will it. Therefore, since willing it and having it occur at the same

time, and since willing it and keeping it do not occur at difiFerent

times, then our having it and our keeping it necessarily occur at

the same time. And just as we have it as long as we keep it, so

we keep it as long as we have it. These assertions involve no

contradictions.

Of course, the receiving of this uprightness is by nature prior

to having it or willing it, since having it or willing it is not the

cause of receiving it, but receiving it makes possible both the

having and willing it. Nevertheless, receiving, having, and willing

occur simultaneously, for we originally received and had and

willed uprightness at the same time. Therefore, as soon as up-

rightness is received, it is both had and willed. Moreover, having

uprightness and willing it occur simultaneously with keeping it,

even though having and willing are by nature prior to keeping.

Therefore, we receive justice from God, from whom we simul-

taneously receive the having and willing and keeping of upright-

ness of will. And as soon as we have and will this uprightness of

will, we may be said to have justice.

The phrase "for its own sake," which we included in our defini-

tion of justice, is essential because this very uprightness could in

no way be justice unless it were kept for its own sake.

S. I can think of no objections to this.

T. Do you think that this definition can also be applied to the

Supreme Justice—at least to the extent that we are able to speak

about Something of which nothing, or almost nothing, can prop-

erly be said?

S. Well, God's will is not one thing and His uprightness an-

other any more than His divinity is one thing and His power an-

other. Nevertheless, just as we speak of the "power of divinity" or

the "divine power" or the "powerful divinity," so it is also not

inconsistent to speak of His "voluntary uprightness" or His "up-
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right will." Moreover, if we say that the will's uprightness is

"kept for its own sake," then it seems that this phrase can be

applied to no other uprightness more fittingly than to God's up-

rightness. For just as nothing else keeps God's uprightness, but

it keeps itself, and just as it keeps itself through nothing other

than itself, so it keeps itself for the sake of nothing but itself.

T. Then, we can say, without any hesitation, that justice is up-

rightness of will which is being kept for its own sake (quae

rectitudo propter se servatur).

[There is one last point touching the grammatical form of the

verb servatur (is being kept).] Since we don't have a passive

participle of the present tense in Latin, we can use the perfect

passive participle of the same verb to express present time.

S. It is very well known that we are accustomed to use the

perfect passive participle as a substitute for a present passive

participle. For Latin lacks a present passive participle, just as it

also lacks a perfect participle for active and middle verbs. So

too, we can use the present active participle in place of this

perfect active participle that we lack. For example, I might say

about someone, "He teaches you what he learned while studying

and reading (studens et legens) only when compelled (coactus)";

that is, "He teaches you what he learned while he studied and

read only when he is compelled."

T. Then we did well to say that justice is uprightness of will

kept (servatam) for its own sake, i.e., uprightness of will which

is being kept (servatur) for its own sake. For this reason just men
sometimes are called "upright in heart" (i.e., upright in will),

and sometimes they are called simply "upright"—without the

qualifying phrase "in heart." For no one is understocd to be up-

right except one whose will is upright. Thus the Scripture uses

both expressions when it says, "Let all the upright in heart glory"

and "The upright shall see and shall rejoice." (Ps. 64:10; 107:42)

S. Your definition of justice will satisfy even children. Let's

move on.
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Chapter XIII

That the truth in all things is one truth.

T. Since we are talking about rightness perceptible to the mind

alone, let's go back to that rightness, or truth (these are two

names for the same thing), which is the genus of justice. And
let's ask whether there is one truth in all the many things in

which we say there is truth, or whether there are as many truths

as there are things in which there is truth.

S. rd very much like to know the answer to this.

T. It's evident that regardless of what things truth is in, truth

is nothing other than rightness.

S. I don't doubt this.

T. Then, if there were as many truths as there are things, there

would also be many rightnesses.

S. This is equally certain.

T. And if there had to be as many different rightnesses as there

are different kinds of things, then these rightnesses would exist in

accordance with these various things; and just as the things in

which there is rightness vary, so too there would have to be a

variet)^ of rightnesses.

S. Show me what I may understand to hold true in all cases

by explaining an example of rightness in one case.

T. I mean that if the rightness which is in signification [i.e.,

correctness] were different from the rightness which is in the will

[i.e., uprightness] simply because the former rightness is in the

signification and the latter in the will, then the former rightness

would owe its existence to signification and would be changed in

accordance with it.

S. But isn't this the case? For when a sign signifies the ex-

istence of what does exist or the non-existence of what does not

exist, then its signification is correct, and it is evident that the

correctness exists without which the signification could not be

correct. But if a sign signifies the existence of what does not exist,

or the non-existence of what does exist, or if it signifies nothing

at all, then there will be no correctness of signification, since that

correctness could only be in the signification itself. ^^ Hence, this

15 At this point Anselm returns to the discussion of the second truth of

signification, which he promised to do at the end of Ch. 2.
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correctness has its existence through the signification and changes

with it—just as color has its existence or non-existence through a

material object. For as long as a material object exists it is neces-

sary that its color exist, but when a material object perishes, it

is impossible for its color to remain.

T. Your analogy is faulty, for correctness belongs to significa-

tion in a different way from color s belonging to a material object.

S. Show me the difference.

T. If no one wanted to signify by means of a given sign what
that sign itself was supposed to signify, then would that sign

still have any signification?

S. No.

T. But wouldn't that sign still be correct, so that it is able to

signify what it ought to signify?

S. Yes, it would; and correctness would still put a demand on

it even when the sign was not being used.

T. Then even when a sign's accidental signification does not

exist, the correctness by which that sign is correct and by which

it is required to signify as it ought, does not perish. ^^

S. If this correctness, or rightness, had perished, then the sign

would not be correct and correctness would place no demand
upon it.

T. When a sign signifies as it ought to signify, then don't you

think that its signification is correct because of, and in ac-

cordance with, this very correctness?

S. I can't think any differently. For if its signification were

correct by virtue of some other correctness than the correctness

by which it signifies as it ought to, then should this correctness,

by which it signifies as it ought to, perish, the signification would

still be correct by virtue of that other correctness. But no signifi-

cation is correct which does not signify as it is correct to signify

[i.e., as it ought to signify], or which does not signify as correct-

ness demands.

r. So no signification is correct by virtue of any other correct-

ness than that which still remains after its accidental signification

has perished.

^^ "accidental" is supplied in order to distinguish between the two truths of

signification: one which a proposition always has, and one which a proposi-

tion does not always have.
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S. Clear enough.

T. Therefore, don't you see that correctness is in a significa-

tion not because that correctness began to be when the sign first

signified that what existed did exist, or what didn't exist did not

exist, but because that signification accords with a correctness

which never perishes? So correctness is not absent from a sig-

nification because correctness perishes when a sign does not

signify as it ought or when there is no accidental signification;

but correctness is absent from the signification only if the sig-

nification lacks this correctness which never perishes. Don't you

see this?

S. I can't help seeing it.

T. Then the correctness by which a signification is correct

neither exists from nor changes with the signification, regardless

of how the signification changes.

S. Nothing is more clear to me.

T. Can you now show that correctness belongs to a significa-

tion in the same way that color belongs to a material object?

S. I can rather show that the two cases are quite unlike.

T. I think you now know what must be thought about the will

and its rightness, and about the other things which ought to

have rightness.

S. I see that you have proven by your argument that their

rightness always remains, no matter how they may change.

T. So what conclusion do you think follows? Are these many
rightnesses of things as diflFerent as the things themselves, or is

one and the same rightness in them all?

S. I have conceded above that if there were as many right-

nesses as there are many things in which rightness is considered

to be, then it would be necessary for these many rightnesses to

vary with the number and kinds of things in which they exist.

But you have shown that this never happens. Therefore, the mere

fact that there are many things in which there is rightness does

not mean that there is a plurality of rightnesses.

T. Do you have any other reason for supposing that there are

many rightnesses except that there is a plurality of things in

which there is rightness?

S. Well, I see that the argument from the plurality of things

is faulty, and I think that a better one than that can't be found.
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T. So Tightness is one and the same in all things.

S. I'll have to agree.

T. And what's more: if it is only when things are what they

ought to be that righ-tness is in things that ought to have it, and

if their being what they ought to be is the only reason for their

being right, then it is evident that there is only one rightness for

all these things.

S. I can't deny it.

T. So then, truth is one in all these things.

S. It's also impossible to deny this. Nevertheless, if truth is not

something different in each thing, show me why we speak of

"the truth of this or that thing" just as if we were distinguishing

different truths. For many persons will be quite reluctant to

concede that there is no difference between the truth of the will

and what we call the truth of action, or the truth of something

else.

T. We speak improperly when we speak of "the truth of this

or that thing." For truth has its own being and is not really in or

from or on account of the things in which it is said to be. But when
things are in accordance with that truth which is always present

when they are as they ought to be, then we say "the truth of this

thing" or "the truth of that thing." (For example, we speak of

"the truth of the will" or "the truth of an action.") In the same

way, we speak of "the time of this thing" or "the time of that

thing," although there is one and the same time for all things

that are in time at the same time. Time would be the same even

if this thing or that thing did not exist; for we do not say "the

time of this" or "the time of that" because time is in things, but

because things are in time. Now time, when considered in itself, is

not called the time of any particular thing; but when we con-

sider things which are in time, we say "the time of this thing*'

or "the time of that thing." So too, Supreme Truth, subsisting in

and of itself, is not the truth of any particular thing; but when
some thing is in accordance with Supreme Truth, then we speak

of the truth, or rightness, of that thing.
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XIII. That "the abihty to keep uprightness of will for its own
sake" is the complete definition of freedom of choice.

XIV. The distinctions appropriate to freedom.

Chapter I

That the ability to sin does not belong to freedom of choice.

Student. Since free choice seems to be opposed to the grace,

predestination, and foreknowledge of God, I desire to know what

freedom of choice is, and whether we always have it. For if free-

dom of choice consists in being able both to sin and not to sin

( as some men say ) and if we always have free choice, how is it

that we sometimes need grace? But if we do not always have free

choice, why is sin imputed to us since we sin without a free

choice?

Teacher. I don't think that freedom of choice is the ability

either to sin or not to sin. Indeed, if this were its definition, then

neither God nor the angels who are not able to sin would have

free choice. But to say that they have no free choice is blasphe-

mous.

S. What if we were to say that the free choice of God and of

the good angels is different from ours?

T. Although the free choice of men differs from that of God
and the good angels, nevertheless the definition of this freedom

ought to be the same in both cases in accordance with the name
"freedom," which is used in both. For example, although animals

differ from one another either accidentally or essentially, the

definition is the same for all animals insofar as it defines animal.^

For this reason, we should give a definition of "free choice" which

is neither too broad nor too narrow. Now, since God and the

good angels are unable to sin by free choice, the "ability to sin"

does not belong to the definition of free choice. Therefore, neither

freedom nor a part of freedom consists in having the ability to

sin. Pay attention to what I'm going to say in order that you may
understand this clearly.

S. I'm here to learn.

1 Cf. Aristotle, Categories, I'lO.



On Freedom of Choice 123

T. Which will seems the more free to you: the will whose

ability not to sin is such that it can in no way be turned away

from the uprightness of not sinning, or the will which can in some

way be turned to sinning?

S. It still seems to me that the second will, which is able

either to sin or not sin, is the more free.

T. But don't you see that someone who possesses what is fitting

and advantageous in such a way that he can't lose it is more free

than someone else who possesses the same thing in such a way
that he can lose it and be drawn towards what is unfitting and

disadvantageous?

S. I think no one doubts this.

T. And is it any less doubtful that sinning is always unfitting

and harmful?

S. No one of sound mind thinks otherwise.

T. Then, the will which is not able to be turned away from

the uprightness of not sinning is more free than the will which

can desert its uprightness.

S. This seems the most reasonable thing that can be main-

tained.

T. Now, do you think that something which, when added, de-

creases freedom and which, when subtracted, increases it is either

freedom or a part of freedom?

S. I don't see how it can be.

T. Then the ability to sin, which, when added to the will de-

creases the will's freedom, and when taken away from the will

increases its freedom, is itself neither freedom nor a part of

freedom.

S. Nothing follows more logically.

Chapter II

That, nevertheless, Satan and Adam sinned through this

ability to sin and through free choice; and although

they were able to serve sin, sin could not master them.

T. Therefore, whatever is extraneous to freedom does not be-

long to freedom of choice.

S. I can't at all object to your reasoning; but it rather disturbs
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me that an ability to sin originally belonged to the nature of men
and angels, for without this ability men and angels would not

have sinned. Yet if they sinned through this ability to sin which

does not belong to free choice, how shall we say that they sinned

by free choice? And if they did not sin by free choice, then it

seems that they sinned out of necessity; for certainly they sinned

either of their own accord or out of necessity. If they sinned of

their own accord, how could it not have been by free choice?

And if they did not sin by free choice, then it seems that they

certainly sinned out of necessity.

There is something else which bothers me about this ability to

sin. Whoever is able to sin is able to be a servant of sin, since

"He who does sin is the servant of sin" (John 8:34); but whoever

can be the servant of sin is able to be mastered by sin. How, then,

was that nature of men and angels created free, or what kind of

free choice did men and angels have, if sin could be its master?

T. It was through an ability to sin, and of their owti accord,

and by free choice, and out of no necessity, that human and

angelic nature could serve sin and first sinned. Nevertheless, sin

could not master this nature to such an extent that either it or its

choice could be called unfree.

S. You had better reveal what you mean because it is con-

cealed from me.

T. Because the apostate angel [Satan] and the first man [Adam]

sinned by their own choice, which was so free that it could not

be compelled by any other thing to sin, they sinned by free

choice. Therefore, they are justly blamed, because although they

had this freedom of choice, with no external factor or necessity

constraining them to sin, they sinned, and sinned of their own
accord. They sinned through their own choice, which was free,

and not through that by which it was free, namely, the ability

not to sin and not to serve sin. Rather, they sinned by the ability

they had for sinning, which neither helped them towards the

freedom of not sinning nor compelled them into the service of

sin.2

2 This distinction between the power of freely choosing and the sake for

which this power was given, namely, in order not to sin and not to serve

sin, parallels Anselm's earlier distinction between the two truths of a propo-

sition. Cf. DV, Ch. 2. See Introduction pp. 27f.
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But what seems to you to follow—namely, that if they were

able to be servants of sin, then sin was able to master them so

that neither they nor their choice was free—is not right. For ex-

ample, consider someone who, although able to serve by his own
ability, has the ability not to serve and is not being compelled

to serve by anyone else: as long as such a person doesn't use his

abihty for serving, but uses the ability he has for not serving,

nothing is able to master him and force him to serve. For ex-

ample, even if a free rich man were able to make himself the

servant of a poor man, he is properly described as free as long

as he doesn't do this; and the poor man is not said to be able to

be his master. (Or if it is said that the poor man can master

the rich man, it is said improperly—because ruling is not in his

power but in the rich man's power. ) From this example we see

that nothing prevents either Satan or Adam from having had free

choice and from having been free before they sinned.

Chapter III

How, after they had made themselves

servants of sin, Satan and Adam still

had free choice; and what free choice is.

S. You have convinced me that, before Satan and Adam had

sinned, certainly nothing prevented their choice being free. But

after they had made themselves servants of sin, how could they

have kept free choice?

T. Although they yielded themselves to sin, they could not

abolish in themselves their natural freedom of choice. However,

they could so afiFect their state that they were not able to use

that freedom except by a different grace from that which they

had before their fall.

S. I believe what you are saying, but I would like to under-

stand it.

T. Let us first examine what kind of freedom of choice they

had before they sinned, since it it obvious that they had free

choice then.

S. I am eager to.

T. For what purpose does it seem to you that they had free-
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dom of choice? Was it in order to attain what they willed, or

was it in order to will what they ought to will and what was

advantageous for them to will?

S. To will what they ought to will and what was advantageous

for them to will.

T. Therefore, they had freedom of choice for the sake of hav-

ing uprightness of will. And as long as they willed what they

ought to have willed, they had uprightness of will.

S. That's right.

T. But when we say that they had freedom in order to have

uprightness of will, there still remains some uncertainty unless we
add something else. So let me ask why they had this freedom for

uprightness of will: (1) Was it for the purpose of acquiring up-

rightness, without anyone's giving it, when they didn't yet have

it? (2) Or was it for receiving what they didn't yet have, if it

were given to them? (3) Or was it for deserting what they had

received and for later reclaiming, by their own means, what they

had deserted? (4) Or was it for constantly keeping what they

originally had received?

S. ( 1 ) I don't think that they had freedom for the purpose of

acquiring uprightness without anyone's giving it, because they

were unable to have anything except by having received it. (2)

And we ought not to say that they had freedom for the purpose

of receiving, from a giver, the uprightness which they didn't

have, because we have to believe that they were created with

upright wills—although we must not deny that they had freedom

for receiving this same uprightness again, should they once de-

sert it and were it returned to them by the one who originally

gave it. We often see an evidence of this in men who are led

back to justice from injustice by heavenly grace.

r. It is true, as you say, that Satan and Adam were able to

receive back their lost uprightness if it were given to them. But

we are not here asking about that freedom which someone would

need only after he had deserted the truth; rather, we are here

asking about that freedom which Satan and Adam possessed be-

fore they sinned—for they surely had free choice then.

S. Well then, I shall proceed to reply to what remains of your

question. (3) It is not true that they had freedom in order to

desert uprightness, for to desert uprightness of will is to sin, and
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you have shown that the abihty to sin is neither itself freedom

nor a part of freedom. Therefore, they did not receive freedom in

order to reclaim, by their own means, the uprightness which they

had deserted, since this uprightness was given to the end that it

never be deserted. For the power of reclaiming what one has

deserted would itself beget a negligence toward keeping what

one originally had. (4) But the fourth alternative holds true,

namely, that freedom of choice was given to rational nature in

order to keep that uprightness of will which it had originally re-

ceived.

T. You have given a good reply to my questions. But now we
must examine the reason why a rational nature was under obliga-

tion to keep that uprightness: was it for the sake of the upright-

ness itself or was it for the sake of something else?

S. If freedom had not been given to rational nature in order

to keep uprightness of will for its own sake, then freedom would

have been of no avail for justice, since it is evident that justice is

uprightness of will kept for itself alone. But we believe that free-

dom of choice avails to justice; therefore, we must maintain

incontrovertibly that the rational nature did not receive freedom

except for keeping uprightness of will for its own sake.

T. And since all freedom is ability, freedom of choice is the

ability to keep uprightness of will for itself alone.

S. It couldn't be anything else.

T. So it is now clear that free choice is nothing other than a

choice which is able to keep uprightness of will for the sake of

this uprightness itself.

S. This is certainly obvious, and as long as a rational nature

has this uprightness it is able to keep it; but after it has deserted

uprightness, how is it able to keep what it no longer has? For

after the uprightness which is able to be kept is gone, then the

definition of free choice can no longer be "a choice which is able

to keep uprightness." For what is not in one's possession cannot

be kept.

T. Even if uprightness of will were absent, the rational nature

would still have what essentially belongs to it. For it strikes me
that we have no ability which, if taken by itself alone, would

suffice to any actual deed; nevertheless, when those things are

absent without which our abilities cannot do the least thing, we
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are still said to have these abilities in us without any diminution.

In the same way, any instrument, taken by itself alone, does not

suffice to do anything; nevertheless, even when those conditions

necessary for its use are not present, we are still properly said to

have the instrument for doing a certain kind of work. You often

notice this fact. For example, no one who has sight is ever said

to be unable to see a mountain.

S. If someone can't see a mountain, then he surely has no

sight.

T. So, anyone who has sight has the ability and the instrument

for seeing a mountain. But if there were no mountain around,

and you said to someone "See the mountain," he would answer:

"I can't, because there is no mountain around; but if there were

one, I could see it." Yet suppose there were a mountain, but no

light; and suppose you said "See the mountain." This time he

would reply to you, "I can't see it because there is no light; but

if there were light, I could see it." Or suppose, in another case,

that the man were to have sight, and that there were a mountain,

and that light were present, but something obstructed his vision

—as if someone covered the man's eyes—then he would say, "I

can't see the mountain." But if nothing obstructed his vision,

then, without doubt, he could see the mountain.

S. Everyone knows all this.

T. So don't you understand that the abihty to see any given

body is one power in the seeing, a second power in the thing to

be seen, and a third power in something in between, which is

neither in the seeing nor in the thing to be seen? And isn't this

third power which is in something in between to be distinguished

into (3a) a power which helps the sight, and (3b) something

which doesn't hinder sight, i.e., something which could impede

seeing but does not?

S. I see this clearly.

T. Therefore, these powers are four in number [i.e., 1, 2, 3a,

3b], and if ever any one of them is missing, the other three are

not able to accomplish anything either singularly or collectively.

Nevertheless, in the absence of any of these, we don't deny either

that a man who has sight is able to see (i.e., we don't deny

that he has the instrument, or ability, for seeing ) , or that a visible

object can be seen, or that light aids his sight.
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Chapter IV

How Satan and Adam have the abiHty

to keep an uprightness which is no longer theirs.

T. The fourth thing we mentioned above [i.e., 3b] is called a

"power" improperly. For we say that the removal of a thing

which impedes our sight will give us "the power to see" only

because it can obstruct our seeing, not because it can aid our

sight.

And, with respect to seeing light itself, we enumerate not four,

but only three terms; for in this case, the thing to be seen [i.e.,

2] and the thing which aids our sight [i.e., 3a] are one and the

same. Doesn't everyone know this?

S. Certainly no one is ignorant of it.

T. Finally, even if we were not in the presence of an object

which could be seen, and if we were placed in darkness and had

our eyes closed or covered, we would still have the ability ( as far

as we ourselves are concerned) to see any visible thing. So I ask,

what prevents our also having the ability to keep uprightness of

will for its own sake—even in the absence of this uprightness—

as long as we have the reason by which to recognize it and the

toill by which to hold it fast? For the above-mentioned freedom

of choice is constituted by this reason and this will.

S. Your arguments have convinced me that the ability to keep

uprightness of will always belongs to a rational nature; and I

agree that this ability was free in the choice of the first man and

the first angels, whose uprightness of will could not be removed

against their will.

Chapter V

That no temptation compels one to sin against his will.

S. But in what way is the choice of the human will free by
means of this ability, since oftentimes a man who has an upright

will deserts uprightness by the pressure of temptation, and so

against his will?
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T. No one deserts uprightness except by willing to desert it.

If "against one's will" means "unwillingly," then no one deserts

uprightness against his will. A man can be bound against his

will because he can be bound unwillingly; a man can be tortured

against his will because he can be tortured unwillingly; a man
can be killed against his will because he can be killed unwillingly.

But a man cannot will against his will because he cannot will

unwillingly to will. For everyone who wills, wills willingly.

S. Why, then, do we sometimes say that a man who lies in

order not to be killed lies against his will, if, as you say, he can

only do this willingly? For if he lies against his will, he wills to

lie against his will. And whoever wills to lie against his will,

unwillingly wills to lie.

T. Perhaps he is said to lie against his will because he so much
wills the truth that he lies only to save his life. For he wills a

lie for the sake of his life and not for the sake of the lie itself—

since he wills the truth. In this case, he lies both willingly and

unwillingly. For there is one will by which we will something

for its own sake, as when we will health for its own sake; and

there is another will by which we will a thing for the sake of

something else, as when we will to drink absinthe for the sake

of health. Therefore, perhaps it can be said that a man lies both

against his will and not against his will, in accordance with these

two wills. ^ For insofar as a man wills the truth and not a lie, we
say that he lies against his will; yet this statement would not

contradict my assertion that no one deserts truth and uprightness

of will against his will. For a man, by means of lying, wills to

desert truth and uprightness in order to save his life; and in

accordance with this will, by which he wills a lie for the sake

of his life and not for its own sake, he deserts truth and up-

rightness willingly and not against his will. This is the will we
are now discussing. To be sure, he does tell this lie "unwillingly"

since, against his will, he is faced with the choice of either lying

or being killed; i.e., against his will he finds himself in such

straits that one or the other alternative must necessarily occur.

But although it is necessary that he "either lie or be killed,"

3 On the distinction between these two wills, see V. J. Bourke, "Human
Tendencies, Will and Freedom," Actes du premier congres interrmtional

de philosophic medievale: L'homme et son destin ( Louvain/Paris, 1960).
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neither one of these is necessary: for (1) it is not necessary that

he be killed, since he can avoid being killed if he lies; and (2)

it is not necessary that he lie, since he can avoid lying if he lets

himself be killed. Neither one of these is necessarily determined,

because either option is in his power. And so he may be said

"either to lie or to be killed against his will," but it doesn't follow

from this that he either "Hes against his will" or "is killed against

his will."

We commonly hear another reason explaining why it can be

said that a man does something by necessity, or against his will,

or unwillingly, even though he is doing what he wants to do.

For whenever we would be able to do something only with diflB-

culty and therefore don't do it, we say that we are not able to

do it, or we say that we are abandoning it out of necessity or

against our will. And whenever we are able to stop doing some-

thing only with difficulty and so continue to do it, we often say

that we are doing it against our will, or unwillingly, or out of

necessity. From this point of view, a man who lies in order not

to die is said to lie by necessity or against his will, or unwillingly

—because he cannot avoid a lie except on the pain, or difficulty,

of death. Moreover, just as it is improper to say that a man who
lies to save his life lies against his will (since he lies willingly),

so it is even improper to say that a man wills to lie against his

will, since he only wills this willingly. For just as he wills to

lie when he Hes, so he wills to will when he wills to lie.

S. I can't disagree with anything you say.

T. So why isn't this will free—since another power cannot bring

it into subjection without the will's own consent?

S. But wouldn't this definition of freedom also apply to the

will of a horse? For the will of a horse is willingly subject to

appetities of the flesh; hence it is a free will.'*

T. No, this isn't a similar case. For the will of a horse doesn't

subject itself to the appetite of the flesh, but always serves it by

necessity since it is naturally subjected to it. But in the case of a

man, as long as he has an upright will, he neither serves what he

ought not nor is he subjected to it; and he is not turned away
from his uprightness by any alien force, unless he willingly

* Cf. DV, Ch. 12. "Shall we say, then, that a horse is just when he wills to

eat, because he willingly does what he ought?"



132 Truth, Freedom, and Evil

consents to do what he should not. A man's consent is clearly

seen to come from himself, and not from necessity or natm-e ( as

in the case of a horse )

.

S. You have satisfied me with your example about the will of

a horse; so let's return to what we were talking about.

T. Will you deny that a thing is free from another if it cannot

be forced or restrained by that other thing except as it wills to

be?

S. I don't see how I can deny this.

T. Tell me, then, how an upright will overcomes and how it

is overcome.

S. To overcome is for it to will uprightness constantly; and to

be overcome is for it to will what it ought not.

T. Therefore, temptation can drive an upright will from up-

rightness, or can compel it to do what it should not, only if

that will itself consents, so that it is not willing what is right, but

willing what it should not will.

S. I don't see anything wrong with this argument.

T. Can anyone deny that his will is free to keep uprightness,

and free from both temptation and sin, if no temptation can turn

his will, against his will, from uprightness to sin, i.e., to willing

what it ought not? If the will is free to this extent, then when it

is overcome, it is by no other power than its own.

S. What you have said proves this.

T. Don't you see it follows from these considerations that no

temptation can conquer an upright will? For if temptation can

conquer the will, it has the power to conquer it, and conquers

the will by its own power. But temptation cannot do this because

the will can be overcome only by its own power. Therefore, temp-

tation is not at all able to overcome an upright will; and when
we say that it can, we are speaking improperly. For it makes

sense to say only that the will is able to subject itself to tempta-

tion. Notice that in the converse case, we aflSrm the opposite. For

example, when a weak man can be overcome by a strong man, we
don't say that the weak man is able to be overcome by his own
power; rather we say that he is able to be overcome by the

power of another. This is the case since it only makes sense to

say that a strong man has the power to overcome a weak man.
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Chapter VI

How our will has power against temptations

although it appears to be powerless against them.

S. You make our will superior to all attacks and do not grant

that any temptation may master it, so that I am unable to rebut

your position. Nevertheless, I cannot refrain from mentioning

that particular powerlessness of the will which we usually ex-

perience when we are overcome by the force of "irresistible"

temptation. Therefore, unless you can show that the power of

the will, which you are establishing, is consistent with this power-

lessness of the will which we all feel, my mind cannot be at rest.

T. What do you think this powerlessness of the will is?

S. It is the wilFs not being able constantly to cling to up-

rightness.

T. If because of this powerlessness, the will does not cling to

uprightness, then it is turned away from it by means of an alien

force.

S. I'll have to admit as much.

T. What is this force?

S. The force of temptation.

T. This force does not turn the will from uprightness unless

the will wants what the temptation suggests.

S. That's right. But the temptation, by its own force, compels

the will to want what it is suggesting.

T. How does temptation compel the will to want? ( 1 ) Does it

compel the will conditionally, so that the will can keep from

wanting only with the consequence of suffering injury? (2) Or
does it compel the will unconditionally, so that the will can in no

way keep from wanting?

S. Well, I'm prepared to admit that at any given time we may
be so sorely pressed by temptations that only with diflBculty can

we keep from wanting what they suggest; but I'm not really

prepared to say that temptations sometimes so oppress us that

we are utterly unable to resist willing what they urge.

T. I agree with you. For if a man wills to lie in order to save

himself from physical death, who will say that it is impossible for

him to will not to lie so that he might avoid eternal death and
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live forever? For this reason you need not hesitate to assert that

the powerlessness to keep uprightness (which you say is present

in our will when we yield to temptations ) is not the consequence

of impossible, but only of difficult circumstances. It is customary

to say that we cannot do something because to do it is difficult,

not impossible, for us. And no difficulty destroys the freedom of

the will; for although an alien force can attack the will without

the will's consent, it cannot overcome the will without its con-

sent. In this way, then, I think you are able to see how the power

of the will (which our rational argument ascribes to it) and the

powerlessness of the will (which our human nature feels) are

consistent with each other. For just as no difficult circumstance

ever destroys the freedom of the will, so the powerlessness,

which we say is in the will only because it is difficult for the will

to keep its own uprightness, does not remove from the will its

ability to persevere.

Chapter VII

Ho\y the will is stronger than temp-

tation, even when it is overcome by temptation.

S. Although I can't deny what you assert, I still can't agree

that the will is stronger than temptation when it is overcome by

it. For if the will for keeping uprightness were stronger than the

force of temptation, then whenever temptation urged the will to

desert its own uprightness, the will would resist the insistence of

temptation by willing its uprightness still more strongly. For how
can I know that I have a stronger or weaker will except that I

will more or less strongly? Therefore, when I will what I ought

to do less strongly than a temptation urges me to do what I

should not, I don't see why the temptation is not stronger than

my will.

T. As I see it, an equivocal sense of the word "will** is deceiv-

ing you.

S. Tell me what it is.

T. There is the same equivocal sense in the word "will" as

there is in the word "sight." In one sense, "sight" means the in-

strument for seeing, i.e., the ray which passes through the eyes
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by means of which we sense light and the objects in the hght.'^

In another sense, "sight" means the actual using of this instru-

ment, i.e., actually seeing. In the same way, "will" means the

instrument for willing which is in the soul, and which we direct

towards willing this or that particular thing (just as we direct

our sight in order to see various objects). And another sense of

the word "will" signifies the actual using of the instrument for

willing, just as "sight" is called the using of "sight," or the using

of the instrument for seeing. Therefore, we can have sight in the

sense of "the instrument for seeing" even when we are not seeing

anything; but we cannot have sight in the sense of "the actual

using of the instrument" unless we are seeing something. In the

same way, the will as "the instrument for willing" is always in

the soul, even when it is not willing anything (for example, we
have it when we are sleeping). But we only have will in the

sense of "the actual using of the instrument" when we are will-

ing something.

The will which we call "the instrument for willing" is always

one and the same regardless of what we are willing; but the will

which is "the actual using of the instrument" is as multiple as the

number of objects that we will and the number of occasions on

which we will. We can make the same distinction in the case of

sight: for the sight which we have when our eyes are closed, or

when we are in the dark, is always the same whether we are

actually seeing anything or not; but the sight which is the using

of the instrument of sight, and which we call "seeing," is as

numerous as the objects we see and the occasions on which we
see them.

S. I see this clearly, and such a distinction with respect to the

word "will" appeals to me. Now I seem to see the error which I

suffered because of my ignorance. But let's continue with your

argument.

T. All right. Since you now see that there are two wills—the

instrument for willing and its activity of willing—in which of

these do you think the strength of the will resides?

S. In the will which is the instrument for willing.

T. Good. Now suppose you know a man so strong that when
he is holding a wild bull, the bull cannot get away. What if you

5 Compare the discussion on the two truths of signification, DV, Ch. 2.
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should see the same man holding a ram, and see the ram shake

himself loose from the man's hands: would you think the man
less strong when he is holding a ram than when he is holding a

bull?

S. I should think that his strength was the same in both cases,

but that he didn't use his strength equally—for to hold a bull is

harder than to hold a ram. The man is strong because he has

strength, but his action is said to be strong because it is done in

a strong way.

T. So now you can see that the will which I call the instru-

ment for willing has a strength which is both indivisible and

not able to be overcome by any alien force. But when this in-

strument for willing is actually willing, it sometimes uses more

of its strength, and sometimes less of it. So it follows that the

will, when offered something, never abandons what it wants more

for what it wants less. But when it is offered something that it

wants more than what it already has, it immediately leaves the

thing that it does not want as much. Therefore, the will which

we call the actual using of the instrument (actionem instru-

menti), because it does the work whenever the will wants any-

thing, is said to be more or less strong since it does things more

or less strongly.

S. I'll have to admit that your explanation has made this clear

to me.

T. Now you see that when a man who has uprightness of will

deserts this uprightness under an assault of temptation, he is

drawn away by no alien force, but he turns himself to something

which he really wants more.

Chapter VIII

That even God is not able to

remove the uprightness of will.

S. Now, I wonder whether even God could remove uprightness

from a man's will. Could He?
T. I'll show you that He cannot. For although He can reduce

everything which He has made from nothing back to nothing. He
does not have the power to separate uprightness from a will that

has it.
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S. I await a good argument for these claims, for they are new to

me.

T. Let's keep in mind that we are talking about that upright-

ness of will with respect to which the will is called just, i.e., the

uprightness which is kept for its own sake. Moreover, no will is

just except one which wills what God wills it to will.

S. The will that doesn't will this is obviously unjust.

T. Therefore, to keep uprightness of will for its own sake is,

for anyone keeping it, to will what God wills him to will.

S. Yes, it is appropriate to say this.

T. If God were to separate this uprightness from the will of

someone. He would have to do this either willingly or unwill-

ingly.

S. Well, He can't do it unwillingly.

T. If, then. He were to remove uprightness from anyone's

will. He would will to do what He does.

S. Without doubt.

T. Now it is certain that if He wills to separate uprightness

from a man's will. He does not will that man to keep uprightness

of will for its own sake.

S. This follows.

T. But we have already established that to keep uprightness

of will is, for anyone who keeps it, to will what God wills him to

will.

S. Well, even if we hadn't established it, nevertheless, it is so.

T. Thus, if God ever took this uprightness away from any man,

He would not be willing that man to will what He wills him to

will.

S. Any other conclusion would be impossible.

T. So nothing is less possible than for God to remove upright-

ness of will from anyone. However, we sometimes say that God
removes this uprightness when He does not prevent a man from

deserting it. And in the same way, we sometimes say that tempta-

tion or Satan removes uprightness, or overcomes the will, or lures

it away from the rectitude which it has; and we speak this way
because unless temptation or Satan allowed the will to have

something, or threatened to take away something the will pre-

ferred to uprightness, then the will would never turn away from

that uprightness which it otherwise wills.
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S. What you say seems so obvious to me that I can think of

nothing against it.

Chapter IX

That nothing is more free than an upright will.

T. Now you can understand why nothing is more free than an

upright will, since no alien force is able to remove its upright-

ness. For it is not true to say, when a man wills to lie in order

not to lose his life or his health, that he is compelled to will life

more than truth. Since he is prevented by an alien force from

keeping both at the same time, he chooses the one which he

prefers. He is placed under the necessity of deserting one or the

other against his will, and not freely; but he keeps the one he

prefers, and he does this freely and not against his will. He has

no less strength to will truth than to will safety, but he wants

safety more.^ Yet if he had a vivid sense of the eternal glory

which he would immediately attain upon choosing the truth, and

if he had the same vivid sense of the torments of hell into which

he would be delivered without any delay after lying, then, with-

out any doubt, we would see that he had sufficient strength to

hold to the truth.

S. This seems clear, because he would display greater strength

for willing eternal salvation for its own sake, and truth for the

sake of this reward, than for preserving his temporal salvation.

Chapter X

In what sense someone who sins is a servant of sin;

and that it is more miraculous when God gives

uprightness back to one who has deserted it

than when He gives back life to the dead.

T. A rational nature always has free choice because it always

has the abihty to keep uprightness of will for the sake of that

® "Safety" renders "solus." The Latin term means both safety and salvation;

the unity of Anselm's illustrations and argument at this point depends on

this broader meaning of the word.
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Uprightness itself, even though this is sometimes diflBcult. But

after a free will deserts uprightness because of this difficulty of

keeping it, it serves sin because it is impossible for it to regain

uprightness by its own means. Thus man becomes a wind which

passes away and does not come again (Ps. 78: 39), since "he who
does sin is the servant of sin." (John 8:34) For just as before the

will had any uprightness, it could not take it from God if He did

not give it; so also, when the will deserts the uprightness it has

received, it cannot regain it unless God gives it back.

Moreover, I think it a greater miracle when God restores to

the will the uprightness which it has deserted than when He re-

stores to a dead man the life which he has lost. For the body

is under the necessity of dying; and so by dying it does not sin.

Hence there is no reason why it ought never receive life again.

But when the will deserts uprightness of its own accord, it sins

and merits always to be deprived of uprightness. If a man
freely takes his own life, he does not take away something which

would not eventually have been lost anyway. But a man who
deserts uprightness of will throws away something which he was

under obligation always to keep.

S. I see that what you say about the servitude by which "he

who does sin becomes the servant of sin" is absolutely true.

And it's also true that it is impossible to regain uprightness once

it has been deserted unless it is returned by God, who originally

gave it. Finally, I agree that men and angels were always sup-

posed to observe the uprightness which was given to them, so

that in this way they might keep it forever."^

Chapter XI

That servitude to sin does not

destroy freedom of choice.

S. But your conclusion has greatly curbed my joy, because I

used to think that I was always secure in possessing freedom of

choice. Therefore, I want you to explain the relation between

servitude and the will to me, so that servitude won't by chance

"^ "Supposed to observe" = "considerandum est."
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seem to be opposed to freedom. For you have shown that both

freedom and servitude are in the will, and a man is free or

servant in accordance with whichever he has. If, then, he is a

servant, how is he free? And if he is free, how is he a servant?

T. If you take a close look, you will see how a man is both

servant and free, without contradiction, when he does not have

the uprightness we've been talking about. For it is never in his

power to acquire uprightness when he doesn't have it; but it is

always in his power to keep it when he does have it. In one

respect, because he is unable to escape from sin, he is a servant;

in another respect, because he is unable to be forcibly drawn

away from uprightness, he is free. But he can be turned away
from sin and from servitude to sin only by another; and he can

be turned away from uprightness only by himself; but he can-

not be deprived of his freedom at all—either by himself or by

another. For a man is always naturally free to keep uprightness,

whether he has it in his possession or whether he does not.

S. This consistency which you have worked out between servi-

tude and freedom convinces me that they both can be present in

the same man at the same time.

Chapter XII

Why we would rather say "A man is free even

when he does not have uprightness, because

it could not be taken away from him if he

had it" than say "A man is a servant even

when he has uprightness, because he could

not recover it by his own power if he did not have it."

S. But now, I would like to know why it is more proper to

say: "A man is free even when he does not have uprightness,

because it could not be taken away from him by someone else

if he had it" than say "A man is a servant even when he has up-

rightness, because he could not recover it by his own power if

he did not have it." For in one case, we call him a servant be-

cause he cannot withdraw from sin; and in another case, we
call him a free man because he cannot be drawn away from
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Uprightness by anyone else. And just as when he has upright-

ness, he can never be drawn away from it by anyone else; so

too, when he does not have uprightness, he can never withdraw

from sin. Therefore, just as a man always has freedom, so he

always seems to have servitude. [And if this is the case, why do

we prefer to call him free rather than a servant?]

T. Because this servitude is nothing other than an inability to

avoid sinning. Whether we call this servitude "the inability to

return to uprightness" or "the powerlessness to recover it and

possess it again," a man is a servant of sin for no other reason

than this: that he can't avoid sinning, because he is unable to

return to uprightness, or to recover rectitude and have it again.

When he has uprightness, he does not have this inability to

avoid sinning; i.e., when he has uprightness, he is never the

servant of sin. But he always has the ability to keep uprightness,

both when he has uprightness and when he does not. There-

fore, he is always a free man.

Now to return to the question which you are asking, namely,

why would we rather say "A man is free even when he does not

have uprightness, because it could not be taken away from him

by anyone else if he had it" than say "A man is a servant even

when he has uprightness, because he could not recover it by his

own power if he did not have it"? Your question is analogous to

asking: Why do we prefer to say "A man has the ability to see

the sun even when the sun is absent, because he would be able to

see it if it were present" than to say "A man lacks the power to

see the sun when the sun is present, because, if it were absent,

he could not make it present"? Now even as when the sun is

absent, we have sight in us by which to see it when it is present;

so also, when uprightness of will is lacking to us, we have the

aptitudes of understanding and willing by which we could keep

uprightness for its own sake if we had it. And just as when we
lack nothing for seeing the sun except the sun's presence, so

that the only thing we don't have is the power which the sun's

presence causes in us: so when we lack uprightness, the only

inability we have is that which the absence of uprightness causes

in us. Therefore, a man always has freedom of choice; but he is

not always "the servant of sin." He is the servant of sin only

when he lacks an upright will.
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S. If I had thought carefully about what you said earlier when
you distinguished the abihty to see into four powers, then I

should not have been puzzled here. I confess that my confusion

was my own fault.

T. If you will keep those things which we have discussed pres-

ent in your mind so that when we need them it won't be neces-

sary to repeat them, Til spare you the trouble of going over them

again.

S. Thank you for your kindness; but you should not be sur-

prised if all the things which are new to me are not present in

my memory after only one hearing.

T. Tell me whether you now have any qualms about our defini-

tion of freedom of choice.

Chapter XIII

That "the ability to keep uprightness

of will for its own sake" is the com-
plete definition of freedom of choice.

S. There is one thing which disturbs me a little about our

definition up to now. For we often have an ability to keep some-

thing, and yet that abihty is not free to the point that it can

escape being overcome by an alien force. So when you define

freedom of choice as "the ability to keep uprightness of will for

its own sake," shouldn't you consider whether something else

doesn't have to be added which stipulates that this ability is so

free that it cannot be overcome by another force?

T. If the ability to keep uprightness of will for its own sake

could at any time be found without that freedom which we have

been discussing, then it would be useful to add what you are say-

ing. But since the proposed definition is so complete with respect

to genus and differentia that it neither excludes anything essential

nor includes anything non-essential to freedom, nothing can con-

ceivably be added to or subtracted from it. For "ability" (i.e.,

"power") is the genus of "freedom." But when "to keep" is added

to "ability," this "ability" is distinguished from every ability which

is not "ability to keep" (for example, there is an ability to laugh
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and an ability to walk). And by adding "uprightness," we dis-

tinguish the "ability to keep uprightness" from the ability to keep

whatever is not uprightness (e.g., money). Then, by adding "of

will," we distinguish the "ability to keep uprightness of will" from

the ability to keep the uprightness of other things (e.g., the up-

rightness, or straightness, of a stick; or the uprightness, or correct-

ness, of an opinion). And by adding "for its own sake," we dis-

tinguish the "ability to keep uprightness of will for its own sake"

from the ability to keep uprightness of will for the sake of some-

thing else ( e.g., as when uprightness of will is kept for the sake of

financial gain or because of natural inclination—for a dog keeps

uprightness of will by natural inclination when he loves either his

puppies or the master who cares for him ) . Therefore, since there

is nothing in this definition which is not necessary to defining the

freedom of choice of a rational will, essential things being in-

cluded and non-essential things being excluded, the definition is

neither too broad nor too narrow.^ Doesn't it seem that way to

you?

S. Yes, the definition seems perfect.

T. Tell me, then, whether you wish to know anything more about

this freedom, without which we cannot judge men to do good or

evil. This is the only thing we have left to discuss.

Chapter XIV

The distinctions appropriate to freedom.

S. Now it remains only to make the distinctions appropriate to

freedom. For although, according to your definition, freedom is

common to every rational nature; nevertheless, the freedom of

God is quite different from the freedom possessed by rational

creatures, and the freedom of creatures differs from one to an-

other.

T. [Here are the distinctions appropriate to freedom:]

/. There is an "unoriginated freedom of choice," which is neither

created nor received, and this freedom belongs to God alone.

8 Cf. Plato's method of diaeresis. Sophist, ca. 221^. Note also Aristode,

Posterior Analytics, 96^ 20 ff.
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77. There is a "created freedom of choice," which was created by
and received from God, and this freedom is characteristic of men
and angels. This "created freedom" either (A) does have an up-

rightness which it may keep, or ( B ) doesn't have an uprightness

to keep.

77-A. The "created freedom which has uprightness" keeps this

uprightness either (1) so as to he able to lose it, or (2) so as not

to he ahle to lose it.

II-A-1. The "created freedom which has uprightness so as to

be able to lose it" was characteristic of all angels before the

good ones were confirmed and the evil ones fell; and it char-

acterizes, throughout their earthly lives, all men who keep

uprightness.

II-A-2. The "created freedom which has uprightness so as not

to be able to lose it" is characteristic of elect angels and elect

men: it characterized elect angels immediately after the fall

of the reprobate angels, and it characterizes elect men im-

mediately after their death.

77-B. The "created freedom which does not have uprightness"

either ( 1 ) is ahle to regain it, or ( 2 ) is not ahle to regain it.

II-B-1. The "created freedom which does not have upright-

ness and yet is able to regain it" characterizes, throughout

their earthly lives, all men who lack it—although many may
never regain it.

II-B-2. The "created freedom which does not have upright-

ness and is not able to regain it" is characteristic of reprobate

angels and reprobate men—of the angels after their fall, and

of these men after their death.

S. Through the favor of God, your definitions and distinctions

have so satisfied me that I can find nothing more I think necessary

to ask you.
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(De Casu DiaboU)

CHAPTERS

I. That it is even said to the angels, "What do you have

that you have not received?" And from God comes

nothing except goodness and being; and every good

is a being, and every being a good.

II. Why it seems that Satan did not receive perseverance

because God did not give it.

III. That God did not give perseverance because Satan did

not receive it.

IV. How Satan sinned and willed to be like God.

V. That the good angels, before the fall of the evil angels,

were able to sin.

VI. How the good angels were confirmed in their upright-

ness and the evil angels in their fallenness.

VII. The question whether the will and its turning to what
it should not do is the very evil which makes the angels

evil; and why a rational creature cannot turn himself

from evil to good in the same way that he can turn

himself from good to evil.

VIII. That neither the will nor its turning is evil itself.

IX. That injustice is evil itself and that it is nothing.

X. How evil seems to be something.

XL. That from their name, evil and nothing cannot be

shown to be truly something, but only "as if they were
something."

XII. That Satan was not able to have his original willing

from himself; and that many things are said "to be able"

through another's power, and "to be unable" on ac-

count of another's impotence.
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XIII.

XIV.

XV.
XVI.

XVII.

XVIII.

XIX.

XX.

XXI.

XXII.

XXIII.

XXIV.

XXV.

XXVI.

XXVII.
XXVIII.

That when Satan had received only the will for hap-

piness, he could will only happiness and couldn't keep
from willing it; and no matter what he willed thereby,

his willing was neither just nor unjust.

That the case would be similar if only the will for up-

rightness were received; and therefore he received both

wills at the same time, so that he might be both happy
and just.

That justice is something.

That injustice is nothing except the absence of justice

where justice should be.

Why the angel who deserted justice couldn't return to

it.

How the evil angel made himself unjust and the good
angel made himself just; and that the evil angel ought

to give thanks to God for the good things which he re-

ceived and deserted, just as the good angel ought to

give thanks to God for the good things which he re-

ceived and kept.

That the will, insofar as it is, is good; and that no thing

is an evil.

How God is the cause of evil actions and evil wills; and
how they are received from Him.
That the evil angel was not able to foreknow that he
was going to fall.

That he knew he should not will what it was sin to will,

and he knew that he ought to be punished if he sinned.

That he was not supposed to know that if he sinned he

would be punished.

That even the good angel was not supposed to know
that if he sinned he would be punished.

That even supposing the good angel cannot sin only

because he now has this knowledge from Satan's fall,

still it would be to his glory not to sin.

What we dread when we hear the name "evil"; and
what does the works which injustice is said to do,

since injustice and evil are nothing.

Whence came evil in an angel who was created good.

That the ability to will what should not be willed is

always a good, and that willing is itself always good to

the degree that it is.
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Chapter I

That it is even said to the angels, "What do you

have that you have not received?" And from God
comes nothing except goodness and being; and

every good is a being, and every being a good.

Student. When the Apostle says, *What do you have that you

have not received?" is he speaking only to men, or also to angels?

(I Cor. 4: 7)

Teacher. No created being has anything from itself. So how can

something which doesn't have itself from itself have anything from

itself? For since there are only two states of being, one which has

created and the other which has been created, it is evident that

nothing else can exist except the Creator and His creations.

S.Clear enough.

T. But neither the Creator nor what has been created can have

existence except from the Creator Himself.

S. This is no less clear.

T. Therefore, the Creator is the only one who has whatever He
has from Himself, while all other things have whatever they have

only from Him. And just as created beings have only nothing from

themselves, so they have only something from God.

S. I don't clearly see why you say that creatures have nothing

else from God than something. For who but God causes the many

things which we see passing from being to not-being to be-

come other than they were—even if they don't become absolutely

nothing?^ Or who makes not to be whatever is not, except He who

makes to be whatever is? If there is something only because God

makes it, then it follows that whatever is not is not because He
doesnt make it. Therefore, just as those things which exist have

their "being something" from Him, so those things which do not

exist, or which pass from being to not-being, seem to have their

"being nothing" from Him.

T. The one who causes something to be other than it was, or

something to be different from what it is, is said "to cause some-

thing to be" or "to cause something not to be." We also apply these

1 "de esse ad non esse": "from being to not-being" or "from existence to

non-existence."
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same expressions to someone who could cause something not to be,

but doesn't, or could cause something to be, but doesn't.^ For ex-

ample, not only is the man who attacks someone said to make him
naked and undressed, but also the man who could restrain such an

attacker and yet does not. But we say this of the first one properly,

and of the second improperly. For if we say that the second man
caused another to be naked or undressed, we mean only tPiat when
this man was able to restrain the attacker he didn't do it—and thus

did not cause the other not to be naked, or did not cause him to

remain clothed. According to this second and improper mode of

speaking, even God is said to do many things which He does not

do; for example, He is said to lead a man into temptation, since,

although He could keep him from temptation. He doesn t. Or
again. He is said to make what is-not not be, since, although He is

able to make something to be, He doesn't.

However, God Himself does not actually cause the non-existence

of those things that are passing from being to not-being. A being

only exists by His causing it to exist, and a being only remains what

He has made it be by His preserving it. When He stops preserving

what He has made, then that thing returns to not-being, not be-

cause He makes it not to be, but because He ceases to make it to be.

For when, as though through anger, God destroys a thing and re-

moves its existence, He is not the cause of its not-being; but by

His reclaiming what He had bestowed, then that thing which He
had made and was keeping in existence returns into not-being. It

had this not-being before it was made, and hence had it from it-

self and not from Him.

Or again, if you reclaim a tunic which you once loaned to a

naked man to use for a time, then he does not have his nakedness

from you; for when you take back what is yours, he returns into

the state he was in before he was clothed by you. In like manner,

just as nothing but good comes from the highest good, so nothing

but being comes from the highest being; and just as every good

comes only from the highest good, so every being comes only from

the highest being. Moreover, since the highest good is the highest

being, it follows that every good is a being, and every being is a

good. Therefore, just as nothing and not-being are not beings, so

2Cf. DL, Ch. 11.



The Fall of Satan 149

they are also not good. And thus, nothing and not-being are not

from God, because from God come only being and good.

S. I now see clearly that being and good come only from God,

and that only being and good come from God.

T. Watch out lest you should think that I am denying the thing

on account of which Scripture says that God does cause evil or

not-being; or that I would find fault with someone if he, following

the use of Scripture, were to say this.^ But we shouldn't so much
cling to inappropriate words which conceal the truth, as we should

seek to discover the genuine truth which is hidden under the

many types of expression.

S. You need only tell these things to the ignorant and the blas-

phemous.

T. All right. Return to where you began and see whether it can

be said to an angel, as well as to a man, that he has nothing which

he has not received.

S. It is clear that this applies to an angel as well as to a man.

Chapter II

Why it seems that Satan did not receive

perseverance because God did not give it.

S. So it is evident that the angel who remained upright in the

truth persevered because he had perseverance; moreover, he had

perseverance because he received it, and he received it because

God gave it. It follows, then, that the angel who did not "remain

upright in the truth" (John 8:44) did not persevere because he did

not have perseverance; moreover, he did not have perseverance

because he did not receive it, and he did not receive it because

God did not give it. So if you can, I want you to show me Satan's

blame in not persevering when God did not grant him perseverance

and when he could have nothing without God's giving it. For I am
sure, even if I don't see why, that Satan was damned justly by the

One who is supremely just, and that he could not have been justly

damned except for something blameworthy in him.

T. Why do you think it follows that if the good angel received

^Isaiah 45:7.
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perseverance because God gave it, then the evil angel did not re-

ceive perseverance because God did not give it?

S. Because I think that if giving is the cause of the good angel's

receiving, then not-giving is the cause of the evil angel's not-

receiving; and if not-giving is postulated, I see not-receiving as a

necessary consequence. We all know that when we do not receive

what we want, it is not the case that it is not given because we do

not receive it, but it is rather the case that we do not receive it

because it is not given. As far as I remember, everyone I've read

or heard dealing with this question has put it in the form of the

following argument; that if the good angel received perseverance

because God gave it, then the evil angel did not receive it because

God did not give it. I do not recall ever having seen a reply to

this inference.

Chapter III

That God did not give perseverance

because Satan did not receive it.

T. The above argument doesn't hold. For even if giving were

always the cause of receiving, not-giving would not always be the

cause of not-receiving.^

S. But if not-giving were not necessarily the cause of not-receiv-

ing, then there could be a receiving even if there were no giving.

T. No, this is wrong.

S. Then give me an example of what you are saying.

T. If I give you something and you receive it, then I don't give it

because you receive it, but you receive it because I give it; in this

case, giving is the cause of receiving.

S. That's right.

T. What if I give something to someone and he does not receive

it? Is it because I don't give it that he doesn't receive it?

S. It seems rather that you do not give it because he does not

receive it.

T. That's right. In this case, my not-giving is not the cause of

his not-receiving; however, if I hadn't given, then my not-giving

* "Potest enim non dare non esse causa non accipiendi, etiamsi dare semper

causa esset accipiendi."
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would have been the cause of concluding that he did not receive.

So we speak of "cause" in two ways: as the actual cause of some-

thing else, and as something posited is the cause of anything

which follows from it. For example, burning is not the actual

cause of fire, but fire of burning; nevertheless, if we say that there

is burning, this is the cause ( or reason ) for concluding that there

is fire. For if there is burning, it is necessary that there be fire.

S. And it is necessary that I agree.

T. So I think you see that if you have received something be-

cause I have given it, it does not necessarily follow that someone

else who has not received something has not received it because I

haven't given it; but it does follow that if I have not given it he has

not received it.

S. I see the argument, and I'm happy because I understand it.

T. Do you have any more doubt that the angel who did not fall

received perseverance because God gave it, and that God did not

give perseverance to the fallen angel because he did not receive it?

S. You have not yet shown this to me, but you have shown only

this much: that we cannot argue from the good angel's having re-

ceived perseverance because God gave it, to the evil angel's not

having received perseverance because God did not give it. For if

you wish to maintain that God did not give it to him because he

did not receive it, I will ask why he didn't receive it: Was it be-

cause he could not, or was it because he would not? Moreover, if

he didnt have the ability or the will to receive perseverance, then

it was because God didn't give them—for if God had given them
he certainly would have had them. Therefore, if the evil angel

couldn't have the ability or the will to receive perseverance with-

out God's giving them, how did he sin in not receiving what God
did not give him either the ability or the will to receive?

T. God did give him the abihty and will to receive persever-

ance.

S. Then he received what God gave him and he had what he

received?

T. Yes, he received it and he had it.

S. Then, he received and had perseverance?

T. No, he didn't receive it and he didn't have it.

S. But didn't you say that God gave him the will and the ability

to receive perseverance, and that he received this will and ability?
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T. I said this; but I didn't say that God gave him the receiving

of perseverance, but only the will and the ability to receive it.

S. Then if he willed to have perseverance, and was able to have

it, he received it.

T. Not necessarily.

S. Show me why not.

T. Have you ever begun anything with the will and ability to

complete it, but didn't complete it because your will was changed

before you finished?

S. Frequently.

T. So you willed and were able to persevere in what you did not

persevere?

S. I certainly willed to do so, but I didn't persevere in the willing,

and therefore I didn't persevere in the action.

r. But why didn't you persevere in the willing?

S. Because I didn't will to.

T. Isn't it the case that as long as you willed to persevere in the

action, you willed to persevere in the willing itself?

S. I can't deny that.

T. Why, then, do you say that you did not will to persevere in

the willing?

S. Again, I might reply that I did will to persevere, but that I

did not persevere in this willing to persevere; but then the argu-

ment would continue to infinity, with you always asking the same

question and me always giving the same answer.

T. Then you should not say, "I did not will to persevere in the

willing because I did not will to persevere in the willing of this

willing to persevere." But rather, when you are first asked why
you did not persevere in an activity in which you were willing and

able to persevere, you should answer, "Because I didn't persevere

in willing." But if you are asked again why you didn't persevere in

willing, you must not answer that you did not persevere in willing

to will to persevere, but you must give another reason which ex-

plains the failure of the will. For unless you give this other reason,

you merely repeat the question in your reply, viz., that you haven't

persevered in willing to persevere in the action.

S. I see that I didn't know what I was talking about.

T. Tell me in one word exactly what it is to persevere in doing

something.
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S. "Perficere,'' i.e., completing a thing or accomplishing what

one has set out to do. For we call perseverance in writing something

**perscribere," i.e., writing something out completely; and we call

perseverance in leading ''perducere" i.e., leading through to the

end.

T. We may similarly say, even though such an expression is not

in use, that to persevere in willing is "pervellej" i.e., willing some-

thing completely.

S. So we may.

T. Then, when you didn't complete what you willed to complete

and were able to complete, why didn't you complete it?

S. Because I didn't will it completely (Quia non pervolui).

T. Then you should likewise say that Satan, who received the

will and abihty to receive perseverance and the will and ability to

persevere, did not receive perseverance and did not persevere be-

cause he did not will it completely.

S. Now I ask you why he didn't will it completely. For when you

say that what he willed he did not will completely, it is as if you

were saying that what he willed at first, he didn't will afterwards.

But why didn't he keep willing what he first willed except because

he did not have the will to keep willing it? By this, I don't mean
the will which he had when he first willed it, but the will which he

didn't have when he no longer willed it. Wliy didn't he have this

will except because he didn't receive it? And why didn't he receive

it except because God didn't give it?

T. And again I repeat: it is not the case that he didn't receive

the will to persevere because God didn't give it; rather, God didn't

give it because he didn't receive it.

S. Show me this.

T. Satan freely lost the will which he had; and just as he re-

ceived the will to have what he had, so also he could have received

the will always to have what he deserted. But because he de-

serted what he had, he didn't receive the will to keep it. So it is

not the case that he didn't receive a persevering will ( or a will to

keep what he had ) because God did not give it, but rather that

God did not give it because he would not receive it.

S. But doesn't everyone see that Satan deserted what he had

because he was unwilling to keep it, rather than being unwilling

to keep it because he deserted it? For being unwilling to keep is
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always prior to willing to desert, as long as someone has something.

Therefore, someone wants to desert what he has because he does

not want to keep it. I ask, therefore, whether there is any other

reason for Satan's being unwilling to keep what he had than that

God didn't give him the will to keep it.

T. It is not the case that being unwilling to keep is always prior

to willing to desert.

S. Show me when it isn't.

T. Well, it may be that when a lighted coal is placed in your

bare hand, your not wanting to keep it is, in fact, prior to your

wanting to desert it. And perhaps you "will to desert" because you

are "unwilling to keep" in every case where you do not will to have

something for its own sake, but will to desert it. For before you

have something like a hot coal in your bare hand, you can be un-

willing to have it; but you cannot will to desert it except when you

already have it.

However, suppose you have something that you do not want to

keep, simply because you prefer something else: you do not will to

desert such a thing except for a thing you would rather have; and

you prefer to have this other thing which you are not able to have

without giving up what you already have. In this case, willing to

desert is prior to being unwilling to keep. For example, suppose

there is a miser who wants to keep his money, yet prefers to have

bread, which he is not able to have unless he gives up some of his

money. He wills to give up ( or desert ) some of his money before

he is unwilling to keep it. For he does not will to give up his

money because he is unwilling to keep it, but he is unwilling to

keep it [only] because he must give it up to get bread. For before

he had his money, he wanted to have it and to keep it; and while

he has it, he wants to keep it as long as he has no need to give it up.

S. True enough.

T. Then, it is not always the case that being unwilling to keep

something is prior to willing to desert it; but sometimes willing

to desert is prior to being unwilling to keep.

S. I can't deny this.

T. Therefore, I say it is not the case that Satan did not will what

and when he should have willed because his will had a deficiency

which came from God; but when he willed what he should not have

willed, he expelled his good will by means of a supervening evil
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will. For this reason, it is not the case that Satan didn't have, or

didn't receive, a good persevering will because God did not give

it; rather, God didn't give him a good persevering will because he

deserted it by willing what he ought not; and by deserting it he

didn't keep it.

S. I understand your point.

Chapter IV

How Satan sinned and willed to be like God.

T. Do you doubt that Satan did not will to desert what he had

because he was unwilling to keep it, but rather that he was un-

willing to keep it because he willed to desert it?

S. I don't doubt that this could be the case, but you have not

yet made me certain that it is. First of all, show me what Satan

willed to have that he didn't have, so that he willed to desert

what he did have—just as you have shown in the case of the

miser. Then, if nothing can contradict it, I will agree that it is

true.

T. You do not doubt that Satan sinned, since he could not be

unjustly damned by a just God; but what you are asking is how

he sinned. Is that right?

S. That's right.

T. If he had continually held to justice, he would never have

sinned nor have been wretched.

S. We believe this.

T. No one holds to justice except by willing what he ought,

and no one deserts it except by wilhng what he ought not.

S. No doubt.

T. Therefore, by willing something which he ought not to have

willed at that time, he deserted justice and thereby sinned.

S. That follows, but I want to know what he willed.

T. Well, he was supposed to will what he already had in his

possession.

S. Yes, he was supposed to will what he had received from

God, and he did not sin by willing that.

T. Therefore, he willed something which he did not already
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have and was not supposed to will at that time—just as Eve
willed to be **like a god" before God willed it for her.^

S. I cannot deny that this follows.

T. But Satan was able to will nothing except what was just or

what was beneficial (commodum).^ Happiness, which every ra-

tional nature desires, consists in these beneficial things.

S. We can recognize this in ourselves, for we will nothing un-

less we think it is either just or beneficial.

T. Satan was not able to sin by willing justice.

S. That's true.

T. Therefore, he sinned by willing something beneficial, which

he neither possessed nor was supposed to will at that time, even

though it was able to increase his happiness.

S. This is clear, since there's no other possibifity.

T. So I think you now see that he extended his will beyond

justice by a disordered willing of something that was more than

he had received.

S. I now see clearly that Satan sinned both by willing what he

ought not and by not willing what he ought. And it is evident that

he did not will more than he should because he was unwilling

to hold to justice, but rather that he did not hold to justice be-

cause he willed something else; and by willing this, he deserted

justice, as you have shown in your example of the miser with his

bread and money.

T. And when Satan willed what God did not want him to will,

he willed inordinately to be like God.

S. But if God cannot be conceived except as a unique being,

so that nothing else can be conceived to be like Him, how was

Satan able to will what he could not conceive? He was not so

obtuse that he thought something else could be conceived to be

hke God.-^

T. Even if he did not will to be completely Hke God, but willed

^"diis." (plural). "Ye shaU be as gods, knowing good and evil." (Genesis

3:5).

6 ''Commodum" refers to whatever one judges to be useful, advantageous,

beneficial. Thus such things as life, health, pleasure—and in general all that

we call goods and think to be conducive to happiness—are commoda. Cf.

De Concordia. Q. 3, Ch. 11. S-281 (II).

^ Cf. the ontological argument of the Proslogion, Chs. 2-4.
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to be something less than God which was against God's will,

then he still willed inordinately to be like God—for he willed

something by his own will, which was subject to no one else.

For it is supposed to be characteristic of God alone to will some-

thing by His own will and to obey no higher will.

S. Yes, that's right.

T. And not only did Satan will to be equal to God because he

presumed to have his own will, but he even willed to be greater

than God by willing what God did not will for him to will, for he

placed his own will above the will of God.

S. This leaves me satisfied.

T. Now then, from the above arguments, I think I have shown

you that Satan freely departed from willing what he ought and so

justly lost what he had. This is so because he freely and unjustly

willed what he didn't have and what he wasn't supposed to

will.

S. Nothing is more evident.

T. Therefore, although the good angel received perseverance

because God gave it, it is not the case that the evil angel did not

receive it because God did not give it. But rather, God did not

give it because Satan did not receive it, and he did not receive it

because he was unwilling to receive it.

S. Your arguments and your conclusions have dealt with my
questions so convincingly that I can't think of anything to shake

their truth.

Chapter V

That the good angels, before the fall

of the evil angels, were able to sin.

T. Do you think that the good angels were likewise able to sin

before the evil angels fell?

S. Yes, but I wish to understand this rationally.

T. You are certain of this much: that if the good angels were

not able to sin, then they held to justice not by their own free

ability, but by necessity. If this were the case, they would no

more have merited grace from God because they remained up-
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right while others fell than because they preserved rationality,

which they were unable to lose. And then, if you carefully con-

sider the matter, the good angels would not properly be called

just.

S. So reason shows.

T. Moreover, if the fallen angels had not sinned when they

possessed the ability not to sin, then to the degree that they

might have been truly just and might have merited grace from

God, they would have been better than the good angels who were

not able to sin. From this supposition, it follows that either (1)

the men who are elect will eventually be better and greater than

the good angels, or (2) the full number of the reprobate angels

will not be perfectly restored, since the men who are being

raised up to complete their number will not be as those angels

would have become.^

S. I think both of these possibilities must be completely de-

nied.

T. Then, if you deny these two possibilities, you must affirm

that the good angels were able to sin before the fall of the evil

angels—just as the evil angels were also able to sin.

S. I don't see how it could be otherwise.

Chapter VI

How the good angels were confirmed

in their uprightness and the evil angels in their fallenness.

T. The angels who preferred the justice which they had to that

thing which they didn't have, received through the reward of

this very justice the good which they had seemed to lose on

account of their choosing justice; and they also remained eter-

nally secure in the justice which they had. For this reason, they

were raised to honor, so that they obtained whatever they were

8 See also DCD, Ch. 23. In his later writing, CDH (Chs. 16-18, Book I),

Anselm develops an argument to show that the number of elect men is

greater than the number of fallen angels. See also D. P. Henry, "Numeri-

cally Definite Reasoning in the Cur Deus Homo," Dominican Studies,

6(1953), 48-55.



The Fall of Satan 159

able to will, and they no longer saw anything to will which ex-

ceeded what they already had. Therefore, they were unable to

sin.

But the angels who preferred what God had not yet willed to

give them ( rather than preferring to remain upright in the justice

in which they had been made) received the judgment of justice:

not only did they fail to obtain what they preferred to justice

and what made them despise justice, but they even lost the good

that they had.

Then the angels were separated into two groups, so that the

angels adhering to justice could will no good that they did not

already enjoy, and those who deserted justice would be deprived

of every good that they could will.

S. Nothing seems more just and lovely than this separation.

But if you could tell me, I would like to hear what kind of ad-

vantage it was which the good angels gained by justly not will-

ing, and the evil angels lost by unjustly desiring.

T. I don't know exactly what it was. But whatever it was, it's

enough to know that it was something towards which they were

able to grow, which they didn't receive when they were created,

in order that they might later attain it by their own merit.

S. Fine. We can let our investigation of this question be suffi-

cient for the time being.

Chapter VII

The question whether the will and its turning

to what it should not do is the very evil

which makes the angels evil; and why a rational

creature cannot turn himself from evil to good

in the same way that he can turn himself from good to evil.

S. I don't know why it is, but just when I was hoping to come

to the end of this inquiry, new problems have started growing

up from the roots of the questions we've already felled. For

although I can see very clearly that Satan could have come to a

state utterly bereft of goodness only because of his excessive

desire, I am still greatly troubled to know how he had so dis-

ordered a will.
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For if his will were good, then he fell from lofty good into

wretched evil by reason of this good will. And if his will were

good, then God gave it to him, because from himself he had ab-

solutely nothing. If then, he willed with the will which God gave

him, how did he sin? But if he had this will from himself, then

he had something good which he did not receive.

On the other hand, if his will were evil and if an evil will is

something, again it follows that his will is only from God, be-

cause "everything that is something" comes from Him. If this

were the case, it could be asked how he sinned by having a will

which God gave him, or how God could have given him an evil

will? But if this evil will were from Satan himself and if it were

something, then Satan would have had something from him-

self, and not every being would be good. For if an evil will had

being, then it would not be nothing—as we are accustomed to

say. But if an evil will were nothing, then Satan would be ut-

terly damned for nothing at all and so without cause.

What I am saying about the will can just as well be said about

desire and concupiscence, since the will is desire and concu-

piscence. For just as there is both a good and an evil will, so

there is both a good and an evil desire, and a good and an evil

concupiscence.

But suppose we were to say that the will is a kind of being and

also that the good is something, so that when the will was turned

to what it ought to will, it would be a good will; and when it

was turned to what it ought not will, it would be called an evil

will. In this case, I can see that the things which I said about

the will could also be said about the turning of the will. For I am
still troubled by the question from whence Satan had that per-

verse turning of the will, and I am disturbed by those other things

that relate to this problem.

There is something else I really wonder about when I consider

this turning of the will: namely, why God made that angelic

creature who possessed so much excellence to be such that he

could turn his own will away from what he ought to will towards

what he ought not will, and yet did not make him so that he was

able to turn his will from what he ought not will towards what

he ought to will. For it seems that so magnificent a creature from

such a Creator ought to have received the ability to do the good
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for which he was made, rather than to have received the ability

to do the evil which he was created to avoid. This question can

be asked with regard to human nature as well, since we believe

that no man can have a good will unless God gives it, and that

a man can have an evil will only by the permission of God.

Chapter VIII

That neither the w^ill nor its turning is evil itself.

T. I think that both the will and the turning of the will are

something. For although they are not substances, nevertheless it

cannot be denied that they are beings of some sort, since there are

many beings besides those which are properly called substances.

For a good will is not more "something" than an evil will, and

the one is not more a good thing than the other is an evil thing.

The will which wills to give a thing mercifully is not more

"something" than the will which wills to take something rapa-

ciously; and the latter is as much an evil as the former is a good.

Therefore, if an evil will were the evil itself by which someone

were called evil, then a good will would be the good itself which

would make someone good. But an evil will would be nothing if

it were the evil itself which we believe to be nothing; and con-

versely, a good will, since it is not more "something" than an evil

will, would be nothing also.

If we followed this line of argument, we would have to say that

the good which makes men good is nothing, for we would have

identified this good with the good will, which itself would be

nothing. But in fact, no one thinks that a good will or the good

itself is nothing. So we must conclude that an evil will is no more

the evil itself that makes creatures evil, than a good will is the

good itself that makes creatures good.

Now what IVe just said above about the will can also be ap-

plied to the turning of the will. For the turning which turns the

will from robbery to charity is not more "something" than the

turning which turns the same will from generosity to greed. And
all the other arguments which I have just given above also relate

to this problem.

S. I agree.
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T. Therefore, neither the evil will nor the depraved turning of

the will is the evil itself by which Satan and Adam became evil,

for we say that the evil by which they became evil is nothing;

and conversely, neither the good will nor the good turning of the

will is the good itself by which they become good.

Chapter IX

That injustice is evil itself and that it is nothing.

S. Then what is the evil itself which makes rational natures

evil and the good itself which makes them good?

T. We should believe that justice is the good itself by which

just men and just angels are good and by which their wills are

called good or just. And we should believe that injustice is the

evil itself which we say to be nothing other than the privation of

the good. This is what makes men and angels evil, and what

makes their wills evil; and this injustice is nothing other than the

privation of justice. For when a will was first given to the ra-

tional nature, it was—in the moment of giving—turned by the

Giver towards that which it was supposed to will; or better, it

was not first given and then turned upright, but it was originally

made upright. As long as the will stood firm in this uprightness

in which it was made (and which we call truth or justice), it

was just. But when it turned itself away from that which it was

supposed to will towards that which it was not supposed to will,

it no longer stood fast in the original uprightness in which it was

made. When the will deserted this uprightness, it lost something

noble, and it received nothing in place of it except the privation

of it. And this privation, which we call injustice, has no being.

Chapter X

How evil seems to be something.

S. I concede what you say, namely, that evil is a privation of

good. But nonetheless, I see good to be a privation of evil. For I

perceive that when something is deprived of evil it becomes

something else which we call good; and similarly, I notice that

when something is deprived of good it becomes something else,
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which we call evil. Now, given these considerations, there may be

certain arguments which prove that evil is nothing. For example,

I might say that evil is only corruption, or defect, which has no

being except as it is in some being. The greater the corruption,

the more it reduces towards nothing the being it is in; and if

the being it is in becomes absolutely nothing, we find that its

corruption, or defect, is nothing also. So it can be proven by this

argument that evil is nothing, and there may be other arguments

to the same effect.

But my mind can't really be at ease ( except by faith, of course

)

unless the following arguments which seem to prove that evil is

something can be refuted. (1) If nothing were signified by the

name "evil," then when we heard the word "evil," our hearts

would tremble needlessly at what we understand by this signi-

fication. But if the word "evil" is a name, then it is certainly sig-

nificative; and if it is significative, it signifies. But it can only

signify something. How then is evil nothing, if what its name
signifies is something? (2) As long as there is justice, it is ac-

companied by such serenity and peace that in many cases justice

seems to be nothing other than the cessation of evil. (For ex-

ample, this is also true of chastity and patience.) But when
justice departs, so many harsh and diverging passions take pos-

session of the mind that they compel it—as a cruel master com-

pels a wretched servant—to be loaded down with the worry of

many shameful and burdensome tasks and to labor constantly

under their weight. It's incredible to argue that nothing produces

all these effects.

Chapter XI

That from their name, evil and nothing

cannot be shown to be truly something,

but only "as if they were something."

T. I think you are not so mad that you would say nothing is

something only because you can't deny that "nothing" is a name,

or a meaningful noun. Therefore, if you can't prove that nothing

is something simply by the meaning of the word "nothing," how
do you think you can prove that evil is something simply by the

meaning of the word "evil"?



164 Truth, Freedom, and Evil

S. Your introducing one difficulty in order to resolve another

doesn't accomplish anything, for I don't even know what this

nothing is. So since the question before us is the nature of evil,

which you say is nothing, you must first teach me what nothing

is if you wish me to understand the nature of evil. Then, in ad-

dition to explaining the word "evil," you can go on to reply to

those other arguments which disturbed me because they seemed

to show that evil is something.

T. Since "to be nothing" and "not to be something" mean the

same thing, how can we say what anything which is "not some-

thing" is?

S. If something is not signified by the name "nothing," then

nothing is meant by it. But if nothing is meant, then "nothing"

is not a name. But it is a name.^ Yet although no one would say

that nothing is something, and although we are always com-

pelled to say that nothing is nothing, nevertheless, no one can

deny that the name "nothing" is significative. But if this name
can only signify something, and not nothing, then it seems that

what it signifies cannot be nothing, but must be something. If,

then, what is signified is not nothing, but something, how can it

be true that what is nothing is signified by this name?

If the thing signified is properly called nothing, then it really is

nothing, and for this reason it is not something. And if what is

signified by this name is not nothing, but something, then it is

falsely and improperly called by the name "nothing"—at least

this seems to follow. But if people are right in saying that what

is called nothing really is nothing and never is something, then

what else could follow except that the word "nothing" simply

means nothing, i.e., it does not signify anything at all. So we
come to this problem: how can the word "nothing" signify not

nothing, but something; and how can it signify not something,

but nothing?^^

^ The term "name" ( nomen ) has for Anselm the meaning conveyed in

Boethius' commentary on Aristotle's De Interpretatione. Cf. PL, 64, 419flF.

"Nomen igitur est vox significativa, ad placiium, sine tempore, cuius nulla

pars est significativa, separata"
1^ A name is a sign signifying, or determining something. If, however,

there is nothing to be signified, or determined, then the name is not sig-

nificative, i.e., not meaningful. Hence, the problem of the meaning of the

word "nothing" arises. Anselm's final solution to this problem is to intro-
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T. Perhaps "nothing" and "something" are not opposed in sig-

nification.

S. If they are not opposed, then either the same word means

both nothing and something in different respects, or else a thing

must be found which is both something and nothing.

T. What if both alternatives can be found to be the case: both

that the word has different senses, and that there is a thing

which is both something and nothing?

S. I would like to know both.

T. It is evident that this word "nothing" does not at all differ

from what I am calling "not-something," i.e., as far as its sig-

nification goes. AlsO; nothing is clearer than that this word "not-

something" indicates that absolutely every thing and all that is

something should be removed from the mind, and that no thing

whatever nor anything that is something should be retained in

the mind. But the removal of anything cannot be signified except

by using the signification of that thing whose removal is intended,

for no one knows what "not-a-man" means except by knowing

what a man is.^^ Therefore it is necessary that the word "not-

something" signify something by removing that which is some

thing. By removing every thing that is something, the expression

"not something" signifies no being to be left in the mind of the

hearer; therefore it signifies no thing, nor anything that is some-

thing.

So this word "not-something," for these various reasons, in some

sense signifies something and in no sense signifies something. For

it signifies by removing and it does not signify by determining.^^

duce the distinction between signification secundum formam and significa-

tion secundum rem.
11 "Not-man," writes Boethius (following Aristotle), is not a noun. See his

commentary on De Interpretatione, PL, 64, 424.

12 "Constituo" is generally translated throughout this section as "determinvi."

Note Anselm's account in his Incomplete Work: "We call injustice 'some-

thing' when we assert that someone who is punished on account of in-

justice is punished on account of something. And we call nothing 'something'

if we say of some thing or other 'It is nothing' or 'It is not nothing.' For

since a proposition is true or false, we say that it either affirms something

about something or denies something about something [as in the above two

propositions]. But, nevertheless, injustice and nothing are not concepts in

our minds, even though they admit of being understood, as do countless

names. Indeed, to admit of being understood (constituere intellectum) and
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For this same reason, the name "nothing," which negates what-

ever is something, signifies something rather than nothing by its

removing, and it signifies nothing rather than something by its

determining. For it is not necessary that nothing be something

simply because its name somehow signifies something; rather,

nothing must be nothing, because the word "nothing" signifies

something only in the sense we've mentioned. So in this way, it is

not repugnant to think that evil is nothing or that the name
"evil" is significative; for this name is determinative of no thing

when it signifies the negation of something.

S. I can't deny that the word "nothing" somehow signifies

something according to this argument you've given. But it is

well known that the something which is signified in this way is

not what we call nothing; for when we hear the word "nothing,"

we don't accept it as meaning this something that it signifies.

Now, I want to know what we refer to by means of the word

"nothing," and what we understand when we hear this word. For

this word signifies properly; therefore, it is a name because it is

significative, and not because it signifies something by neeating

it. "Nothing" is distinguished from other names on account of

its own particular signification, and what it names is called

"nothing." Now I ask, how that can be something if it is prop-

erly called nothing? And I ask how it could be nothing if its

significative name signifies something? And I ask how the same

thing can then be both something and nothing? And I ask the

same questions about the word "evil," and about what it signi-

fies, and about what we call evil.

T. You are right to ask this because, on the basis of the argu-

ment given above, "evil" and "nothing" do signify something;

to be something in the intellect are not the same. For 'not-man' admits of

being understood, because it causes the hearer to understand that the con-

cept 'man' is not contained in the signification of this utterance, but is re-

moved. But there is not something in the intellect which is the thing

signified by this utterance; however, the utterance 'man' does determine

and signify a concept in the mind. So 'injustice' signifies the removal of

justice where justice ought to be, and it does not determine something in

the mind; and 'nothing' signifies the removal of something and likewise

does not determine something in the mind."

Ein neues unvollendetes Werk, p. 42f.

( See bibliography

)
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nevertheless, what they signify is neither evil nor nothing. But

there is another argument which not only shows that they svj,-

nify something, but also shows that what they signify is some-

thing—not truly something, but as if it were something (quasi

aliquid).

Many things are said according to form (secundum formam)

which are not said according to fact (secundum rem). For ex-

ample, ''timere" ( "to fear'') is said to be active according to the

form of the word, but it is passive according to fact. So also,

"blindness" is called something according to the form of speak-

ing, although it is not something according to fact. For just as we
say of someone that he has sight and that sight is in him, so we
also say that he has blindness and that blindness is in him—al-

though this blindness is not "something," but rather is "not-some-

thing." For to have blindness is not to have something, but to

lack what is something, since blindness is not anything other

than not-seeing, or the absence of sight where sight should be.

But not-seeing, or the absence of sight, is not something more in

a case where there should be sight than where it should not be.

For this reason, blindness is not something more in the eye be-

cause sight ought to be there than not-seeing, or the absence of

sight, is in a stone, where no sight ought to be. And likewise we
call many other things something according to the form of speak-

ing ( although they are not something in fact ) , since we speak of

these things just as if they were existing things.

Therefore, in this way, "evil" and "nothing" signify something;

and what they signify is something not according to fact, but ac-

cording to the form of speaking. For "nothing" only signifies not-

something, or the absence of whatever is something. And evil is

nothing else except not-good, or the absence of good where good

should be, or where it is useful for it to be. But what is nothing

other than the absence of that which is something is certainly

not something. So evil truly is nothing, and nothing is not some-

thing. Nevertheless, in a certain sense, evil and nothing are some-

thing, because we speak of them as if they were something when
we say, "Nothing caused it," or "Evil caused it"; this is just like

saying "Something caused it," or "Good caused it." So too, when
we absolutely deny someone's assertion, we say, "This thing

which you are saying is nothing." But "this" and "which" are
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properly said only of that which is something. And when they are

said in the manner I have just mentioned, they are not said aboiit

that which is something, but about that which is spoken of "as if

it were something."

S. You have convinced me that we cannot argue that "evil" is

something simply because we use this word as a name.

Chapter XII

That Satan was not able to have his orig-

inal willing from himself; and that many things

are said "to be able" through another's power and

"to be unable" on account of another's impotence.

S. It remains now for you to teach me how to reply to those

other arguments which tend to persuade me that evil is some-

thing.

T. If we are ever going to get to the heart of this issue, then

we'll have to begin a httle more elaborately. But you should not

be content to understand the things I'm going to say merely by

considering them one after the other; rather, you should try to

gather them together in your mind so that you can behold them

as if under a single view.

S. I will follow what you say as carefully as I can, but please

don't let it annoy you if you have to wait a bit because I am
slower than you had hoped.

T. Let us suppose that God created Satan step by step, and not

all at once; and that God wished to make him happy. And let us

suppose that Satan has been created up to the point of being

suited for willing, but without yet having willed anything.

S. Suppose what you wish, but explain what I wish.

T. Do you think that Satan, in this condition, could will any-

thing through himself {per se)?

S. I don't really know why you say "through himself." For you

have already said above that no creature has anything which he

has not received, and so can do nothing through himself.

T. When I say "through himself," I mean, "through that which
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he already has"; for example, whoever aheady has feet, and what-

ever is necessary in order to walk, can walk by his own efforts

(per se). And whoever has feet, but has some injury to his feet,

is not able to walk by his own eflForts. In this sense, then, I am
asking whether Satan, when already suited for willing, but not

yet having willed anything, was able to will something through

himself.

S. I think that he could, if he ever wanted to.

T. You are not answering my question.

S. In what way?

T. I am not asking about Satan's willing anything, but about

an ability which precedes willing something; and you are replying

in terms of Satan's willing something, and in terms of the ability

which is used in willing something. For everything, by the very

fact that it is, is able to be. But not everything that is was able to

be before it was. When, therefore, I ask whether someone who is

not willing anything is able to will, I am asking about an ability

which precedes willing, by which someone can move himself to

will. But when you reply, "He could if he wanted to," you are

talking about the ability which is used in a particular willing. For

of course it's true that if someone wills, he is able to will.

S. I know that there are two abilities: (1) an ability which is

not yet in use, and (2) an ability which is already in use.^^ For

I can't deny o^whatever is able to be in such a way that it already

is, that if at some time or other it had not been, it would still

have been able to be. If it had not been able to be, then it never

would have been. So I think that I have made a good reply by

saying that whoever is able to will because he already has willed

must have been able to will before he actually willed.

T. Do you think that whatever is nothing has nothing at all,

and thus has no ability, and with no abihty is able to be nothing

at all?

S. I can't deny this.

T. I think that the world was nothing before it was made.

S. True enough.

T. Therefore, before it was, it had absolutely no ability.

S. This follows.

13 Cf . DL, Ch. 7, where this distinction is introduced and explained.
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T. Then before it was, it was not able to be.^*

S. I don't agree. If it were not able to be, it would have been
impossible for it ever to be.

T. Before there was a world, it was both possible and impossi-

ble for it to be. It was impossible for the world, since the world

had no ability to be; but it was possible for God, since it was in

God's power to make the world be. Therefore, the world exists

because God had the ability to make a world before there was a

world, and not because the world itself possessed an abihty to be,

before it was.

S. I can't refute you rationally, but our common way of speak-

ing does not agree with this.

T. It's not surprising. For we say many things improperly in our

ordinary way of speaking. But when we wish to come to the heart

of a matter, it is necessary to analyze, as far as the subject matter

allows, the improper usage which is troubling us. Because of this

impropriety of speaking, it happens that we very frequently say

"a thing can . .
." not because it can, but because something else

can; and we say that a thing which can cannot, because something

else cannot. For example, I might say "A book can be written by

me"; yet a book can do nothing, although I can write a book. Or
we might say, "This man cannot be conquered by that man"; we
understand this to mean only that that man cannot conquer this

man.^^

Hence we say that God cannot do anything perverse or con-

trary to Himself, since He is so powerful in happiness and justice

that nothing can occur which might harm Him, the Highest Good.

(Actually beatitude and justice are not diverse in Him but are

one good, and so He is all-powerful in simplicity of goodness. He
also cannot be corrupted and cannot lie. ) Therefore, whatever is

not is not able to he by its own power before it is; but if another

thing is able to make it be, then it is able to be, because of this

other power.

Although we can make a number of distinctions with respect

to abihty and inability, let's settle on this: Many things are said

14 This argument introduces a qualification of the Boethian table of modal-

ities. See D. P. Henry, "Remarks on Saint Anselm's Treatment of Possibil-

ity," Spicilegium Beccense, 1 (Paris: J. Vrin, 1959), 19-22.

i'"> Cf. DV, Ch. 8.
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"to be able" not by their own ability, but by another*s; and many
things are said "not to be able" not by their own inability, but by

another's. Now with reference to Satan, whom we have imagined

as created to the point where he has the capability for willing,

but without yet willing anything, I refer to his own ability and

ask, "Was he then able to will something through himself?" In

relation to what I've just said, give your answer.

S. If Satan were so fit for willing that nothing else was lacking

to him than actually to will, I don't see why he was not able

to will through his own ability. For whoever is capable of seeing,

but sees nothing because he is standing in the light with his eyes

closed, is still able to see by his own ability. Now, just as a person

who is not seeing is still able to see by his own powers, so I

should think that a person who is not willing would also be able

to will by his own powers. The cases seem similar; so why not?^^

T. Because the person who does not see has sight and the

volition by which he is able to control his sight. But we are now
talking about Satan when he had no volition. So can you tell

me how someone moves himself from not-willing to willing? Does

he will to move?
S. If I should say that someone is moved, but not by his own

willing, then the consequence would be that he was not moved
by himself, but by something else. Of course, a person might

suddenly blink when he sees a blow coming, or might be com-

pelled by some distress or other, to will something he previously

was not willing. But I don't know whether in such a case he first

wills to move to this willing.

T. No one is compelled by fear or a sense of any disadvantage,

nor attracted by love of any benefit, to will any particular thing,

unless he first has the natural will, or inclination, to avoid what

is disadvantageous and to enjoy what is beneficial. By this natural

will he moves himself to other willings.

S. I can't deny it.

T. Therefore, you should say that whoever moves himself to

willing any particular thing must first will that he move.

S. That's right.

T. But whoever is not willing anything at all can in no way
move himself to willing.

16 Cf . DV, Ch. 3.
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S. I can't contradict this.

T. So it turns out to be the case that Satan, in the moment
when he was created with a capabiHty for wilUng, but not yet

willing anything, couldn't have had his first willing from himself.

S. I'm convinced that he who has never yet willed anything

is able to will nothing through himself.

T. No one can be happy unless he wills happiness. I mean
simply happiness; not happiness together with justice, but the

happiness which everyone wills—even the unjust. Everyone wants

happiness very much. Now, except for that good ascribed to things

by virtue of their good nature, there are usually said to be two

goods and two corresponding evils. One good is that which is

called justice, and injustice is its corresponding evil; the other

good is that which seems best called benefit, and its correspond-

ing evil is disadvantage. Not everyone wills justice, and not

everyone flees injustice; but every rational nature, as well as

every nature which can sense, wants to have what is beneficial

and wants to avoid what is disadvantageous. For no one wants

any particular thing unless he thinks it will be beneficial to him

in one way or another. Therefore, in this way, everyone wants

what is good for him and does not want what is harmful to him.

So no one can be happy who doesn't want happiness in general;

and no one can be happy by having what he does not want or by

not having what he does want.

S. It's not to be denied.

T. On the other hand, someone who does not want justice

should not be happy.

S. I concede this as well.

Chapter XIII

That when Satan had received only the

will for happiness, he could will only

happiness and couldn't keep from will-

ing it; and no matter what he willed

thereby, Ins willing was neither just nor unjust.

T. Let us suppose that at first God gave Satan only the will for

happiness; and let us ask whether he could move himself to
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willing something other than what he had received to will, simply

because he had received a will.

S. Continue with what you have begun. Vm ready to under-

stand.

T. It is evident that Satan wouldn't yet will anything other

than happiness, because he had not received anything else to will.

S. That's true.

T. Therefore, I ask you whether he could move himself to will

something else.

S. I can't see how he could move himself to will something

other than happiness when he didn't want anything else. For if

he willed to move himself to some other willing, then he wanted

something else.

T. Just as when he had been given no will, he was able to will

nothing through himself (per se), so when he had received only

the will for happiness, he was able to htve no other will from

himself (ase).

S. That's correct.

T. Isn't it the case that if he should think something to be of

advantage for acquiring happiness, he could move himself to

will it?

S. I am in doubt about what to answer. For if he could not,

then I don't see how he would will happiness—for he could not

will that by which he thought he could acquire happiness. But if

he could, then I don't understand why he could not will some-

thing other than happiness.

T. Someone may will something for the sake of something else;

i.e., not for the sake of the thing he seems to will. In such a case,

which of the following should he be judged properly to will: that

which he is said to will, or that for the sake of which he wills

what he is said to will?^^

S. The latter.

T. Therefore, whoever wills something for the sake of happi-

ness does not will anything other than happiness. For this reason,

he both can will a thing he thinks to be of advantage to happiness

and can will happiness itself.

S. That's plain enough.

17 Cf . DL, Ch. 5.
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T. At the time Satan had received only the will for happiness,

was he able not to loill happiness?

S. Well, he couldn't both will and not will at the same time.

T. True enough, but I'm not asking that. Rather, I am asking

whether he could desert this willing and move himself from

willing happiness to not willing it.

S. If he could do this unwillingly, it would not be he himself

doing it. And if he did it willingly, he would be willing something

other than happiness. But he couldn't will anything else; and so I

think it is evident that, through himself, he could never keep from

willing the only thing which he had received to will.

T. You're coming along well. But tell me whether Satan, when
he willed nothing but happiness, and could not avoid willing hap-

piness, could avoid willing happiness more if he understood there

to be a greater happiness.

S. If his will for happiness did not increase to the degree that

he thought there to be a better and a greater happiness, then

either he did not will happiness at all or else he willed something

other than happiness and thereby did not will the better happi-

ness. But we said that he willed happiness and nothing else.

T. Therefore, the more he could understand that there was a

happiness higher than his own, the happier he willed to be.

S. Without doubt, he so willed.

T. Therefore, he willed to be like God.

S. Nothing clearer.

T. Does it seem to you that his wilhng was unjust if, in this

way, he willed to be like God?
S. I don't want to call it just, because he willed what was not

proper; and yet I don't care to call it unjust, because he willed

from necessity.

T. But we posited that he who wills happiness alone only

wills things that are beneficial.

S. Yes, we did.

T. Therefore, if he who could will only what was beneficial

was unable to have higher and truer things, wouldn't he have

willed whatever lesser things he was able to use?

S. Certainly, for he was unable to avoid willing even the mean-

est things when he could not have the higher.

T. If Satan willed these base and unclean pleasures (commoda),
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by which his irrational and carnal sensibilities were delighted,

wouldn't his will be both unjust and blameworthy?

S. How could his will be unjust and worthy of blame if he

willed only what he had received, and thus was unable to keep

from willing?

T. So it is evident that this will is the work and gift of God,

whether it wills the highest benefits or the lowest pleasures—just

as life and sensibility are also gifts; and it is clear that justice and

injustice are not in this will.

S. No doubt about it.

T. Therefore, insofar as this will has being, it is something

good; but insofar as it is related to justice and injustice, it is

neither good nor evil.

S. Nothing is clearer than this.

T. Yet someone ought not be happy if he does not have a just

will; moreover, he cannot be perfectly and laudably happy if he

wills what could not or should not be.

S. That's fairly obvious.

Chapter XIV

That the case would be similar if only the

will for uprightness were received; and

therefore he received both wills at the

same time, so that he might be both happy and just.

T. Now, let's suppose that only a will for justice had been

given to Satan for him to will only what would be fitting for

him to will. Might he also have willed something else, or might

he, through himself, have been able to keep from willing what

he had received to will?

S. Everything applicable to the will for happiness must be

brought forth in this case, too.

T. So you see that, in this case too, he would have a will which

could be neither just nor unjust. For even as the will for happi-

ness wouldn't be unjust if it willed unfitting things which it

couldn't keep from willing, so this will for justice wouldn't be

just by virtue of willing fitting things, since it had received no

ability to do anything else.
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S. That's right.

T. Then since Satan could be called neither just nor unjust

simply because he necessarily willed happiness alone or justice

alone, and since he could not, and ought not, be happy unless he

wanted happiness and justly wanted it, it was necessary for God
to make both wills agree in him, so that he could both will to be

happy and will this justly. Since justice was added, it would so

temper the will for happiness that its excesses would be curtailed

and yet its ability to transgress not be destroyed. Because Satan

willed happiness, he could exceed the mean; and yet because he

willed justly, he would not want to exceed it. So, having a just

will for happiness, Satan could and should be happy. For who-

ever does not will what he should not will, although he could

will it, merits to be able never to will what he should not will.

And whoever always holds to justice by an ordered will merits

never to be in need of anything; on the other hand, whoever

deserts justice by an immoderate will deserves to be in need in

every way.

S. No thought seems more fitting.

T. Remember that when we were previously considering only

the will for happiness, without yet having added that other will

by which someone keeps himself subordinate to God, we said

there was no justice or injustice in that will regardless of what

it willed.

S. I remember well.

Chapter XV

That justice is something.

T. Do you think that whatever, when added to the will,

tempers it, so that it wants no more than is proper and advantage-

ous, is something?

S. No one with any sense will think it is nothing.

T. I believe you are suflBciently aware that this is nothing

other than justice.

S. It couldn't be anything else.

T. Therefore, it is certain that justice is something.

S. In fact, it's something good.
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Chapter XVI

That injustice is nothing except the absence

of justice where justice should be.

T. Before the will received this justice, was it under obligation

to will and not will in accordance with justice?

S. It was not obliged to will what it did not have, since it had

not yet received it.

T. But you do not doubt that after the will had received jus-

tice, it ought to have willed according to it—unless this justice

were lost because of some violence?

S. I think the will was always bound to this obligation, whether

it kept the justice it received or whether it deserted it of its own

accord.

T. You judge correctly. But what if the will should desert this

justice which was so usefully and wisely added to it? And what

if it deserted justice by freely using its own power, not being

forced by any need or any violence, but simply by willing more

than it should? Would there then remain in the will anything

besides what belonged to it before the addition of justice?

S. Since nothing else had been added to the will except jus-

tice, then once justice had been separated from it, certainly

nothing else could remain in the will except what was there first.

Of course, having received justice would make the will a debtor,

for even after justice has been deserted, certain lovely vestiges

of it remain in the will. For the fact that the will remains a

debtor to justice shows that it was once adorned with the honor

of justice; for it is completely just that whoever once received

justice should always be in its debt—unless the justice were

taken away by violence. And certainly we regard that nature

which once had justice, and so is always in its debt for such

an honorable good, as more worthy than a nature which never

had justice and is not its debtor.

T. You are thinking well. But now add to your thought that

the more praiseworthy the nature which is in debt to justice be-

cause it once had it, the more blameworthy the person who
doesn't have the justice to which he is in debt.

S. I agree wholeheartedly.
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T. Tell me now what shows a nature to be praiseworthy and

what makes a person blameworthy.

S. To have had justice and to owe justice are natural dig-

nities; but not to have justice is a personal dishonor. For owing

results from the one who gave, but not-having results from the

one who deserted. And so someone owes because he has received,

but one does not-have because he has deserted.

T. Therefore, what you are blaming in a will which did not

remain upright in justice is not that it owes justice, but that it

doesn't have justice.

S. All I blame is the absence of justice or the not-having of

justice. For as I've already said, it is an honor to be in debt to

justice, but a dishonor not to have justice; and the more the debt

honors the will, the more the not-having disgraces it. So the

will's not having justice, through its own fault, disgraces it only

because having and owing justice, through someone's goodness

in giving it, honors the will.

T. Isn't it the case that you judge a will to be unjust if it

doesn't have the justice it should have, and you judge that there

is injustice in it?

S. Who wouldn't so judge?

T. If it were not unjust, and if there were no injustice in it,

then I think you would be blaming nothing in it.

S. Nothing at all.

T. So you are blaming nothing else in it except injustice, and

you blame the will because it is unjust.

S. There's nothing else in it to blame.

T. Then, if you blame nothing else in the will than the ab-

sence of justice and its not having justice, as you've now said,

and if it's true that you blame nothing else in it than the fact

that injustice is in it, or that it is unjust: then it is evident that

the injustice in the will, or its being unjust, is nothing other than

the absence of justice, or its not having justice.

S. These two things can in no way be different.

T. Then, just as the absence of justice and not having justice

have no being, so injustice and being unjust have no being; and

for this reason they are not something but nothing.

S. Nothing else.
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T. Remember, now, we agreed that when justice departs from

the will, nothing else remains in the will except its debt to justice

and what it had before it received justice.

S. That's obvious.

T. But the will was not unjust, nor was there any injustice in

it, before it had justice.

S. Not at all.

T. So when justice departs from the will, one of the following

alternatives must be true: either the will is not unjust and there

is no injustice in it, or to be unjust and injustice are nothing.

S. Nothing seems more necessary than this.

T. But you have conceded that the will has injustice in it, and

is unjust, after it has deserted justice.

S. Of course, I couldn't avoid it.

T. So to be unjust is nothing and injustice is nothing.

S. What I earlier beheved without understanding, you have

now caused me also to know.

T. I think now that you know—since injustice is only the ab-

sence of justice and to be unjust is simply not to have justice-

why it is that we call the absence of justice "injustice" only

after justice is lost, and not before it is given; and you now know

why we call not-having justice "being unjust," and regard both

injustice and being unjust as reprehensible. For the absence of

justice is never disgraceful except in a case where it ought to

be present. For example, it is no shame for a man who should

not yet have a beard not to have one; but when he ought to have

a beard, his not having one is unseemly. In the same way, it is no

defect to possess a nature which is not supposed to have justice,

but it is dishonoring to have a nature which should have justice

and does not. So the more it seems that someone ought to have

a manly nature, the more it dishonors him not to have a manly

appearance.

S. I see well enough that injustice is only the absence of jus-

tice where justice should be.
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Chapter XVII

Why the angel who deserted justice couldn't return to it.

T. When we posited that only the will for happiness had been

given to Satan, we saw that he was able to will nothing else.

S. Yes, we saw this clearly.

T. Now after Satan had deserted justice, so that the only will

he had was that will which he first had for happiness, was he

able to return to the will for justice by his own means [per se],

and so regain that will which he could not have gained by his

own means before it had been given to him?

S. He was even less able to gain it after he had lost it than

before it had been given. Before it had been given, he was un-

able to have it because of the condition of his nature; but after

he had lost it, he also didn't deserve to have it because of his

guilt.

T. Satan could in no way have had justice from himself when
he didn't have justice, because he could have it from himself

neither before he had received it nor after he had deserted it.

S. He was not supposed to have anything from himself any-

way.

Chapter XVIII

How the evil angel made himself unjust and the

good angel made himself just; and that the evil

angel ought to give thanks to God for the good
things which he received and deserted, just as

the good angel ought to give thanks to God for

the good things which he received and kept.

T. Isn't it the case that when Satan had justice, there's a sense

in which he could have given it to himself?

S. How could he have done this?

T. Well, we say "to do" in many senses. For we say that we do

something when we cause a thing to be, and also when we are

able to cause something not to be and yet don't cause it not to be.
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And so, because Satan was able either to remove justice from

himself or not to remove it from himself, he was, in a sense,

able to give justice to himself. In the same way, the good angel,

who remained constant in the truth in which he was created, did

not cause himself to lose justice when he could have done so. By

remaining constant, the good angel gave justice to himself, even

though he received all this from God. For the two angels re-

ceived from God both the abihty to keep and the ability to

desert justice. For God gave them the abihty to desert justice so

that they might be able, in some sense, to give it to themselves.

If they were in no way able to remove justice from themselves,

then they were in no way able to give it to themselves; yet who-

ever in this way has given justice to himself has received from

God the very ability to give justice to himself.

S. I see that by not removing justice, they were able to give

justice to themselves; and the one angel gave justice to himself

and the other one didn't.

T. Don't you see, then, that they ought to give thanks to God
for His goodness? And isn't it right that Satan should return to

God what is God's, since he cast off from himself what God
gave him and was unwilling to receive what God offered [viz.,

the gift of perseverance]?

S. Yes, I see this.

T. So the evil angel ought always to give thanks to God for

the happiness which he removed from himself, just as the good

angel ought to give thanks for the happiness which he gave to

himself.

S. You are absolutely right.

T. I think you are now able to see that God can in no way do

what is unjust, unless it is an unjust deed for Him not to do a

just deed which He could do. For before someone has received

justice, he is neither just nor unjust; and after someone has

received justice, he becomes unjust only if he deserts justice will-

ingly. Therefore, as the good angel made himself just by not

removing justice from himself when he was able, so God made

the evil angel unjust by not giving justice back to him even

though He could have done so.

S. That's easy to understand.
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Chapter XIX

That the will, insofar as it is,

is good; and that no thing is an evil.

T. Let us return to considering the will and let us remember
what we have already discussed, namely, that regardless of

what the will for happiness wills, this will is not something evil,

but is something good before it receives justice. Whence it fol-

lows that, after it has deserted the justice it received, the will

for happiness is something good to the extent that it is (if it is

the same being that it was before); but to the extent that the

justice which was in it is no longer in it, it is called evil and

unjust. For if to will to be ]ike God were evil, the Son of God
would not have willed to be like the Father. Or if to will the

meanest of pleasures were evil, the will of irrational animals

would be called evil. But the will of the Son of God is not called

evil, because it is just; and the will of an irrational animal is not

called evil, because it is not unjust.

It follows that a will is not evil but good, to the extent that

it is, because it is the work of God; and a will is evil only to the

extent that it is unjust. So no thing is called evil except an evil

will, or else on account of an evil will (e.g., an evil man and an

evil action); therefore, nothing is more apparent than that no

thing is an evil, and that evil is nothing other than the absence of

that lost justice in the will, or the absence of justice in another

thing on account of an evil will.

Chapter XX

How God is the cause of evil actions and evil wills;

and how they are received from Him.

S. Your argument is bound together by such true, necessary,

and clear reasons that I can't see how what you say can be un-

loosed by any counter-argument; but I see that something follows

from it which I believe ought not be aflSrmed, and I do not see

how to avoid this implication if what you are saying is true.
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For if to will to be like God is neither nothing nor evil, but a

certain good, then this will could only be had from Him from

whom all things come. For if Satan didn t have what he had not

received, then whatever he had he had received from the One
who had given it—for what did he receive from God except

what God had given? Wherefore, if he had the will to be like

God, he had it because God had given it.

T. What's so strange about this? For just as we say that God
leads someone into temptation when he doesn't free him from it,

so we say He gives an evil will by not prohibiting it when He
can—especially since the abihty to will anything at all comes

only from God.

S. In this way, the implication I pointed out seems accept-

able.

T. Then if there is no giving without a receiving, it will not be

unusual to say "someone gives . .
." both when he freely grants

something and when he merely allows something although not

approving it; so too, it will not be inconsistent to say "someone

receives . .
." both when he receives what is freely granted and

when he dares take forbidden things.

S. It seems that what you say is neither inconsistent nor un-

usual.

T. So what's wrong with saying that when Satan willed what

he should not have willed, he both received this willing from

God, because God permitted it, and yet did not receive it, be-

cause God did not consent to it?

S. Nothing seems wrong with this.

T. So when Satan turned his will to what he should not, both

that willing and that turning were something; and yet he had

this something only from God and by the will of God,^^ since

he could neither move his will nor will anything except through

the permission of the One who makes all substantial and acci-

dental and universal and individual natures. Insofar as Satan's

will and its turning, or movement, are something, they are good

and they are from God. But insofar as his will lacks the justice

that it shouldn't lack, it is something evil—though not purely

an evil; and whatever is evil is not from God but from willing, or

from the moving of the will. Of course, injustice is an absolute

18 Reading with Migne, "de del voluntate."
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evil, since it is not other than the evil which is nothing. But

the nature in which there is injustice is something evil, since

such a nature is something and is something other than the in-

justice which is evil- and nothing. Therefore, what is something

is made by God and is His; but what is nothing, i.e., what is

evil, is made by an unjust creature and is his.

S. To be sure, we must confess that God makes every nature;

but who will allow that He makes the singular actions of evil

wills, as for instance, the depraved movement of the will by

which an evil will moves itself?

T. Why is it so strange for us to say that God causes those

singular actions which occur by means of an evil will, since we
already say that he causes those individual things which come
into being by means of an unjust willing or dishonorable action?

S. I don't have anything to argue against this. For indeed, I

am unable to deny actions in general to be something, and I do

not wish to deny that whatever has being comes from God. Nor

does your argument in any way accuse God or excuse Satan;

rather, it completely excuses God and accuses Satan.

Chapter XXI

That the evil angel w^as not able to

foreknow that he was going to fall.

S. Now I wish to know whether the angel who deserted justice

foreknew that he would desert it.

T. When you ask whether the angel who did not stand firm

in the truth foreknew that he would fall, what kind of knowl-

edge are you talking about? For if you are talking about the

knowledge by which we know something with certainty, then I

answer that what was able not to happen couldn't be thus

known. For what is able not to happen cannot be known with

certainty by rational inference. Therefore, it is evident that

Satan was not at all able to foreknow his fall, since it was not

necessary for this event to occur in the future. For let's suppose

that his fall had not been going to happen. If his fall had not

been going to happen, do you think that his fall could have been

foreknown?
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S. It seems that what is foreknown must happen in the fu-

ture, and that what is able not to happen in the future can't be

foreknown. Yet I am reminded now of that famous question

about divine foreknowledge and free choice. Although it is as-

serted with great authority that divine foreknowledge and free

choice are not incompatible, and although this teaching is held

to be so useful that we ought not doubt it, nevertheless, as far

as reason can view the matter, the two don't seem to get along

with each other very well. So we see that some men, when deal-

ing with this question, incline so much towards one of the alter-

natives that they completely desert the other and perish under a

wave of unbelief; other men try to maintain both terms, but

alternatively, as if being blown here and there by contrary

winds. Yet since it is evident that there is divine foreknowledge

of all things which are done by free choice, and since none of

these things occurs by necessity, it seems that what is fore-

known is able not to happen in the future.

T. ril give a quick answer to this. The foreknowledge of God
is not properly called foreknowledge. For all things are always

present to Him, and so He does not have foreknowledge of fu-

ture things, but knowledge of present things. Therefore, since

the definition of foreknowledge of a future thing is different from

the definition of knowledge of a present thing, it is not necessary

that the divine "foreknowledge" and the foreknowledge which

we are asking about entail the same consequences.

S. Agreed.

T. Then, let's return to the question which we were previously

discussing.

S. Your answer sounded good, but it's not quite a reply to my
question. So don't refuse to tell me as much as God will deign to

show you. For the solution to this problem is quite necessary,

if one can be given. It may already have been given somewhere;

but I confess that I have nowhere read an argument which

would satisfy me as a solution—leaving aside what is said in

Scripture, which I believe without doubting, of course.

T. When we come to this question—if by chance we do come

to it—the solution will be whatever God gives. Now, because

Satan's fall might not have happened, it is clear that Satan

could not have foreknown his fall by means of that foreknowl-
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edge which entails the necessity of an event; and to this argu-

ment I shall add another one which also excludes his having had

any premonition, not only by foreknowledge, but by any thought

or suspicion whatsoever, that he would fall.

S. I await this.

T. Let us suppose that while Satan was persisting in a good

will he foreknew that he was going to fall in the future, then

either he would have been willing for it to happen or he would

not have been willing for it to happen.

S. One of these must be true.

T. Now, if together with this foreknowledge of his fall, Satan

were ever willing to fall, he would already be fallen because

of that evil will itself.

S. What you say is clear.

T. So if we suppose he were willing to fall, it would not be

the case that he knew he was going to fall before he did fall

[since to be wilhng to fall is to be already fallen].

S. There can be no objection to your conclusion.

T. On the other hand, if Satan were not willing to fall when

he foreknew he was going to fall, then he would have been

wretched with grief to the same degree that he wished to re-

main upright.

S. It can't be denied.

T. But the more he willed to remain upright in justice, the

more just he was; and the more just he was, the more he should

have been happy because of it.

S. This can't be denied either.

T. Therefore, if he foreknew that he was going to fall and if

he were not willing to fall, he would have been as wretched as

he should have been happy. But this is not consistent.

S. I'm not able to deny that this conclusion follows logically;

but it is well known that persons who deserve happiness often

are not happy. And situations like this occur not merely without

contradiction, but even with our approval and by God's grace.

For many times—to recall only a few things regarding the

troubles of the righteous—the more just someone is, the more he

is afflicted with the sadness of sympathy for the misfortunes of

another. Often, too, we see that the more steadfast a person is in

justice, the more injury he suffers from unjust persecutions.
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T. The argument is not the same with respect both to men
and Satan. For human nature, because of the sin of our first

parent, was made capable of suffering unnumbered troubles;

from this passibiHty, of course, grace works incorruptibility in us

in many ways. But Satan had not yet deserved to suffer evil

because of any preceding sin.

S. You have met my objection. For your argument excludes not

only Satan's foreknowing his fall, but even his imagining it.

T. There is something else which seems sufficient to show me
that Satan could in no way have thought of his future trans-

gression before it occurred. For he would have thought himself

to be either compelled or free. But there was no way in which

he might suspect himself ever to be compelled, and as long as

he willed to persevere in the truth, there was no way in which

he could think himself going to desert the truth solely by his

will. For I have shown above that as long as he had an upright

will, he willed to persevere in this will; and as long as he willed

always to keep what he had, I see no way in which he could

even have suspected that he would desert what he had by

changing this will, in the absence of some other intervening

cause. I don't deny that he knew he could have changed the will

that he had; but I say he was not able to think that at some

time, without the intervention of any other cause, he would

freely change that will which he was willing constantly to keep.

S. Whoever carefully understands what you are saying sees

clearly that Satan was in no way able to know or to think that

he was going to do what he so evilly did.

Chapter XXII

That he knew he should not will what it was
sin to will, and he knew that he ought to be

punished if he sinned.

S. I want you also to show me whether Satan knew that he

should not will whatever was a transgression to will.

T. You ought not be in doubt with regard to this question, if

you consider what we have just said. For if he hadn't known
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that he was not supposed to will what he unjustly willed, then

he would not have known that he was supposed to keep the

will which he deserted. In such a case, he could not have been

just by keeping justice, nor could he have been unjust in de-

serting justice, for he wouldn't have known justice. For if he

hadn't known that he was supposed to be content with what he

had received, then he couldn't have avoided willing more than

he received. Moreover, since he was a rational being and was

in no way prevented from using his reason, he knew what he

should and should not will.

S. I don't see that your reasoning can be refuted, but a cer-

tain question seems to arise from it: for if Satan knew that he

ought not desert the justice he had received, then certainly he

also knew that he ought to be punished if he were to desert it.

How then could Satan, who had received an unfaiHng will

towards being happy, freely will a thing that would make him

wretched?

Chapter XXIII

That he was not supposed to know that

if he sinned he would be punished.

T. Just as it is certain that Satan couldn't be ignorant that he

ought to he punished if he sinned, so it is also certain that he

ought not to have known that he would he punished if he sinned.

S. But how could he have been ignorant of this, if his reason

were not prevented from knowing the truth, as ours often is

when it is impeded by the burden of a corruptible body?

T. Because he was rational, he was able to understand that

he deserved to be punished if he were to sin. But since "the

judgments of God are deep and His ways past finding out"

(Romans 11:33), Satan was unable to discern whether God
would do what He justly could do. Now, if anyone were to

claim that Satan wasn't even able to believe that God would

damn His own creature on account of his guilt, i.e., damn the

very one He had created out of His own goodness, then I ask,

what is so objectionable in this? For such a person might argue

as follows: "There had been no previous instance of justice
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punishing injustice. Moreover, it was certain that the number of

angels who had been created to enjoy God was fixed by His

wisdom, without any superfluity, so that if that number were

diminished, it would be imperfect; but so excellent a work of

God could not continue to be imperfect in any respect. More-

over, even assuming that man had already been created, Satan

couldn't in any way know that God was going to substitute a

human nature for an angelic or an angelic nature for a human,

if either nature fell; rather, he would think that God was going

to restore the fallen nature to its own place and not to the

place of another. And if man had not yet even been created,

then still less could Satan imagine that such a being was going

to be created for the express purpose of serving as a substitute for

another nature." So if anyone were to claim that Satan wasn't

able to believe that God would damn His own creature on ac-

count of his guilt, why would we have any objection?

S. Well, it does seem to be consistent, doesn't it.

T. Then, let's go back to what I said before: that Satan ought

not to have had the knowledge that he would be punished if he

sinned. For if he had known this, then even while willing and

possessing happiness, he wouldn't have been able freely to will

that thing which would make him wretched. And in such a

case, he wouldn't have been just when he didn't will what he

shouldn't, because he couldn't have willed it. Now keeping this

argument in mind, consider whether Satan ought to have known
the thing you are asking, namely, that he would be punished if

he sinned. For if he had known this, either he would have

sinned or he would not have sinned.

S. One or the other must be true.

T. If, having foreseen the punishment, he sinned without be-

ing in any need or without being coerced, then he ought to have

been punished all the more.

S. I think so, too.

T. Then this foreknowledge was not advantageous to him.

S. That's right; for one who was going to sin, it was no ad-

vantage to foreknow that he would be punished if he did.

T. And if Satan had not sinned when he foreknew he would

be punished for sinning, then it was either solely because of a

good will or because of a fear of this punishment.
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S. What else can we say?

T. But his very deed showed that he would not have avoided

sin solely because he loved justice.

S. There's no doubt about this.

T. And if he had refrained from sinning because of fear, he

would not have been just.

S. So it is obvious that Satan should in no way have known
that the punishment which fell upon him was going to occur

after he sinned.

Chapter XXIV

That even the good angel was not supposed to

know that if he sinned he would be punished.

S. We believe that both the angel who remained upright in

truth and the angel who did not remain upright were endowed

with equal knowledge in their first condition; but I don't see

why the knowledge we are talking about was denied to the

angel whose good will was so steadfast that it sufficed to avoid

sin.

T. If the good angel had foreknown there was a punishment

for sinning, he wouldn't have been able to regard such a punish-

ment hghtly, nor should he have so regarded it.

S. So it seems.

T. But either the love of justice alone or the hatred of punish-

ment alone would have sufficed to keep him from sinning.

S. Clear enough.

T. So if he had foreknown there would be a punishment for

sin, then he would have had two reasons for not sinning—the

one honorable and helpful, and the other dishonorable and use-

less: these are the love of justice and the hatred of punishment.

But it is not honorable to refrain from sinning simply because

of hatred of punishment, nor is the hatred of punishment help-

ful for avoiding sin, since the love of justice suffices by itself.

S. There is nothing I can object to in this.

T. Then what shall we make of it? Doesn't the good angel's

perseverance strike us as having much more splendor when its



The Fall of Satan 191

sole cause is seen to be that which is honorable and helpful, be-

cause freely chosen? And isn't this better than if the other mo-

tive, which is both dishonorable and unhelpful, because against

one's free accord, were also present at the same time?

S. What you say is so clear that I now rejoice because the

good angel didn't know what I previously wished that he had

known; but now, of course, he has this knowledge from the ex-

ample of Satan, whose fall he surely knew.

Chapter XXV
That even supposing the good angel cannot

sin only because he now has this knowledge

from Satan's fall, still it would be to his glory not to sin.

T. Of course, both the good angel and the evil angel now
know that guilt of this kind is followed by punishment; but just

as there are two different kinds of knowledge, so there are dif-

ferent causes and different results of their knowledge. For what

Satan knew by his own experience, the good angel learned by

Satan's example; the former learned in his way because he did

not persevere, and the latter learned in his way because he did

persevere.

Just as Satan's knowledge was to his disgrace, since he was

blameable for not having persevered, so the good angel's knowl-

edge was to his glory, since he was worthy of praise for having

persevered. If, then, the good angel is said to be unable to

sin only because he has this knowledge, it is sufficiently clear

that just as the knowledge which is obtained from laudably

persevering is glorious, so the inability to sin which was the re-

sult of this glorious knowledge is likewise to the good angel's

glory. Therefore, just as the evil angel must be blamed because

he is not able to return to justice, so the good angel must be

praised because he cannot depart from justice. And just as the

evil angel cannot now return to justice, because he deserted it

by an evil will alone, so the good angel cannot now depart from

justice, because he continued in it by a good will alone. There-

fore, it is obvious that just as it is the penalty of sin for Satan

not to be able to regain what he lost, so it is the reward of
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justice for the good angel not to be able to desert what he

kept.

S. Your reflections upon the good angel's knowledge and in-

ability to sin would be very lovely if, as you say, the good angel

attained to this knowledge and inability to sin by virtue of his own
presevering. But he doesn't seem to have attained these things

because he himself persevered, but rather because Satan did not

persevere.

T. If what you say is true, then the good angel would be able

to rejoice over the fall of Satan, inasmuch as it was advantageous

for him that Satan should fall; for the good angel would then

have attained to the knowledge by which he was able never to

sin nor become less happy, not because he merited good, but

because another merited evil. Yet that he should have all these

benefits in this way is absurd.

S. The more absurd it seems that the fall of Satan should so

benefit the angel who didn't fall, the more it is necessary for

you to show that the good angel did not obtain this knowledge

that sin would be punished simply because of the sin of Satan.

T. You shouldn't say that the good angel gained this knowl-

edge because Satan sinned, but you should say that the good

angel gained this knowledge by the example of Satan's falling

because he sinned. For if neither had sinned, God was certainly

going to give that same knowledge to both of them in some

other way than by the example of anyone's fall, for he would

have given it because of the merit of perseverance. For no one

will say that God was not able to give this knowledge to his own
angels in some other way. Therefore, when Satan sinned, God
simply used his example to teach the good angel what He was

going to teach him in any case; and God used this example not

because He was unable to teach in any other way, but because

He was able—by His greater power—to make good come from

evil by so using this example. God did this so that not even evil

might remain unordered within the realm of omnipotent wis-

dom.

S. What you say is especially agreeable to me.

T. So it is clear that if the good angel were not now able to

sin only because he knows that punishment followed the sin of

the evil angel, nonetheless this inability to sin would not be to
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the lessening of his praiseworthiness; rather, it would be his

reward for having preserved justice. But, as you know, we have

already made it clear that he is not able to sin since, through

the merit of his perseverance, he was elevated so that he can no

longer see anything more to want.

S. I have not forgotten what we have already learned on this

subject.

Chapter XXVI

What we dread w^hen w^e hear the name "evil";

and what does the works which injustice is

said to do, since injustice and evil are nothing.

S. Although you have answered all my questions up to now,

yet I await your explaining what it is that we dread when we
hear the name "evil," and what causes things hke robbery and

lust, which injustice and evil seem to do, if evil is nothing?

T. I shall give a brief answer. The evil which is injustice is

always nothing; but the evil which is disadvantage sometimes

is nothing, as in blindness, and sometimes is something, as in

sadness or grief. We always regard with aversion the disadvan-

tage which is something. Therefore, when we hear the word

"evil," we do not fear an evil which is nothing, but an evil

which is something, and which follows the absence of good.

For the evil of many disadvantages which are something, fol-

lows upon the evil of injustice and blindness, which are noth-

ing; these disadvantages are what we dread when we hear the

name "evil."

And when we say that injustice causes robbery, or that blind-

ness causes a man to fall into a pit, we should not think that

injustice or blindness do something. But we are to think that if

justice were in the will and sight in the eyes, then neither the

robbery nor the fall into the pit would have taken place. It is

as if we were to say, "The absence of a rudder drives the ship

onto the rocks," or "The absence of reins causes the horse to

run wild." In these statements we mean only that if a rudder

or reins were present, then the winds would not drive the ship
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onto the rocks nor would the horse run wild. For just as a ship is

steered by a rudder and a horse restrained by reins, so the will

of a man is restrained by justice and his feet are steered by
sight.

S. You have satisfied me concerning this evil which we call

injustice, so that every question about it which used to be in

my mind is now cleared up. For my question about this evil

which we call injustice seems to have arisen from the fact that

if injustice were to have any being, it would be from God, from

whom everything that is something must come, and from whom
sin and injustice cannot possibly come. But I see nothing that

could be against right faith if the evil which we call pain were

ever something.

Chapter XXVII

Whence came evil in an angel vv^ho was created good.

S. But please don't be too weary to reply briefly to my last

foolish question so that I may know how to reply when I am
asked the same thing. I know that it is not always easy to give

a wise answer to a foolish questioner, and yet I wonder whence

came the first evil (which we call injustice or sin) in an angel

who was created just.

T. Tell me from whence nothing comes to be something.

S. Nothing neither comes nor goes.

T. Then why do you ask from whence comes injustice, which

is nothing?

S. Because when justice withdraws from where it was, we say

that injustice approaches.

T. Well then, speak more properly and clearly, and ask rather

about the withdrawal of justice. For indeed, an apt question

often conduces to an apt response, while an inept question pro-

duces a more encumbered reply.

S. Then why did justice withdraw from a just angel?

T. If you wish to speak properly, you shouldn't say that it

withdrew from him, but that he deserted it by willing what he

shouldn't have willed.
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S. Why did he desert it?

T. When I say that he deserted it by willing what he was

not supposed to will, I am showing clearly why and how he

deserted it. For he deserted it because he willed what he was

not supposed to will: and he deserted it in this way, i.e., by

willing what he shouldn't have willed.

S. But why did he will what he was not supposed to will?

T. No cause preceded this willing except his mere ability to

will.

S. Then he willed to desert justice because he was able to

will?

T. No, because the good angel was also able to will, but he

didn't will to desert justice. For no one wills what he is able to

will simply because he is able to will; there must be still an-

other cause—although, of course, he would never will anything

at all if he were not able to will.

S. Why, then, did he wiU?

T. Only because he willed. For there was no other cause by

which his will was in any way driven or drawn; but his will was

both its own eflScient cause and its own eflFect—if such a thing

can be said!

Chapter XXVIII

That the ability to will what should not be

willed is always a good, and that willing is

itself always good to the degree that it is.

S. Well, if Satan's ability to will and actually willing are

something, then they are good and they come from God.

T. Both are something. The ability to will is only something

good and it is a free gift from God; and actually wilhng, in its

essence, is something good. For even though Satan's will be-

came evil by willing unjustly, nevertheless it is from God, from

whom comes everything that is something. Now, not only does

someone have from God that which God freely gives, but he

also has what he unjustly steals with God's permission—for just

as God is said to do whatever He permits to be done, so He is
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said to give whatever He permits to be stolen. Therefore, since

God permitted Satan to use that freely given ability for the

purpose of robbery, Satan had the use of this ability from

God. This use is nothing other than his actually willing. For

just as speaking is using the ability to speak, so willing is noth-

ing other than using the abiUty to will.
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IDA M. tarbell: The History of the Standard Oil Com-
pany: Briefer Version. X Edited by David M. Chalmers

TB/3071

GEORGE B. TiNDALL, Ed.: A Populist Reader X TB/3069

TWELVE SOUTHERNERS: I'll Take My Stand: The South

and the Agrarian Tradition. Intro, by Louis D. Rubin,

Jr., Biographical Essays by Virginia Rock TB/1072

WALTER E. weyl: The New Democracy: An Essay on Cer-

tain Political Tendencies in the United States. X Edited

by Charles B. Forcey TB/3042

Anthropology

JACQUES BARZUN: Race : A Study in Superstition. Re-

vised Edition TB/1172

JOSEPH B. CASAGRANDE, Ed.: In the Company of Man:
Twenty Portraits of Anthropological Informants.

Illus. TB/3047

w. E. LE GROS CLARK: The Antecedents of Man: Intro,

to Evolution of the Primates. ° ^ Illus. TB/559

CORA DU BOis: The People of Alor. New Preface by the

author. Illus. Vol. I TB/1042; Vol. II TB/1043

RAYMOND FIRTH, Ed.: Man and Culture: An Evaluation

of the Work of Bronislaw Malinowski ^ ° ^ TB/1133

DAVID landy: Tropical Childhood: Cultural Transmis-

sion and Learning in a Puerto Rican Village f

TB/1235

L. s. B. LEAKEY: Adam's Ancestors: The Evolution of

Man and His Culture. ^ Illus. TB/1019

ROBERT H. lowie: Primitive Society. Introduction by

Fred Eggan TB/1056



EDWARD BURNETT TYLOR: The Origins of Culture. Part I

of "Primitive Culture." § Intro, by Paul Radirt TB/33

EDWARD BURNETT TYLOR: Religion in Primitive Culture.

Part II of "Primitive Culture." S Intro, by Paul Radin
TB/34

w. LLOYD WARNER: A Black Civilization: A Study of an

Australian Tribe. H Illus. TB/3056

Art and Art History

WALTER LOWRiE: Art in the Early Church. Revised Edi-

tion. 4S2 illus. TB/124

EMiLE MALE: The Gothic Image: Religious Art in France

of the Thirteenth Century. S ^ 190 illus. TB/44

MILLARD MEiss: Painting in Florence and Siena after the

Black Death: The Arts, Religion and Society in the

Mid-Fourteenth Century. i6g illus. TB/1148

ERICH NEUMANN: The Archetypal World of Henry
Moore. ^ loj illus. TB/2020

DORA & ERWiN PANOFSKY : Pandora's Box: The Changing
Aspects of a Mythical Symbol. Revised Edition. Illus.

TB/2021

ERWIN PANOFSKY: Studies in Iconology: Humanistic
Themes in the Art of the Renaissance. ^ 180 illustra-

tions TB/1077

ALEXANDRE piANKOFF: The Shrines of Tut-Ankh-Amon.
Edited by N. Rambova. 117 illus. TB/2011

JEAN SEZNEC: The Survival of the Pagan Gods: The
Mythological Tradition and Its Place in Renaissance

Humanism and Art. 108 illustrations TB/2004

OTTO VON simson: The Gothic Cathedral: Origins of

Gothic Architecture and the Medieval Concept of

Order. ^ 58 illus. TB/2018

HEiNRiCH zimmer: Myth and Symbols in Indian Art and
Civilization. 70 illustrations TB/2005

Business, Economics & Economic History

reinhard bendix: Work and Authority in Industry:

Ideologies of Management in the Course of Indus-

trialization TB/3035
gilbert burck &. editors of fortune: The Computer
Age: And Its Potential for Management TB/1179

THOMAS c. COCHRAN: The American Business System: A
Historical Perspective, igoo-igss tb/io8o

THOMAS c. COCHRAN: The Inner Revolution: Essays on
the Social Sciences in History ^ TB/1140

THOMAS c. COCHRAN & WILLIAM MILLER: The Age of Enter-

prise: A Social History of Industrial America TB/1054

ROBERT DAHL &. CHARLES E. LINDBLOM: PoliticS, EcO-

nomics, and Welfare: Planning and Politico-Economic

Systems Resolved into Basic Social Processes

TB/3037

PETER F. drucker: The New Society: The Anatomy of

Industrial Order ^ TB/1082
EDITORS OF FORTUNE: America in the Sixties: The Econ-
omy and the Society TB/1015

ROBERT L. heilbroner: The Great Ascent: The Struggle

for Economic Development in Our Time TB/3030
ROBERT L. heilbroner: The Limits of American Capital-

ism TB/1305

FRANK H. knight: The Economic Organization TB/1214
frank h. knight: Risk, Uncertainty and Profit TB/1215

ABBA p. LERNER: Everybody's Business: Current Assump-
tions in Economics and Public Policy TB/3051

ROBERT GREEN Mc CLOSKEY : American Conservatism in

the Age of Enterprise, 1865-1910 ^ TB/1137
PAUL MANTOUX: The Industrial Revolution in the

Eighteenth Century: The Beginnings of the Modern
Factory System in England ° ^ TB/1079

WILLIAM MILLER, Ed.: Men in Business: Essays on the

Historical Role of the Entrepreneur tb/io8i
RICHARD B. MORRIS: Government and Labor in Early

America ^ TB/1244
HERBERT SIMON: The Shape of Automation: For Men and
Management TB/1245

PERRiN STRYKER: The Character of the Executive: Eleven
Studies in Managerial Qualities TB/1041

PIERRE URi: Partnership for Progress: A Program for
Transatlantic Action TB/3036

Education

JACQUES BARZUN: The House of Intellect ^ TB/1051
RICHARD M. JONES, Ed.: Contemporary Educational Psy-

chology: Selected Readings TB/1292
CLARK KERR : The Uses of the University TB/1264
JOHN u. NEF: Cultural Foundations of Industrial Civi-

lization ^ TB/1024
NATHAN M. PUSEY : The Age of the Scholar: Observations

on Education in a Troubled Decade TB/1157
PAUL VALiRY: The Outlook for Intelligence ^ TB/2016

Historiography & Philosophy of History

JACOB burckhardt: On History and Historians. ^ Intro-

duction by H. R. Trevor-Roper tb/i2i6
wiLHELM dilthey: Pattern and Meaning in History:

Thoughts on History and Society. ° ^ Edited with an
Introduction by H. P. Rickman TB/1075

J. h. hexter: Reappraisals in History: New Views on
History & Society in Early Modern Europe ^ tb/iioo

h. stuart hughes: History as Art and as Science: Twin
Vistas on the Past TB/1207

RAYMOND KLiBANSKY & H. J. PATON, Eds. : Philosophy and
History: The Ernst Cassirer Festschrift. Illus.

TB/1115
ARNALDO MOMIGLIANO: Studies in Historiography ° ^

TB/1288
GEORGE H. NADEL, Ed.: Studies in the Philosophy of His-

tory: Selected Essays from History and Theory
TB/1208

JOSE ORTEGA Y GASSET: The Modem Theme. Introduc-

tion by lose Ferrater Mora TB/1038
KARL R. POPPER: The Open Society and Its Enemies ^

Vol. I: The Spell of Plato tb/iioi
Vol. II: The High Tide of Prophecy: Hegel, Marx and
the Aftermath tb/iio2

KARL R. POPPER: The Poverty of Historicism ° ^ TB/1126

G. J. renier: History: Its Purpose and Method ^ TB/1209
w. H. WALSH: Philosophy of History: An Introduction ^

TB/1020

History: General

L. CARRiNGTON GOODRICH: A Short History of the Chi-

nese People. ^ Illus. TB/3015

DAN N. JACOBS & HANS H. BAERWALD: Chinese Commu-
nism: Selected Documents TB/3031

BERNARD LEWIS: The Arabs in History ^ TB/1029

BERNARD LEWIS: The Middle East and the West <> ^

TB/1274

History: Ancient

A. ANDREWES: The Greek Tyrants ^ TB/1103
ADOLF ERMAN, Ed. The Ancient Egyptians: A Source-

book of Their Writings. New material and Introduc-

tion by William Kelly Simpson TB/1233

MICHAEL GRANT: Ancient History ° ^ TB/1190

SAMUEL NOAH KRAMER: Sumerian Mythology TB/1055
NAPHTALi LEWIS & MEYER REiNHOLD, Eds.: Roman Civili-

zation. Sourcebook I: The Republic TB/1231

NAPHTALI LEWIS &. MEYER REINHOLD, Eds. : Roman Civili-

zation. Sourcebook II: The Empire TB/1232

History: Medieval

p. BOissoNNADE: Life and Work in Medieval Europe: The
Evolution of the Medieval Economy, the 5th to the

15th Century. " ^ Preface by Lynn White, Jr. TB/1141

HELEN CAM: England before Elizabeth ^ TB/1026

NORMAN cohn: The Pursuit of the Millennium: Revolu-

tionary Messianism in Medieval and Reformation

Europe ^ TB/1037



G. G. coulton: Medieval Village, Manor, and Monastery
TB/i022

CHRISTOPHER DAWSON, Ed.: MissioH to Asia: Narratives

and Letters of the Franciscan Missionaries in Mon-
golia and China in the 13th and 14 Centuries ^

TB/315

HEiNRiCH FiCHTENAU: The Carolingian Empire: The Age

of Charlemagne ^ TB/1142

GALBERT OF BRUGES: The Murder of Charles the Good.

Trans, with Intro, by James Bruce Ross TB/i3n
F. L. ganshof: Feudalism ^ TB/1058

DENO geanakoplos: Byzantine East and Latin West:

Two Worlds of Christendom in the Middle Ages and

Renaissance TB/1265

EDWARD GIBBON: The Triumph of Christendom in the

Roman Empire (Chaps. XV-XX of "Decline and Fall,"

7. B. Bury edition). § ^ Illus. TB/46

w. o. HASSALL, Ed.: Medieval England: As Viewed by

Contemporaries ^ TB/1205

DENYS hay: Europe: The Emergence of an Idea TB/1275

DENYS hay: The Medieval Centuries « ^ TB/1192

J. M. hussey: The Byzantine World ^ TB/1057

ROBERT latouche: The Birth of Western Economy: Eco-

nomic Aspects of the Dark Ages. " -^ Intro, by Philip

Crierson TB/1290

FERDINAND LOT: The End of the Ancient World and the

Beginnings of the Middle Ages. Introduction by Glan-

ville Downey TB/1044

MARSiLius OF PADUA: The Defender of the Peace. Trans,

with Intro, by Alan Gewirth TB/1310

G. mollat: The Popes at Avignon: 1305-1378 ^ TB/308

CHARLES PETiT-DUTAiLLis: The Feudal Monarchy in

France and England: From the Tenth to the Thir-

teenth Century <> ^ TB/1165

HENRI pirenne: Early Democracies in the Low Coun-
tries: Urban Society and Political Conflict in the

Middle Ages and the Renaissance. Introduction by

John H. Mundy tb/iiio

STEVEN runciman: A History of the Crusades. ^

Volume I: The First Crusade and the Foundation of

the Kingdom of Jerusalem. Illus. TB/1143

Volume II: The Kingdom of ' Jerusalem and the

Frankish East, tioo-uSj. Illus. TB/1243

Volume III: The Kingdom of Acre and the Later

Crusades TB/1298

FERDINAND SCHEVILL: Sicna : The History of a Medieval

Commune. Intro, by William M. Bowsky TB/1164

suLPicius SEVERUS et al.: The Western Fathers: Being

the Lives of Martin of Tours, Ambrose, Augustine of

Hippo, Honoratus of Aries and Germanus of Aux-
erre. ^ Edited and trans, by F. O. Hoare TB/309

HENRY OSBORN TAYLOR: The Classical Heritage of the

Middle Ages. Foreword and Biblio. by Kenneth M.
Setton TB/1117

F. VAN DER meer: Augustine The Bishop: Church and

Society at the Dawn of the Middle Ages ^ TB/304

J. M. wallace-hadrill: The Barbarian West: The Early

Middle Ages, A.D. 400-1000 ^ tb/io6i

History: Renaissance & Reformation

JACOB burckhardt: The Civilization of the Renaissance

in Italy. ^ Intro, by Benjamin Nelson & Charles

Trinkaus. Illus. Vol. I TB/40; Vol. II TB/41

JOHN CALVIN Sl jacopo sadoleto: A Reformation Debate.

Edited by John C. OUn TB/1239

ERNST cassirer: The Individual and the Cosmos in

Renaissance Philosophy. ^ Translated with an Intro-

duction by Mario Domandi TB/1097

FEDERico chabod: MachiavelH and the Renaissance ^

TB/1193

EDWARD p. cheyney: The Dawn of a New Era, 1250-

1453. * Illus. TB/3002

G. constant: The Reformation in England: The English

Schism, Henry VIH, i$09-i:;47 ^ TB/314

R. TREVOR DAViES: The Golden Century of Spain, 1501-

1621 ^ TB/1194
G. R. ELTON: Reformation Europe, 1517-1559 •» » -^

TB/1270
DEsiDERius ERASMUS: Christian Humanism and the

Reformation: Selected Writings. Edited and trans-

lated by John C. Olin tb/ii66
WALLACE K. FERGUSON et al.: Facets of the Renaissance

TB/1098

WALLACE K. FERGUSON ct al.: The Renaissance: Six Es-

says. Illus. TB/1084

JOHN NEVILLE FIGGIS: The Divine Right of Kings. Intro-

duction by G. R. Elton TB/1191

JOHN NEVILLE FIGGIS: Political Thought from Gerson to

Grotius: 1414-1625: Seven Studies. Introduction by
Garrett Mattingly TB/1032

MYRON p. gilmore: The World of Humanism, 1453-

1517. * Illus. TB/3003

FRANCESCO GuicciARDiNi : Maxims and Reflections of a

Renaissance Statesman (Ricordi). Trans, by Mario
Domandi. Intro, by Nicolai Rubinstein tb/ii6o

J. H. hexter: More's Utopia: The Biography of an Idea.

New Epilogue by the Author TB/1195

HAjo holborn: Ulrich von Hutten and the German Ref-

ormation TB/1238

jOHAN huizinga: Erasmus and the Age of Reforma-
tion. ^ Illus. TB/19

JOEL HURSTFiELD, Ed.: The Reformation Crisis ^ TB/1267

ulrich von HUTTEN et al. : On the Eve of the Reforma-
tion: "Letters of Obscure Men." Introduction by Hajo
Holborn TB/1124

PAUL o. kristeller: Renaissance Thought: The Classic,

Scholastic, and Humanist Strains TB/1048

PAUL o. kristeller: Renaissance Thought II: Papers on

Humanism and the Arts TB/1163

NiccoLO MACHiAVELLi: History of Florence and of the

Affairs of Italy: from the earliest times to the death

of Lorenzo the Magnificent. ^ Introduction by Felix

Gilbert TB/1027

ALFRED VON MARTIN: Sociology of the Rcnaissance. In-

troduction by Wallace K. Ferguson TB/1099

GARRETT MATTINGLY et al. : Renaissancc Profiles. ^ Edited

by 7. H. Plumb TB/1162

MILLARD MEiss: Painting in Florence and Siena after the

Black Death: The Arts, Religion and Society in the

Mid-Fourteenth Century. ^ i6g illus. TB/1148

J. E. neale: The Age of Catherine de Medici ° -^ TB/1085

ERWiN panofsky: Studies in Iconology: Humanistic

Themes in the Art of the Renaissance. ^ 180 illustra-

tions TB/1077

J. H. PARRY: The Establishment of the European He-

gemony: 1415-1715: Trade and Exploration in the

Age of the Renaissance ^ TB/1045

J. H. PLUMB: The Italian Renaissance: A Concise Survey

of Its History and Culture ^ tb/ii6i

A. f. pollard: Henry VIII. ° ^ Introduction by A. G.

Dickens TB/1249

A. F. pollard: Wolsey. " ^ Introduction by A. G. Dickens

TB/1248

CECIL ROTH; The Jews in the Renaissance. Illus. TB/834

A. L. rowse: The Expansion of Elizabethan England. " ^

Illus. TB/1220

GORDON rupp: Luther's Progress to the Diet of Worms °^

TB/120

FERDINAND SCHEVILL: The Medici. Illus. tb/ioio

FERDINAND SCHEVILL: Medieval and Renaissance Flor-

ence. Illus. Volume I: Medieval Florence tb/ioqo

Volume II: The Coming of Humanism and the Age of

the Medici n/ logi

G. M. trevelyn: England in the Age of Wycliffe, 1368-

1520 TB/1112

VESPASiANO: Renaissance Princes, Popes, and Prelates:

The Vespasiano Memoirs: Lives of Illustrious Men of

the XVth Century. Intro, by Myron P. Gilmore
tb/iiii



History: Modern European

FREDERICK B. ARTZ: Reaction and Revolution, 1815-

1832. * IIlus. TB/3034

MAX beloff: The Age of Absolutism, 1660-1815 ^

TB/1062

ROBERT c. binkley: Realism and Nationalism, 1852-

1871. * IIlus. TB/3038

ASA BRiCGS: The Making of Modern England, 1784-

1867: The Age of Improvement ° ^ TB/1203

CRANE brinton: A Decadc of Revolution, 1789-1799. *

IIlus. TB/3018

D. w. brogan: The Development of Modern France. ° ^

Volume I: From the Fall of the Empire to the Dreyfus
Affair TB/1184

Volume II: The Shadow of War, World War I, Be-

tween the Two Wars. New Introduction by the Au-
thor TB/1185

J. BRONOWSKi & BRUCE MAZLiSH: The Westem Intellectual

Tradition: From Leonardo to Hegel ^ TB/3001

GEOFFREY BRUUN : Europe and the French Imperium,

1799-1814. * Illus. TB/3033

ALAN BULLOCK: Hitler, A Study in Tyranny. ° ^ Illus.

TB/1123

E. H. carr: German-Soviet Relations Between the Two
World Wars, 1919-1939 TB/1278

E. H. carr: International Relations Between the Two
World Wars, 1919-1939 ° ^ TB/1279

E. H. carr: The Twenty Years' Crisis, 1919-1939: An
Introduction to the Study of International Rela-

tions ° ^ TB/1122

GORDON A. CRAIG: Ffom Bismarck to Adenauer: Aspects

of German Statecraft. Revised Edition TB/1171

DENIS DIDEROT: The Encyclopedia: Selections. Ed. and
trans, by Stephen Gendzier TB/1299

WALTER L. dorn: Competition for Empire, 1740-1763. *

Illus. TB/3032
FRANKLIN L. FORD: Robe and Sword: The Regrouping of

the French Aristocracy after Louis XIV TB/1217
CARL J. FRiEDRiCH: The Age of the Baroque, 1610-1660. *

Illus. TB/3004

REN^ FUELOEP-MILLER: The Mind and Face of Bolshe-

vism: An Examination of Cultural Life in Soviet

Russia. New Epilogue by the Author tb/ii88

M. DOROTHY GEORGE: London Life in the Eighteenth

Century ^ TB/1182

LEO GERSHOY: From Despotism to Revolution, 1763-

1789. * Illus. TB/3017

c. c. gillispie: Genesis and Geology; The Decades be-

fore Darwin § TB/51

ALBERT GOODWIN: The French Revolution ^ TB/1064
ALBERT guerard: France in the Classical Age: The Life

and Death of an Ideal ^ TB/1183
CARLTON J. H. HAYES: A Generation of Materialism, 1871-

1900. * Illus. TB/3039

J. H. HEXTER: Reappraisals in History: New Views on
History and Society in Early Modern Europe ^

tb/iioo
STANLEY HOFFMANN ct al. : In Search of France: The
Economy, Society and Political System in the Twenti-
eth Century tb/i219

A. R. HUMPHREYS: The Augustan World: Society,

Thought, & Letters in 18th Century England '> ^

TB/1105
DAN N. JACOBS, Ed.: The New Communist Manifesto
and Related Documents. Third edition, revised

TB/1078
LIONEL kochan: The Struggle for Germany: 1914-4^

TB/1304
HANS kohn: The Mind of Germany: The Education of a

Nation ^ TB/1204
HANS kohn, Ed, : The Mind of Modern Russia : Historical

and Political Thought of Russia's Great Age TB/1065

WALTER LAQUEUR & GEORGE L. MOSSE, Eds. : International

Fascism, 1920-1945. <> ^ Volume I of Journal of Con-
temporary History TB/1276

WALTER LAQUEUR & GEORGE L. MOSSE, Eds. : The Lcft-Wing
Intellectuals between the Wars 1919-1939. " -• Vol-
ume 2 of Journal of Contemporary History TB/1286

WALTER LAQUEUR & GEORGE L. MOSSE, Eds. : I9I4: The
Coming of the First World War. " ^ Volume 3 of
Journal of Contemporary History tb/i3o6

FRANK E. MANUEL: The Prophets of Paris: Turgot, Con-
dorcet, Saint-Simon, Fourier, and Comte tb/i2i8

KiNGSLEY martin: French Liberal Thought in the

Eighteenth Century: A Study of Political Ideas from
Bayle to Condorcet TB/1114

L. b. namier: Facing East: Essays on Germany, the

Balkans, and Russia in the 20th Century ^ TB/1280
L. b. namier: Personalities and Powers: Selected Es-

says ^ TB/1186
L. B. namier: Vanished Supremacies: Essays on Euro-
pean History, i8i2-igi8 <> tb/io88

JOHN u. nef: Western Civilization Since the Renais-

sance: Peace, War, Industry, and the Arts TB/1113
FRANZ NEUMANN: Behcmoth : The Structure and Practice

of National Socialism, ig3yig44 TB/1289
FREDERICK L. NUSSBAUM: The Triumph of Science and
Reason, 1660-1685. * Illus. TB/3009

DAVID ogg: Europe of the Ancien Regime, 1715-

1783 ** ° ^ TB/1271

JOHN PLAMENATZ: German Marxism and Russian Com-
munism, o ^ New Preface by the Author TB/1189

RAYMOND w. posTGATE, Ed.: Revolution from 1789 to

1906: Selected Documents TB/1063
PENFiELD ROBERTS: The Quest foT Security, 1715-1740. *

Illus. TB/3016
PRisciLLA ROBERTSON: Revolutions of 1848: A Social

History TB/1025

GEORGE rude: Revolutionary Europe, 1783-1815 ** o ^

TB/1272
LOUIS, Duc DE SAINT-SIMON: Versailles, The Court, and

Louis XIV. <* ^ Introductory Note by Peter Gay
TB/1250

ALBERT sorel: EuTope Under the Old Regime. Translated

by Francis H. Herrick tb/ii2i

N. N. suKHANOv: The Russian Revolution, 1917: Eyewit-

ness Account. ^ Edited by Joel Carmichael
Vol. I TB/1066; Vol. II TB/1067

A. J. p. TAYLOR: From Napoleon to Lenin: Historical Es-

says TB/1268
A. J. p. TAYLOR: The Habsburg Monarchy, 1809-1918: A

History of the Austrian Empire and Austria-Hun-
gary o ^ TB/1187

G. M. trevelyan: British History in the Nineteenth Cen-
tury and After: ij82-igig. *> ^ Second Edition TB/1251

H. R. trevor-roper: Historical Essays ° ^ TB/1269

ELIZABETH wiSKEMANN : Europe of the Dictators, 1919-

1945 »» o -^ TB/1273

JOHN B. WOLF: The Emergence of the Great Powers,

1685-1715. * Illus. TB/3010

JOHN B. WOLF: France: 1814-1919: The Rise of a Liberal-

Democratic Society TB/3019

Intellectual History & History of Ideas

herschel baker: The Image of Man: A Study of the

Idea of Human Dignity in Classical Antiquity, the

Middle Ages, and the Renaissance TB/1047
R. R. BOLGAR: The Classical Heritage and Its Benefici-

aries: From the Carolingian Age to the End of the

Renaissance ^ TB/1125

RANDOLPH s. BOURNE: War and the Intellectuals: Col-

lected Essays, igi$-igig. ^ X Edited by Carl P,esek

TB/3043

J. BRONOWSKI & BRUCE MAZLISH: The Westem Intellectual

Tradition: From Leonardo to Hegel ^ TB/3001

ERNST CASSiRER: The Individual and the Cosmos in

Renaissance Philosophy. ^ Translated with an Intro-

duction by Mario Domandi TB/1097

NORMAN cohn: The Pursuit of the Millennium: Revo-
lutionary Messianism in Medieval and Reformation
Europe

^

TB/1037



c. c. gillispie: Genesis and Geology: The Decades be-

fore Darwin § TB/51

G. RACHEL LEVY: Religious Conceptions of the Stone Age
and Their Influence upon European Thought. ^ Illus.

Introduction by Henri Frankfort tb/io6

ARTHUR o. lovejoy: The Great Chain of Being: A Study

of the History of an Idea TB/1009

FRANK E. MANUEL: The Prophets of Paris: Turgot, Con-
dorcet, Saint-Simon, Fourier, and Comte ^ tb/i2i8

PERRY MILLER & T. H. JOHNSON, Editors: The Puritans: A
Sourcebook of Their Writings

Vol. I TB/1093; Vol. II TB/1094

MILTON c. NAHM: Gcnius and Creativity: An Essay in

the History of Ideas TB/1196

ROBERT PAYNE: Hubris: A Study of Pride. Foreword by

Sir Herbert Read TB/1031

RALPH BARTON PERRY: The Thought and Character of

William James: Briefer Version TB/1156

GEORG siMMEL et al.: Essays on Sociology, Philosophy,

and Aesthetics. H Edited by Kurt H. Wolff TB/1234

BRUNO snell: The Discovery of the Mind: The Greek

Origins of European Thought ^ tb/ioi8

PAGET toynbee: Dante Alighieri: His Life and Works.

Edited with Intro, by Charles S. Singleton ^ tb/i2o6

ERNEST LEE TUVESON : Millennium and Utopia: A Study

in the Background of the Idea of Progress, tl New
Preface by the Author TB/1134

PAUL VAL^RY: The Outlook for Intelligence ^ TB/2016

w. WARREN WAGAR, Ed.: European Intellectual History

since Darwin and Marx TB/1297

PHILIP p. wiener: Evolution and the Founders of Prag-

matism. ^ Foreword by John Dewey TB/1212

BASIL willey: Nineteenth Century Studies: Coleridge to

Matthew Arnold ° ^ TB/1261

BASIL wiLLEY: More Nineteenth Century Studies: A
Croup of Honest Doubters ° ^ 13/1262

Law

EDWARD s. corwin: American Constitutional History:

Essays edited by Alpheus T. Mason & Gerald Garvey
TB/1136

ROBERT H. JACKSON: The Supreme Court in the Ameri-
can System of Government tb/iio6

LEONARD w. LEVY, Ed.: American Constitutional Law:
Historical Essays TB/1285

LEONARD w. LEVY: Freedom of Speech and Press in Early

American History: Legacy of Suppression TB/1109

LEONARD w. LEVY, Ed.: Judicial Review and the Supreme
Court TB/1296

LEONARD w. LEVY: The Law of the Commonwealth and
Chief Justice Shaw TB/1309

iTiENNE gilson: Dante and Philosophy TB/1089
ALFRED harbage: As They Liked It: A Study of Shakes-

peare's Moral Artistry TB/1035
STANLEY R. HOPPER, Ed : Spiritual Problems in Con-

temporary Literature § TB/21
A. R. HUMPHREYS: The Augustan World: Society,

Thought and Letters in 18th Century England ° ^

TB/1105

ALDOus HUXLEY: Antic Hay & The Giaconda Smile. ° ^

Introduction by Martin Green TB/3503

ARNOLD KETTLE: An Introduction to the English Novel. ^
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View: Logico-Philosophical Essays TB/566
BERTRAND RUSSELL et al.: The Philosophy of Bertrand

Russell. Edited by Paul Arthur Schilpp
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Papers on the Psychology of Art, Literature, Love,

Religion. § ^ Intro, by Benjamin Nelson TB/45

c. juDSON HERRiCK: The Evolution of Human Nature
TB/545

WILLIAM JAMES: Psychology: The Briefer Course. Edited

with an Intro, by Cordon Allport TB/1034

c. G. JUNG: Psychological Reflections ^ TB/2001

c. G. JUNG: Symbols of Transformation: An Analysis of
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Edited by N. Rambova. 117 illus. TB/2011

ERWiN rohde: Psyche: The Cult of Souls and Belief in

Immortality Among the Greeks. ^ Intro, by W. K. C.

Guthrie Vol. I TB/140; Vol. II TB/141

H. J. ROSE: Religion in Greece and Rome ^ TB/55

Biblical Thought & Literature

w. F. ALBRIGHT: The Biblical Period from Abraham to

Ezra TB/102

c. K. BARRETT, Ed.: The New Testament Background:
Selected Documents ^ tb/86

c. H. dodd: The Authority of the Bible ^ TB/43

M. s. ensun: Christian Beginnings ^ TB/5

M. s. enslin: The Literature of the Christian Move-
ment ^ tb/6

JOHN gray: Archaeology and the Old Testament
World. ^ Illus. TB/127

JAMES muilenburg: The Way of Israel: Biblical Faith

and Ethics ^ TB/133

H. H. ROWLEY: The Growth of the Old Testament ^

TB/107

GEORGE ADAM SMITH: The Historical Geography of the

Holy Land. ° ^ Revised and reset TB/138

D. wivTON THOMAS, Ed. : Documents from Old Testament
Times ^ TB/85

walther ZIM^^ERLI: The Law and the Prophets: A Study

of the Meaning of the Old Testament ^ TB/144

The Judaic Tradition
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EDITED AND TRANSLATED BY

JASPER HOPKINS & HERBERT RICHARDSON

'The present volume originated in the recognition that there

are not sufficient translations available to provide students

in the history of philosophy and theology with an adequate

knowledge of the methods and conclusions of medieval

thought. The translation of Anselm's works is doubly justi-

fied as a means to fill this lacuna. For not only is he fully the

equal of Augustine and Thomas in his speculative power, but

he also employs a consciously pedagogical style which is

adapted to the needs of the beginning student. Hence these

treatises will continue to be in our day what Anselm intended

them to be in his own: useful tools for theological and philo-

sophical education

''[Anselm] refurbished the dialectic of the monastic

schools by turning his intellectual powers to analyze the

philosophical issues- implicit in, and inextricably bound up

with, the theology of the medieval church. Thus philosophy

and theology are inseparable in his writings: he is both dia-

lectician and exegete....The keenness of Anselm's thinking

lies in his ability to develop an argument and follow it dog-

gedly to its conclusion. The assumptions of his argument are

sometimes theological and determined by Scripture; but this

never interferes with his quest for consistency nor with the

rigor of his argument. He is led into examining the notions

of possibility and necessity, ability and inability, significa-

tion and reference. . .

.

'Tn De Veritate, De Libertate Arbitrii, and De Casu
Diaboli, he combines appeals to three sources: (1) ordinary

use of language expressions, (2) a priori rationalistic judg-

ments, and (3) experience in general. His scholasticism con-

sists precisely in his intent to understand and defend the

dogmas of faith in terms of the dialectics fostered by these

three sources. Each of the dialogues here presented begins

with a biblical or theological problem; but its development

carries one into what, today at least, would be called dis-

tinctly philosophical ramifications."—jasper hopkins &

HERBERT RICHARDSON


