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THE TREATISE ON THE HUMAN WILL IN THE
COLLATIONES OXONIENSES
ATTRIBUTED TO JOHN DUNS SCOTUS®

1. THE COLLATIONES ON THE WILL: PRINTED EDITIONS
AND HANDWRITTEN TRADNTION

We do not exactly know the academmic occasion testified by Sco-
tus's Collationes: in spite of their title of ‘Collationes’, which approx-
imately means ‘lectures’,' the Collafiones have the form of ques-
tions. On the basis of their literary genre too, Pelster supposed
that the Collationes were exercises carried out by Scotus as a bach-
elor in the Franciscan houses of Paris and Oxford; moreover,
along this line goes the evidence of William of Alnwick, who tes-
tified that Scotus in Paris had verbally given the answer reported
in a Collatio, probably the first question of the Collationes Parisien-
ses? So we can reasonably share the opinion that the Collationes

* Twish to acknowledge my debt to the MURST (Ministry of University and
Scientific Research) and to the University of Trieste which, within the inter-uni-
versity programme « Paradigmi della conoscenza scientifico-filosofica e pensiero
religioso nel medioevo », allowed me a research grant. Because of the financial sup-
port I was able to conduct part of the research that produced this paper in the Bi-
blioteca Apostolica Vaticana (BAV) in Vatican City, and in the Libraries of Magda-
fen College, Balliol College and Merton College in Oxford.

1. On the general sense of the word see S.D. Dumont, William of Ware, Richard of
Coningion and the Colladones Oxonienses of John Duns Seotus, in L. Honnefelder-
R. Wood-M. Dreyer (eds.), Jehu Duns Sotus. Metaplysics and Ethics, Brill, Leiden
1096, 59-85: p. 70, and the litterature thereat mentoned.

2. On this point see . Pelster, Handschriftliches zur Uberliefening der Quaestiones
super libros Metaphysicorum snd der Collationes des Dins Scotus. 2. Die Collationes
Parisienses und Oxonienses, « Philos. Jahrb.», 44 (1031), 79-92, in particular 8g-go;
on Alawick see Guillelmus de Alnwick, Quuaestiones disputatac de esse intelligibili et de
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record actual discussions among the Franciscan environment,

even thought our research will change to some extent this point of
view.

The first difficulty we run into when examining the Collationes
is the lack of an useful edition - both Wadding edition? and the
partial edition of Harris* are quite unreliable, as is well known.
Furthermore, it seems unclear even the number and the order of
the questions.5 Scholars on medieval thought appear to agree up-
on one point only that is the authenticity of this work, proved in
the first place by the references to it that Scotus himself makes in
his Ordinatio and also by the above mentioned explicit evidence
of William of Alnwick and the handwritten tradition: all the man-
uscripts transmitting the text of the Collationes seem to agree — at
least tacitly ~ on the authorship of these questions, as does the in-
dex of the Collationes included in MS Vatican City, Vat. lat. 890, and
the subject-index draw up by James of Ascoli and transmitted by
MS Vatican City, Ottob. Lat. 869.7 At any rate, confining ourselves

quoliber, ed. A. Ledoux, Quaracchi, Flozentiae 1937 (Bibliotheca Frandiscana Scholas-
tica Medii Aevi, 10), 0ve: « Ad primum istorum potest dici sicut respondet Scotus in
Collatione illivs quaestionds, ‘An virtutes morales sint DECessano commexae’; ipse enim
OF€ 510, me praesente et postea notante, sic respandebat [] 2. On the identification
of this Collatio quoted by Alnwick and Collationes parisienses, q. 1 see Dumont, William
of Ware, 70, note 27

3- Ioannes Duns Scotus, Collationes, in REF Joannis Duss Scoti, doctoris subeilis, ordi-
nts wminoren, Opera Onmifa, quae hucusque reperiri potuerunt, collecta, recognita,
notis, scholils et commentariis ilkastraza, 2 pp- Hibernis Collegii Romani s. Isidorii
professoribus, sumptibus Laurenti Durand, Lugduni 1639, (repr. G. Olms Verlag,
Hildesheim 1968) (from now quoted as ‘Coll’, followed by references o the num-
ber of question and paragraph, and then by “Wadding' and the reference to the vol-
ume and pages of the edition), vol. 1, 341430,

4. CR.S. Harris, Duns Seotus, 2 voll,, Clarendon Press, Oxford 1927 (repr. Thoemmes
Press, Bristol 19g.4; from now on Harzis), 1, 361-378 (Collationes in editione Waddingi 11on
fuclisac).

5. See Dumont, Willian: of Ware, 69-70. The most important studies on the Colla-
tisnes are C. Bali¢, De Collationibus Toannis Dins Scosi doctoris subtilis ac smariani, « Bo-
goslovni Vestnik», o (1920), 185-219 and Pelster, Handschriftliches zur Uberlicferung.
For a schema of the results of these two papers, at any rate not always consistent
each other, see V, Doucet, Descriptio codidis 172 Bibliothecae communalis Assisiensis,
« Arch. Francisc. hist.», 25 {r932), 257274, 378-380 and 502-524 (p. 502, note 8).

6. Dumont, Willian of Ware, 69, note 2.

7. For this point see hereabave, note 13.
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in these papers to the Colfationes devoted to the theory of the will,
we shall examine just a few questions; consequently, it must be
said that all the hypothetical conclusions of this paper refer only to
these particular texts. .
Wadding reports five questions on the action’s modality of the
human will, numbered from 14 to 18. These Collationes make up a
strange cluster which, considered as a whole, contains some re-
peated handling of the same topic - e. g. both q. 16 and q. 17 deal
with the general subject of whether or not the human will is able
to nill (1on velle) the ultimate end in the present state. There is at
least one unplanned change of topic: the first three sections of
q. 16, consistently with the title, contemplate and then rule out the
possibility that human will in the present state can act under ne-
cessity, while sections 4 and 5, suddenly changing the subject at is-
sue, investigate the reason of the impossibility for the blessed to
sin. Furthermore, this aggregate of questions also lacks consisten-
cy: for instance, q. 16 and q. 17 appear to hold different views on
the same poin, that is the ability, admitted in q- I7 only, of the cre-
ated will to will the evil for its own sake. Above all there are var-
ious discrepancies between some Collationes and the main theo-
logical works of Scotus, as the editor Hugh Cavellus, slightly Um.-
wildered, noted in his scholia on q. 15 and mainly on q. 14. Here is
upheld the thesis that the inclination of the will to its own object
—1i. e. the beatitude — is a natural one, while in the Ordinatio and in
the Quodlibet Scotus repeatedly states that the will is a rational
power and therefore it never acts as 2 nature.? So, with just a cur-

8.In q. 16 is stated that «[..] potest inteiligi quod voluntas potest [non] velle op-
positum boni in communi apprehensi er nolle illud, scilicet Uozz.:._ in communi,
sed hoc est impossibile» (Coll, q. 16, § 2, Wadding, m, 381), while in the mz._Umn-
quent question is claimed that « [..] peccatum sub ratione pecca est voluntarium;
sed peccatum sub ratione peccati malum est; ergo voluntas potest veile aliquid sub
ratione malin (Coll, . 17, § 8, Wadding, w1, 3857). Scotus maintains the latter posi-
tion in other works too, namely in Ordinatio, 11, d. 43, q 2, § 2, in R2E Ioaunis Duns
Seoti Opera Oniia, vi/2, 1072-1073. .

9. 4 Videtur resolvere etiam hic incdinationem habitualem voluntatis ad finem esse
naturalemn, sed actualem, liberam. Saltern id resolvit, 1, dist. 1, quaest. 4 2 num. 12 et
v, d. 49, quaest. 6 o Quodlibet q. 16, ubi ostendit voluntatem nUmMquam agere na-
waraliter ot logquendo de creata docet eam minime necessitari ». Cavellus in a quite
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sory glance we realise that as a first step it is necessary to rearrange
and to reconstruct the texts of this set of questions on the will, and
only later will it be possible to broach the subject of its doctrinal
contents.

Fortunately, on the basis of the few extant manuscripts Balié and
Pelster, in the two main studies on this topic, laboured to recom-
pose the Collationes as a whole. Unlike Wadding edition, they divid-
ed the Collationes Oxonienses from the Collationes Parisienses, included
the many questions previous omitted, and so made two complete
Lists of all the questions.® Even though not in full accord with each
other on all occasions, particularly on the number of the Collationes
themselves," the two scholars agree that the five Collationes on the
will included in Wadding edition are not an homogeneous whole,
but two of them — namely questions number 17 and 18 ~ belong to
the Parisian set of Collationes, while the three others — namely the
questions number 14, 15, and 16 - to the Oxonian orne.

With more precision, accepting from now on the numbering of
Vatican edition, taken in turn from M$ Oxford, Magdalen College
194, the two Paris Collationes must be numbered as Q- 8 and q. 9,
while the case of three Oxford Collationes needs a little more elaba-
rate explanation. We can easily see that q. 14 of Wadding edition
corresponds to q. 18 of the Vatican list, - 15 to q. 21, and q. 16 to
q. 19: this different numbering on the one hand arranges the ques-
tions more consistently with the various arguments at issae, on
the other makes clear that Wadding edition lacks some questions,
at least number 20. Actually, the Collationes Oxonienses dealing with
the subject of the human will are altogether six, namely the
questions from number 18 to number 23.5 Oxford Collationes

irenical way then concludes by saing that « argumenta non probant de appetitu
elicito, sed de innato, qui non distinguitur a potentia sic inelinaca » {Hugo Cavellus,
Scholinm, in Coll, g, 14, Wadding, i, 370b).

10, See Bali¢, De Collationihus Toannis Duns Scoti, 196-97 and Pelster, Handschrifilich-
o5 zur Uberlieferung, 84-87.

11 For a clear comparison between Balié’s and Pelster's results see Doucet, De-
seriptiv codicis 172, 5oz, note 8,

1z2. See Dumont, William of Ware, 70, note 26.

13. Under the heading ‘voluneas’ Ascoli, with reference to the capability of the hu-
man will, refers almost exsclusively ta all the Oxford Collationes: « Utrum appre-
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q- 19 and q. 22 were published as q. 4 and q. 5 of a series of unpub-
lished Collationes in 1927 by Richard Harris who, BmW.E.m use of
only one of the extant manuscripts, obtained really defective fexs,
no better than the ones of Wadding edition.”* At any rate, it ap-
pears that just one guestion, i. e. number 23, remains unpublished,
but, as we shall see, the situation is more involved.

For the present, summing up what has been said, we can
schematize these first results in this way:

i} Wadding edition contains a disorderly and incomplete cluster
of Collationes both from Paris and from Oxford:

Q. 14, Utrum voluntas naturaliter determinetur ad volendum, which
corresponds to Oxford Collationes, g. 18. .

Q. 13, Utrum voluntas informata charitate possit non velle Deunt visum
per essentiant in patria, which corresponds to Oxford Collationes, g. 2L

Q. 16, Utrum appreltenso in universali fine ultimo voluntas possit non
velle illum, which corresponds to Oxford Collationes, q. 10:

Q. 17, Utrum voluntas necessario velit ultimnm finem sibi ostensum a ra-
tione, which corresponds to Paris Collationes, q. 8.

Q. 18, Utrn voluntas per aliquid alind a se, ut per habitum gratiae et
Sloriae, possit necessitari ut possit non velle (1) finens ultinmn sibi clare os-
tenisunt, which corresponds to Paris Collationes, g. .

i) According to the handwritten tradition studied by Bali¢ and
Pelster, we must arrange all the Collationes in this way (we provi-
stonally make use of the headlines provided by Pelster in his list):

Collationes Parisienses:

Q. 8, Utrum voluntas necessario velit ultimum finem sibi ostensum a ra-

tione [= Wadding, q. 17].

henso in universali fine ulimo voluntas possit non velle illum: Collationes, q. 19 et
q. 23 (ms 33 q.). Utrum apprehenso per intellectum in via bono in noEEE:. possit
voluntas non velle: Callationes, q. za. Utrum voluntas informata caritate possit non
velle Deum visum: Collationes, g, 21. Utrum voluntas est impeccabilis: QE_M.&_HQ:E_
q. 2z et 11, d. ¢, g un. Utrum necessario velle et libere velle stent simul: Qazn.:c:&_
q. 22 et Quodlibet, q. 36, [...] Utrum beatus videns Deumn et amans eum possic non
velle Dieum et sic peccaret: Collationes, q. 22 » (Tacobus de Aesculo, Tabula Scoii, MS
Vatican City, BAV, Ottob. [at. 86, s2va).
14. Harris, Duns Scetus, 376-378.
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Q. 9, Utrum voluntas per aliquid aliud a se, ut per habitum gratic et glo-
rie possit necessitari, ut non possit nolle aut non velle Sineny wltimum sibi
clare ostensum [= Wadding, q. 18).

Collationes Oxonienses:

Q. 18, Utrum voluntas naturaliter determinetur ad aliguid volendum
[= Wadding, q. 14].

Q. 19, Utrum apprehenso fine ultimo in universali voluntas viatoris
potest non velle illum [= Wadding, g, 16].

Q. 20, Utrum apprehenso per intellectusm bono in conumuni et via(l), vo-
luntas non velle illud [= Harris, q. 4.

Q. 21, Utrum voluntas informata caritate posset non velle Dewm visum
per essenciant in patria [= Wadding, q. 15].

Q. 22, Utrum beatus videns Deum et omnia amans eun posset primo
non velle enm et sic peccare [= Harris, . 5.

Q. 23, Utrum qui Q. m:o& sic vult Dewm, ut dictum est, necessario stet
cumt isto quod libere vult iflud et libere feratur in Deum [unpublished].

It should be noted that each reorganized set of Collationes
shapes a little treatise on the will; this is particularly true for the
more developed Oxonian set, which is made up of six questions,
even if q. 19 and g. 20 ultimately repeat the same topic.

As regards the two Collationes Parisiensies, which are not the
main object of this research, but are interesting for us mostly as a
touchstone for judging the consistency of the Collationes on the will
as 2 whole, we can note that the texts transmitted by Wadding edi-
ton and by the handwritten tradition basically are rather similar.
They are quite long, well structured questions which, as we shall
see at once, take up characteristic positions of Scotus's thought.
The first one maintains, against Thomas Aquinas, and in a sense
against Henry of Ghent too, that the created will in the present
state acts just for internal reasons, and therefore contingently in all
drcumstances, regardless of the perfection of the object presented
by the intellect;'s the second one that holds that not even the habit

15, «[..] agens quod in se habet totam cawsam suae actionis non dependet ab alio
irr agendo; sed voluntas, si necessario vult uitimum finem, habet in se totam
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of charity in Heaven can change the free and contingent act of the
will in a necessary one, because an instrumental agent as charity
cannot command the principal agent, . e. the will itself.® The on-
ly inconsistency in these questions lies in the last two paragraphs
of the former question: according to them 1) the will is necessarily
delighted of the ultimate end on account of the presence of its
convenient object,” and i1} as the will necessarily suffers the evil,
so it necessarily enjoys the good.® In this respect it is worth noting
firstly that Scotus himself counters these arguments;® but also
that several manascripts® do not contain these conclusive para-
praphs, so we can presume that they are a subsequent addition.
Apart from that, anyway, we are dealing with typical Scotus’s texts,

causam stae actonis, quia ipsa sola agit suam actionem, et eandem recipit; igitur in
agendo suam actionem non dependet ab intellectu [..] omne quod movetur ex sc
in aliquid, movetur in iflud secundum modum naturae suae; si igitur voluncas
moveatur necessario in finem ulimum et contingenter in ea quae sunt ad finem,
sequitur quod non erit eadem potentia et natura, quoniam cadem natura non
potest esse principium agentis necessario el contingenter qUantiim est ex se» (Col-
lationes Parisivises, q. 8 (from now Cell. Par) [= Coll, q. 17, § 6, Wadding, 15, 383b]).

16. «[..] si voluntas immobhilicetur et necessitetur per habitum charitatis [aut er-
go] ad necessario volendum ultimum finem clare ostensum, aut igitur habitus re-
spectu voluntatis est ut agens instrumentale aut ut agens prindpale. St ut agens in-
strumentale, igitur veluntas non necessitatue per charitatem, quia agens principale
non necessitatur per instrumenta. Nec etiam est ut agens principate voluntatis,
quia tunc voluntas principaliter non eliceret actum tendendi in finem ultimum,
sed charitasw (Coll. Par, q. 9 [= Coll, q. 18, § 2, Wadding, rt, 3867).

17. «Item, apprehenso ulumo fine per intellectum, voluntas necessario delecte-
tur, quia delectatio est coniunctio convenientis cum convemienti [.]» (Coll. Par,
q- 8 [= Coll, q. 17, § 14, Wadding, s, 385b]).

18. «Ttem, apprehenso malo sub ratione mal voluntas necessario restringit et
tristatur [..] ergo apprehenso bono sub ratone boni voluntas necessario diligics
(Coll. Par, q. 8 [= Coll, q. 17, § 14, Wadding, 111, 385b]).

19. See for the exposition of the former argument Doctoris subtilis et mariaui Toan-
riis Dins Scoti Lectura i lbrum primune Sententiarum, A distinctione pritia ad septicuan,
d. 1, p.2,q 2§ 85, in Eiusd. Opera Onimia, studio et cura commissionis scotisticae ad
fidem codicum edita, Typis Polyglottis vaticanis, Civitas Vaticana 1960, xv1, 8o
{quored as ‘Lecwr’, followed by references o book, distinction, pary, questic and
paragrapraph, and then by Vaticana’ followed by the number of volume and
pages}, xv1, 89, and for Scotus’s response thereat, ibid, § 123, ro1-102; As for the sec-
ond, i. e. for Scotus's attitude on the possibility for the will to will the evil, see che
references here above in note 8.

20. At least MSS Vatcan City, BAV, Vat. lat. 876, Cambridge, Peterhouse 241,
Oxzford, Magdalen Collepe 194, and Oxford, Merton College g0.
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with regard both to the doctrinal contents, its wording, and the
opposing theories.

Turning back to the Collationes of Oxford, as a first step it is
proper to analyse the texts of Wadding and Harris editions.

Collationes Oxonienses, q. 18 is a complete question on the will’s
possibility of acting in a natural way (naturaliter) which starts the
analysis of free will’s operational modality. Here the Author pro-
vides with great precision the definition of the terms involved in
the discussion, as ‘velle’ and ‘naturale, in order to demonstrate the
coexistence of nature and freedom in the act of the same active
power,

Q. 19 and q. 20 treat the same subject. Here the sicuation is
somewhat involved. It is worth noting that both the questions lack
the traditional incipit {comprising the exposition of arguments pro
and confra the thesis at issue) but instead are opened with the
wording ‘dico quod..’, a firm claim of the Author that traditionally
hallmarks the determinatio of 4 disputed question. Therefore, it is
not clear if we are concerned with fragments of two questions or
with the Author’s answers to specific questions actually asked, ag
the subsequent discussion may prove. Anyway, both questions
deal with the same subject matter, which is: whar does the shared
statement ‘the will can nill (non velle) the ultimate end’ mean? But,
while the former has a more theoretical profundity, the latter
seems as a survey of the prior solution. Actually, it is plain that q.
19 precedes q. 20 because of the reference in the latter to the gen-
eral solution of the problem, which is cleared up in another place
(sicut patuit alias), and more precisely to the falsity of an argument
on the basis of a precedent reasoning, in fact present in q. 19 (fioc
patet prius) 2!

However, we are still no nearer to an elucidation of the rela-
tionship between these two twin questions. Although q. 19 pre-
cedes q. 20, the former inexplicably contains the replies to three
arguments reported in the beginning of the latter. But chac is not

2t Coll, q. 4, Harris, 376, See Collationss Oxonienses {from now Cull. Ox), q. 20,
§rand § 4 Appendix, 259-260, and the references to g 19 in the apparatus,

Hisman Will inr the Collationes Oxonienses 217

all: with regard to g. 10 we must bear in mind, as already Ez.ﬂm&
above, that the text continues after the section n. 3 of Wadding
cdifion with sections handling a completely different argument,
i. e. the state of the blessed in patria, thus, as we are going to show
better hereafter, we must insert this part of the question in q. 21
devoted to this subject.

Finally, the text of . 19 from the beginning to the end of the
section n. 3 and the text of q. 20 appears to be the reassembly of
the records of a two-session debate on the freedom of the human
will in via. o

Q. 21 has a really strange structure: as usual, at the beginning
there is an argument in favour of a positive response to the ques-
tion, but all at once a new issue arises that is Usru beatus videis
Dewant et amans enm posset non velle esn et sic peccare. This is precisely
the headline of the following g. 22, and indeed also the body of
q- 21, insofar as the first paragraph of section n. 4 of .dqmmn:zm edi-
tion, cxactly agrees with the text of q. 22 as it is published by Har-
ris. In fact, rather astonishingly we can find the awaited develop-
ment of q. 21 not in q. 21 itself, but in the final sections, namely
number 4 and 5, of g. 19. Even though a part of the text is lost,2
we can be certain of this reconstruction because of the reply, put
in the ending of q. 192 to the unique argument left together d&n:
the headline of q. 21. So we have recomposed, as far as possible
making use of Wadding edition, the question dealing éﬁu_ and
refuting, the possibility for the human will endowed with the
habit of charity to nill the Essence of God in Heaven.

Q- 22, as we have just scen, is published as a part of ¢ 21 in
Wadding edition, and as a separate question, without significant
alteration to the text, in Harrs edition, and offers a meaningful

22. In the close of the question the Author counters two arguments griod sic sup-
posed placed in the beginning of the same question, but in fact only the first of
them lies there: see Coll, q 16, § 5, Wadding, 11, 3822, See Coll. Ox., Q. 21, mm T and
3 (Appendix, 261; quoted as Coll. Ox), for the arguments, and §% 10-12 for the
replies {Appendix, 262-263), .

23. Coll. ox,, g. 21, § 10 is the answer to the argument reported in Coll. Ox, a2
§ 1 in the following Appendix (261), but in Wadding edition the argument lies in
Coll, q. 15, § 1, Wadding, 11, 380a, while the answer is in Coll, q. 16, § 5, Wadding,
111, 3822,
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discussion of the reason why the blessed in Heaven already loving
God has not the possibility of ending his love’s act. But this play-
g with Russian nesting dolls is still not over: also in the case of
q. 22 the text is composed of two questions, the former within the
latter. In both Harris and Wadding editions?* the final part of the
question begins with the question: Utrnm 1gitur qui sic necessario vulk,
etiant libere yulf, to quote the Wadding title of the supposed unedit-
ed g. 23. In this way, in Wadding edition g. 21 is the receptacle of
both q. 22 and q. 23, while the body of g 2t itself is shifted in g z0.

Q. 23 ends the treatise on the will by explaining what sort of ne-

cessity can coexist with the freedom in the perpetual act of beati-
tude of the blessed.

Given the unsatisfactory, confused structure of the published
texts of these Oxford Collationes, it is necessary to take into consid-
eration their handwritten tradition. The number of manuscripts
transmitting the Collationes is relatively small: just nine in all. More-
over, only some of them contain the text of the questions that are
of interest for this study. Referring to the specialized literature for
an accurate description of these codices?s we can shortly make a
list of them, consistent with the one made in Vatican ediion.26

At first, we can leave out the codices that do not contain the six
Ozford Collationes concerning the topic at issue, which are: i) MS
Vatican City, BAV, Vac. lat. 876, dates from the x1v century and
contains just seventeen Paris Collationes, including the questions
on the will number 8 and 9, but none of the Oxford ones; i) MS
Vatican City, BAV, Vat. lat. 890, dates from the x1v century too and
contains just an Abbreviatio Scoti with an index of the Collationes,
and two of the English questions, but none on the will; iii) MS As-
sisi, Biblioteca Comunale 172, a X1v century manuscript which

24. In the third page of the text of . 5 in Harsis edition {Hatris, 378): in the sec-
ond paragraph of the section § 4 of q. 15 in Wadding edition, 11, 382a.

25. Namely Bali¢, De Collationibus Toannis Duss Seofi, 186-189; Pelster, Hand-
schriftliches zur Q@Qm%n:ﬁ 80-83; Doucer, Descriptiv codicis 172, 502-503, and
E. Longpré, Le MS. 104 du Magdalen College #'Oxford, « Arch. Francisc. hist.», 22
(1920), 588.

26. De Ordinatione historice considerata, Dispritationes variae, Vaticana, 1, 151,

Human Will in the Collationes Oxonienses 219

contains four Collationes, two belonging to the Paris set and two to
the Oxford one, but none of them concerns the topic here at
hand; iv) MS Oxford, Merton College 9o, dates back to the xv
century and contains just the first eight questions of the Oxford
Collationes, which are not relevant to this research.

The Collationes Oxonienses constituting the short treatise on the
topic of the created will are contained in five manuscripts, four of
them dating from the xv century, the other from the xiv century.

1) The oldest witness of the Oxford Collationes is the manuscript
Oxtord, Magdalen College 194, dating from the x1v century. This
manuscript, escaped Balié’s notice owing to a mistake in the Coxe
catalogue,? but noticed by Longpré?® and used by Pelster, in-
cludes twenty-four Oxford Collationes.

ii) MS Cambridge, Peterhouse 241, sets out the Collationes con-
tinuously, from 1 to 46, without distdnguish the Paris and Oxford
questions. . .

iif) MS London, British Library, Add. 7069, drawn up in 1478, in-
cludes also an index of the 46 reported questions, numbered as the
prior MS Peterhouse 241. .

iv) MS Oxford, Merton College 65, dating from 1456 and writ-
ten by Ioannes Reynbold,?? contains the Oxonian Collationes from
number 7 to number 24 except for number 23, which text, how-
ever, is included in the prior g. 22.

v) The final appearance of our Collationes is MS Oxford, Balliol
College 209, written in 1465 by the same copyist as the prior MS
Merton College 65. Also this manuseript seems to exclude q. 23,
but again the text is included in the prior q. 22.

Now we can make a comparison between Wadding edition
and the handwritten tradition, in order to reconstruct as far as pos-
sible a reliable text of gqq. 18-23 of the Oxford Collationes. This

comnparative analysis leads us to the following conclusions:

27, Pelster, Handschriftliches zur Uberlieferung, 8o.

28. Longpré, Le MS. 194 du Magdalen College, 588. o

29. On Ioannes Reynbold and his important role in the Scotist revival in Oxford
during the fifteenth century see L. Meier, Die Skotusarsgabe des Johannes Reitbold von
Zierenberg, « Scriptorium s, 7 {1953), 89-114.
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i) All the extant manuscripts contain quite similar texts, which
do not imply conclusive variants, Therefore we can conclude
that they report different versions of the same redaction of the
questions.

i) All the extane manuscripts include the lost section of g. 21,
1. . two other arguments giod sic and the whole respondeo, conse-
quently we could recompose in its totality this question.

i) Wadding edition’s replacement of a large section of q. 21
with q. 22 is not corroborated by any of the extant manuscripts;
therefore, it seems to be the consequence of a mistake of the
editor.

iv) Wadding edition’s inclusion of g. 23 in q. 22 is corroborated
by two of the extant manuscripts, namely Merton College 65 and
Balliol College 20p;2 therefore, it reasonably seems to be the
consequence of a mistake of the manuscript used by Wadding
himself.

v) Wadding did not use any of the extant manuscripts, basically

for two main reasons: a) he made use of 2 manuscript of the Vati-
can Library, which now is evidently lost; b) q. 23 in Wadding edi-
tion includes a lively exchange of views that is not reported by any
of the extant manuscripts — as we shall see hereafter This differ-
ent text of q. 23 implies that were drawn up at least two different
redactions (maybe reportationes) of some Collatipnes,
vi) The only mistake shared both by Wadding edition and by
all the extant manuscripts is the move into g 19 of the reply to the
arguments placed in the beginning of g 20, and of the discussion
on the various opinions contemplated in q. 21. I cannot imagine
any particular reason for this split, but to recompose the complete
questions it is anyhow necessary to reassemble the torn pieces of
q. 21 (in part unedited, in part edited but unsettled), and of q. 20

Even if the study of the handwritten tradition is still at the be-
ginning, in the attached appendix I have included a text directly

30. As is well known, Harris edition is A mere transcription from the MS Balliol
College 209: for this reason, from now on we shall make no more reference to it,
31. See text around notes 90-92, and around note 6.
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based upon the most reliable of the extant manuscripts, which is
MS Oxford, Magdalen College 194. This has vwws no:mnwa where
required with the others, not to geta nﬁnnm.; Q&ﬂom“ _mu:ﬁ justa text
more useful than those provided by the printed n&soﬁ.

We can conclude this section by saying that the questions so re-
stored do not have the fault often attributed to the Collationes,
namely a lack of completeness and coherence as though ﬁrmmw texts
reported the record of disputations that actually rmm_mm.nnm in the
Franciscan study and were not determined by the magister, Scotus
himself. Even if it is fairly probable that we have to deal with real
disputed questions, nonetheless they arc well structured texts pre-
sentng a complete treatise on created will’s mﬁmmmo.mp to act.

To understand the attitude of the Author on this subject, in the
next section we are going to approach these texts m.o.E a moﬂ&.m&
point of view. However, before finishing this theoretical work it is
advisable to be prudent with regard to the authorship of the ques-
tions. Actually, as we shall see below, the theory of the a.ﬂm we
shall draw from the analysis of these Collationes is fairly different
from the one formulated by Scotus in all his other works, includ-
ing the two Collationes Parisienses on this subject. ﬂ:mmumﬂzoﬁm. the
Author of these Oxonian questions appears to set himself up
against Scotus’s traditional doctrine, and frequently he opposes
Scotus’s characteristic arguments, which are often mmowomnm.mn the
beginning of the question. It will be a really hard task to decide on
the auchenticity of these questions, but at present let us 8o on
working: we shall take up the question again after the doctrinal
analysis of the Collationes Oxonienses.

2. DoCTrINAL STUDY

2.1, Will and nature

The firse question of our treatise on the will (Utrunt voluntas de-
terminetur naturaliter ad aliguid volendum’2) is devoted to the problem
of whether the will is determined by nature (naiuraliter) to elicit its
volition. The Author, whose identity at the moment remains un-

32. From now on the ticles of the questions are those of Ms Magdalen College 104,
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certain, maintains that each power has a natural H&mmommrmu with
its proper object and (thus) with the act towards that object, be-
cause the definition of the power falls wichin the definition of the
object. Each definition, indeed, means the nature of the thing that
is having natural relationship, and being naturally determined.s
This is the most authoritative demonstration of the naturality of
the act of the will towards the good in itself, but the beginning of
the question brings forth many other more traditional arguments
u1its favour, such as that every man wills the beatitude in Paradise,
thus on account of a natural principle,’ or that God wills Himself
in the greatest glorious way, that is with necessity of nature, and
therefore naturality does not antagonize freedom.s

The opponens counters this opinion by saying firstly that, ac-
cording to Aristotle, the nature and the intellect are opposite prin-
ciples, but the will is a rational power, therefore the will cannot be
a nature in its turn;* secondly that the will does not act towards
the intermediate goods like a nature (because it acts freely and
contingently), and therefore, since it causes the two acts in the
same way, does not act like 2 nature either towards the ultimate
end.” Then he adds that a power which is acted on rather than
acts does not operate freely; but this is exactly the case of a power
naturally determined by the object.3

We have recounted fairly diffusely these initial arguments pro
and contra so that the reader will realize how much they dovetail
with the two characteristic sets of arguments often criticized {the
former) or upheld (the latter) by Scotus in many of his works.3

33. Coll Ox, g. 18, § 2, Appendix, 255.

34 Goll. Ox, q. 18, § 3, Appendix, 255,

15. Coll. O, q. 18, § 7 Appendix, 235.

36. Coll. Ox, q.18,§ o, Appendix, 256.

37 Coll. Ox,, q. 18, § 10, Appendix, 156.

38. Coll. Ox, q. 18, § 13, Appendix, 256.

39. For instance, against Coll Ox, q. 18, § 2 see Doctoris subsilis ot tieariani Ioannis
Duwnss Seoti, ordinis fratrum miinoruny, Ordinatio. Liber primus. Distinctiones prima et secunda,
d.1,p.2,q 2,§ 131, in Biusd. Opera Ompia, studio et cura commissionis scotistcae
ad fidem codicum edita, Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis, Civitas Vadcana 1950, vol. 1,
8788 (there is used the same way of quoting as Lectura, See note 19); against Cofl
Ox, q. 18, § 3 see Ordinatio, 1, d. 1, P- 2,4 2, § 152, Vaticana, 1, 103, against Coll. Ox,
q. 18, § 8 see Ordinatio, 1, d. L P 2, q.2,§ 132, Vaticana, 1, 88; for Coll O, .18, % p
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But, before trying to express any opinion, let us continue to ana-
lyze the question. .

In the body of the question the Author settles the subject from
a semantic viewpoint, and so he starts by explaining the mean-
ings of the terms involved in the question. First of all, he n_mﬁ.mam
that at times ‘to will’ (‘vell¢) is considered meaning every inclina-
tion of the will, both innate and impressed by the object, where-~
as in another sense it means the performed act of the will.%0 For
the Author it is also important to bear in mind that ‘natural’ too
is a polysemous word with four distinct meanings: firstly, natural
differs from violent; secondly, it differs from deliberate: thirdly,
it differs from supplementary; fourthly, it differs from sponta-
neous and internal. According to this classification, to will the
ultimate end (velle finem) is a natural act only in the first three
senses of the word, but in the fourth it is a free act, because it is
spontaneous.?! .

Carrying on with his semantic distinctions, the Author again
marks out ewo different meanings of ‘spontaneous will’. Sponta-
neous will can be an active assessment of the power (latio activa), or
a passive assessmenct (latio passiva).”2 The passive assessment has a
threefold meaning in turn: firstly the assessment makes reference
to the determination of the will towards its act (determinatis), and
s0 it is fairly natural. Secondly, it refers to the exercise of the act
{exercitivm), or more exactly its prosecution, and so it is quite free,
because it is in the power of the will to continue its act towards
the object.# Thirdly, the passive assessment refers to the begin-
ning of the action (inchoatio), and in that case “latio passiva’ means
‘an act in accord with a conventent impression done on the will’ 4

see Ordinatio, 1,d. 1, p. 2, q. 2, § 80, Vaticana, n, 60; for Coll. Ox, q. 18, § 10 see Ordi-
uatia, 1, . 1, p. 2, g. 2, § 8o, Vaticana, 11, 66-61. See also loannes Duns Scotus, Repor-
tata Parinsia, t, Additiones magnae, d. 1, q. 2, § 1, in R2F Joannis Duns Seoti Oﬁm& .O:_-
nia, ¥1/1, 25 (quated as Reportata Parisiensia, wich the reference to Wadding edition),

40. Coll, Ox, q. 18, § 16, Appendix, 256.

41. Coll. Ox, q. 18, §§ 1718, Appendix, 256.

42. Coll. Ox, q. 18, § 18, Appendix, 256.

43. Coll Ox, q.18,§ 19, Appendix, 256.

44. Call. Ox,, q. 18, § 20, Appendix, 257.

45. Coll. Ox, q. 18, § 21, Appendix, 257,
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This act of the will follows the received mpression like the mo-
tion of a body follows the form of the body itself (forna gravis), and
thus the assessment is natural, because what the intellect presents us
is not in our power. Nevertheless, before eliciting an act the will is
able to keep the intellect from a particular object, and in thac way it
is still free. The Author concludes by saying that (because the will
can choose the object of its act) when an action is concerned, ‘to
will’ is quite free 46

"To sum up, ‘to will’ taken in its twofold meaning - 1. e. as a ten-
dency and as an elicited act — as an habitual tendency it is quite
natural, whereas as an actual tendency, which properly speaking is
the beginning of the clicited act itself, it is only indirectly free (be-
cause the previous choice of the object, as we have already seen,
always lies in the power of the will). 7

Lastly, there are some points worthy of remark in the Author's
attitude. From a theoretical viewpoint, the Author appears to con-
sider the act of the human will duplicated in an active act ascribed
to the internal activity of the will, and therefore constitutively
free, and in a passive act determined by the intellectual impression
of the extra mental object, and for this reason basically natural,
and just marginally free. It is worth noting that for the Author
these acts are not two different logical aspects of the same real act,
but they are actually distinet from each other, and consequently
both true real acts. So, the unexpected conclusion of the question
is that there are two opposite simultaneous acts of the will, passive
and active. For the Author this does not pose any problems, as in
his mind it is clarified with the example of the active act of the
will and the subsequent passive delight.#

From a historical viewpoint, on the other hand, it is easy to rec-
ognize in the heart of this solution the one held by Thomas
Aquinas and others, which is the distinction between determinatio
and exercititim in order to preserve the freedom in the acting of the
will in spite of the lack of any self-determination of the will itself.

46. Coll. Ox., q. 18, § 21, Appendix, 257
47. Cull. Ox, q. 18, § 22, Appendix, 257.
48. Coll. Ox, q. 18, § 26, Appendix, 257,
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As is well known, Henry of Ghent,* and then almost all the Fran-
ciscan theologians, judged unacceptable such an arbitrary separa-
tion of the one simple act of the will, so that it seems quite im-
mumo_umzn that now Scotus himself would resurrect a theory he
never stated before, Farthermore, the theoretical aim of the Au-
thor is to demonstrate that nature and freedom can coexist in the
acting of the same power but this is exactly the opposite ow Sco-
tus’s view in his handling of the subject.® These are considera-
tions that we must bear in mind when we reach a final decision on
the authenticity of the Collationes Oxonfenses on the free will,

2.2, Will and necessity in via

And now, let us move to the two twin questions concerning
the modality of will’s action in the present state, namely q. 19

40. Henricus de Gandavo, Quedlibet 31, g. 6, O%.%..F.B Magistri E.E:.E. Q,%:_E\.,. de
Guaidnpo, . Badius Ascensius, Parisiis 1518 (repr, m%no.mm de la Bihliotheque SJ,
Louvain 1961}, 456v K-L: «[..} nulla est distinctio qua dicunt @E.u& <o_:nn.5 porest
moveri vel ad determinationem actus vel ad exercidium actus, quia dererminatio ad
obiectum nihil afiud est quam ablatio unius exercitii aceus, guae non potest auferri
alia manente». On Ghents innovatory attitude on this subject see for instance
R. Macken, Heinrich von Gent im Gespriich mit seinen Zeitgenossen iiber die mensehliche
Freiheit, « Franz, Stud. », 59 (1977}, 125-182, on this point 167158 o

50. See for instance Ordinatio, 1, d. 1, p. 2, q. 2, § 8o, Vaticana, n, 60; O.__&:S:P 1,
d.1,p.2, 9.2, § 131, Vaticana, 1, 8. Already Henry of Ghenr states that A.;w.comcsgm
movemur ad alio naturaliter, determinaretar ad actum absque ommni libertate s
(Henricus de Gandavo, Quodliber %, q. 5, ed. R, Macken, in Henridi de Gandavo
Opera Onniia, vol. xcvr, Leuven University Press, Leuven 1983, 130-131) ~ but .mo_;. a
deeper handling of the question of the relationship between nature and .§= in
Henry's thought see J.C. Flores, Intellect and Will as Natural Principles. Conmecting The-
ology, Metaphysics and Psychology in Henry of Ghent, in G. Qm_mnmn.omwlﬂ. Steel (eds.),
Hewry of Ghent and the Transfornation of Scholastic Thonght. Studies in Memary of Jos
Becorte, Leuven University Press, Leuven 2003, 277305, in particular 2g0-204. As it
has been hinted before, Cavellus traces back the attitude of the Aathor to the dis-
tinction, made by Scotus too, between wvolitio habitualis and volitio actwalis, As a fact,
Scotus males vse of this distnction, but he admits a eolitie kalitualiy in the sensc
that towards che beatitude acinaliter offered by the intellect the will is really prompt
to have a sudden inclination, which however does not entail any necessity: see Or-
dinatie, 1, d. 1, p. 2, q. 2, § 152, Vaticana, 11, 103-104; also in Book 11t Scotus states H_E.ﬂ
evoluntas naturalis non est voluntas nec velle naturale est velle, sed ly naturalis di-
strahit ab utroque» (Ordinario, 1, d. 17, cod. A [= MS Assisi, Biblioteca Comunale
137], 160ra-b, quoted in Duns Scotus on the Will and Morality. Selected and Translated
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{(Utrian apprehienso in universali Jine ultino, vohutas viatoris possit nen
velle illum) and q. 20 (An apprehenso per intellectum bono in commmni
in via, posset voluntas non velle illud). In the first question dealing
with the relationship between nature and freedom the Author
drew the general framework of the modaliey of the will’s activi-
ty; now he has to handle the subsequent knotty problem, lurk-
ing in the former, of the relationship between freedom and ne-
cessity. In these questions the Author treats the subject in the
particular case of the act of the human will in the present state
towards good in general. It is a classic focus where the Franciscan
theologians follow Scotus in opposing both Thomas Aquinas
and Henry of Ghent maintaining that the will is free in its
choice, so that it can will jts ultimate end — ie. the good con-
ceived in general - or not, and therefore it acts freely and con-
tingently in one. The Author agrees with this conclusion, and ar-
gues coherently for it with what he stated in the former ques-
tior. Now, for once we shall not tollow closely the discussion,
but we shall confine ourselves to exposing the general attitude
the Author has.

In the first question devoted to this topic the Author begins by
making use of the distinction between the two senses of the term
‘to will’ (*velle) he stated in the prior question. If ‘to will’ is as-
sumed in the broad sense of the word — which is o say every in-
clination of the will, both impressed by God or by anyone else —,
it concerns a passive tendency that actually is not in the power of
the will® But, if ‘to will’ is assumed in its other sense — which is to
say an elicited act of the will -, the will can nill (non velle) the ulti-
mate end in general 52

We can follow the treatment of the case concerning the second
meaning of ‘to will’ in the more extensive development given in q,
19, and also in the clear and schematic framework of q. 20, which
is the report of a subsequent session of the discussion. The begin-

it an Introduction by AB. Wolrer, O.EM, The Catholic University of Ametica
Press, Washington 1986, 183),

51 Coll Ox, g. 19, § 1, Appendix, 257258,
52, Coll. Ox,, q. 19, § 3, Appendix, 258.
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ning of q. 20 finally establishes the will’s power to will the good in
general or not. In succession the Author expounds three arguments
in favour of this conclusion: firstly, because nothing is in our power
as the will itself; but the will is able to order the intellect to leave
every object, and then the good in general too (and, therefore, the
will cannot will that good since it is not a present object) 5 Second-
ly, because each power moving itself in a necessary way, also re-
maoves every obstacle to its so acting. Therefore, if the will necessar-
ily willed the good it would compel the intellect to stay In continu-
ous apprehension of the good itself5* Thirdly, because each power
moving itself in a necessary way always moves itself the uernost it
can, but the will moves itself more intently towards the clearly
known good than towards the obscurely known.5s

As is well known, these are the standard arguments advanced
by Scotus starting from his first Lectura;5 therefore, it is worth not-
ing that the Author, despite his agreement on the general conclu-
sion, firmly opposes the reasoning of Scotus himself.5” The body
of the question reports an interesting discussion that clarifies the
Author’s attitude.

The matter under dispute is to determine the right sense of the
statement ‘the will is able to nill (non velle} the good in general’
among the three possible ones: i) the will can nill (olle) the good
and therefore can will its opposite, 1. e. the evil; ii) the will is able
to shift the intellect’s attention from a good to another; iif) the will
can cease all acts.58 In the Author’s view, the first and the third in-

53. Coll. Ox, q. 20, § 2, Appendix, 259.

54. Coll. Ox,, q. 20, § 3, Appendix, 259-260.

55. Coll. Ox, q. 20, § 4, Appendix, 260.

56. Lectura 1, d. 1, p. 2, q. 2, § 96, Vaticana, xv1, 93; § 97 94 § 08, 94; Ordinario, 1,
d.f,p. 2, q.2,§ 92, Vaticana, 11, 66-67; § 03, 67-68; § 100, texius interpolatus, 77-78; Re-
portata Parisiensia, 1, Additiones magnae, d. 1, 92 § 1, 171, 25, See also Coll. Par, q. 8
[= Coll, q.17,§ 6, Wadding, 115, 383b]: « [..] sivero voluntas quantum est ex parte sua
aceessario vult finem uldmum, cademn necessitatem faciet ilud obtectum, quod est
ulimus finis, sibi praesentari per intellectum, cum hoc potest; ergo necessario
tenebit inteilectum in consideratione ultimi finis, quantum est ex se, sicut magnes
tenet ferrum ».

57 Coll. Ox, q. 20, §§ 9-13, Appendix, 260-26%.

58. Coll. Ox, g. 20, §§ 5-7 Appendix, 260.
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terpretation must be refused, the former without reasons apart
from the authority of Augustine,% while the latter needs some fur
ther considerations, which are presented in a clear way in q. I9.
There the Author develops his criticism countering a real or sup-
posed upholder of the possibility for the will not to act at all. He
denies that the will could cease every act because, if this was
granted, ‘to cease’ might have just two meanings: firstly, to do the
act of ceasing — but in this case the statement contradicts itself, be-
cause ‘to cease’ would mean to cease also the act of ceasing in its
turn; secondly, to do nothing - but also in this case the reasoning
contradicts itself. Actually, the Author’s argument runs, the im-
pression of the perceived object is a weight and an inclination for
the will, but each inclining weight necessitates the power on
which it works unless the inclined power would be reluctant. On
the other hand, this power can not be reluctant but through an
act, and therefore ‘not to act’ contradictorily implies to do an act of
repulse the acting itself.60

In conclusion, assuming ‘velle’ means a performed act, the afore-
mentioned statement ‘the will is able to nill the good in general’
adds up to saying that the very instant that the intellect appre-
hends the good in general, the will, before eliciting an act, can
shift its attention to another good (because every good is the good
in general, even if not in particular®), and in this way it does not
will the former. Soon after the will must will either of them, and
this is a natural motion following the natural tendency impressed
by the Creators? So, whatever the sense of “to will’, the obscure
known good is just an attractive aim, but never a compelling one,
becanse of the capability of the created will to avert the intellect
from its consideration - as the Auchor states in countering Sco-
tus’s arguments.63

This controversy on one hand makes us clear the Author’s
mind on this subject, on the other it explains the reasons of his op-

59. Coll. Ox, q. 19, § 5, Appendix, 2358,
60. Coll. Ox, q. 19, §§ 78, Appendix, 259.
61. Coll. Ox, q. 19, § 4, Appendix, 258.
62. Coll Ox., q. 20, § s, Appendix, 260.
63. Coll. Ox, q. 20, § 1, Appendix, 261.
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position to Scotus’s view. Unlike Scotus, the Author bases the
contingence of the will on its capability to choose the object of &h
volition imposing its consideration on the Eﬁmc.mnn and not on its
capability not to act at all.* In conclusion, even if the LDEWTOH. § po-
sition is compatible with the general attitude of Scotus ?.Emnﬁ all
the same it is possible to contend the assumed authenticity of the
text.

2.3. Will and necessity in patria

Now we will confront the kernel of the matter at issue. In the
subsequent three questions the Author devotes himself to mnnﬁﬂ
mining the way the will acts towards the clearly WDOS& ultimate
end. The Author treats this problem through three logically con-
nected questions: firstly, whether in Heaven the will endowed
with the habit of charity is able to nill (non velle) the Essence of
God seen with clarity; secondly, whether the will of the me.mnm
already loving God is able to nill (1o velle) it, and so fo sin; third-
ly, whether the blessed that will necessarily God, will it freely as
well. The last question announces the final solution in advance
- the necessity of the voluntary act of the blessed - so that we can
foreshadow the discrepancy between these Collationes Oxonienses
and all the main works of Scotus, the aforementioned Collatio
Payisensis included. But let us analyse more closely this set of texts
before investigating this matter.

The quaestio 21 (Utrum voluntas informata caritate posset non velle
Deum visum per essentiant in patria) reports a lively debate on the

§4. On this point see Ordinatio wv, suppl. d. 49, qq. 9-10, cod. A, 281va-282va:
« Unde quaodlibet obiectunt potest voluntas non velle nec no:.ﬂ et a guolibet actu
in particulari potest se suspendere circa hoc vel illud » (quoted in dsu_mnn. Diints Seo-
tus ou the TVill, 194). In Quodiibet, q. 16 Scotus with more accuracy nmm__wﬂm that « Ton
Aunzmnnn nHSn.n— in potestate voluntads cat n._.r»C_._ non habear acnam drea dilod obice
tum determinatum) non intelligo sic quod ipsa possit voluntarie suspendere om-
nem actumm soum, sed voluntarte potest non velle illud obiectum, sed habet qirc
aliud velle, scilicet reflexam super suum actum; istud scilicet, “volo modo non
elicere actum circa illud abiectum’s {Quadliber, q. 16, § 17, in Obras del Doctor m.:i
Juan Duns Escoto: Cuestiones enodfibetales, ed. B Alluntis, La Editorial Catélica,
Madrid 1968 |from now on Alluntis], 587588),
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possibility that the will, although helped by charity, never acts
necessarily towards the Essence of God in Heaven. The first argu-
ment gried sic is a summary of perhaps the most classic demonstra-
tion of created will’s absolute contingency even in the bearific
state worked out by Scotus - to say, the same active principle un-
der the same conditions does not act towards the same object at
times necessarily and at times contingently; but this is the case of
the created will, which in via elicits its act towards its ultimate end
contingently; therefore, although endowed with charity that, be-
ing an extrinsic attribute, does not modify the intrinsic modality
of the principal agent, it will act in exactly the same way in patria
t00.55 Furthermore, it is added in succession, what could be the
cause of this necessity? If it was the object, the will wouldn’t be
free; if it was the will itself, the clearness of the vision woluldmt
have any role in the act.56

The first point worthy of note is that this defence of will’s con-
tingency remains the one and only reasoning of the question in
line with Scotus. Indeed, the whole subsequent controversy con-
cerns the discussion of the unique argument guod ron, which runs
as follows: the blessed in Heaven cannot sin; but if he does not
will God, he comits a sin of omission.5” Actually, these argument
is shared by all the theologians involved in the debate, which con-
siders the reason why the will is able to ace of necessity in the face
of its apparent weakness: is it in consequence of the determination
of God's will, or because of the perfection of the beatific object, or
owing to the capability of the will itself? We shall analyze these
arguments, but first we must emphasize the fact that none of che
theologians involved in the debate takes the Scotus’s part.

Returning to the doctrinal contents of the guaestio, in the respori-
deo the Author repeats the argument, already expounded in the
prior question, based on the impossibility for the will to not act at

65. Coll. Ox, q.21,§ 1, Appendix, 261; see Lectura 1, d. 1, .2, ¢ 2, § 1oz, Vaticana,
xv1, 94-95; Ordinatio, 1,d. 1, p. 2, q. 2, § 136, ot and § 137, 92-03.

66. Coll. Ox., q. 21, § 3, Appendix, 261: see Lestura 1, d. I, p. 2, ¢ 2, § 103, Vaticana,
xVI, 95,

67. Coll. Ox., q.21,§ 4, Appendix, 261, and § 14, Appendix, 263,
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all (because to not act contradictorily is an act in turn).% He adds
that the angel (or the blessed) cannot will another object because
God is everywhere, so that the angel, turning his Eﬂnz.nnn to
everything, in any case sees the divine Essence,® but the will thac
sees God cannot nill Him.? .

In an important passage the Author states that this necessity is
not a determining cause (cousa determinativa) of the will, because
the will is free. The sequence of the causes that produce the act of
the will is the following: i) the continuous exhibition of the object
connected with the intellect (which in Heaven is able to see God
in His Essence) is the cause of the necessary contemplation.
i) The continuous necessary conternplation is the necessary cause
of the impression in the will, and therefore the cause of the con-
tinuous inclination by nature (per modo naturae) of the will towards
God. iil} The inclination in its turn is the not-determining cause
of the will’s necessity to act in some way, either to will or to niil.”
iv) The will is the only free cause of the act, and wills necessarily
God for the absence of a reason (defectus cur) to nill the supreme
good.” :

The subsequent discussion starts by making reference to the ar-
gument contra based on the authority of both Augustine and
Anselm in order to state that the blessed cannot sin.” The first
opinion states that, although some wills could not will God, God
Himself as an efficient cause holds fast for the blessed in the Beat-
itude.™ But there are several other explanations given for the im-
peccability of the blessed: as the Author reports, if isti mainctain
this elucidation, alif on the other hand believe that the reason why
the blessed cannot sin, is his will itself,? while aligui think that the
efficient cause is the divine will confirming the created will so that

68. Coll. G, q. 21, § 5, Appendix, 261.
69. Coll. Ox,, u. 21, § 6, Appendix, 261.
.21, % 8, Appendix, 262.
L, § 11, Appendix, 262-263,

74. Coll. Ox, q. 21, § 15, Appendix, 263.

2
73. Coll. Ox, ¢, 21, § 14, Appendix, 263.
75. Coll. Ox, q. 21, § 16, Appendix, 263.
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the blessed can will nothing but what God wills.® Other aligusi
state that the certainty form a part of the beatitude, thus the
blessed (which do not know the false) are certain of their impec-
cability. 77

But the Author upholds a different explanation in turn,” In his
mind the non-effident cause of the necessary volition of the
blessed is the beatific object in itself. Here the Author repeats the
reasoning already used in the prior sespondeo, that is that the
blessed necessarily always sees God, because God s everywhere.
So, the blessed could nill (non velle) God merely by not perform-
g any act towards God or averting the intellect from the thought
of God Himself, but, according to what the Author stated in the
former question, the first option is impossible to practise.” Even if
the previous statement had already ruled out the second chance
t0o, the Author prefers to provide a further reason for refusing it:
the will cannot order the intellect to ayert itself from the appre-
hension of God because there is no reason why the will could nill
(cusr non velle) the divine Essence, that is the supreme Good that in-
cludes all the partial goods,80

Here a point of particular interest is the responise the Author
gives to Scotus’s argument — 1. e. that the same power in the same
condition always acts in the samc way. The Author admits that
neither the will, nor charity, nor the object will change in Heaven,
nonetheless the same power previously acting contingently then
acts necessarily owing to an actual alteration made in the mtellect,
so that the faith will be a vision. Therefore, the object will remain
the same, but it will be grasped by the intellect of the blessed in 4
brand-new way 5

Such a kind of reasoning is rather unexpected if we continue to
attribute the question to Scotus, because Scotus himself explicitly

76. Coll. Ox., q. 21, § 17, Appendix, 263.

77 Coll. Ox, q. 21, § 19, Appendix, 263-264.

78. Even if the wording is introduced by a generic afii dicunt, the whole analysis
of the reasoning proves that this is the acewal position of the Author.

79- Coll Ox, q. 21, § 10, Appendix, 263-264.

8o. Coll. Ox, q. 21, § 20, Appendix, 264,

8z. Coll. Ox, q. 21, § 21, Appendix, 264,
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rules out the possibility that a clearer vision of the ultimate end
could entail a new necessity (nova necessitas) in the action of the
will® Of course, Scotus might have changed his opinion over
time,5 but before considering this suggestion let us analyse the re-
maining questions and clarify the historical context of this debate.

82. See Ordinatio, 1, d. 1. p. 2, q. 2, § 137, Vaticana, i, 92: «[..] necessitas agendi non
potest esse nist per aliquid intrinsecum principic activo; per hoe autem quod intel-
lecrus nunc videt obiectum, nihil novam est intrinsecum principio activo in
fruitione; ergo nec nova necessitas agendi», and Coll Par, q. 8 quoted above in
note 15. As is well know, Scotus argues that the diverse modes of knowing God
(through faith and intuitively) are at most sufficient to render the fruitio in pia and
the fruitio in patria specifically different: see Reportata Pasisiensia, v, Reportatio exami-
nita, d. 49, q. 5, § 10, Wadding, x1/2, go2; on this point, however, see S.D, Dumont,
Did Duns Scotus Change His Mind osi the Will?, in JA. Aersten-K. Emery, Jr.-A. Speer
{eds), Nedh der Verurteilung von 1277 Bhilosopliic und Theologie an der Universitit von
Paris int letzen Viertel des 13. Jahrhwnderss, Studien und Texten, De Gruyter, Berlin-New
York 2001 (Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 28), 719-754, in particular 778-782. In spite of
the clear statement of Scotus, the idea of a new necessity arising in the crossing
from the present state to Heaven, as we shall see better hereafter, is shared also by
some Scotists, for instance by William of Alnwick: « [} conceditur qued ibi si no-
va necessitas, non tamen propter aligquid novum intrinsecum absolutum, nec hoc
oportet, sed propter novam habitudinem potentie ad obiectum; nam ex nova habi-
tudine necessaria creatur nova necessitas agendi [..]; tale antem habimda creawur ex
hoc guod obiectum prius obscure visum postea videtur clare et per consequens
ntagis ostenditur, e ita voluntas magis ailicieur «quaimy prius [..]» (Guillelmus de
Alnwick, fr libros Senrentiarum, 1, d. L gL 77 ed Alliney {in Id., B necessario amare
Dio? Una questione inedita di Guglichuo di Alwwick sullg fruizione beatifica, in G. Altiney-
L. Cova [eds.], Parva Medinevalia, Studi per Maria Elena Reina, Universica degli Seudi,
Trieste 1993, 87128, p. 127).

83. There is no evidence of a similar change in the last works of Scotus, For in-
stance, in the Additiones magnae (compiled by William of Alnwick principally from
Scotus’s lecture at Paris, they faithfully represent the lase teaching of the Master)
Scotus goes on with chiming that the act of the will towards the nitimate end is
free and contingent: Reportata Parisiensia, 1, Additiones magnae, d. 1, q. 2, § 2, Wadding,
X171, 25 «Igitur, cum quatuor sint articuli in ista quaestione (scil. de fine obscure
cognito et in universali, vel de fine obscure cognito et in partienlari, de fine ultimo
clare viso in comparationem ad volantatem vl per charitatem elevatam vel in
puris naturalibus), in nullo istorum froitur voluntas necessatio ultimum Gnem »,
Also in q. 8 of the Paris Collationes Scotas claims — in a wording very similar to that
of Leawra, 1, d. 1, p. 2, q- 2, § 88, Vaticana, xvi, 9o and Ordinatio, 1, d. 1, p.2,q.2,§ 8o,
Vaticana, 11, 60-61 —, that «si igitur voluntas moveatur necessaro in finem ulimum
et contingenter in ez quae sunt ad finem, sequitur guod non erit eadem potentia ec
hatura, quoniam eadem natura non potest esse principium agentis necessario et
contingenter quantura est ex se» (Coll Par, ¢ 8 [= Goll, q. 17, § 5, Wadding, mm,
384b]; on q. 3 see also herein, note 15). It si worth noting, however, that in his last
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At this point, however, it must be noted that the crux of the
mateer is different from the one anticipated. Actually, according to
its title, the question should concern the possibility of the will to
nill (1o velle) God in Heaven but, as we have just seen, the re-
ported argumentation concerns the cause of the capability of the
created will, in spite of its characteristic weakness and changeabil-
ity, to stand firm in the necessary volition of God. This is not the
same subject matter because, as it is clear enough, in one case the
question is if the will acts necessarily towards God, in the other
how the will can act in that way.

That is the reason why the guaestio 22 (Utrum beatus videns Deum
et omino amans eunt possit prins non velle eum et sic peccare), dealing
with the question whether the blessed, seeing God and already
loving Him, could nill (non velle) Him, and therefore sin, is rather
similar to the prior one. The Author enumerates four different
hypotheses in order to explain in the first place the impeccability
of the blessed already loving God, and consequently the certainty
of his beatitude: firstly, God himself wills that the angel (or the
blessed} continues his beatific act — but this possibility s rejected,
because it entails that the angel, left alone, could sec the Essence
of God and all the same sin.5 Secondly, that the certain con-
sciousniess of the impeccability belongs to the essence of the beat-
itude itself - but chat is not true, because this consciousness is not

work, the Quodlibet, Scotus does not face the question whether the will i pazriz can
nitl God, but restricts himself at the question of the will in via: «[..] saltern proba-
biliter potest dici quod non omnis voluntas creata necessitatur ex natura sua ad
volendurn finem, non solum absolute, quod manifestum est, sed nec posita appre-
hensione obscura illius obiecti, sicur modo apprehendimus » {Quodlibet, g- 16, § 25,
Allunts, s93}. As far as T know, this is the one and only passage where Scotus does
not explicitly seate the contingence of the fruition it via as well as in patria, At any
rate, although in this passage Scotus hedges the question whether the blessed in
Heaven necessarily wills God seen in His Essence, he does not assume a position
stmilar to thar of the Oxford Collationes. Furthermore, we must bear in mind that
in the same question, as the only example of an act of the will simultaneously free
and necessary, Scotus indicates the case of the God’s volition towards His Essence:
«[.] non est contradictio quod voluntas infinita habeat actum infinitum circa
obiectum infinitum, et per consequens actum necessarium [-]» (Quodlibet, g, 16,
§ 2, Alluntis, 584).
84. Coll. Ox, q. 22, §§ 6-7, Appendix, 265-266.
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contained in the essence.8 Thirdly, that charity is the reason for
the impeccability - but charity may be the same in patria as in via,
whereas in via the will acts contingently towards the ultimate end;
moreover, charity bends in a natural way (modo naturae), and con-
sequently the will should not act freely.5 Fourthly, the cause is the
unbridled will (voluntas effrenata) - but the will produces the act of
nill {nolle) the sin before willing God.#” As is clear, this kind of rea-
soning is similar to that of the prior question, and also the further
wording repeats what the Author has said.

In resolving the question the Author singles out four factors
contributing to prevent the act of nill (non velle) the Essence of
God before the execution of the positive act of will the Essence It-
self. Those factors are: i) the continuous exhibition of the pres-
ence of the object seen through its essence; ii) the excellence of
that object; iii) the cause of the continuous contemplation: as al-
ready stated before, who sees the Essence of God, whatever he
turns his attention to, he still sees It; iv) the continuous contem-
plation of the object ~ that is a quasi-weight bending the will to
produce an act towards that object -, and the (consequent) contin-
uous fruition in the will.® In this way the Author describes how
the acting of the will happened, just in the very instant in which
the act of fruition — and not its opposite ~ is elicited. Apart from its
own interest, this exposition, giving rise to a lively controversy,
malkes us aware of Author’s precise idea on what kind of necessity
may be compatible with the freedom of the will,®* and once again

85. Coll. Ox., q. 23, §§ 8-9, Appendix, 266,
86. Coll. Ox, q. 22, §§ 10-12, Appendix, 266.
87 Coll, Ox, q. 22, §Y 13-14, Appendix, 266,

88. Coll. O, q. 22, § 15, Appendix, 266.

8g. It is worth noting that a similar reasoning is reported (as an argument sccim-
drny mentem alionum) by q. o of the Paris Collationes: «[...] voluntas non necessitatur
ad volendum wlimam finem per habitum charitatis et gratac, quia prius natura
opottet obiectum beadificum ostendi voluntad, quam voluntas per habitum in-
clinet in illud; sed in illo prior instanti naturae, cumn obiectum beatificurn sit os-
tensum ut continens omnem rationem boni et appetibilis, necessitat voluntatern ad
eliciendum actum volendi circa ipsum, ita quod non passit non velle ipsum; ergo
in illo instanti voluntas non potest averti ab eo; igitur in secundo instanti naturae
habitus non necessitat voluntatem ne avertatur » (Coll. Par, q. g [= Coll, G 18, § 4,
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the rotation of the arguments seems to testify 2 real controversy
among Franciscan theologians.

A counter-argument states that a weight bends like 2 narure, so
that the will is necessitated, and therefore is nor still free, but the
Author counters that it is a necessity of immutability, and not of
violence.® A further objection points out that this necessity is
caused by an extrinsic agent (therefore implying violence).?" This
criticism the Author deems to be without foundation because
here the extrinsic agent is more a final cause than an efficient one;
moreover, even if this cause should be efficient, in any case it does
not inflict violence on the will. Making use of his above-mer-
tioned semantic method, the Author draws a distinction between
two acceptations of the term ‘violently, which implies not only
the presence of an extrinsic cause, but also that this cause provides
the force to act. In the case at issue, however, it is the will itself
that provides the force for its own act, because it sees in the object
the reason (cur) to will it more than anything else, and this is why
it acts necessarily (but freely), and therefore why is not capable of
sinning,. %2

As is well known, Scotus, again unlike the Author, repeats un-
tiringly until his last works that the perfection of the object is able

Wadding, m, 386b]). Unfortunately, g. 9 lacks 2 complete solutio, thus we cannot
know Scotus’s reply to this argument. Moreover, also in this case, for 2 proper use
of the text it would be necessary to take into consideration ics handwritten tradi-
tion. Scotus opposes a position in a sense simifar to the Author’s one, 1. ¢, based on
the assumption of the «necessitas conditionata», by saying that «hic est necessicas
condicionata, scilicet alio praesupposito; et concedo quod est per intrinsecumn prin-
cipali agend et quod ipsa est ad media sicut exrremorum inter se, sed totum est
condicionatum, scilicet praesupposita ostensione obiecti. Contra: agens impedibile
non simpliciter necessario agit sed condicionaliter, si non sit impeditum’, sed
ramen necessanio removet impedimentum si potest; ergo ita hic» (Ordinatio, 1, d. 1,
P29 2, m 99, Vaticana, 1, 76-77; see also the textus a Duns Scofis stgnatus litteris o-a,
69-72, where Scotus counters the statement that «in Primo nstanti naturae est ac-
tio praevia, in secundo actio principalis )

90, This argument is reported only by Wadding edition; Coll, 4 16, § 2, Wadding,
1z, 381a. For the text see Appendix, 266-267, apparatus of q. 22,

o1. This argument is reported only by Wadding edition: Coll, g. 16, § 2, Wadding,
11, 381a. For the text see Appendix, 266-267, apparatus of q. 22,

92. This argument is reported only by Wadding edidon: Cofl, q. 16, § 2, ‘Wadding,
ut, 381a. For the text see Appendix, 266-267, apparatus of g. 22

t
¢
3

Human Will in the Collationes Oxonienses 237

to prevent a positive act of recoil (nolle) towards itself, but not to
impose a positive act of acceptance (velle), so that from the state-
ment: ‘the will can not nill i’ does not follow that: ‘the will neces-
sarity will i, but the will remains capable of neither nill nor will
that object.93

The last quaestio (Ut qui sic vult Dewm, ut dictum est necessario,
stet cumn illo quod Tiber vult illud, et libere feratur in Deum) is devoted to
studying the question whether or not who wills necessarily, wills
also freely. In other words, its main issue is to explain definitively
how necessity and freedom can coexist in the same agent making
the one and only act. In the solutio the Author first reports the
statement that, according to Augustine and to Anselmus, God
wills Himself necessarily but at the same time freely,%* and then,
coming to the point, broaches the thorny subject. There is a kind
of necessity, the Author’s argument runs, that includes a sort of
submission of the subject to something else wich prevents it either
from the inside of the subject or from the outside, or which pro-
vides the force to act. This necessity, that is servitude, is incompat-
ible with the freedom because it entails subjection, as is exempli-
fied by the case of a projectile moved by an external force, or by
the case of a weight (or an irrational animal) moved by a natural

93. Quodliber, q. 16, § 20, Alluntis, 580: «[..] ista posset concedi, qued voluntas non
potest resilire ab obiecto sive nolle obiectum in quo non ostenditur aliqua ratio
mali nec aliquis defectus bonus, quia sicut bonum est obiecrurmn huius acus qui est
velle, ita malum vel defectus bons, quod pro malo reputatus, est obiectum huius ac-
s qui est nolle; et nen sequitur ultra, ‘non potest nolle hoc, igitur necessario vult
hac', quia potest hoc obiectum neque nolle, neque veller. See also Reportata
Parisienisia, 11, Reportatio examinata, d. 21, q. un,, § 8, Wadding, %171, 363: « [.] beatitu-
dine apprehensa non necessario tenderet voluntas in ipsam: licet non posset cam
nolle positive, potest tamen eam non velle negative », Scotus specifically counters
the Author's argument in his last Lectrira delivered at Pads: « [.] tertius modus di-
cendi est quod ex natura petentiaram cum obiecto praesente est perperuitas in ac-
tu beatindinis: nam [..} de natura voluntatis est tendentia in obicctum tale visnm,
quod non habet in se rationem mali, et ideo necessario tendit in illud per suum ac-
tum qui est velle, Sed contra: [..| de voluntate oportet dicere, ut dixd in primo libro,
distinctione prima, fron} quod mom necessario tendat in obiectum, videlicer
finem suum s (Reportata Parisiensia, 1v, Reportatio exantinata, d. 49, q. 5, § o, Whadding,
X2, 9o4),

94. Coll. 0x,, q. 23, § 8, Appendix, 269.
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inner force.” Then, there is another kind that is a spontaneous ne-
cessity, which does not precede the act itself, (but is simultaneous
with it), and which is compatible with the freedom.%

In conclusion, against the opinion usually attributed to Scotus??
the Author assumes that in the whole of creation the necessity is
not a characteristic restricted to natural agents, but is shared by
cach agent eliciting its perfect act which, according to the Aris-
totelian theory of active powers, implies the ceasing of every mo-
tion, and therefore a necessity that is a Necessary, spontaneos in-
action utterly unlike the natural necessity that in any case entails
violence. Now, it is hard to imagine such a revolution in Scotus’s
last thought, so that the authorship of the questions appears more
and more questionable, especially taking in account that the posi-
tion held by the Author is similar to the one Henry of Ghent
maintained in well-known passages of his works.5

95. Coll, Ox,, q. 23, § 10, Appendix, 269.

96. This argument is reported only by Wadding edition: Cofl, . 16, § =, Wadding,
11, 381, For the text see Appendix, 269, apparatus of q. 23,

97. For references to Scotus's works see nate 100,

98. For a quick survey of Henry of Ghent'’s attitude on this subject we can bear
in mind that Ghent maintains that each will necessarily wills the general concept
of good: «per se de necessitate et naturaliter velit llud (scil. bonum simpliciter)
voluntas» (Henricus de Gandavo, Quodlibet 111, . 17, 79¢ H). This natural bent ta
the good is working yet in our present state of viarores, but we must rernind that, in
accord with Ghent, the created will is 2 two-faced power: as a good being created
by God is inclined to the good, but as a defetectible being deriving from the noth-
ingness is inclined to the evil: « flectiour voluntas per se ipsam solam et ad bonum,
ratione suae libertads naruralis qua es¢ bone creatura Dei [} Bectitur etiam per se
ipsam omnino solam ad malum, ratione naturalis defectibilitatis qua est ex nihilo,
per quam potest deficere» (Quodliber 1, q. 16, in Henrici Opert Onnin, 10g). For this
reason the natural tendency to the good is not already completely effective, so that
the will «depravata per vitium naturae [] dilectione deliberativa pro tali stam
Deum super ommia diligere non potestr (Quodliber v, q. 11, 1037 Y). Roughly
speaking, that happens because « nihil potest diligi nisi cognitum », but for now we
are not able to know clearly Deus in speciali, that is the Essence of God, so that we
can act necessarily only towards the good in general, but not towards God known
as now we can, that is by faith or by species (Quodliber ¥, g. 11, 1621 R). Neverthe-
less, Ghent stresses that each will acts with immutable necessity when it sufficient-
ly knows the ultimace good, because it is the « obiectum summe diligibile, a quo,

cum cognitum est, nulta voluntas, fleque creata neque increata, potest se divertere » |

(Henrici de Gandave Summa quaestionwsn ordinariarus, apud Badium, Parisiis 1520
{repr. The Franciscan Institate, New York-Louvain-Paderborn 1953), 11, a. 6, q. 1,
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But the really deeply-rooted difference between the Author
and Scotus {in his doubtless genuine works) concerns the basis of
the two theories. Scotus grounded all his handling of this subject
on two basic assumptions, Firstly, his ontological belief that every
creature is endowed of a defective being (esse limitatunt vel de-
Jectibile), so that the human will is never able to will necessarily the
ultimate good.% Secondly, his anthropological persuasion that this
instability of the will represents a perfection referred to the finite
being that is a characteristic of each creature, since every kind of
firmness should be just that of an irrational natural agent.’0 The

155v Z). This necessity annexed to the act, rather then opposing the freedom of the
will, originates from the free will itself acting cowards the highest good cleatly
seen: wactior est elicita a voluntate [.] cum sela naturalimes necessitatis im-
mutabilis annexa ipsi action, ut est illa quae procedit a libertatis arbitrio et tendit in
summum bonum amatum et aperte visum » (Henric Sununa quaestionum erdinari-
anun, a. 60, 4. 1, 157vL). So, this necessity is fairly compatible with the freedom be-
cause the divine Essence as object of the will makes the blessed more free in his
acting than he was in any prior state, since the perfection of the object — with the
helptul participation of charity - cxceeds the weakness of the will, Actually, this
necessity of immutability denotes - in God as well as in the blessed — the perfec-
tion of the will’s act, so that we may easily distinguish this from other kinds of ne-
cessity: « Er de hac necessitate subdistinguendum est in propasito, quia potest con-
siderari ut praevia vel quasi praevia ad voluntatem, ut voluntas ipsa mtelligacur
cadere sub ipsa necessitate in eo quod ab ipsa egreditur actus voluatatis, vel potest
considerari ut cst concomitans ipsam voluntatem, ut ipsa necessitas intellipacar
cadere sub ipsa voluntate in eliciendo actum. Necessitas primo modo procul dubio
aufferret libertatem in eliciendo actum [..]. Necessitas secundo astem modo com-
siderata dico quod non aufert libertatemn sed magis firmat eam in actu suo eo quod
volunzas talem actum volendi delectabiliter et quasi eligibiliter elicit, licet propter
abiecti bonitatermn immutabilicer actui suo inheret. Hoe modo etiam beat in patria
in volendo Deum libere ervnt voluntatis, er libedoris quarn mode sin, licet neces-
sitas immutabilitatis concomitetur immutabiliter tenens eam in actu suo s {Henrici
Swnma quaestiontm ardinariamun, a. 47 Q. 5, 28v Y),

99. loannes Duns Scotus, Ordinario, 11, d. 17, q- 2, § 10, in RPE Ioannis Duns Scoti
Opera Ommnia, vi/2, 995: « [.] Nam differentiam specificam qua voluntas in com-
muni contrahitur ad voluntatem creatam [..] drcumloquimur curn hoc, quod est
esse limitansm, vel defecribile, vel ox nikilo s, thus « voluncas contrct: : est prox-
ima causz defectiva respecta peceatis {quoted as Ordinatio with reference to
Wadding edition); see also note 1o0.

100, Ordinatio, 1, d. 13, q- un, §§ 61-62, in Doctoris subtilis et mariani Toannis Duns
Scoti Opera Omnia, studio et cura commissionis scotisticae ad fidem codicum edita,
Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis, Civitas Vaticana 1950, vol. v, 96-97: «[..] determinatio
ad necessitatem illam naturalem guae competit intellectui, voluntati repugna; alia
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Author, in accord with Ghent and the Frandscan-Augustinian tra-
dition, but against Scotus {at least the way we know him), considers
this weakness a transitory state, which is surmountable through di-
vine help, 1. e. the grace of charity, and above all through the attrac-
tiveness of God Himself, thar is the most perfect object realising the
tendency of the will

Ir amounts to saying, in Aristotle’s words, that the proper object
of the will, when it is known with sufficient clarity - to say in pa-
tria but not in via —, is able to make perfect the act of this power.
Consequently, the will completely realises its nature and therefore
settles itself in the stillness of its absolute actualization. So, the as-
sumption of the Aristotelian dynamic of the active powers out of
Scotus’s ontological metaphysics of the modes of being brings the
Author back to a traditional position shared, as we will see, by
many other Franciscan theologians of the time.

3. THE QUESTIONS IN THEIR TIME
3.1. Historical context

Turning now to the last question and summing up what has
been said, we can state that where the acting of the will in Heav-
en is concerned all the theologians involved in the debate assume
as proven the necessity of the will's action towards God, while
they are seriously at variance with each other regarding the means
by which the will can do it. Such a wide variety of opinions on
one hand testifies to a lively controversy amongse the Franciscan

autemm non potest competere voluntati ex ﬁn&.nnmonn voluntaris in communi, sed
rantum voluntatis infinitae. [..] Unde haec indeterminatio voluntatis? Responsio.
Non ab inteflectu, qui necessario determinatur ad quodcumque [..], Est ergo inde-
terminatio radicaliter ab essentia, formaliter autem ex ratione voluntatis proprie »,
In Book tv of his last Lectnra Scotus maintains that «actio intellectus non dicitur
mala quia non est in potestate intellectus eligere intellectionem, et hoe est imper-
fectionis, sed ex voluntatis perfectione est quod actus suus possit esse malus et im-
purus» (Repartata Parisiensia, 1v, Reportatio exaninata, d. 49, ¢. 2, § 18, Wadding, x1/2,
897). In Bock i1 Scotus denies that the capability of the human will to sinn derives
from the creation ex niife, but states once again that « licet igitur posse peccare ni-
hil sit liberi arbimii absolute nec voluntatis absolute, est tamen aliquid voluntatis
creatac» {Rep. par, 1, Reportatio examinata, d. 24, g un., § g, Wadding, x1/1, 364).
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theologians in Oxford but on the other, as already hinted before,
shows that all of them agree at least on countering Scotus’s ac-
credited doctrine.

So the problem is not just to verify the possible authenticity of
these Collationes, but also to account for the spread of this unfore-
scen attitude in the Franciscan milieu. Tn this respect, it is proba-
bly correct to remember that in Paris as well as in Oxford very
tew Franciscan masters shared Scotus’s revolutionary theory of the
will. Betfore the first half of the second decade of the fourteenth
century, Franciscan theologians, keeping up a oradition already
present in their environment, maintained a moderate in-between
position. On one hand they agreed with Scotus (against Henry of
Ghent) on the contingency of the will's action in the present state
towards each good; the supreme too. On the other, agreeing with
Ghent and against Scotus, they believed that in Heaven the creat-
ed will acts freely and necessarily towards the Essence of God.
This was the common Franciscan opinion in Paris for the first fif-
teen years of the century, shared at least by Alexander of Alexan-
dria, by James of Ascoli, loyal follower of Scotus, by William of
Alnwick,""" one of the most independent of Scotus’s scholars, and
by Peter of Auriol, as well as by some magistri belonging to other
Orders, such as the Carmelites. Francis of Meyronnes, around
1320, scems to be the first Franciscan theologian in France to sup-
port the opinion of Scotus. 102

The considerable influence of Henry of Ghent during the first
decades of the fourteenth century meant that the Scotist doctrine
was far less successful in Oxford than in Pars, so that Robert
Cowton himself, one of the most influential Franciscan theolo-

1o1. On Alnwick see Alliney, « E necessario amare Dio?» (with the edition of
Guillelmus de Alnwick, I Sent,, 1, d. 1,q. 1, Utri necesse sit volintaten Jruti ultimo fine
sibi ostense w ravionc), cspecially 93, where Alliney points out thiat on this topic Al-
nwick, tacitly referring himself to Henry of Ghent, does not follow Scotus.

102, Regarding this subject, and the authors here mentioned, see G. Alliney, La
ricezione della teoria scotiana della volonta nell ambiente teologico parigine {13071316) (with
the edition of Hugo de Novocastro, In Sent., 1, d. 1, ¢. 3, Ut ultime fine apprehensa
i vaneiversald i via, voluntas mecessario feratur in illom et velit ipsum), « Doc. Studi Trad, fi-
los. med.», 15 (2005), forthcoming.
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gians at the time, with respect to this subject strictly follows Hen-
ry of Ghent,' as do many others, including Richard of Coning-
ton'* and Richard Drayton. Perhaps the first significant purvey-
or of Scotus’s thought in Oxford is William of Alnwick who, re-
turning from Paris, holds the office of master regent presumably
In 1315-16, but we have already said thar his attitude on this subject
matter is in line with most of the Parisian theologians. Not even
the knowledge of the thought of Peter Auriol. on this very point
quite similar to Alnwick, altered the Oxonian doctrinal atmos-
phere. It is only with John of Reading around 1317 that there ap-
pears on the theological scene of Oxford an upholder of a theory
theoretically akin, even if more radical, to that of Scotus, 196 So, in
the years just before and just after Scotus’s death the most wide-
spread theory of the will in the Scotist environment is almost the
same as that held in the Oxford Collationes.

It must also be highlighted, as hinted above, that in the Oxford
Collationes the focus of attention in treating the act of the blessed
towards the Bssence of God is to demonstrate the certitude of the
beatific state, but this is quite unexpected from Scotus. It is a fact
that Scotus - like his close contemnporaries ~ in discussing the
modality of the act of the will towards its ultimate end broached
the question from a metaphysic and not a theological point of
view, 5o that in Book 1 on the Sentences he never touched the ques-
tion of the perpetuity of the beatitude, confining it in Book 1v.

103. Dealing with the relationship between necessity and freedom in the act of
the will towards God seen through His Essence, Cowton literally quotes the
abovementioned passage of the Summa of Ghent (see hereabove, note 98), with the
adjustment of referring the reasoning to the human will rather than to the divine
will acting towards God Himself as the original does: see Robertus Cowton, i
Sent, 1, d. 1, q. 4, M5 Oxford, Merton College 117, 23vb, published in G. Alliney, Far
Seoto ¢ Ockhans: Giovanni di Reading e il dibattito sulla liberta o Oxford (1310-1320) {with
the edition of Ioannes de Reading, In Sent,, 1, d. 1, g- 6, Utrum fine ultinto apprehenso
ab intellectu ereato voluntas necessario velit il finem), « Doe. Studi Trad. flos. med.»,
7 {1006}, 243-368: 262, note 53.

104. See Alliney, Fra Scoto ¢ Ockham, 263-260,

103. See Alliney, Fra Scato & Ockhiam, 277274,

106, For a more circumstantial report on this point, see Alliney, Fra Scoto ¢ Oh-
fam, in particular 274-288,
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Furthermore, assuming once again a position different to the Au-
thors’, there Scotus states that this perpetuity is caused neicher by
the form of the beatitude, nor by the nature of the power, nor by
the habit of the power itself, but only by the divine will which
makes perfect the nature of the blessed and preserves it in that
state, 07 so that it is an extrinsic cause that produces the irmness of
the created will, 08

Scotus’s solution is rather unsatisfactory, because the theologian
is quite unwilling to abandon the assumption that the blessed’s
choice is meritorious, in spite of the inconsistency in saying that
the blessed entirely and contingently acts through his own will
when his act is right, and therefore laudable, whereas when it
might be unordered the blessed still acts contingently by himself,
but the effect of the acting is co-produced by the divine will as a
superior cause.’®” Contrary to the Author, here the created will is

107. Ordinatio, 1v, d. 49, q. 6, § 10, Wadding x, 454: « Dico ergo quod causa huius
perpetuitas nec est forma beatitudinis, quast per ipsam beatitudo formalicer sit ne-
cessaria; nec natura potentiarum illarum, quasi circa obiectum necessaric perpetio
operentus; nec habitus in patentiis, quasi necessario determinans potentias ad per-
petuo operandum, sed est ex sola voluntate divina quae sicut perficit naturam in-
tensive, ita conservat eam in tali perfectione perpetuo s,

108, Ordinatio, v, d. 49, q. 6, § 11, Wadding, %, 455 «Sic dico, quod nulla est causa
intrinseca in voluntate [..] beati per quam excludatur potentia ad peccandum [-]
sed per causam extrinsecam est impossibilis potentia illa propingua ad peccandum,
videlicet per voluntatem Dei pracvenientem illam voluntatem ut semper contn-
wetacturn fruendi [.]». See also Reportata Parisiensia, 1v, Reportatio examinata, d. 49, q
5. § 10, Wadding, x1/2, go4: « Unde igitur haec perpetuitas? Dico quod sola causa
est voluntas divinas, and ibid, § 12, Wadding, x1/2, 9os5: «[.] nulla alia causa im-
peccabilitads est ibi, nisi per actum secundum conservatum continue 2 voluntace
divina. Habitus tamen charitatis et lumen glotiae bene inclinaret semper «volun-
taterm ad non peccandum, non tamen necessario nec ex natura suay,

109. Ordinatio, 1v, d. 49, q. 6, § 15, Wadding, x, 457-458: « {..] propter determina-
donem eius «al, voluntatis: in suo ordine est aequalis contingentia, sed quod ef-
fectus qui provenit ab ipsa et aliis non omnino contingenter provenit ex contin-
gentia eius, hoc est quia alia causa prior est determinata ad illum effectum. []
laudabilis est pro quante ipsa voluntas in suo ordine contingenter se determinat.
[-+} contingentia voluntatis in suo ordine concludit contingentiam simpliciter etfec-
tus [..] et per consequens simpliciter contingens est quod non peccet, tamen nun-
quam cveniet, quia causa superior semper praeservats. Francis of Meyronnes will
lambaste his Master with this wording: « Dicunt aliqui quod quantum est ex se
<beatusr potest dimittere, sed Deus preservat ewn, quia videt quod, si dimitteret
eum, oporteret eum causare talem actum. Sed hoc nihil est, quia hac posito volun-
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deemed always able to sin, so that Jjust the preventive intervention
of God can avoid this eventuality.

During the last years of the first decade of the XIvth century
the problem of the certitude of the beatitude rose to prominence
in the environment of the University of Paris, and many theolo-
glans faced Scotus’s unsteady solution in order to attack his gener-
al attitude on the bounds of will’s contingence, as is testified by
the Commentary of John of Bassoles among others. It is during
this time that the subject became a heated debate, and its treat-
ment is wrapped in the questions on the will traditionally placed
in Book 1 on the Sentences. Returming to the Collationes, the central-
ity of this subject matter is apparent, so that we can suppose they

represent the analogous development in Oxford of the discussion
on Scotus’s theory.

3-2. A date and a comparison

Obviously, whilst we cannot avoid the problem of dating the
Collationes, the subject poses a tricky question. Since the dides of
the questions are mentioned as subject-headings in the Tabula
Scoti, 1. e. the above mentioned subject-index of Scotus’s works
drawn up by James of Ascoli around 1310, We must assume this
date as the terminus ante quem for their composition. Even suppos-
ing the questions are not authentic this result is not quite mean-
ingful compared to the determination — if possible — of the termi-
s post quern. In this regard it is advisable to recall that in 1906
Stephen Dumont devoted a paper to studying the quaestio 14 of the
Collationes Qxonienses. According to Dumont, who correctly
deemed q. 14 genuine, the question testified to an actual debate
between Scotus and Richard of Conington!® on the generation of

tas nihil agerec» {Franciscus Meyronnes, In fibros Sententiorum, ed. Mauritius de
Portu, Venetiis 1520 (tepr. Minerva, Frankfust a.M. 1066), 1, d. 1, g. 7 art. 3, 15zb B},

110. See Alliney, La ricezione defla teeria seotiana.

1L In accordance with the numbering of the guestions in MS Magdalen College
£04; q. 14 corresponds to q. 27 of Wadding edition.

11z. On Richard of Conington see V. Doucet, Lisensre seolastigue de Richard de

Corington, O.FM, « Arch. Prandisc. hist.», 29 (1936), 396-442, and Dumeont, William of
Hare,
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the Son in the Trinity. In this discussion Conington defended the
position of Henry of Ghene through the argument already ad-
vanced against Scotus in his earlier Quodliber. 13 .

On the basis of Conington’s biography we can establish with
certainty the chronological range of the writing of his D:c.&_.wmﬁ
drawn up in the years between 1305 - the likely year of m.:m.mm-
pointment as nagister regens — and 1310 — the year in which Coning-
ton was nominated English provincial of Frandscan Order. Bug,
since Collationes q. 14 follows Conington’s Quadlibet, the wuwﬁ.wm
must obviously have been drawn up prior to Scotus’s death in
1308, 50 that we obtain a dating restricted to 1305-08; furthermore,
since Scotus began teaching in Cologne in October 1307, it is hard
to believe that he countered Conington the last year of his life,
therefore we may conclude that Conington probably delivered his
Quodlibet around 1305-07. This is the same chronological range as
Scotus’s Collationes Oxonienses because, assuming 1305 to be the
earliest year possible for Conington’s regency, we must admit that
the dispute with Scotus took place in Oxford during the same
year or soon after. In the opinion of Dument, indeed, this
chronology enables us to date all the Oxford Collationes in turn,
even though it also « has the unexpected result of putting Scotus in
Oxtord during 1305 or later »,!# an unexpected but not impossible
outcome, as Dumont himself highlights thereafter.

Undoubtedly Dumont had good grounds for believing Colla-
tiones q. 14 to be genuine, since Scotus himself in the Ordinatio
made cross-reference to two of his Collationes Oxonfenses, namely
g. 1 and q. 14, but that is not our case: the prior doctrinal survey
of Oxford Collationes, qq. 18-23, cast doubt on the authenticity of
these texis. Now, in trying to advance an alternative hypothesis,
let us suppose that these questions are not anthentic. Also in this
case, anyway, because of the numberings of the main coeval man-
uscripts — which include in their list the Oxford Collationes on the
will too — and also the evidence of contemporaries, as well as As-
coli, it is reasonable and necessary to consider all the questions to

113. Dumont, Willian: of Ware, 83.
114. Dumont, Williant of Fare, 81-82.
115. Numbering of M5 Magdalen College 194: see Dumont, Williamn of Wary, 8.



246 Guido Alliney

be drawn up around the same time. Nonetheless, since Scotus
never intervened in the debate, seems odd that the discussions re-
ported by our questions were conducted in his presence, thus we
can reasonably assume they took place a short time after his de-
parture, Then, on the basis of these assumptions we can point to
the very last years of the first decade of the century - perhaps even
shortly after Scotus’s death - as the chronological range of the
writing of the Oxford Collationes we are dealing with.

Furthermore, the doctrinal context Jjust examined appears to in-
dicate the end of the first decade of the century as the most prob-
able date of these Collationes. In order to verify this statement it
might be useful to make a comparison between the doctrine ex-
posed in the Oxford Collationes and the near contemporary one
taken up by Richard of Conington in his abovementioned first
Quodlibet. The influential status of Conington, formerly Scotus’s
fellow bachelor in Oxford, at the Franciscan study of that city,
where he was regarded as a disciple of Henry of Ghent!® is well
known. In Quodlibet I three questions, namely q. 6, q. 7 and q. 8,
were devoted to the problem of will’s freedom of action, and
therefore will fit our purpose perfectly.!V? In trying to make this
comparison adequately clear we can attempt to survey briefly the
main aspects of Conington’s doctrinal ascent from the base-ques-
tion of whether or not the will acts as a natural agent, to the ex-
treme interrogative of what kind of necessity can coexist with the
freedom of the blessed.

In the first question Conington states i) that the will acts as a
natural power because it has a natural bent to the good in general,
and ii) that this naturality implies a natural necessity in the deter-

u6. See Doucet, Lvenvre scolastique, 420, note 1, and Dumone, William of Ware, 68.

117. The Conington’s first Quedlibet survives anonymous in only one manuscrip,
Vatican City, BAv, Ottob. lat. 1126, of which Doucet demonstrated the Conington’s
authorship in 1936. The questions to the point are already examined and partially
transcribed a eight years ago by myself in a paper on the reception of Scotus's the-
ory of the will in Oxford. Without doubts about the authendcity of the Oxford
Collationes as a whole, that time 1 supposed an influence of the late Scotus on Con-
ington, but then, having changed my mind about the authenticity, T have also re-

considered the mutual influences between the two texts. Anyway, see Alliney, Fra
Scoto e Oclehans, 263-269.
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mination and in the beginning of the act, but not in the prosecu-
tion of the act itself. According to Conington the will is deter-
mined by its own natural tendency and therefore begins its act
spontaneously and without violence. Therefore the act is not free,
because freedom and nature are not compatible with each other.!8

In the second question Conington points out that in the present
state the will can suspend its natural act towards the good in gen-
eral because of the uncertainty of the sensible knowledge, thercby
implying an imperfection in the object. In Heaven, at last, the will
continues to act with necessity owing to the perfection of the ob-
ject now perfectly known; " but this necessity is not caused by an
extrinsic agent, i.e. God Himself which created the will endowed
of that particular bent to the good. Here the will is not subject to
anyone, and its necessity s not natural at all, but stems from the
absence of a reason to will anything else. Therefore, this necessity
may coexist not only with the freedom of the will, but even with
its contingence, as is clarified in the third question, because if the

118. Quodlibet 1, g. 6, MS Vatican City, BAV, Ottob. lat. 1126, £ 1ova: « Voluntas de
se est in potentia essentiali ad operandum [..] ex quo patet quod voluntas de se non
est naturafiter determinata ad aliquem actum. Sed voluntas affecta per impres-
sionem in ea factam a bone in communi apprehenso est naturaliter determinata ad
actum volendi ipsum subitum et indeliberatum, et hoc ostenda: voluntas enim, ut
sic, non est in potentia nisi accidentali ad velle ipsum; ipsa edam exercet illum ne-
cessario nisi impeditur ab aliquo, et hoc totim habet ab aliquo efficiente et huius-
modi necessitante in potestate sibi». As Conington explains more clearly later, in
thar case che will «licer sponte et non coacte velit, sed convenienter suc inclina-
tioni, non tamen libere sed naturaliter; unde ilfa necessitas repugnat Libertati»
{Quodlibet 1, q. 8, MS Vadcan City, AV, Otteb. lat. 1126, £ 11rb).

119, Quodlibet 1, q. 7, MS Vatican City, BAV, Ottob. lat. 1126, f. 1ovb: « Ad principale
dicendum quod [..] guod voluntas fertur in Deum contingenter in via, falsum est
quantum ad exercitadonem subitam actus indeliberat. Sed verum est quantum est
ad continuationem eiusdem acrus; et cum in via, ergo et in patria voluntas contin-
uat actum contingenter, concedo, cum quo stzt quod necessario continuat ipsum,
at patebit in proxima gquestione. Et s queretur quare voluntas in via continnar ac-
tum volendi Deum ita contingenter quod non necessario, in patria vero continuat
necessario licet contingenter, precipue cum obiectum znnw:_uwmco sit omne bonum
et suby ratione omnis boni apprehensum, dicendum quod omne bonum concep-
tum sub ratione omnis boni via sensus non est omne bonum sub ratione omnis
boni ut est in se, sed ut potest colligi via sensus [...} ideo visio Dei sub ratione qua
non potest apparere in eo defectus est causa huius necessitatis in patria que non est
in via».
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will, impossibly, found something more desirable than God ap-
prehended by the intellect, it could delight in thae.20

S0, Conington imputes the different way of will’s acting here
and in Heaven to the different knowledge of the object, and the
perpetuity of this act in Heaven to the absence of reason why the
will would will something else. The freedom of the will, states
Conington in closing, is spontaneity without subjection to other
preceding causes giving it a positive necessity in acting.'?!

Now, in comparing the attitudes of the Author and of Coning-
ton we can observe that they both admit the natural necessity of
the determination (determinatio) of the will towards its act. Con-
ington, however, confines the will’s operative contingence to the
continuation (exercitinm) of the act, whereas the Author ateributes
contingence to the will also in the beginning (incolatio) of the ac-
tion (as we have already seen, for the will’s capability to choose
the desired object imposing its consideration on the intellect).
Consequently, for Conington the necessary beginning of the act
of the will it is natural and then not free, while for the Author the

120. Chuodliber 1, q. B, MS Vagdcan City, BAV, Otzob. lat. 1126, £, 115b: « Dicendum
ergo quod [..] necessitas autem qua omnis voluntas ereata vult commodum, quan-
documgue venit in mentem, statim et necessario est ef ilata a causa differente a se
et preveniente, scilicet 2 Deo voluntater: cum tali affectione creante et obiecto im-
primente voluntati huius passionem naturaliter inclinantem. Unde voluntas est ob-
noxia et subiecta et magis agitur quam agat, et sic vult Deurn, et ideo, licet sponte
et non coacte velit, sed convenienter sue inclinationi, non tamen libere sed natu-
raliter. Unde illa necessitas repugnar libertati.

Necessitas autem qua omais voluntas videntis Deum continuat necessario velle
Deum non est immutabilitas nature voluntats eius, sicut in Deo, necest ei illata ab
aliqua causa positiva. Manet tantum a causa privativa que est defectus cur, ut supra
ostensum est; et quod cause privative non est effectus positivas patet, quia illa vo-
WE.:um non est necessitas positiva, et ideo star simul cum contingenta simpliciter,
quia posito per impossibile aliquod appetibile cuius bonitatern non gustasset modo
eminentiori volendo Deum, apprehensum illud per intellectm, voluntas habere-
tur cur posset prediligere ipsum et possc prodire in alterum prediligendum {ms.:
prediligendi), nec autem esset hoc impossibile propter defectum curo,

121, Quodlibet 1, q. 8, MS Vatican City, BAV, Ottob. lat. 1736, £ 1irb: « Unde dico
quod, quia hec necessitas non reddit voluntatem obnoxiam nec sublectam alteri
cause positive prevenienti et necessitatem positivam inferenti, ideo non includit
aliguam servilitatern; et sciendum «quads sponraneitas non mixta cum servilicace
est libertas, patet quod voluntas videntis Deum concipiat actum volendi eum libere
el farmen necessario et contingenter, ut supra ostensum ests.
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necessary determination of the act of the will is natural, but the
elicited act is stll free. Anyway, in this way they both make refer-
ence to the typical Thomist doctrine,? already rejected by Ghent, 23
of the distinction between determinatio and exerdtium. The two Fran-
ciscan theologians are in agreement on the lack of necessity in the
action of the will in the present state, even if Conington, coher-
ently with his own assumptions, claims that, because its prompt
execution is absolutely natural, only the continuatdon of the act
may be contingent. The same agreement - shared with many oth-
er theologians of the time - appears in the common justification
of the change of the contingence in via in the necessity i patria on
the basis of the clearest knowledge of the ultimate end in Heaven.

Once again, the two Franciscan Masters agree that the neces-
sary volition of the blessed is both perperual and free because of
the inwardness of the cause of that necessity, and of the potential
capability of the blessed’s will to will something else only if it
should find a reason for this choice,24 but the wording of the two

122, For instance, in that very years the Dominican Hervaeus Nédellec, follow-
ing Themas Aquinas, writes that «voluntas dicitur movere quantum ad exercitium
actum, et inteflectus quantum ad determinationem actus » (Hervaeus Natalis Briro-
nis, In quattior libros Seutentianan commentaria, Pariis 1647 {repr. Gregg, Farnborongh
1966} 1, d. 20, g §, 265" A), as well as his confrére Durandus of Saine-Pourcain, who
claims that «iflud quod nullo modo est activam, nec quoad exercitium, nec quoad
determinationem actus, aon posest esse liberum; illud, autem, quod est passivam
quoad determinationermn actus, dum men sit activum respecru exercitii actus,
potest esse liberum » (Durandus a Sancto Porciano, Quacstio “Utrumn libenon arbitri-
wi sit patentia vl actus vel habitus”, in B, Stella (cur}, Le Quaestiones de libero arbitrio
di Dutrando da 8, Porcieno, « Salesianurn v, 24 (1962), 450-524 (particularly 480).

123. See here above, note 49. :

i24. Also William of Alnwick follows the widespread opinion that it is necessary
a reason (i, e, a ratio mali in the object) for not will an abject presented to the will
by the inteltect (see for instance Guillelmus de Alnwick, In Sent,, 1, d. 1, QL% 45
ed, Alliney, 120). Scotus’s attitude on this point is clear, as we have seen hereon,
note 93, but only few years later John of Reading explicity counters this wide-
spread argumert by saying that the human will can nill the uldmate end seen with
nmuln% _Awn the divine ﬁmmnﬂnnv withaout reason but the nun_,u__uunbmn_ﬂ Cﬁ—umw oV ﬁﬂnﬁs
dom: « Contra illud quod additur, quod non potest non velle finem, quia non ha-
bet cur in obiecto respectu aversionis; quia, licet non sit cur in essentia respectu
avetsionis, tamen in obiecta, quod est aversio a fine, potest esse cur potest velle aver-
sionem; et edamn fibertas, sive experienda libertatis, potest esse cur possumus avert-
ere» (loannes de Reading, In Sent, 1, d. 1, q. 6, § 228, ed. Alliney, 343).
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theologians is quite different. On one hand Conington denies that
the necessary natural act towards each partial good could be said
to be free, but claims that the necessary free act towards God in
Heaven is really contingent, so that it is simultaneously necessary,
free, and contingent. On the other the Author maintains that the
necessary act in patria is free as the contingent act in via because
they both are executed spontaneously by the free will, while he
does not appear concerned with the possibility of calling ‘contin-
gent’ the free necessary act of the blessed.

Now, in my opinion this semantic fluctuation of the sense at-
tributed to the word ‘freedom’ does not entail an actual doctrinal
opposition: quite the opposite, it could be said that both theories
appear to be derived from the same doctrinal framework. They
both seem indeed to be made up of a set of elements inspired by
different doctrinal contexts, namely by generic attitudes of the
prior century, for the natural determination of the first act of the
will {velle finem);2s or by the theory of Henry of Ghent, for the
conception of the necessity consistent with the freedom as the ne-
cessity which does not precede the act but, coming from the in-
side of the will, is simultaneous with the act itself; or by the con-
temporary debates against Scotus, for the explanation of will's dif-
ferent way of acting towards God in the present state and in Heay-
en through the different knowledge of the object.2s And this is
the central point: the Author and Conington both reject the ker-

123. As it has been already said, Henry of Ghent denies the maturality of will's
act: as says Scotus in bis Ordinatio, many theologians maintain the necessity of will's
act towards the ultimate end in the present state, «sed Henricus quod libere, alii
wseil. Thomas) quod naturaliter fertur in finem: conveniunt in hoc communi ‘ne-
cessario’» (Ordinatio, 1, d. 1, p. 2, q. 2, § 81, Vaticana, 11, 61).

126, Cenington too explicitly rejects Scotus’s argument in favour of the comtin-
gence of the will in cach state it could be already criticized by the Author (see
hereon, text around note 81): « Utrum volunias sic passa a Deo viso possit im-
pedire ne actum volendi ipsum statim exerceat. [..] Et quod nor necessitatur os-
tendirur, quia eadem potentia non mutata secundum naturam non fertur in idem
obiectum nune necessario nunc contingenter, Sed voluntas creata fertur in Deum
in via contingenter. Erpo et in patria, ubi Deus videbicur, non ferretur necessario
[.] Ad principale dicendum quod maior est vera de necessitate naturali que non

potest stare cum contingentia » (Quedlibet 1, . 7, M§ Vatican Ciry, Bav, Ortob. lar,
1126, [ 10va-b).
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nel of Scotus’s theory of the will, i. e. the ontologically grounded
unsteadiness of the created will i via as well as in patria: a refusal
that represents the earmark of the Franciscan voluntarism in the
first lustrums of the Fourteenth century, and that consequently
does not allows us to ascribe easily Oxford Collationes qq. 18-23 to
Scotus.

Some differences are nonetheless evident, first of all the differ-
ent space assigned to the question of the certitude of the beatitude
(alimost unmentioned by Conington). In &rying to give an expla-
nation for this difference we can suppose that Conington’s ques-
tions, delivered around 1305-07, testify to a prior phase of the de-
bate on the will, while the Author’s ones, written during the next
few years, represented a subsequent phase. Actually, we know that
in Paris the problem of the perpetuity of the beatitude rose to em-
inence around 1310, and we can presume a similar development in
Oxford too, so that the difference of about three years may ex-
plain the different attitude on this topic of the two sets of ques-
tions; but here I manifestly confine myself to suggesting what I
consider to be a reasonable assumption m supposing the lack of
authenticity of our questions, and not an established explanation.

4. CONCLUSION

Coming to the end of this paper we can make some conclusive
remarks. As a fact, our research left unresolved many doubts, so
that we could not explain the reason for the textual disorder of the
Oxdord Collationes concerned with this study; however, the funda-
mental question here is whether or not these texts were com-
posed by Scotus. This is a riddle, chiefly because we could ad-
vance arguments for both the possibilities.

In favour of the hypothesis of the authenticity of the questions
there are several important factors. As a matter of fact, indeed, the
whole handwritten tradition is in entirve agreement in Qmwp.:uﬁw.pﬁmw
to Scotus all the Oxford Collationes, without any parting between
them, and the evidence of Ascoli’s Tabula Scoti reinforces that con-
viction. The reference of Scotus himself to Collationes . 1and q. 14
is another important element in favour of the authentaty of these
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texts. Ultimately, if the doctrinal content was in line with Scotus’s
thought, nobody would deny Scotus’s authorship of the whole
Collationes.

In support of the thesis of the lack of authenticity of the ques-
tions making up the treatise on the will basically there are only
doctrinal arguments. As I have tried to show, the Author of these
questions expressly countered the main statements made by Sco-
tus in his main works, which are: i) the radical opposition be-
tween nature and will, so that the will never acts as a nature;??
it) the absolute inwardness of the reasons of the will in making its
choice, so that the perfection of the object never leads the will to
act necessarily;28 iii) the belief that contingency is a perfection in
the creation, so that only the double infinity of the subject and of
the object in God realizes the will as a pure perfection, and sets
the divine will in a necessary act towards its Essence. 122

127. See for instance Ordinatio, 1, d. 1, p. 2, q. 2, § 80, Vaticana, i, 60: «natura et
voluntas sunt principa activa habentia oppositum modum principiandi; crgo cum
modo principiandi voluncatis non stat cum modo principandi narurae »; Lect, 1,d. 1,
p-2, 9.2, § 88, Vaticana, xv1, 90; Quodlibe, . 16, § 42, Alluntis, 60..

128. See for instance Ordinatio, 1, d. 1, p. 2, g. 2, § 98, Vaticana, 11, 76; «necessitas
agendi non est nisi per intrinsecum principio active principalis; Ord, 1, d. 1, p. 2,
q 2, § 137, Vaticana, r, 92; Coll. Par, q. 8 {quoted in note 15). Actually, Scorus changed
his mind in his fast years, but he did so by endorsing a more radical voluntarist
view, that it to say « by upholding the will as the rotal cause of volition and the ob-
ject in the intellect as the sine qua non cause » (Dumont, Did Duns Scotns Change Fiis
Mind on the Will?, 780).

£29. Doctoris subtifis ot mariani Toarnis Duats Scots, ording fraerion imivorm, Lectwra in fi-
brum prinmum Sententionan. A distinctione octava ad guadragesimam quartan, d. 10, . un,,
§ 26, in Eiusd. Opera Ommia, studio et cura commissionis scotisticac ad fidem co-
dicum edita, Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis, Civitas Vaticana 1966, vol. xvi, 124: « Bt
ideo oportet ponere finem et voluntatem infinitam, et sic erit necessitas in volendo
finem [..]. Unde tolle bonum infinitum, ~ igitur non est necessarium illud quod
amatir, et per consequens voluntas non necessario illud amat; tolle etiam volun-
tarern infinitam, — igieur potest aliquando non velle, Bt ideo dico quod utrumgque
requiritur. Unde posita infinitate in obiecro ct infinitate voluntatis sequitur neces-
sitas amandt et necessitas producendi amorem infinitum . See Dodaris subsilis ot
mariani Ioannis Duns Scotiy ordins fratrins minerisn, Ordinatio, Liber prinws. A distingtione
quarta ad decimam, d. 10, q. un., § 47, in Eiusd. Opera Onmia, studio et cura commis-
sionis scotisticae ad fidem codicum edita, Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis, Civitas Vati-
cana 1956, vol. v, 359: «dico quod necessitas huius productionis (scilicet Spiritus
Sancti) amori adequati [.] est ex infinitate voluntatis et ex infinitate bonitats
obiecti, quia neutrum sine alio sufficit ad necessitatem ». Also in the Additiones Hiap-

S Y
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Therefore, it is hard to believe that Scotus would completely re-
puciate his prior position to the point of taking issue with himself
in the last years of his lite in such a way.30 Obviously, we can take
the spreading of a similar doctrine in the Franciscan environment,
both in Paris and in Oxford, as an acceptance of this doctrinal
changeover, and so as a corroboration of the genuineness of our
Collationes, or on the contrary as evidence of the inauthentic na-
ture of our Collationes, product of the later debate in the Francis-
can milieu in Oxford. In that case we might suppose the Francis-
can theologians inserted apocrypha in the report of the questions
disputed by Scotus himself in the Oxonian convent, but that
would be really an audacious surmise. So, here I won't pretend to
have succeeded in discovering the truth, but instead I confine my-
self to offering material for further discussions.

In closing, let me express my opinion: I find it difficult to be-
lieve that Scotus suddenly changed the metaphysical bedrocks of
his theory of the will, that is the ground of all his anthropology in
turn, so, even if the circumstances of their origin remain quite ob-
scure and unexplained, I am inclined not to believe these ques-
tions genuine.

5. EDITORIAL PRINCIPLES

This is not a critical edition: we are still far from a near-perfect
reconstruction of the questions affected by this paper. My aim has

sae Scotus maintains that « voluntas enim creata circa finem, quia non est ex se ne-
cessario recta, £x se potest in finem volendo, et non volendo; sed voluntas infinita
necessario est rects, et ideo voluntas infinita, in supposito convenienti actioni re-
spectu obiecti infinin sibi praesentis, necessario spirat amorem illius obiecti infini-
¢i sibi praesens, quia amor dicitur Spiritus Sanctus» Rep, Par, 1, Additiones magnac,
d. 10, q. 2, Wadding, x1./1, 84. Sec also Quodliber, q. 16, § 2, Alluntis, 584.

130. As we had already seen, the Additiones magnae and the Ordinatio, as well as che
Lectnira prima, testify an identical attitude on this subject, but q. 16 of the Quodlibt
scems to be more caudous (see hereabove, note 83). The examination of the
unedited Reportatio exaninata of Book 1 of the Paris Lectura conld better clarify Sco-
tas's thought in his last years, even if in Book 1 Scotus refers to the solution stated
in Book 1 by saying that the will does not necessarily act soward the object (see
above, note 93).
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just been to make available a sufficiently reliable text of a part of
«the least studied of Scotus’s theological works» 1! to the scholar
of medieval thought. The following text is based on MS Oxford,
Magdalen College 194, the oldest witness of the Oxford Colla-
tiones, collated when required to compensate for omissions or evi-
dent errors with the other four manuscripts of the Oxford Colla-
tiones that are known to exist.3? Rejected readings are noted in the
apparatus, as the manuscript(s) supporting the accepted ones.
When in all the extant manuscripts a part of the argument has
been lost due to homoeoteleutic errors, in very few cases I have
made use of the text from Wadding edition. Anyway, I have
pointed out these integrations in brackets in the edited text, while
I offer the Wadding version in the apparatus. The ortography is
standarzided, and punctuation is according to modern usage.

The following signs and abbreviations have been used:

Bl = Ms Oxford, Balliol College 209

Bm = MS London, British Library, Add. 7969
Mg = MS Ozxford, Magdalen College 104
Mr = Ms Oxford, Merton College 65

Ph = MS Cambridge, Petershouse 241

t.» = word(s) supplied by the editor

add. = addidit
del. = delevit
onr = omisif

131. Dumont, William of Ware, 6o.

132. I thank the librarians of Magdaien College, Merton College and Balliol Col-
lege in Oxferd for help, the British Library in London for photographs of the per-
tinent folios, and the Peterhouse Library in Cambridge for complete microfilm.

APPENDIX

Collationes Oxonienses, qq. 18-23

Questio 18

Utrum voluntas determinetur naturaliter ad aliquid volendum

I [£. o3ra] Quod sic: Augustinus, De Trinitate, xi1, 8: ad volendum
beadtudinem « natura compellit .

2. Item, potentia habet naturalem habitudinem ad actum et obiec-
turn quia cadit in sua diffinitione, et diffinitio indicat naturam rei, sci-
licet habere naturalem habitudinem, et naturaliter determinari; ergo etc.

3. Item, que conveniunt omnibus et uniformiter conveniunt eis ex
principiis nature; sed velle beatitudinem convenit omnibus, quia omnes
appetunt beatitudinem, primo Ethiconim;2 ergo etc.

4. Item, mobile et contingens reducitur ad immobile et necessarium,
sicut notitia conclusionis contigentis ad cognitionem principii neces-
sario et immobiliter noti; ergo similiter in voluntate.

5. Item, anima est naturaliter capax beatitudinis; sed nulla creatura
capax alicutus boni caret naturali motu ad illud, aliter natura deficeret
i necessariis.

6. Item, omne generans determinat generatum ad motum quo
conatur aliquando coniungi cum generante; ergo Deus creans deter-
minat sic voluntatem, ut conetur etc.

7. Item, specialiter de Deo arguitur sic: gloriosius habetur quod ha-
betur necessitate nature quarn aliter; sed Deus vult se gloriosissime;
Eergo etc.

8. Item, divina voluntas est divinus intellectus re et intentione; ergo,
si intellectus intelligit modo nature, ergo et voluntas sua habet velle
modo nature.

10 ergo ete.] BI Mr Bra; ome. Mc
Mr Bm sicut Me

13 ergo] Bl Mr Bm Phy; item Mc 21 sed} Bl

L. Aug, trin, x1it, 8 (CCL 504, 308).
1. Aristor,, pliys, 11, 49, 196 b 1722,

10

5]

(3]
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9. Contra: principtum ut natura distinguitur contra principium ut
intellectus, 11 Physicornni;? sed voluntas est principium secundum intel-
lectum; ergo etc.

10. Irem, voluntas non fertur in ea que sunt ad finem ut nataraliter
determinata; ergo nec in finem. Probatio consequentie: voluntas finis
est causa lationis voluntatis in ea que sunt ad finemn, ergo. Probatio is-
tius: sicut se habet intellectus ad principium in speculabilibus, sic finis
in moralibus,

11. Item, partitio non movet nisi in virte totius; De Trinitate, xim:
propter beatitudinem appetunt omnes cetera que appetunt.

12. Item, quod inest naturaliter inest si volumus; sed «st nolumus
non vellemus» secundum Aungustinum.s

13. Itern, potentia que in ferendo magis agitur quam agit non fereur
libere; sed potentia naturaliter determinata ad obiectum est huiasmo-
di; ergo etc.

14. Item, de Deo arguitur spedaliter sic: Deus non diligic alia nisi dili-
gendo se; sed non diligit alia ut hec ut naturaliter determinatus; ergo etc.

15. Item, intellectus divinus esset tunc eque liber sicut voluntas sua.

16. Dicitur quod ‘velle’ quandoque sumitur pro inclinatione quacum-
que in voluntate, sive innata, sive impressa noviter ab obiecto, alio
modo pro actu elicito a voluntate.

17. Sed propter argumenta sciendum quod une modo dicitur ‘natu-
rale’ quod distinguitur contra violentum; secundo modo contra delibe-
rationem; tertio modo contra adventitium; quarto modo contra sponta-
neum sive ultroneum.

18. Primo modo, secundo et tertio velle finem est nacurale, sed
quarto modo non, sed liberum. Sed de isto velle spontanco adhuc est
distinguendum, scilicet quod potest sumi pro latione passiva volun-
tatis, vel activa: si primo modo, hoc est tripliciter,

19. Primo, quantum ad determinationem voluntatis ad ipsam: sic
pure est naturale.

30 finis] Bl Mr Bm Ph; sicut Mc

42 determinatus] Mr Ph; determinata Mc
51 naturale] Ph; nature Bl Mr Bm Mc

3. Aristot., eth. mic, 1,1, 1094 a 3.
4. Aug, trin, xu1, 8 (CCL 504, 307).
5 Aug,, civ, v, 10 (CCL 47, 140).
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20. Vel quantum ad exercitium, et hoc quantum ad continuationem,
et sic est ommnino liberum, et in potestate voluntatis est continuare ac-
tum suum circa obiectum.

21. Vel quantum ad inchoationem, cum non sit in nostra potestate
quibus visis tangamur: dico quod, stante intellectu in actu suo, et ut sic
naturaliter, potuit tamen avertisse considerationern, et pro tanto libere,
Et intellige quod voco hic lationem passivam actum secundum conve-
nientem impressionem factam in voluntate, sicut motus gravis in gravi
sequitur formam gravis; velle tamen, ubi est actio, est omnino Liberum.
Et per hoc patet ad argumenta.

22. Sed, ut expressius est circa dicta de habituali inclinatione et ac-
tuali que dicitur ‘lado passiva’, velle, quod est inclinatio primo modo,
est omnino naturale; sed secundo modo, quantum ad inchoationem,
indirecte est liberum.

23. Sed tunc queritur atrum libere fertur in finem, et cum hoc na-
turaliter.

24. Dico quod sic.

25. Contra: tunc duo actus sunt simul cum tamen habeant oppositas
conditiones.

26. Verum est quod sunt simul duo velle, unum ut passio, et aliud
ut actio. Exernplum, sicut simul sunt actus voluntatis et delectatio se-
quens, que est quoddam velle qued libere fertur in finem. Probatio,
quia delectabilius fertur quod spontanee fertur, quam quod neces-
sario; sed voluntas delectabilissime fertur in finem.

Questio 19
Utrumn apprehenso in universali fine ultimo,

voluntas viatoris possit non velle illum

L. {f. 93ra] Dico quod ‘velle’ sumitur large pro quacumque inclina-
tione impressa, sive a Deo, sive a quocumque in anima; unde homo
potest habere aliquid impressum in voluntate non quo elicit velle, sed
inclinat ad velle, tamen voluntas potest velle contra illud, et illud im-

57 hoc] vel add. Mc6g naturaliter] nacuralis Bi Mr Bm Ph Mc

5 homo] Bm Ph; hoc Mc 7 velle?] sed delectari est inclinari add. ot def Me

60
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pressum est velle aliquo modo; unde Augustinus super illud Psalmi:
«inclina cor meum »;% inclinari est velle: sed delecear est inclinan; er-
go ‘velle’ sumitur consequenter, quia quando sumitur pro inclina-
tione non est tunc tantam actus elicitus. Frgo ‘velle’ sumitur farge pro
omni Inclinatione passiva impressa a Deo, et sic inclinatio non est in
potestate voluntatis: secundum Augustinum’ «non est / [ g3rb] in
potestate nostra quibus visis tangamur »; unde, aliquo viso, passio fit in
voluntate que non est in potestate voluntatis.

2. Similiter secundum Anselmum, De concordia «..» et predestinatione
etc,® Deus lmpressit affectiones in voluntate per quas apprehenso bono
consequendo inclinatur ad illud; sic non est actus elicitus sed passiva
inclinatio.

3. Aliter sumitur ‘velle’ pro actu elicito. Sic ergo sumpto potest di-
a quod voluntas, apprehenso fine ultimo in universali, potest non
velle illum.

4. Uno modo, quod sic videtur: licet idem borum est bonum in
commui et in particulari, etsi sit apprehensum in communi, non
tamen «est omne in particulari; sed nullum bonum particulare est ab-
sens; ideo voluntas potest tunc avert. ‘

5. Alio modo potest intelligi quod voluntas potest velle oppositum
boni in communi apprehensi, et nolle sic illud bonum in communi:
hoc est impossibile secundum Augustinum, xm De Trinitate, 8,° et in
Enchiridion, capitulo 9.1

6. Aliter potest intelligi quod voluntas est ita libera ad actum, sci-
licet elicere vel non elicere, ita quod, bono in communi apprehenso,

10 quia] Bm Ply; ons. Mc 11 actus] Bl Mr; om. Mc

12 passiva impressa] Bl Mr Bm
Phyime Me  ef] B Phs om. Me

13 voluntatis] quin tangarur add Mc 17 bono]
Bl Mr; em. Mc 18 inclinatur] Bl Mr Bm; inclinor Mc 20 aliter] Bl Mr Bm Ph;
similiter Mc 23-26 licet . averti] vide textuns in editione Waddingi: alicet idem sit bo-
1um in comumuni et in particular, etsi sit apprehensum in communi, non tamen in par-
ticular, et sic ab illo potest averti» (Col, q. 16, Wadding, § 1, 1, 381a) 25 nullum]
ideo add Mc 27 potest] Bl Mr B Ph; om. Mc 20 et] Bl Mr Bm; om, Mc

6. Aug., in psalm. 118, 11, 6 (CGL 4o, 1608).

7 Aug,, lib. arb,, m, 25, 74 (CCL 29, 319).

8. Ans. Cant, praesc. et praed, m, [1z] {Schumitt, 1, 281),

9. Aug,, irin, xim, 8 (CCL 504, 397).

10. Non inveni. Vide forsican Aug., ench,, 30cvm, 105 (cct. 46, 106): «Sic enim
oportebat prius hominem fer ut et bene velle posse et male [..} postes vero sic
erit ut male velle non possit, nec ideo libere carebit arbitria ».
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voluntas est in potentia «ady actum ommnem suspendere, et ita nec
velle, nec nolle.

7. Contra illud arguitur: ‘suspendere’ vel est agere, vel nomw; si est
agere, ergo dicis opposita contradictionis: tunc enim est suspendere ac-
tum suspendendi.

8. Si non est agere, contra: impressio facta in voluntate ab obiecto
est pondus et inclinatio; sed omne pondus inclinans necessitat inclina-
turn suwm nisi inclinatum renitatur; sed non renititur nisi per actum;
ergo etc. .

9. Item, s1 voluntas non esset libera, tale pondus in ea necessitaret
eam; sed si voluntas nullam libertatem exerceat in agendo, sic se habet
pondus ad eam ut non libera; ergo necessitaret eam. .

10. Item, si potest nullum actum exercere, ergo hoc est quia libera,
et tunc includitur in ratione libertatis posse non velle: hoc falsum; vo-
luntas enim Del semper est in actu, et tamen est libera.

11. Item, quod advenit a voluntate ut libera, advenit ei ut activa est,
et ita advenit ei per actum. Quia si est positivum, patet hoc; si est pri-
vativam, advenit ab ea ut libera, et hoc est necessitare exerciium li-
bertatis: hoc est agere.

Questio 20

An apprehenso per intellectum bono in communi in via,
posset voluntas non velle illud

1. [£. 93va] Dico quod sic, sicut patuit alias.

2. Nihil enim est tam in potestate nostra sicut voluntas; actus intel-
lectus est, quia non intelligat hoc; ergo etc.

3. Item, omne movens necessario emnimodo necessario eque ne-
cessario amovet omne prohibens si potest, quia semper movet tale nisi

34-36 contra .. suspendendi] vide textuns in editione Faddingl: « Contra, illud ‘suspendere’,
vel est agere, vel non; si est agere, ergo dicis oppositl, quia sic suspendere etiam om-
nem actum suspenderdi» (Cofl, . 16, Wadding, § 2, mr, 381h) 34 argnitur] Bm Ph;

actus Mc  si] similiter Bl Mr Bm Ph Mc 371in| Bm Ph; a Mc ab] Bm .mF
tn Mc 39 nisi'} Bl Mr Ph; ubi Mc 44 quia] non add Mc 48 ita| mihil
add. Mc

40
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impediatur; ergo voluntas necessario amoveret omnimodo necessario
inconsiderationemn boni in cornmuni.

4. Item, omne quod movet necessario, movet necessario unifor-
miter quandocumque movet; sed voluntas quandoque intensius move-
tur in bonum in communi, quando clarivs consideratur ab intellectu, et
remissius quande obscure intelligitur.

5. Sed ‘voluntatem posse per libertatem suam non velle bonum in
communi apprehensum’ potest esse quia potest nolle illud et velle op-
positum: hoc falsum.

6. Aliter potest intelligi quod in instanti in quo intelligitur bonum
in communi, antequam voluntas eliciat actum circa illud, potest
avertere intellectumn ab illo ad aliud bonum: hoc patet. Tum statim
sequitur quoddam velle, et voluntas est motus naturalis, non autem
velle liberum, sed velle naturale sequens inclinationem naturalemn in~
ditam a creante, nec est in potestate mea quo viso tangar; tamen, an-
tequam libere velim illud, possum avertere intellectum ut consideret
aliud.

7. Tertio modo potest intelligi ‘posse non velle’ quia suspendere se
ab omni aceu: hoc falsum. Hoc patet prius, % et arguo aliter sic: omne
quoed provenit per se ex potentia actione libera, in quantum huiasmo-
di provenit ex ea per exercitium libertatis, quia provenire per se est
esse intentum. Si ergo suspendere omnem actum convenit el per
liberum arbitrium, ergo.

8. Item, si est privativum illud suspendere, non est per se intentum,
quia positivum provenit ab aliquo positivo.

9. [f. o3rb] Ergo ad primum in oppositum.! Nihil subest voluntati
tantum sicut voluntas: concedo; sed, sicut actus intellectus subest, ita
voluntas, quia potest divertere actum volendi sicut intelligendi, non
tamen omnem actum suspendere.

10. Ad aliud.2 Agens necessario, ita quod per nullam potentiam
suam potest non agere, necessario agit; voluntas autem potest diver-

9 omnimodo necessario] Bl Mr Ph; om. Mc 1w movet necessario?] Bl Mr B Ph; o,
Mec 20 aliud] Bri: Ph; om. Me  patet] Bl Mr Bm Ph; potest Mc 232] Bl M
o Mc 34-49 Ergo .. repudiando] onmmes codices porst haric partems in quacstiotic 1g post
Sinens 34 in oppositum] Bl Mr Bm Ph; modum Mc nihil] Bl Mr Ph; vel Me

10bis. Cf supra, q. 19, §§ 78, Appendix, 258-250.
1. Cf supra, § 2.

12, Cf supra, § 3.
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tere intellectum et se ad aliud; ideo habet necessitatemn stante conside-
ratione, non tamen simpliciter.

1. Ad aliud.B Agens necessario, quod per nullam potentiam suam
potest ron agere, agit serper; sed voluntas potest avertere intellectam.
Visus necessitatur eque a colore et luce: nullum enim actum elicit nisi
per aliquod impressum ab obiecto, tamen eque necessitatur respectu
ommnium; sed impressum in voluntate est tantum inclinans; ideo volun-
tas numgquam necessitatur ab obiecto, tamen inclinatur magis respectu
finis quam respectu alterius, sic quod non potest ferri in oppositum,
licet potest divertere ab illo, non tamen repudiando.

Questio 21

Utrum voluntas informata caricate
posset non velle Deum visum per essentiam in patria

1. [£ o3va] Arguitur quod sic: idem principium activum eodermn mo-
do se habens non elidit actum modo contingenter modo necessario
circa idem obiectum; caritas et voluntas sunt eedem et huiusmodi ubi
fertur contingenter; ergo etc.

2. Item, visus est liber per participationem, et non necessitatur plus
respectu solis quam respectu primi obiecti.

3. Item, que causa illius necessitatis? Si obiectum, voluntas non est
libera; si voluntas tantum, tunc clartas visionds nihil faceret.

4. Contra. Hoc est peccatum aliquod; beati non possunt peccare.

5. Dico quod non, quia non potest esse nullum actum exercendo:
hoc enim probabatur prius.

6. Nec nullum actum exercendo circa ipsumn sed cirea aliud. Hoc
impossibile, quia non potest esse nisi divertendo intellectum ab eius

42 suam] Bl Mr Bm Ph; om. Mc 44 et luce] Bl Mr Bm Ph; om. Mc 46 im-
pressum] apprehensum Bl Mr Bm Ph Me ¢7 inclinatur] Mr Bm Ph; necessario
(%) Mc 49 non amen repudiando] Bl Mr B Ph; om. Mc

4-5 modu] Bl vt B Py om. e 5 nou] Bl Ivir; o, I¥lc 0-7 Caritag w coll-
tingenter] vide tevtum alionun codicum: ergo caritas et voluntas eadem circa idem obiec-

tam et codem modo se habens non fertur modo contingenter modo necessario
Bl Mr

13. Cf supra, § 4.
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consideratione: hoc autem est impossibile, curn Deus ubique est. An-
gelus qui potest videre Deum, quocumque se vertit, videt Deurn.

7. Aut hoc esset suspendendo omnem actum circa ipsum, sed Deus
est presens ubique ety ut obiectum imprimit aliquid in voluntatem;
ergo pondus in voluntate inclinabit voluntatem ut velit, nisi resistat
ponderi. Hoc non potest: patebit post.

8. Aliter potest intelligi quod potest non velle Deumn super omnia
quia potest uti illo: hoc falsum secundum Anselmum, De veritate, 14:4
«nihil volumus nisi habeamus cur »; sed non velle Deum supra omnia
non habet cur, quia nec Deus «est» magis malum quam aliud, vel in eo
quod non vis non est omne bonum et eminentius: hoc falsum.

9. Vel si dicis: idem bonum in duobus in voluntate est modo dimi-
nuto: hoc falsum, patebit post; nec videns potest habere actum re-
spuendi: hoc falsum, quia nihil mali in obiecto nee diminutum bo-
num.

10. Ad primum,® maior potest esse falsa / [£ o3vb] propter diversam
habitudinem obiecti. Deus enim ut obiectum intellectus in via, potest
ntellectus avert ab eo ut non intelligatur in particulari; in patria semper
videtur necessario in particulari, et ideo imprimit in voluntate que incli-
natur ab eo pondere et necessitate, cam non habeat cur non volendi.

1. Ad secundum,'® dico quod voluntas videntis Dewmn non potest
non velle Deum. Hec necessitas est impossibilitas non videndi. Causa
istius impossibilitatis est causa alterius, non est causa determinativa
voluntatis, cum sit libera. Ideo continua exhibitio et coniunctio obiec-
ti cumn intellectu, elicito habitu glorie, dny potente videre Deum est
cauisa necessaria continue contemplationis. Continua contemplatio
obiecti est necessaria causa impressionis in voluntate, et ideo causa
continue inclinationis in Deum per modum nature est continua im-
pressio in voluntatem, et inclinatio est causa non determinans ad fe-
rendum sic vel sic, sed inferens vel concludens quod voluntas fertur per

18 videt Deum] Bl Mr; o Mc 10 sed] Bm Ph; quia Mc 22 post] Bl Mr Bm
Ph; prins Mc 29-3¢ hoc falsum ... respuendi] Bl Mr Bm Ph; om. Mc 35 ef]
Bl Mr; om. Mc 35-36 inclinatur} Bl Mr Bm Ph; intelligatar Me 38 est im-
possibilitas} Bl Mr B Ph; impossibilis Mc

14. Ans. Cant., verit., xn (Schmitt, 1, 194).

15. Cf supra, § 1.

16. Cf supra, § 2.
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aliquem actum in Deum, vel per velle vel per nolle. Si esset causa de-
terminans tolleret libertatem volendi, sed est causa inferens, quia se-
quitur per argumenta dictam voluntatem habere actum circa Deum
necessario,

12.Sed que est causa quare per actum diligendi fertur necessario
voluntas beati in Deum??7 Dico quod non est determinans causa ali-
qua propter libertatem, tamen est causa inferens et defectus cur voli-
bilis obiecti, et est cur non deficit voluntati obiectum volibile et est
cur voluntatis.

13. Ad aliud, visus potest averti ab obiecto intellectus; in patria non
potest averti a Deo, patet prius.

14. {£. 93rb] Ad alind argumentum® Augustini in oppositum, xv De
Trinitate, capitulo 11,20 et Anselmi, Cur Dens homo, libro prime, capitu-
lo 72 beati angeli non possunt peccare, cuius oppositum illa opinio
videtur tenere: si enim possunt non velle, possunt peccare peccato
OImissIons.

15. Bt isti dicerent forte: licet de libertate voluntatis possunt non
velle Deum, tamen quia Deus tenet eos in beatitudine ut efficiens non
possunt peccare.

16. Aliqui assignant causam quare non possumnt peccare beati a parte
voluntatis.

7. Alii dicunt quod causa est voluntas divina confirmans et effi-
clens, ita quod non possunt velle oppositum illius quod Deus vult.
Hoc videtur secundum Augustinum, 11 Confessionmn,?? et xxu De civi-
tate Dei, capitulo ultimo .23

18. Alii dicunt quod securitas est aliquid beatitudinis, ideo sunt se-
curi se non casuros, et falsum non scitur, ideo etc.

10. Alii dicunt causam ex parte obiecti beatifici non ut est efficiens,
sed ut est finis. Intellectus enim beatus videt Deum per essentiam;

58-TE3 onnes codices ponunt hanc partent i guaestione 19 post argimenta quae in hac editione
frsponnnitiir i g 20 {vide apparatunt in praccedenti quacstione, I 34-49) 64 beatitu-
dine] nisi add Mc 74 non| scitur {7) add, Mc

7. Cf supra, §. 3.

18. Gf supra, § 2.

19. Cf supra, § 4.

20. Aug,, trin,, xv, 12 (CCL 504, 492).

1. Ans. Cant., our Dexs, 1, 7 (Schmise, 1, 59).
22. Aug,, conf, 11, 7 (CCL 27, 25).

23. Aug,, g, 31, 30 {CCL 48, 86,4}
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Deus per essentiam est presens ubique et presens intellectui beato;
ideo quocumque vertit se videt beatus Deum ex quo potest videre
Deum per essentiam: est Deus enim ubique per essentiam. Ergo si
voluntas beati habentis Deum presentemn per essentiam in intellectu
informata per caritatem potest non velle Deum, hoc vel nullum ac-
tum eliciendo circa Deum — hoc improbatum est prius —; aut divertit
intellectum non cogitando de Deo - hoc improbatum est modo, quia
ad quodcumque convertitur, etiam in genere proprio, videt Deum —;
aut hoc est quia potest nolle Deum in preponendo aliud sibi: hoc im-
possibile.

20. Probatio, quia quando voluntas preponit aliquid alii, vel non vult
aliquid, hoc est propter aliquod cur, secundum Anselmum, De veri-
tate** sed de Deo viso per essentiam nulla potest apparere ratio nolen-
di ipsum, vel preponendi aliquid sibi. Probatio, quia hoc non potest
esse // [f. o3va] nisi quia hoc aliud cui preponitur est malum sim-
pliciter, vel apparens malum; sed neutrum est hic, quia est bonum in
se. Sed aliud est simpliciter bonum et essentiale bonum; sed tamen
quando unum non est ahud et sunt equalia, voluntas potest preponere
unum alii: hoc non est hic, quia omne bonum includieur in hoc bono
melius quam in se.

21. Ad argumentum eorum: ‘idem principium activum et eodem
modo se habens non aliquando elicit actum contingenter, aliquando
necessario’? dico quod hoc est falsum per mutatdonem enim in alio
factam quam in principio vel obiecto. Principium prius agens contin-
genter post necessario agit, ut moriens in caritate est beatus: voluntas
non mutatur, nec caritas, nec obiectum; diligam tunc Deumn sicut mo-
do, tamen tunc necessario, modo contingenter propter realem muta-
tionem factam in intellectu: visio enim modo est fides, tamen obiec-
tum non mutatur, sed alio modo se habet ad voluntatem.

82 de Deo] Bl Mr Bm Ph; om, Mc 83 etiam] vel (?) Mc
Ph;au Mc  aliquod cur] Bl Mr Bm Ph; aliud Mc 80 aliquid sibi] Bl Mr Ph;
om, Me 00 hoc] Bl Mr Bm Ph; om. Mc o1 vel apparens ... hic] Bl Mr; om.

Mc 95 se] Tertio modo potest esse quia aliquid potest esse maius bonum;
hoc est falsum, patet add, Bm Ph

84 aliud] Bm

24. Ans. Cant., verit, x11 (Schmitt, 1, 194).
um..ﬁ_.?:hca.mﬁ
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22. Ad secundum: *si voluntas fertur necessario in Deum in patria,
quid facit necessitatem?,26 dico: non potest non velle Deum ibi,
neque nullum actum exercendo, neque nullum actum circa eum sed
circa alia exercendo, neque adimendo. Causa primi est quia non pos-
set nist per libertatem, hoc tunc per exercitium, et ita per actum.
Causa secundi est quia Deus semper est presens voluntati movens et
imprimens, quia non potest per libertatem imprimere, scilicet velle
Deum, ut patet prius: ideo respectu illius non est libera; ergo. Similiter
causa tertii est idem.

Questio 22

Utrum beatus videns Deum et omnino amans eurn possit
prius non velle eum et sic peccare

L. [f 93vb] Quod sic. In eo est potentia qua peccare solet, quia volun-
tas, que est ad opposita, et est de nihilo, et est potens deviare a regula,
NHWO.

2. Item, posse peccare est laudabile; ergo non aufertur per stacum
nebilissimum.

3. Contra: xu De dvitate Dei, capitulo 1.7

4. Item, Cur Deus homo, capitulo 10, libro 11.28

5.Item, si quis videt Deum per essentiam non potest non velle
Deum, ut dictum est, ergo magis videns et volens non potest.

6. Dicendum quod non secundum sanctos; cuius causa est ex parte
Dei tantum, quia Deus vult quod angelus feratur continue sicut modo
fertur, vide xu Confessionum.?®

7. Contra: ponatur quod Deus committat angelum sibiipsi absque
tamen velle, ita quod nec vellet nec nollet; tamen, supposita generali
influentia, et quod angelus haberet habitum glorie et videret Deum

108 alia] Ph; aliam Mc
Bm Ph; om. Mc

1 imprimere] Bm; movere Mc 112 ideo] Bl Mr

3 ct] Bl Mr Bm Ph; om. Me
Bl My; om. Mc

5 et est?] Bt Mr; on. Mc EI-I2 1101 potest ... est]

26, Cf supra, § 3.

27. Aug,, dv, x1, 21 {CCL 48, 379).

28. Ans. Cant., cur Deus, 1t, 10 Am&ddmn. 11, HOmv.
2g. Aug,, conf, %1, 9 (CCL 27, 221).
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per essentiam, angelus non posset peccare nec eum nolle, nec aliud
sibi preponere, nec eum minus velle: patet prius; ergo.

8. Alii dicunt guod secura scientia de non cadendo est de ratione ]
lius status, ideo status est ratio.

9. Contra: licer scientia certa non esset de ejus ratione, adhuc videns
Deum per essentiam non posset peccare etc. per argumentum alterius
positionis.

10. Alii dicunt quod caritas, que est donum gratuiturm, est ratio im-
peccabilitatis.

11 Illud non valet: tunc enim voluntas non esset libera. Caritas
enim vie et patric sunt eiusdem rationis, et eadem que in via est in pa-
tria; nunquam enim excidit; ergo sequitur quod caritas irmmobilitabit vo-
luntatem in via sicutin patria; ergo si caritas dominatur voluntad etc.

12, Item, illud bonum inclinat per modum nature et non libere
quantum est de se; ergo voluntas necessitatur a forma inclinante per
modum nature; ergo similiter sic non est libera.

13. Alii dant causam ex parte voluntatis effrenate ferentis se in
obiectum, et e converso de demonibus.

14. Contra: in priori per naturam quo beatus videt Deum, ante velle
habet nolle; ideo prior est impossibilitas peccandi quam effrenatio fe-
rendi.

15. Ideo dico: quatuor concurrunt ad non nolendum Deum per es-
sentiam in illo priori quo non vult, videlicet continua exhibitio, et evi-
dentia obiect visi Per essentiam, et causa continite contemplationis ~
quocumque enim convertitur, etiam in genere proprio videndo, videt
Deum per essentiam —, et continua impressio obiecti in voluntate. Ista
continta impressio est quasi pondus et est causa voluntatis inferens
voluntatem exercere aliquem actum cirea obiectum, Si enim nulluim
actum eliceret circa obiectum, pondus se haberet ad voluntatem ut
necessitans eam; ergo non esset libera; sed defectus volend; aliud vel
speculandi est defectus cur. Tdeo hiis habitis necessario vult, sed cum
vult, aliud requiritur ad impeceabilitatem, que est reductio potentie ad
actum perfectum ubi nulla est privatio.

30-31 ergo sequitur ... patria] Bm; on. Me
tra. Mc 38 nolle] Bl Mr Ph; velle Mc 40 dico] Bm Ph: diciter Me
nolendum] Bm Ph; volendum Me 44 et continua impressio] Bl Mr; continua
contemplatio obiecti est continua contermnplatio Mc 50 est] Bl Mr; am, Mc
51 privatio] « Contra: istud pondus inclinat per modum naturae; SLEO necessitat eam,
et sic non manet libera. Dico quod [est] necessitas non est viclentiae, sed immutabili-

36 e converso] Bl Mr Bm Ph: con-
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16. Ex hoc arguo: finis ultimus habitus pertfecte est causa quare qui-
etatur ultimate; in signo quo videlicet vult finem habeat perfectissime
et ultimate; ergo non potest ulteriori moto haberi. .

17. Itemn, omne bonum reficit aliquo modo; erge bonum infinitum
habitum ultimate reficit.

18. Item, voluntati habenti sic finem ultimum habetur perfectis-
simmus actus nobilissimus et ultimate.

10. Itern, motus est actus entis in potentia; voluntas, si habet ulti-
mum bonum, habet modo perfectissimo. Unde Anselmus De casu dia-
boli30 « beati adepti sunt» etc. . .

20. Ad primum,™ potentia illa est subiecta dispositioni tali, id est ex-
tra privationem, quod non potest in oppositum actumn. .

an. Ad aliud,? laudabile est secundum quids ex parte potentie
posse peceare, «sed non simplicitery, ideo aufertur,

tatis, Conira: est ab agente extrinseco. Dico qued illum extrinsecum magis _E_..,.mn ra-
tionem finis quam efficients, et si se habeat in ratione efficientis, non tamen infert
violentiam, quia violenter est cuius caisa est extrinseca et passo non no:mnm. vim; sed
hanc (ed. haec) voluntas confert, quia habet in obiecto cur ipsum super omnia An__p et
non habet cur ab eo resilias, vel cur ad aliud convertatur. Ee sic ipstsm necessario 4:7
et est impeccabilis, primo, quia mobili, reducto ad actum perfecto c_um.:s__m est pri-
vatio, necessario quiescit; sed voluntas sic videns et amans UnEd reducitur ad actum
perfectum, ubi nulla est privatio; ergo. Probatio minoris: quia OIS est actus entis in
potentia ad termimum gue privatur mobile; reducto igitur mobil nﬁ. terminum, uhi
nulla est privatio, iam non potest esse motus» add. editio Waddingi (Coll, q. 15,
Wadding, § 3, 11, 380b) 52 est causa quare} BI Mr Bm; om, Mc 53 habeat] B
Mr; habetur Mc 56 uitimate] Bl Mr Bm Ph; utilitate Mc  refici] Bl Mr Bm;
facere (¥) Mc 60 habet] Bl Mr; on. Mc 61 etc.] Item, Boethius in De conso-
latione in prindpio add. Bl Mr 64 potentie] Bl Mr; om. Mc 64-65 vide fextum
in editione Wadding: « Ad aliud, laudabile est secundum quid posse peccare, sed non
simpliciter, ideo aufertur» (Cofl. 15, Wadding, § 4, m, 380b)

30. Ans, Cant, diab, 25 (Schmit, 1, 273).
3L Cf supra, § 1.
32. Cf supra, § 2.
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Questio 23

Utrum qui sic vult Deum, ut dictum est necessario,
stet cum illo quod libere vult illud, et libere feratur in Deum

L [£ 93vb] Quod non: Augustinus in Enchiridion,® « bonum et malum
5 secundum rationes speciales non compatiuntur se », quia vitium non
est in virtute, sed in homine libertas et necessitas opponantur sicut
bonum et malum; ergo non in eodem.

2. Item, 11 De libero arbitrio®*; ideo voluntas nostra est libera, guia est
in nostra potestate: sic non est in potestate nostra quod necessario
vule.

3. Item, voluntas est potentia rationalis; ergo valet ad opposita; sed
respectut illorum que necessario vult non potest in opposita.

4. Item, Augustinus, De libero arbitrio.

5. Contra: voluntas ut voluntas fertur in illa quia ut appetitus rado-
nalis sequens rationem; sed voluntas ut voluntas est libera; ergo fertur
libere in illa in que fereur ut voluntas.

6. Itemn, in alia a fine fertur per essentiam libere; ergo et in finem.

7. ltem, v De civitate Dei, capitulo 10,35 arguitur sic: omnis actus ad
quem voluntas determinatur quia vult tantum est actus liber; actus
quo beatus vult Deumn ad illum determinatur voluntas tantum quia
vult, quia tolle quod vult et non valet; ergo.

8. Solutio: cum queritur an necessitas ut sic tollat libertatern vel
diminuit, dico qued non. Manifestum est in Deo, quia necessario vult
se, nec potest non velle se; tamen libere vult se secundum Au-
gustinum, xxu De dvitate Dei, capitulo ultimo, et secundum Ansel-
mum, 11 Cur Deus homo, capitulo 10,37

6 sed] in illo add Mc 11 voluntas] libertas Bl Mr Bm Ph Mc; vide textrm in editione
Waddingi: «voluntas est potentia realis (); ergo valet ad oppositas {Coll, q. 1,
Wadding, § 4, i1, 381a) 13 arbitria} Item, Enchiridio add. Bl Mr 18 V De dvitate
- 10} Bl Mr; o1, Mc

33. Aug, ench, 1v, 14 (CCL 46, §5): «In his contrariis quae mala et bona vocantur
illa dialecticorum regula deficit qua dicuns nulli rei simul in esse contraria [..] cum
autem bona et mala aullus ambigat esse contraria, non solum simul esse possunt,
sed mala omnino sine bonis et nisi in bonis ess non possunts.

34. Aug, Iib. arb, ut, 3, 8 (CCL 29, 280).

35. Aug,, g, v, 10 (CCL 47, 140).

36. Aug, ev, 300, 30 (CCL 48, 864).

37 Ans. Cant., o Dens, u, 10 (Schmitt, 1, 108),
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9. Item, quod necessitas er libertas stant simul dicit Augustinus, v
De civitate Dei, capitulo 11 contra stoicos.?®

10. Sed una necessitas includit in se subiectionem ab extrinseco vel
intrinseco alicui alteri prevenienti vel inferenti «vim»; necessitas hec
repugnat libertati et dicit servitutem; ideo que moventur ab extrinseco
non moventur libere, ut proiecta, nec similiter que moventur ab in-
trinseco secundam impetum nature, ut gravia et bruta, non moventur
libere, quia natura preveniens ab intrinseco cam impetu movet ea: hec
necessitas includit subiectionem.

29 vel] Bl Mr Bm Ph; et Mc 10 intrinseco] Bl; extrinseco Mc  vim| vide textum
in editione Waddingi: « sed una necessitas includit subjectionem alter, sive extrinseco
sive inmrinseco pracvenient, vel inferenti vim» (Coll, g, 15, Wadding, § 4, 1m, 380b)
necessitas] voluntas Bl Mr Bm Ph Mc; vide texctm in editione Waddingi: « necessitas tal-
is repugnat libertati » (Coll, q. 15, Wadding, § 4, m, 3812 31 que moveneur ab] Bl
Mr; om. Me 35 subiectionem| aliter est alibi necessitas add. Bl Mr; « Alia est ne-

cessitas spontanea in actu, non praeveniens, et illa stat cum libertate s add, editio
Waddingi (Coll, q. 15, Wadding, § 4, 1, 381a)

38. Aug,, dv, v, 10 (CCL 48, 140).



