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® Freedom and ®1n ®OmMe Systematic Observations!
7 Liberte eft Peche observatıons systematıques

Freiheit und Sıunde systematische Überlegungen
Eef Dekker and Henr1i Veldhuis, Utrecht

RESUME
Une bonne comprehension de la ıberte accıdentel. Au NıvVeau formel, P”Phomme peut
humaıne presuppose Ia theorıe de Ia DAaS augmenter dımınuer liberte;
contıngence synchronique, telle qUE Duns Scot NLIVeauL materıel, ıl le peut Sans le SEPECOUT'S de

Ia gräce pourtanlt, et du moment qu'ıl est(1256—1308) ’a presentee. En qul la
ıberte humaıne, ıl faut dıstınguer Ia lıberte pecheur, ıl peul GUE dımınuer ıberte.
ormelle: la volonte est lıbre qQUE S12 elle peul Nous DOUUVOTNS effecti.vement choisır le hbıen
AUSsSL choitsır le contraıre de qw'elle veut qQUe sS1 Dieu ıntervıent ans notre condıtıon
meme momen(T, et Ia 1ıberte materielle qul pecheresse de facon R O010S restıituer la
ımplıque la possıbılıte de realıser les cho1ıx possibılıte concrete de faıre le hıen.
faıts DUr la volonte parmı les pnossıbılıtes. (/ne quı O1e DOUTF s’etre  z Jetee

Sur Ia base de dıstınction, ıl est Poeau volontaırement SAanNns SavoLr2 (elle
posstble d’expliquer comment Pindividu doit JOUL de la ıberte formelle) peul vouloır etre

SaAaUVEE, MAaLS peut DaS SAAUver elle-memeetre consıdere ibre’ DOUFr DOUVOLF
commeltre peche, meme non (Das de ıberte materıielle). Sa volonte peul
libre’ raıson du DeEChE. La ıberte formelle etre realısee QUE sS1 quelqgu un d’autre IL lance
est element ınalıenable de P’etre humaın, UNe bouege de sauvetage (retablıssement de la
tandıs QUE la ıberte materıelle ecaractere ıberte materıelle Dar la gräce)

USsS  MMENFASSUNG
Eıine hkorrektes Verständnis menschlicher aufgezeıgt, daß dıe formale Freiheit eıne
Freiheit dıe Theorıie der synchronen wesentliche Eigenschaft des Menschen ıst,

materıelle Freiheit jedoch LUr eıneKontingenz UOTAUS, WLe sSıe UoOnN Johannes Duns
Scotus (1266—-1308) entwickelt worden W  B Im akzıdentielle Eigenschaft. Auf der formalen
Hınblick auf dıe menschliche Freiheit MUSSeN Ebene ainn eın Mensch seıne Freiheit weder
dıe folgenden Aspekte unterschieden werde: steigern och verringern, auf der materıellen
Or Freiheit: Auf jeden Willensakt trifft Ebene hann das jedoch. hne dıe Hılfe der

Z daß der Wılle ım gleichen Augenblick uch Gnade—und ınsofern als 21n Mensch eın
das Gegenteıl wollen ai'nn IT Materielle Sünder ıst—kann seıne Freiheit jedoch nur

Freiheit, dıe die Fähigkeıt betrifft, dıe verringern. Das ute wırd nıcht eıner
möglichen Zustände erkennen, die der wirklichen Optıon, sofern ott nıcht selbst ın
Wiılle wählt Unserer sündıgen Lage dıie Hand ach Uuns

Mıt Hılfe dıieser grundlegenden ausstreckt, ındem das ute eıne für Uuns

Unterscheidung ıst möglich darzulegen, wıeder realisz:erbare Möglichkeit werden Läßt
Menschen ‘fiel’ genannt werden Eın Beispiel: FEın Ertrinkender, der aus

MUuSsen, ın der Lage seın sündıgen, freıer Wahl ıNS Wasser SDTaNng (er hat formale
während S1Le gleichzeitige der Sünde Freiheit), ohne schwiımmen können, ainn
unfret genannt werden MUuSsen Es wırd ZWwar wollen,e werden, hann sıch
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jedoch nıcht selbst retten (keine materıelle entidec. un eıiıne Rettungsleine ıhm IınNSs
Freiheit). Das Objekt seınes Wıllens hann nur Wasser läßt (materielle Freiheit, durch (GGnade
verwirklicht werden, falls iıh Jemand wiederhergestellt)

Introduction Contingent realıty
the centuries-old theologıical discuss]ıons The oncept of reedom Ca  - only be analyzed

of the extent of human rTreedom people wıthin wıder ontological-metaphysical
ave always sensed that being free’ and rTramework which Maps the presupposed
‘being unfree’ ave several aspects which 1eW of reality basıc level hen the
ATre en difficult to distinguish. Living 1n prımary questions will be whether such
faıth INa  ; 18 free usually SaYV, SINCE ‘where 1e W has sufficient for somethingthe Spirit of the ord 1S, there 1S lıberty'; lıke reedom)’ an how this 185 CONM-
aslave of SINn, however, Sa y he 1S unfree. ceived. We present ve briefly, therefore,
Yet, sınnıng |9)6  S the fact that ONe has three modal-ontological models 1C offer
the rTeedom to sS1in. Involuntary NECESSaATI’Y three fundamental alternatives.4 Parmenides
sınnıng 1s ‘contradıctio ın adjecto)’. On the formulated the 1Irs model, Arıstotle the
other hand, although rTeedom 1S necessarıly second, Duns Scotus the 17 Arıstotle’s
presupposed, ıf OoONe stresses ıt LOO much, 1e W stands out being representatıve of
ne’s  2 posıtion SOOM down to advocating Ancient thought 1n general an still has

kind of autonomy, often labelled impact christian theology.
‘Pelagıanısm’. gaın, 1n reaction LO such According to Parmenides being 1s immut-
labelling ONM! could COINE to deny human able an NECESSATY. 'To hıs mınd change an!
reedom So hat aspect of reedom)’ Ca be contingency Aare INeTre phenomena of SEe-
retaıned? How do p1lo OUr iınkıng deception (‘doxa)’) We Ca transpose thıs
between the clıffs of determinism an ontology 1n the following mMO 1ın which
‘autonomısm)’ Ways of inkıng 1n which the designates the only possible StTatie of affairs®:
key-notion 1S5 human autonomy)??* Is ıt.
possible to show that INa 1S both unfree

ıme-axX1ısunder S1N an free LO sın? .“
In this article offer concıse systematiıc

Arıstotle did not follow Parmenides 1n hisaccount of SOINE ımportant distinctions hıich
make clear why InNna Ca  - be free an unfree radical necessıitarlianıism an looked for
at the s AI tıme. In doing this elaborate alternative ontology In which to

insıghts hıch drawn from the hıstory change an contingency o0es Wıth
of eology an philosophy, sometimes by respect LO contingent states of affairs this
correcting them We only mentiıon 1n ontology Ca be transposed 1ın the following
passing.* model, 1n which designates mutable

In section SOINE presuppos1ıt1o0nNs ATre STLAtiEe of affaırs:
plained which consider LO be essential for time aX1Sadequate discussion of reedom. Section (nconnects OU. presupposıtions ıth the COIN-

cept of freedom Section discusses the heart Arıstotle agrees ıth Parmenides that
of the matter, 1n 1C. explain how INa necessity an ıiımmutabıilıty aAare equıvalent.
Ca  - be saıd LO be sınner an ye  O be free. Holding to this equıvalence and startıng
In sectj]ons an SOTINE elated 1ssues ATre from the assumptiıon, Over agaınst
discussed. Parmenides, that there ATre mutable states
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of affairs ell he arrıves at the CQUILVA- Contingency and Teedom
lence of mutabilıty and contingency
However when take closer ook at this The divine an the human 111 Ca  - be
Aristotelian 1e W of contingency, STLALe of understood to be free only the basıs of
affairs turns out to be contingent if ”» Ca synchronic VIie of contingency YFor only
be the Case at dıfferent moment 'The S1- this MOoO!| Ca ONeE 111 which

willing something al certaın mMmoment Cabılıty of the opposıte valıd for later
moment not for the Same moment at which ll something else the opposıte for the

the Case But if E not possible for Same mMmoment
the Same moment at which the Case 1t. Having and adequate theory of

contingency NECCESSATY, but not suffhimplied that for that moment;
Just - NeCESSaATY for an Yy other moment cıen condition LO develop elaborated
al which ” D the Case In the Aristotelian theory of (un)freedom of the 111 The CONM-
model contingency only change ıngency of realıty the ontologıc condiıtion

of the ll reedom for ıf STAate of affaırsthrough t1ime change which consısts of
SUCCESSION of states of affairs which actualized by the ll not contingent ONeE

ATe NECESSaATY themselves —— / change cannot hold that Its opposıte COU. ave een
therefore hich 1tsSe NECESSATY Because actualized by the will 11

Now 1T ımportant ext LO distinguishof this change through time call the
Arıstotelian 1e W of contingency ‘diachronic the act of willing from effecting hat
contingency’ willed For strictly speakıng, the reedom to

Duns Scotus (1266—1308) Was the first ıll something 0es not 1MpPLY that Iso
factually actualize the thıng want One ofphilosopher and theolog1an who extensively

elaborated real’ contingency, which the most ımportant christian notjions
synchronic He states that StTAate of affaırs this connectj.on INa being directed LO (God

contingent if —D possible for the sSAUMLe Man Ca desire (i0od an Ca long for the
fulfiılment of that desire ell Yet thismoment Visualized the following model

being example of contingent State of fulfilment not his OW but
affairs (which changes the SAaInNne WaY gift of (0d So the systematıc question
did the last example) get thıs pıcture to hat extent INa Iso has the anı

the LO effect hat he W1
tıme--A X15

D Formal and mater1l1al Treedom
The empty SPAaCCS thıs drawıng indicate We ave COIMME LO three ımportant systematıc

the alternatıve synchroniıc possibilities ideas the theory of synchronic contın-
which Are not actualized but could ave CNCY, the will hich Ca produce
een actualızed instead of their counterparts voliıtion synchronically contingent
When COMPDAaTEe this Scotian model wiıth WAaY, an the distinetion between voli-
the Parmeniıdıan and the Arıstotehan tıon an the actual effectuation of the object
SCce that only the Scotlan model emMpty willed By of ese three elements 1L,
SDaCcCEeSs Meanıng possibilıties which possıble tO g1ve accurate account of the
are not wıll not be actualized but which unfreedom under S11 the reedom DPrFreSsSup-
AT nevertheless real possibilıties At* an y pose S17} an the Teedom by

In order LO do that start ıth Nemoment at which realıty ex1ists the WaYy 1T
eX1sts, 1T Ca  - be different from hat 1T AaCLU- distinetion namely the distinetion between
ally hus only wıthın the Scotian MO ‘tormal’ an mater1a|l reedom
of hrıstlan thought the princıple of plenitude

not valıd for not real possibilıty Formal freedom
actualized Since real contingency, Scotus KFormal rTeedom property of the human
shows implies that ere opposıte subject namely the reedom fO ıll not
possibilıty for the SUAUMLe moment call thiıs ıll ıll the of StTAate of

affairs14contingency synchronic

W
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—— a rTreedom which 1S there regardless of perfectly free INa has aCcCCcess to the field
whether that StTAate of affaırs (or its opposite) of bad options, but he o0es not enter ıt.
O cannot be actualized. The rTeedom of (anymore).*?
the to will 1S expressed Dy statıng Neutral materılal rTreedomthat an y possible act of the ll has
alternative: SOINEONE Ca  - will something, hıs concept of ‘neutral freedom'’ has een
but it. 1sS (synchronically) possible that he CH.  - an 1s advocated, but cannot be sustained.
not will 1t, wıll something else .15 For ıt PF  CS that stand outside the

LWO fields of g00d an bad possıbilıties, thatFormal freedom 15 essential property of
both fıelds Afle al OUTr command an thatCVETY PersOoN, whether he 0eS o0€eSs not

bellieve In God, whether he 15 1S5 not 1ın WE  > choose between them from neutral
prıson etc.’16 sınner L00 1S an remaıns po1ın of VIEW. hıs 1S, however, iımposs1ible,

because always Are sSıLUaTte: somehow,‘person’, mind-gifted creature, an such
1n both fields. We cannot help choosing fromPOSSCSSCS formal reedom.

ome sıtuations Ca  - be extreme that posıtıon which 1S materlally occupled by
an y rTeedom of choice LO be missıng. actuallzed g0o0d anı bad possibilıties. So the
What 15 mi1ssıng 1S, 1ın fact, the physical- formal freedom)’ 1S In an Yy Case materlally

sıtuated, go0od and/or bad mater1al objectmental W exercCIse the formal freedom.
When people lack “ through has een internalized by personal choice
au of their OW they cannot be made by Man Yy other internal external actors
morally responsible not EeVen by od) for (‘orıginal sın’) Additionally, anythıng evil

1C ave chosen changes OUr materlalS inabılıty an for the effects resulting posıtlon, that part of the good poss1bil-from ıt, an Yy INOTE than children wh die
ıt]es 1S longer attaınable These g00d
poss1biılıties Ca only become accessible by
Nne  S Ccts of od’s DTaCce an by the beneficial

Material freedom cts of other peopleMaterınal rTeedom 1S rTeedom ıth regard LO
objects of choice*“‘. ‘Mater1al’ refers to the

Neutral reedom explained 1n thıs WaY
18 different from the formal rTeedom 1C

mater1al 1e of possible objects of choice ave already discussed. It 18 materıiallywhich Ca.  - be effectuated by free choice.1® neutral but unreal) Tillıng-in’ of the formal
The of thiıs 1e differs from DeIrSoN tOo TrTeedom. We would like LO characterize thıs
person.*? Only part of the optıons wıithıin fıllıng-in form of ‘autonomism)’, because
thıs hield AIe characterized Dy being g00d ıt sıtuates the human subject In indepen-bad .20 dent posıtion.It 1s ımportant to make further distinc-
tıon wiıthın ‘materıial freedom\’. The mater1al Teedom of INa  - sSınner

nsofar Person 18 sınner, he Ca only
Pertfect materıjal freedom choose from the field of bad possı1bilities. The

hıs rTeedom 1s free actualizatıon of only fact that sOINeONe who 0es not ave faıth
good possibilıties which Are gıven by (God (by Ca live an work Iın spıte of this fact, 1s due
WaYy of ecereatiıon an grace In the posiıtion of to the (partly actualized) g00d possibilities,
perfect materlal reedom C  - choose not. of hıch ave not een ost by SINNINg.
something bad, but led by love do nolt He INaYy be sınner, but he 1s and remaıns
WwWant (will”) that.21 creature t00 anı such lıves Dy

The essential difference between divine DTAaCe.
an human perfect rTeedom Ca  - be formu- However, much has een ost DYy S1n, and
lated ollows: YFor (30d goodness 1S because of that it 15 not optıon of materlal
essential property; He cannot S1iNn He rTeedom an ymore. WHormally the sınner still
knows the field of bad optıons, but 1t. 15 not POSSCSSCS Teedom of choice, but materl1ally
OPCN LO his ll Because for INa  - goodness he hımself has 1ımited the field of options

which Ca  - be ffected Therefore ıt. Ca  - be15 not essential but accıdental property
Ühe indeed lives Dy received goodness— a saıd that ave become slaves of SIn,
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because by SIN the materlal field of g00d relationship wiıll be opened. There aAre sıtua-
possibilities shrinks; by sınnıng enclose tıons ın which there 18 much damage
ourselves In the dungeon of bad possibilities. suffered by the partner, that ıt. lastingly

In ‘perfect mater1al freedom'’ aAare held’ limits the materl1al field (when, for instance,
by the ırresistible’ evidence of the g00d, the ner not prepared able {Org1ve).
even ıf #zx choose and effect bad things Apart from this reduction of the mater1al
but do nOot want ıt) Conversely, the of TrTeedom of choice, there Ca be
sinner 15 slave of SIN; he Ca ll the g00d, Varlous different limitations, internally
but he cannot effect it. an ymMMOore, because he ell externally. One of them 1S
has moved out of Nn of those possibilities formation.?4 The poss1ıbilıty of nOot repeatedly
which Ca be actualized The mater1al free- commıttıng the SIN 1sS ere, yet the wiıll has
dom of sinner an believer, there{fore, are got the disposition of continually sınnıng.
not symmetriıcal. The ırresistibility’ of YTaCce This disposition 1sS psychological category.
1s entirely different bond than that of This distinetion between formal an
S1IN’s tyranny materıl1al Treedom Ca  } be reduced, ave

SCCH, to the distinetion between subject and
estoring the mater1al Treedom Dy STraCce objects the fiıeld of optıons 1C Can be

nasfar Person 1s5 sınner, hıs materlal actualized) In order LO sShow, ONCeEe agaın,
reedom ComprIises only the poss1ibilities of that ave LwoOo actors which Are elated,
the bad The good o0es not become real yet ıIn princıpal different, let imagıne the
optıon unless (10d himself reaches 0Out. for following Case As the 1e of ptıons which
iınto OUTr sinful sıtuation, by makıng the g00d Ca  } be actualized, PersonN has only ONe

real poss1bılıty agaın Kormal freedom poss1bilıty, WYormally, he 1s still completely
regaıns materı1al field of choice by free; for he Can 311 MaYy not. p25
An example INaYy clarıfy thıs drowning His mater1al 1e however, 1s extremely
Derson wh Jumps into the water DYy his OW imıted
free choice wiıithout being able LO SWIM, Ca  - We must clearly distinguish, therefore,
will to be rescued, but cannot rTeSCUe himself. between the 1e of oÖJects willed (formally)
What he W1 Ca only be actualized if and the field of wılled objects whiıich Can be
SOINeONe ocates hım an lowers ıfe line. effected Oy the ıll ıtself materıally) Someone

Another example of limiting Teedom ın Can be absolutely powerless effecting options,
the materıal domaın TUNS ollows Let but free 1ın willing them Imagıne DeETrSoN,
ook al the fiıeld of volitions which Ca  — be tied an blindfolded. This DeErson Can wiıll
effected This fıeld has certaın extensıion al INanYy things which he cannot actualize, for

certaın moment We MaYy simplıfy the instance LO be not tied know posıtıon,
by supposing that the dividing line etc.26 The formal Teedom 1s complete, while

between 00 an ‘bad’ Can be indicated the mater1al 1e of ptıons 1s educed to z
mınımum.uncomplicatedly runnıng rıg through

the middle. Now assume specific SIN Summarıized: Kvery Pperson 18 formally free
for instance adultery) this 1s ocated and has the to ıll This to will,
ONne sıde of the hine. The alternative of not- however, 0€eS not. become blessing unless
sınnıng, Wa OE 18 the er sıde. When are able LO wiıl! and choose the materıal
INa  ; commıts adultery, he has the choice X00d, thanks LO (G0d and er people—by
between doing not doing ıt, However, SraCce.,
when he o0es do 16 he cannot Just back 'The ‘perfect believer’?”‘ 18 materı1ally the
tO the posıtion of being loyal LO his partner. mMoOst. free: In his Case only g00d possibilities
His field of possibilıties has een reduced; aAare chosen and actualized; besides, he has

o0€es not belong LO it an ymoOre. The the largest field of g0o0od and bad options.
adulterer Can wıiıll that WD 1s the Case and The hardened sınner 1S materl1ally the
B ontologically still 1s real poss1bilıty), least free: He has haıned himself to that
but he cCannot effect + by his OW DOWEeTS. which 1S bad; the g0o0d Can stil1 be W1  e  9 but
First he needs the forgiveness of his partner, poss1bilıty which Can be actualized ıt 1s
by which the poss1ibility of restoring the not present AaN YVyINOFeE,
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Finally briefly formulate all kinds of gıve the latter ınterpretation and equate
Teedom formed by and 1{1 and which are thiıs Teedom ıth the formal freedom, then
grounded the ontological level of synchronic agaın See kınd of ‘autonomism'’ arısıng.
contingency: YKor then, apar from havıng inadmıissıble
ere 1S synchronic contingency. Con- formal freedom, InNna  — always has the ‘'power’

ingency 1s essential property of contingent to actualize his objects of 111 ell The
things. christian tradition has continually rejecte

__There 18 formal Teedom: to an Yy human such oncept of TrTeedom.
choice ıt applıes that ONe could ave chosen Second, it 1S5 not clear whether the pOoSSI1-
differently from the choice actually made. Thıs bility of the opposıte obtains for the SAaInNne
reedom 1s essent1al human property moment Just for later ONn  D If the latter

_-_There 1S materı1al Teedom: eing able to 1S the Case, reedom indifference
eCcC the good and bad) possibilities which ca still be explaiıned deterministically.
ATe chosen. Thıs 1S property which 18 CCI- Therefore, S rTeedom 1s not useful wıthout
dental urther qualification, because ıt CO lead to

‘autonomism'’ and/or determinism.
From the foregoing ıt becomes evıdent

image anı freedom that so-called 'compatıibiılism’, Iternative
to ‘libertarıanism)’, mMust be disclaimed

It 15 indeed possible LO relate the eory
1C ave advanced LO the classical

ell In this 1e W human Teedom 1S e  compat-
ble’ ıth determinism. The only reedom

thesis of ma  - the LMAagO Del, made 1n the which Ca be retaıned 1n this Case 1S Teedom
image of (s0d The desire for (God which spontaneıty. 'T’hıs freedom zx  ; be deseribed
mentioned 1s part of thıs ILMAa£O, 1S
formal freedom..*® As far human eing, voluntarıily doing hat ONE wants ‘wills’)

LO do.$4 Here, however, the eruclal key of the
however, chooses agaınst God an because of alternative 1S MI1SSINg: doing hat yoOu dothat runs counter tOo hıs natural desire, he because yYou want 1ıt, o0es not ımply that youo0es not seek hıs destiny, the sımılıtudo Dei, COU. ave chosen not to do 1t— 1n the
tO become real. Yet the ımago De.: remaıns

the essentia| mould of his nature, but
that yOUr deed has (Synchronic alternative.

wıthout being filled.* We could call the
‘perfect materlal freedom’ aspect of the Conclusion
sımılıtudo.0 Imago an sımılıtudo relate
formal freedom ‘perfect mater1 freedom From the exposıtiıon gıven above ıt to

that ave created framework, 1n
hıich Varılous insıghts from diverse tradıtions

oOme related erms INaYy gaın their proper places—and SOMMMNC, ıf
NECESSATY, mMa be rejecte posıtıve

Traditionally the cConcept of reedom 1N- grounds. We Ca  - accommodate the insight
dıfference’ has en een used.©1 hıs term that the sınner 18 c  slave of S1IN’, while al the
(or ıts meanıng) 18 popular 1n the posıtion Same tıme the reedom of 11l 18 maintained
which 1s somet1ıimes called libertarianism)’.®2 the er level hıs o0es not. imply
The esur Lu1s de Molina (1535—1600) f{or- ‘autonom1sm), for materıial reedom depends
mulated ıts classıcal definıtion “That INa  ; 15 SraCce essential condition.
called free who, when all conditions LO act Additionally ATre enabled test, certaın
are there, Ca cannot aCct, Ca  - cannot theories of reedom. hıs test consısts of
do something 1n such WaYy that he Ca  - Iso paır of questions: Does this theory deal wıth
do the opposite’.®$ formal materı1al freedom? Is formal free-

The ontent of the term ‘libertarıanısm' 1s dom mistakenly taken neutral material
unclear for Lwo Treasons Firstly, it 1sS not freedom? We should keep al the back of OUr
clear whether should 1ın of the eve of mınds that only formal reedom Ca  - be
volıtıon hich Ca be willed the level of safeguard agaınst ontological determinism.
effecting the objects of the wiıll When From the christian theological standpoint
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theory of armenides the following ogicalwhere CONCcepts such love, DTaCce anı for-
formulas are vVvall!|gıyeness aAare central that determinism

must be excluded, this 15 insight of rea a) —M (ptl
importance.*®° Mpt1 —M-ptl

C) ptl —M-ptl
—M (ptl -pt2)

The meanıng of the symbols 18 ollows
modal-logical possibility operator; state of
affairs:; the moment (of tıme) al 1C. state
of affairs 1S the Case; negatıon; conjunction;The ideas of thıs artıicle ave been developed ın strıct implication. For IMNOore detailed 1n-Utrecht theological study-group ın IC

apart from the authors, den Bok, de formation the logic use, SeeEe Hughes,
nıff, Looman-Graaskamp, Van den Cresswell, An Introduction fO Modal O£IC,
Toren and Vos particıpate. An earlier Ta of London/New York Methuen, (1968);
thiıs article has been published ın utc. 1n 48—4'

In the drawing thıs 1s expressed by the nNnonNn-ederLlan Theologisch Tijdschrift 4A'7 (1993) shaded alternative SPDaCces opposite LO the shaded[April], 119107
sketch of this dilemma 1S provided by oger SPaCceSs the non-actualized alternative possibilities

Trigg, 1ın ‘Sın and Freedom)’, Relıigious Studıes counterparts of the actualized possibilıties).
20 191—202 {f 1s mutable state of affairs, the ollowing
FKor SOINE historical enquırıes concerning the logical formulas Are valıı In the mo theory of

T1stotleconcept of Teedom hich 1S presented ın this a) _Mp -pt1)article, sSee Duns Scotus, Contingentie
vurı heid. Lectura 159, ngeleid, vertaald Van Mpt1 —M-ptl
commentaar VoorzJıen door Vos Jaczn., C) pt1 —M-ptl
uls, Looman-Graaskamp, Dekker (pt1 -pt2)

den Bok, Zoetermeer: Meinema, 19992 Kor IMore etaılle! account of this Concept, sSee
C 34, CS‚ ote 48for thiıs study use the abbrevlation ın the The princıple of plenitude maıntains that CVeEerYytext of the present article; nglıs translation

1S forthcoming. Its title will be uns Scotus, real possıbılı 1S ctualized. FKor Lterature about
Contingency an freedom. Lectura 39, Ntroduc- this principle, SCE 29 ote 40
tıon, translation and commentary by |same Yor further reflections, SEE 35 especlally

ote 49 If 1S mutable sStLatfe of affairs, theauthors]); er, Rıjker dan Mıdas ruheid, following logical ormulas Are valı! ıIn the mMOgenade predestinatıe ıIn de theologıe UQ  S theory of Duns Scotus:Jacobus Arminius (1559—1609), Zoetermeer:
Uıtgever1) Boekencentrum, 1993 a) —M (pt1 -pt1)
Thıs sectıon 1S SUMMAaTCY of CV, 3236 In e) (pt1 —p(2)

elaborate insıghts, formulated before Mpt1 M-pt1
g) pt1 M-pt1by 1Mo0 Knuuttila and Antonie Vos See for Formula 15 the only ONe hich Scotus has ınexample: 1IMoO Knuuttila, 1lLes ıIn Medizieval

COINIMNON with Parmenides, ormulas and wıthPhilosoph,y, London/New ork Routledge, 1993, Ariıstotle.143145 Topics 1n edieva Philosophy Serles):;
Simo Knuuttila, “L1ıme and odalıty ın Scholas- 11 When extrapolate ormula 1C. 18 valıd iın
ti1cısm’, uuttila (ed.), Reforging the Great Scotus’ theory, get result for the Teedom

of the willaın of Being. Studies of the History of
Theories, Dordrecht/Boston/London Reidel Wa sW-at]
Publishing Company, 1981, 163—257, eSp AAn
228 (Synthese Historical Library 20); Vos, symbolizes Subject, aCTt of willing,Kennts noodzakelykheid. Een krıitische analyse the object (of willing) C the xtended ormula
UQ  - absolute evidentialisme ın wijsbegeerte ın ote
theologıe, Kampen: Vitgeversmaatschappi]} 1L We refer to the Augustinian theory ofKok, 1981, 81—837, 269273 desiderium naturale. On this, cf. de
Shaded SDAaCEeS represent actualized states of Lubac, Augustinis et theologie moderne, Paris
affairs, empty SPaCces denote possible, but not 1965 (Theologie 63); Veldhuis, Een Ze -
actualized, states of affairs (empty SPaCces do not geld boek Het natuurbegrip ın de theologie
OCCUr ın the Parmenidian Arıstotehan mode UQ  . Hamann (1 7/30—1 /88), Sliedrecht
f 1S mutable StTate of affaırs, ın the mO! Merweboek, 1990, 28—36
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Fef Dekker and enı Uuls

ese Concepts ave connectj.on ıth the Va  - den Beld Non DEeECCATE On the 1na|
Arıstotelian distinection of matter an form eternal lıfe eligi0us Studies 25 (1989)

521535
‘Not willing must be distingulshed from

DA Seen from the diachronic (Aristotelian) theory ofwilling not because these LWO things,
spıte of hat everyday language often contiıngency the perfect material reedom
suggests do not coincıde It 0€es make becomes essential property of mMan-— S1NCce all
difference whether ave volıtiıon wıth possibilities which are not. actualized (n the

present % something bad) are im-possibilitiesrespect tOo something, ave volıtiıon wıth
respect to the NO  — OCCUTEINCE of something 23 In this connect.on ef otfe M7 and 18 as ell
For instance the CXDICSSION ‘I do not want 24
you to smoke does not, CXDTrESS indifference

'The consuetudo which of great ımportance
ugustine work

tO whether SOIMEONE else smoking, but 25 In formula sWp WD The alternative sSW-pactual wısh that SOMMEONE else should not
15 not. there because r 15 not optıon ICsmoke In ormula SW -a OVer agaınst Wa
Ca  — be ACTU:  Zel within the present 1e. of

15 In ormula sWatl Ms Watl sW-atl optıons
16 We InNean the W of free as formalized 26 In hıs Institutio 17 alvın Sses classıcal

example powerfu. CIMPEFrFor 15 4S free thethe last ote Its essentialıty Ca  . be expressed
INa  } who stands NarrTrOoWwW barreli 1C.by naiıls ave been driıven that he cannot IMOVe

(sWatl MSsW-atl Ms Watl)) A We understand this concept eschatological(— materıal ımplıcatıon disjunction) category
For MOTe eLialle: explicatıon of essential cf. 28 We avold the term ‘iberum arbıtrıum In

49 and InNOTe extensively, Vos, Kennızıs the COUTSe of history 1t has been sed ambigu-
noodzakelıjkheid 279—313 CSP 280290877 ously, that the reader easıly misled

20 Man Ca  — refuse the bond wiıth God he cannot1 ese possible objects of choice Can be outside ÖOr
wiıthıin human mınd certaın state of mind for however accomplish 1T by himself For that he
instance, Ca  a be such object of Teedom of needs (+0d himself to visıt. hım Dy STAaCIOUS love
choice hıch immanent (condescension) See uls Een verzege

boek 2839 339340These materaal possibilities for choice are alter-
natıves LO ONe another wıthin ONe possible WOT. 30 If the IM 1C TeINaılns (partly complete
So the question whether the 1e of Opt1ons at under S17 15 interpreted wiıith Eimıil Brunner, as

SOTINE moment COUuU. ave been ımlieren 15 inde- autonomısm then IN1ISS the rıght perspectıve
long patrıstıc and medieval tradition Opendent of this subject

Both the extent of Optl1ons hıich Ca  ; be effectu- his Der ensch Wıderspruch Berlin Furche-
ate: and their nature dıiffer from DPerson Verlag, 1937 519531 Furthermore 1T also
Extent and nature are determined Dy VarlOus matter of definıtion Brunner to OW
factors 1C insıde ell outsıde Calvın who equates LMASO and LUSTLLLA orıginalıs
InNna [T for INsStTAanCe Van den Beld zlosofie UQ  >

20 The question whether how g00d and bad het menselijk a'ndelen Assen Van Gorcum
1989 8/—-91 (he ca rTeedom as indifferenceopt1ons Can be recognized known LO00O complex Treedom rnativi hich an the SaIneLO be ea ıth this artıicle We SSumMe the thıng) Kenny ıll Freedom an Powerstatement. that there are g0o0d and bad ossibil- Oxford Aası. Blackwell 1975 172 F{1t1les to be g1ven Cf TEeddOosSo Luts OoLLNa On Divine'This ugustine NO  e DECCATI'EC 'The Can Foreknowledge art of the Concordia, Tans-pOosse this assertjion therefore does not ate! with Introduetion and notes, Ithaca andear MOoO| intention YFor 1ıf that Were the Case,

then cannot SIN WOU. INean that 1t WOU. be London Cornell University Press, 1988,
Introduction’, 24logically imposs1ıble LO S1N This WOU. imply Molina de, Liber: Arbitri CH (Giratiae Donis,that change of structure wıthin the human wıll Dıvına Praescıentia Provıdentia Praedestinationeould ave taken place, 1C. 15 impossible

(essential properties are necessarıly essential et Reprobatione Concordıa, abenec. ed.)
they Ca  — become accıdental for greater Ona/Madrid 1953 (Societatis lesu electi 1D-

ores Ludovicus Molina) (p 14)detail SPeeEe for nstance Hughes and Cresswell
34 Thıs notıon Was dvanced discussions betweenIntroduction fO Logic 49 Vos Kennits

noodzakelıjkheid 86-—287) ( also Antonie eIorme: and Roman athollc theologians by
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the former, while ıt, WAas rejecte by the latter 35 We wısh tO an Drs Nico den Bok and the
account of the above mentioned reason In Revd lan Elliott Davıes, who provided nglis|
present thinking the notjion of ‘spontaneıity’ 1S translation.
interpreted as less strıict than 'necessity'. ( Van
den Beld, G, 1D1d., and Dekker, Rıjker dan
Mıdas, 133156
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