














































































































98 I TEXT 

__ Praeterea quando"" aliqua 
fectum augmentabile ilia causa nata est generare aliquem ef-
perfectionem tant m, approxnnata generabit et perducet ad 

am quantam potest· s d· t d 
tivis unius virtutis sine alia. ' e SIC es e causis genera-

IbL Praeterea secundum23 istam viam . . 
W non habuissent aliquam virtut multi Sanctl et Confessores 

fuerunt quibus nmnquam mate:'n m~ral~m perfecte, quia multi 
, regimirus. ortitudinis oCC1UTit nec materia 

~ Si dicas quodoccurr b t .. 
IT parati mortem Bustin . e a ~IS ~ cognitione et fuerunt 

ere, 81 matena elB . 
ad bene regendum' cot .c: OCCll1T1Sset, et eodem modo . n ra J.orten . 
materia fortitudinis nee d .' . . mnquam cOgItabant de 

125 

130 

e regIOnne mSl tantum n rte . 
saltem hoc est possibile. Sed sic co' . tar 0 . m generali, 135 
moralem in speciali· . q. d ill gI e non SuffiClt ad virtutem 

. ,maa am . 'tur .. 
pnus dictmn est.24 reqnm prudentla m speciali, sicut 

[ConcIusiones auctoris de conn· . 
eXlOne vtrtutum inter se] 

[Conclusio prima] 

Ideo respondeo ad istum articuImn.. 140 
dUBio, quod virtutes m aI ' et SIt haec pnma con-

o '.. or es Dmnes connectuntur . 'b 
pnnClpns universalibus put ' m qUl usdam 
'Drone bonum est dilig. 'd a, ~mne honestum est faciendum ' 

en mn omn dict tum ' 
faciendum' quae possunt ' . e a a recta ratione est 
.' eSSe malores et min . 

practico concludente conclusi . ores m syllogismo 145 
prudentia innnediate directi onem particularem, cuius notitia est 
Principium numero esse ,va ill actu virtuoso. Et potest idem 

maWr cum divers . ·b sub, ad concludendum di IS mmon us acceptis 
. . versas conclusione art·cuI 

notitlae sunt prudentiae dir cti. s P I ares, quarum 
. e vae ill diversi ctib . 

Slcut de.ista conclusione dictum. t diffu . s a us VIrtuosis, 150 
ham in materia morali 25 Q es.. se ill Reportatione 0 c k-. uaere IbI. 

22. Lines 66-67 above· cf OTh 
n.9, XV: 617. ,. VI, 420--21, 424; Scotus, Sent.III d.36 

23. Cf. Scotus Sent III d 36 
24 S ,.. n.4 XV· 600 601 . ee a.2 30--50. ' . - . 
a. Here the reporter res ·b 

Ockham's reference to his ow:~~~~e. for the :vritten text has recorded 
that we should question the authent. ~n the thIrd person. It is not a si 
have a reportatio, not a writte .ICIty of De connexione but that we go 
preface. n verSIon approved by Ockham. See the 

25. Cf. OTh VI, 425-26. 
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124. Besides, when" some cause is designed to generate an 
aUgIllentable effect, and that [cause] is proximate, it will gener­
ate and attain such perfection as it can. But this is the case for 
causes that generate one virtue without another. 

128. Furthermore, according to this opinion," many saints 
and confessors would not have possessed ;my moral virtue per­
fectly, since there were many who encountered neither the sub-. 
ject matter for courage nor the subject matter for [virtuous] 
governance. 

132. Someone might object that courage occurred to them in 
thought, and they were prepared to sustain death if the subject 
matter had occurred; and similarly they were prepared to govern 
well. On the contrary, I reply: perhaps they never thought about 
the subject of courage or government, except perhaps merely in 
general; at least this is possible. But such [general] thinking does 
not suffice for a particular moral virtue, since particular moral 
virtue requires particular prudence, as was indicated above.24 

[Author's Conclusions about the Connection of the Virtues] 

[First Conclusion] 

141. Therefore in reply to the first article of the third principle 
article, let this be the first conclusion: All moral virtues are con­
nected in certain universal principles, which can serve as major 
premises and as minor premises in a practical syllogism proving 
a particular conclusion; the knowledge of these conclusions is the 
prudence that is immediately directive of a virtuous act. I have in 
mind such principles as, 'everything worthy should be done,' 'ev­
erything good should be loved,' 'everything dictated by right rea­
son should be performed.' Numerically the same principle as the 
major premise, together with different subordinate minor pre­
mises, can serve to prove different particular conclusions; the 
knowledges ofthese conclusions are the prudences that are direc­
tive of different virtuous acts, as was discussed at length in Ock­
ham's Reportatio' in the section on morals.25 See that passage. 
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122 I TEXT 

quod aliquid volunt, quod prius virtuose voluerunt, propter habi-
tum derelictum in voluntate, qui inclinabat ad actus virtuosos 505 
quando fujt in bono statu, sed nunc non est actus virtuosus, quia 
nee est laudabilis nee vitlmerabilis propter actus SUDS. Et tota ratio 

, est quia nescit quid facit, eo quod non habet prudentiam sive ; 
rectam rationem. 

S i qua era s de actu prudentiae, in quo genere causae 510 
se habet ad actum virtuosum, ex quo necessario requiritur per te, 
et effectns sufficienter dependet ex causis suis essentialibus etc.:73 

res p 0 n d e 0 quod est causa efficiens necessario requisita 
ad actum virtuDSum, sine qua impossibile est actum esse virtuo-
sum, stante ordinatione divina quae nunc est, quia ad actum vir- 515 
tuos ssario re uiritur activitas actus rudentiae et activitas 
voluntatis, ita quod illae duae causae sunt causae patti es cum 

veD respectu actus virtuosi. 

[Conclusio secunda] 

',~ 
}.~Iav'robatio prima] 520 

{J>" Secunda conelusio est quod prudentia primo modo74 potest 
esse sine omni actu virtuoso et habitu. Hoc probatur primo sic: 

('\ \ ille 75 actus qui necessario coIlformatur alteri et qui de necessitate 
'0-' pouitur altero posito, non est primo virtuosus formaliter. Hoc 

patet, quia lie actus qui necessario conformatur alteri, non est 525 
primo laudabilis, nee propter ilium laudamur nec vituperamur. 
Patet etiam per exemplum de actu appetitus sensitivi, qui neces-
sario ponitur posita apprehensione sensitiva; ideo non est primo 
laudabilis. Sed si aetas virtuosus necessaria poneretur posita recta 
ratione, necessario conformaretur sibi, et sic ille actus non esset 530 

73. Cf. Scotus, Ord. I d.3 p.3 q.2 n.414, III: 251; Ockham, OTh V, 
269; OTh VIII, 417-18. 

74. See a. 3-13. Concerning this conelusion, cf. lines 224-70; OTh 
VI,421; cotus, ent. III d.36 n.14, 20, XV: 640-41, 654-05; II d.43 q.2 
n.2, XlII: 493-94; Ioannes de Bassolis, Sent, II d.25 q.2 (Paris, 1517), fols. 
133-35. On the controversy concerning the freedom of the will in respect 
to a dictate of the intellect, see A. San Cristobal-Sebastian, Controuersias 
acerca de la voluntad desde 1270 a 1300 (Madrid, 1958); Lattin, PM I: 
225-89, especially pp. 382-89; III: 621'-50; R. Hissette, Enquete sur les 
219 articles condamnes a Paris I.e 7 mars 1277 (Louvain, 1977), 230--63. 

75. Cf. Scotus, Sent. II d.25 n.2, XlII: 197-98; III d.36 n.12, XV: 630-
31; Collatio III n.1, V: 149-50; Richardus de Mediavilla, Sent. II d.38 a.2 
q,2, 4 (Brescia, 1591), 467-68, 471; Godefridus de Fontibus, Quodlibet XV 
q.4, ed. J. Hoffmans & A. Pelzer, PhB XlV: 20--21. 
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thing that they previously willed virtuously on account of a re­
sidual habit in the will that inclined them to virtuous acts when 
their condition was good. In their present state, however, this is 
not a virtuous act because they are neither praiseworthy nor 
blameworthy on account of their acts. The entire reason for this 
is that they do not know what they are doing, since they do not 
have prudence or right reason. 

510. Someone might ask about an act of prudence: How is it 
related to a virtuous act? What genus of cause does it belong to? 
Since in your view prudence is necessarily required, and it is also 
true that an effect SUfficiently depends on its essential causes, 
etc.," my answer is that it is an efficient cause, necessarily requi­
site to an act of virtue, without which it is impossible that an act 
should be virtuous, according to the present divine ordination. 
For a virtuous act necessarily requires the activity of an act of 
prudence and an act of will, so that these two causes are partial 
causes, together with God, with respect to a virtuous act. 

[Second Conclusion] 

[First Proof] C."J oJ' 

521. The second conclusion is that the first mode" of prudence 'd.­
can exist 't t an virtuous act and without an VIrtuous 
l!!!!ll!. The first proof of this is as fa lows: When the second 0 a 
acts" necessarily conforms to the first act, and the second act is 
necessaril osited when the first is osited, the second act is not 
primarily, forma ly virtuous. This is evident because e second 
act, WhICh necessarIly conforms to the first, is not primarily 
praiseworthy, nor are we praised or blamed on account of such an 
act. It is also evident from the example of an act of the sensitive 
appetite, which is necessarily posited when sensitive apprehen:­
sion is posited . ot rimaril raiseworthy. Butif 
a virtuous act were necessarily posited when right reason a 

}een pOSIted, It would neceSSarIly conform to right reason:-anu 
thus that act would not be primarily VIrtuoUS; rather an intell';;c.. 
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124 I TEXT 

primo virtuosus sed actus intellectus, euius oppositum est prius 
probatum76 

[Probatio secunda] 
Secundo sic: actus qui de necessitate elicitur altero elicito, non 
est primo in potestate voluntatis, quia quando ad primum necessa- 535 
rio sequitur secundum, tunc secundum non est in potestate volun-
tatis uisi quia primum est in potestate voluntatis. Sed si volitio 
necessaria conformatur rationi, posita ratione necessaria poneretur 
volitio. 19itur actus voluntatis non est in potestate voluntatis uisi 
quia actus intellectus est in potestate voluntatis. Consequens est 540 
falsum., quia 77 actus intellectus non est primo virtuosus nee est in 
potestate voluntatis, quia actus primo et essentialiter et intrinsece 
virtuosus non potest idem manens esse vitiosus; sed actus intel-
lectus idem manens potest; igitur etc. Assumptum patet, quia 
aliquis primo intelligens aliquid cum bona intentione, potest eun- 545 
dem actum continuare cum mala intentione; iste actus intelligendi 
idem numero manens est primo virtuosus et post vitiosus; igitur 
non est primo virtuosus nee primo in potestate voluntatis. 

Sid i cat u r quod propositio particularis non potest 
sciri cum mala intentione propter certitudinem et rectitudinem: 550 
con t r a, tanta est rectitudo in propositione universali sicut in 
particulari, et certitudo; igitur si una potest sciri mala intentione, 
et alia. 

[Probatio tertia] 
Tertio sic: secundum omnes tbeologos aliquod est peccatum 555 
ex malitia, aliquod ex ignorantia. Tunc quaero, aut78 peccans ex 
malitia habet notitiam tam uuiversalem quam particularem, aut 
tantum uuiversalem. Si primo modo, habetur propositum, quod 
habens tam uuiversalem quam particularem notitiam potest ex 
malitia facere contra utramque. Si secunda modo, ita peccans ex 560 
ignorantia habet notitiam universalem sicut 79 peccans ex malitia, 
quia peccans ex ignorantia scit tales maiores: Drone iustum est 

76. See a.113~56. 
77. See a.199-130. 
78. Cf. Aegidius Romanus, Quodlibet I q.19 (Louvain, 1646), 39b. 
79. As the variant apparatus indicates the end of this sentence 

(from "as much .. .") is found only in the printed edition. At this point, 
the elliptic Latin text should be expanded. 
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tual act would be primarily virtuous. The opposite conclusion has 
already been proved [a.1132].76 

[Second Proof] 
534. The second proofis as follows: When one of two acts neces­
sarily follows from another, it is not primarily in the power of the 
will. For when a second act necessarily follows the first, the sec­
ond is in the power ofthe will only because the first act is in the 
power of the will. But ifan act of will necessarily conforms to rea­
son, then if reason were osited an act of will would necessarily % osue . TherefQug .an act orwjn w~u~d be in the power oft e 

I onl beca e ectual act IS m the power of the will. 
The conclusion is false. For an intel ectua ac IS not primarily 
virtuous,77 nor is it in the power of the will, because no act prima­
rily, essentially, and intrinsically virtuous can be made vicious 
while remaining unchanged; but an intellectual act can while , . 
remaining the same, be made vicious; therefore, etc. The assump­
hon IS eVldent, since someone who first understands something 
when his intention is good can continue the same act of under­
standing when his intention is wicked; that act of understanding 
can be first virtuous and afterward vicious while remaining nu­
merically the same; therefore it is not primarily virtuous, nor is it 
primarily in the power of the will. 

549. Someone might say that a particular proposition can­
not be scientifically known by someone whose intention is 
wicked, on account of the rectitude and certitude of scientific 
knowledge. My answer is that there is as much rectitude·in a 
universal proposition as in a particular proposition-and as 
much certitude. Therefore, if one can be scientifically known with 
a wicked intention, so can the other. 

[Third Proof] 
555. The third proof is as follows: All theologians agree that 
some sin is based on malice; other sin, on ignorance. I ask, then, 
is a malicious sinner in possession of both universal and particu­
lar knowledge or only universal knowledge?" Ifboth, I have what 
I set out to prove-namely, that someone in possession of both 
universal and particular knowledge can act maliciously contrary 
to both universal and particular knowledge. If a malicious sinner 
has only universal knowledge, then an ignorant sinner has as 
much79 universal knowledge as a malicious sinner. For an igno­
rant sinner scientifically knows major premises-such as 'every-
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faciendum, omne honestum, omne quod placet Dea etc.; sed ig­
norat minores, puta quod hoc est iusturn, hoc est honestum, hoc 
est placitum Deo. Si igitur peccans ex malitia non plus sciret, 565 
tunc aequalem scientiam haberet peccans ex malitia et ex ignoran-
tia, et ita aequaliter dicetur unus peccans ex malitia sicut alius, 
et80 eadem modo ex ignorantia. 

Sid i cas: inBl scientia universalium sunt gradus: c 0 n-
t r a, aut iutelligis quod sunt gradus respectu eiusdem proposi- 570 
tionis, quia scientia in peccante ex malitia est intensior quam in 
peccante ex ignorantia, et hoc niliil ad propositum, quia sive in-
tensior sive non, semper ignorans potest habere notitiam univer-
salem; aut respectu diversarum propositionum universalium, et 
tunc adhuc stat argumentnm praedictum, quia omnem notitiam 575 
quarumcumque propositionum universalium quam habet peccans 
ex malitia, potest habere peccans ex ignorantia; igitur solum diffe-
runt penes cognitionem particularium. 

[Probatio quartaJ 
Quarto sic: secundum communiter opinantes contrarium,82 580 

'),.)<" natura angelica non potest transmutari. Tunc sic: angelus malus 
div0 iuducit homiues ad peccatum et vult efficaciter eos peccare. Et 

<.V \; tamen ipse habet notitiam universalem istius 'nullus est iuducen-
'"\< CO> dus ad faciendum contra praeceptum Dei sui,' quia haec videtur 

per se nota; et habet notitiam particularem istius, quod istud pec- 585 
catum ad quod homo iuducitur per angelum malum est contra 
praeceptum Dei sui, quia non videtur rationabile negare ab eo no-
titiam propositionum quarum notitiam communiter habent homi-
nes. Et tamen facit contrarium. Igitur etc. 

Sid i cas quod habet bene notitiam speculativam proposi- 590 
tionum, sed non practicam: con t r a, illam aliquando habuit, 
et non potest transmutari per te, igitur etc. Praeterea si corrum-
pitur, quaero a quo. Non a passione, quia talis non est in ange-
lo, igitur a malitia. Sed illa praesupponit notitiam practicam tam 
maioris quam miuoris, sicut prius patet.sa Igitur etc. 595 

80. Namely, "et eodem modo dicetur unus peccans ex ignorantia 
sicut alius." 

81. Cf. Scotus, In Metaph. VI q.l n.3, VII: 304; ed. St. Bonaventure 
n.18-19). 

82. For example, Aegidius Romanus, Quodlibet I q.19 (Louvaiu, 
1646), 39-41; Godefridus de Fontibus, Quodlibet VIII q.16, ed. J. Hoff­
mans, PbB IV: 165-66; Durandus a S. Porciano, In Sent. Commenta­
riorum III d.36 q.2 (Venice, 1571; reprint, Ridgewood, N.J.: Gregg Press, 
1964), fo!' 279ra, n.lO. 

83. See lines 555-78. 
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thing just should be done,' 'everything worthy should be done,' 
'everythiug that pleases God should be done' - but he is ignorant 
of minor premises-such as 'this is just,' 'this is worthy,' and 'this 
is pleasing to God.' If, therefore, a malicious sinner knew no 
more, then the scientific knowledge of someone sinning from mal­
ice would be equal to that of someone sinning from ignorance, 
and thus both people will equally be said to sin from malice; and80 

the same could be said of ignorance. 
569. Someone81 might say that there are degrees of univer­

sal scientific knowledge. In reply I would ask: Do you mean that 
there can be such degrees in regard to the same proposition, so 
that the scientific knowledge of the malicious sinner is more in­
tense than that of the ignorant sinner? If so, that is irrelevant, 
since whether it is more intense or not, the ignorant sinner can 
always have universal knowledge. If, on the other hand, you 
mean degrees in regard to different universal propositions, then 
the same argument holds. For the ignorant sinner can have all 
the knowledge of any universal propositions whatever possessed 
by the malicious sinner; therefore they differ only in respect to 
particular cognition. 

[Fourth Proof] 

::~o~h:f~~::!h:{:~o~~ ::~~~:~~~~~~~~~~~2t~::e;i~0:a::~ ~. 
cannot be changed. If that is the case, then a wicked angel in- R 
duces men to sin and efficaciously wills them to sin. Nonetheless, I'O~ 
the angel himself possesses the universal knowledge of the 
proposition, 'no one should be induced to do anythiug contrary to 
the precept of his God'; this appears to be a self-evident proposi-
tion. He also knows the particular proposition, 'the sin that a 
wicked angel induces a man to commit is contrary to the precept 
of his God,' since it does not appear rational to deny the wicked 
angel the knowledge of propositions that are commonly known by 

• men. Yet he does the contrary. Therefore, etc. 
-S90. Someone might say that the wicked angel does indeed 
possess speculative knowledge of the propositions, but not practi­
cal knowledge. My answer is that at some time he did have prac­
tical knowledge, and in your view he cannot change, therefore, 
etc. Moreover, if the practical knowledge is destroyed, what de­
stroys it? Not passion-there is no such thing in an angel. So it 
must be malice. But malice presupposes practical knowledge of 
both the major and the minor premises, as was evident before.83 

Therefore, etc. 
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<. [Probatio quinta) 
f).. ~ Quinto, secundum Phi los 0 p h U ID, I Postenorum,84 

~ impossibile est simul scire maiorem et minorem et tamen ignorare 
~'O; conclusionem, quia secundum eum necessaria simul inducens cog-

,<,,0 novit. Sed aliquis incontinens scit quod nullum inbonestum est 
faciendum, et scit evidenter per experientiam quod hoc est inbo­
nestum; igitur scit quod hoc non est faciendum, quia scit principia 
istius conclusionis; et tamen facit contrarium. 19itur etc. 

Sid i cas quod85 incontinens habet duas maiores, scilicet 
quod nllnum inbonestum est faciendum, et orone delectabile est 
faciendum; et sub secunda maiari solum accipit minorem, puta 
quod hoc est delectabile; et ideo ex istis tantum concludit quod 
hoc est faciendum: con t r a, impossibile est quod simul 
assentiat illis maioribus, quia isti assensus opponuntur. Similiter, 
dato quod sic, adbuc potest evidenter scire primam maiorem, mi­
norem et conclusionem, et tamen potest facere oppositum; igitur 
potest facere oppositum illius quod est dictatum a recta ratione. 

I _ [Probatio sexta) 
f\ ~ Sexto, ostendo86 quod posito quod voluntas necessario confor- . 
r ' metur rationi in eliciendo actum, quod voluntas non ent libenor \ 'iff appetitu sensitivo, quia quando sunt aliqua duo indifferentia ad 

::9 contraria quae possunt causari a diversis, si utrumque illorum 
'" "eo ill "\ aequaliter et aeque necessario respicit ad causalitatem· orum, ut-

rnmque illorum est aeque liberum. Sed posita hypothesi, voluntas 
aeque indifferenter se habet ad velle et nolle et aeque necessario 
respicit [ad) causalitatem illorum sicut appetitus sensitivus ad ap­
petere et fugere, quia iudicante sensu et apprehendente quod hoc 
est nocivum vel delectabile, appetitus sensitivus statim fugit vel 
appetit nee potest resistere; ita iudicante intellectu quod hoc est 
volendum vel nolendum, voluntas statim necessario vult vel non 
volt. Igitur est aequalis libertas utrobique. 

600 

605 

610 

615 

620 

625 

84. Cf. Aristotle, Anal. Poster. 1.1.71a 19-21; Aegidius Romanus, 
Quodlibet I, q.19 (Louvain, 1646), 39b. 

..... J... ~ 85. Cf. Aquinas, ST I-II q.77 a.2 ad 4; Quaest. disp. De malo q.3 a9 
~ad7. 

86. Cf. Henry, Quodl. IX q.5, pp. 127-28. 
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[Fifth ProoD 
596. The fifth proof is taken from the Philosopher, book 1 of the cl S 
Posterior Analytics. 84 It is impossible at one and the same time to , r 
know the major and the minor premises and yet be ignorant of f>~.;Ql 
the conclusion. According to the Philosopher, [someone who 
knows these premises) taken together necessarily [already] has 
known [virtually]. But an incontinent person knows that nothing 
unworth should be done, and she knows evidently on the baSIS 
of experience that this particu ar t mg IS unworthy; therefore 
s . . should not be one ca s e knows 
the principles that lead to this conclusion; and yet she does t e 
contrary. 'fltelefOie etc. 
- 604. Someon~ight object that an incontinent person has 

knowledge of two major premises-namely, 'nothing unworthy 
should be done' and 'everything enjoyable should be done' - but s:.t. 
accepts only the minor premise subordinate to the second ma- . 7/, 
jor-for example, 'this is enjoyable.' On the basis of these pre­
mises, he therefore concludes only that 'this should be done.' I 
answer that it is impossible to assent Simultaneously to th";;-
two ma· or· e two assents militate against 
ea other. Similarly, granted that such simultaneous assen IS 
pOSSible, the incontinent erson posited can still evidently and 
scientifica first major premIse, the minor a d the 
conclusion and zwt dO the opposite~ fuerefor he can do the oppo-
site of what is dictated by right reason. 

[Sixth ProoD 
614 . . In the sixth proof," I show that if we posit that the will nec- ~., 
essarll conforms to reason in elicitin an ·11 will not be 1) 

any more free than the sensitive ap etite. For when two ngs T r~ 
are m 1 erent to contranes a can be produced by different 
causes, if each of them relates equally and equally necessarily to 
their causality, each of them is equally free. But on the hypoth-
esis, the will is equally indifferent to acts of willing and to acts of 
rejection, and it is as necessarily related to their causality as the 

... sensitive appetite is related to acts of grasping and acts of avoid-
ance. 

. be or 
... rejected, the will would will or not will necessarily. Therefore, 
.. there is equal liberty [in the will and in the sensitive appetite on 

hypothesis]. 
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Sid i c a S87 quod voluntas potest impedire iudicium ratio­
nis per imperium, quia potest imperare intellectui quod consideret 
iliud obiectum vel aliud, et ita est libera respectu iliius imperii, 
quia iu potestate sua: 630 

Con t r a, aut iutellectus dictat iliud imperium esse elicien­
dum, aut non. Si sic, igitur voluntas necessario conformatur illi 
iudicio imperando, igitur hoc non est in potestate sua. Si non, 
igitur voluntas potest aliquid velle quod non est dictaturo a rati-
one, cuins contrarium dicunt.BB 635 

Praeterea non plus dependet voluntas iu volendo ab iutellectu 
quam appetitus sensitivus a sua cognitiva; sed appetitus sensitivus 
potest iu actum suum facta sola ostensione obiecti sine omni iudi­
cia vel dictamine; igitur multo magis voluntas. 

Praeterea aut actus iutellectus necessario elicitur, aut non. Si 640 
sic, tunc sic: in essentialiter ordinatis quae sic Be habent quod 
posito primo, necessaria ponitur secundum, secundum non est in 
potestate voluntatis uisi primum sit in potestate voluntatis; sed 
dictante iutellectu quod tale imperium sit eliciendum, necessario 
elicitur per te; igitur istud imperium non est iu potestate volun- 645 
tatis primo. Si non necessaria elicitur actus intellectus sed libere, 
sequitur idem, quod89 ilie actus iutellectus sit primo iu potestate 
voluntatis. 

Praeterea90 iliud imperium, per quod voluntas potest impedire 
iudicium rationis, est actus voluntatis elicitus, igitur est conformis 650 
rectae rationi; et non isti iudicio rationis cuius imperium est des­
tructivum, certum est, quia si sic, non esset eins destructivum; 
igitur est conformis alteri iudicio rationis. Et de ilio iudicio quaero 
sicut de primo: ex quo potest impediri per imperium, hoc non 
erit per imperium conforme sibi, quia iliud conformiter elicitur 655 
rectae rationi, igitur per aliquod aliud imperium. Et iliud est actus 
voluntatis et per consequens necessaria conformatur alicui iudicio 
rationis; non autem illi cuius est destructivum, sicut patet; igitur 

87. Cf. Scotus, Sent. II d.25 n.7, XlII: 201; III d.36 n.12 ad finem, 
XV: 631; Richardus de Mediavilla, Sent. II d.38 a.2 q.4 (Brescia, 1591), 
471-72. 

88. Cf. note 82. 
89. Cf. lines 539-42 above. 

--?roo. cr. Scotus, Sent. III d.36 n.13 ratio 3&4, XV: 631. 
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627. Someone" might hold that the will can impede the 
judgment of reason by means of an imperative act of will, because 
it Can direct the intellect to consider this or that object, and thus 
the will is free in respect to that directive, because this is within 
its power. 

631. I ask in reply: Does the jntellect djctate that that direc­
t·ve should be elicited, or not? !fit does, then the will necessarily 
conforms to that Judgmen y issuing that directive; therefore 
that is not within its power. If it does not, then the will can will 
something that is not dictated by reason, contrary to the propo­
nents of this view. 88 

636. Moreover, there is another reply: In producing an act of 
will, the will no more de ends on the intellect than the sensitive 
appe Ite depends on the COgnitive faculty; but the sensitive ap _. 

'tite need only be shown an object in order to produce an act· it can 
act ithout . ent or dictate of reason]· theref~ 
much more the will. 

640. A further reply: Either the act of intellect is necessarily 
elicited, or it is not. If it is, then we argue as follows: When 
[causes] are essentially ordered-so that if a first object is pos­
Ited, the second is [also] necessarily posited-the second is not in 
the Dower ot the Will UllIess the first is in the )lower of the will; 
but when the intellect dictates that such a directive should be 
elicited, it is necessarily elicited according to the objection; there­
fore that directive is not primarily in the power ofthe will. If the 
act of intellect is not elicited necessarily but freely the s;;:me 
thmg follows· That act of intellect would be prjmarily jn the 
power of the will. 89 -

649. A further reply:" The directive by meanS of which the 
will can impede the judgment ofreason is an elicited act of will, 
therefore it conforms to right reason; and it is certain that it does 
not conform to that judgment of reason that the directive de­
stro~s, since otherwise the directive would not destroy it; there­
fore It conforms to another Judgment of reason. Concerning that 
second judgment, I object as [I objected against] the first, since 
you hold that that act can be impeded by a directive: It will not be 
impeded by a directive in conformity with that act itself, since 
that act is elicited in conformity with right reason, therefore [if it 
can be impeded, it will be] by some other directive. That other 
directive will be an act of will, and consequently it will necessar­
ily conform to some judgment of reason, but not in conformity to 
that judgment that it destroys, as is evident; therefore it will be 
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alteri priori. Et de illo tertio, ex quo potest impediri, potest quaeri 
sicut de primo et secunda; et sic erit processus in infinitum in 
iudiciis et imperiis, vel stabitur ad aliquod imperium quod non 
elicitur conformiter rectae rationi, sed solum libere ex nuda osten­
sione. Et qua ratione statur in secunda vel in tertia imperio, eadem 

ratione in primo. Igitur etc. 
Praeterea appetitus sensitivus potest impedire indicium, sicut 

aliquae passiones possunt esse ita vehementes in appetitu sensitivo 
quod totaliter impedient iudicium rationis; et tamen propter hoc 
non est liber; igitur nee eodem modo in proposito. 

Confumatur, quia91 ratio aliquando errat. Tunc quaero, aut 
hoc est in potestate voluntatis, aut non; si non, non peccat ex 
ignorantia, quia nullus obligatur ad impossibile; si sit in potestate 
voluntatis, aut immediate aut mediante actu voluntatis. 

Sid i c a S92 quod ipsa intentio est primo in potestate 
intellectus: con t r a, intellectus93 nulli adhaeret nisi prop-
ter evidentiam rei vel propter auctoritatem vel propter imperium 
voluntatis; sed sive sic sive sic adhaereat, semper necessario adhae­
ret posito alia, puta evidentia rei vel imperio voluntatis, nee potest 
istis stantibus non adhaerere, igitur non est in potestate intellec­

tus. 
Praeterea, tunc primum peccatum esset in intellectu, non in 

voluntate, quia consistit in illo actu qui primo est in potestate 
nostra; et per consequens tunc posset peccatum. non esse volun­
tarium, quod est contra Aug u s tin u m et alios San c-
to s.94 

Confirmatur: non videtur impossibile Deum posse suspendere 
actionem causae secundae et facere actum priorem sine actu poste­
riori; igitur posset facere ilium. actum intellectus esse sine actu 
voluntatis, et sic peccatum esset in intellectu, nullo exsistente in 
voluntate. 

660 

665 

670 

675 

680 

685 

91. Cf. Godefridus de Fontibus, Quodlibet V q.12, ed. M. de Wulf & 
J. Hoffmans, PbB III: 51. 

92. Cf. Godefridus de Fontibus, Quodlibet VIII q.16, ed. J. Hoffmans, 
PhB IV: 160-61; Quodlibet VI q.lO, ed. M. de Wulf & J. Hoffmans, PhB 
III: 207. 

93. Cf. Scotus, Collatio III n.l, V: 149-50. .. 
94. Cf. Augustine, De vera religione c.14 n.27 (PL 34, 133); Aqumas, 

STl-II q.74 a.1 Resp. 
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in conformity with a third judgment. Concerning that third judg­
ment, since it can be impeded, we can make the same objection as 
was made in the case of the first and second judgments. So there 
will either be an infinite regress of ·ud ents and dire;;-tives, or 
there will e a a some rrective that is not e . CIte ill confor­
mity with right reason, but freely, resu posing only the bar: 
manifestation 0 an 0 ~ec. oreover, there IS t e same reason 
to make a halt at the first act, as at the second or third. There­
fore, etc. 

665. A further reply: The sensitive appetite can impede 
judgment, as is the case with some passions in the sensitive ap­
petite that can be so vehement that they totally impede the judg­
ment of reason; and yet the sensitive a etite is not for that 
reason free; there ore similarly neither in the case under consid-
eration. .,. 

669. A confirmation:" Reason sometimes errs. Then I ask, Is 
this error in the power of the will, or not? If not, then we do not 
sin from ignorance, since no one is obligated to the impossible . .!!. 
such error is jn the power ofthe will, then this jll either immedi­
ately or medjately by an act of will. 

673. Someone92 might object that the [erring) intention itself is 
primarily in the power of the intellect. My answer is that the intel­
lect does not adhere to a view except for one of three reasons:93 either 
on account of authority, or because of the evidence a thing presents, Sf. T/"f!}j 
or C!.~ account of an imperative act of will. But for whatever reason be, V. 
the Intellect adheres to a view, it always adheres necessarily, once 1'; ~ 
one of these grounds for adherence is posited-as, for example, the 0..,. 

evidence a thing presents or an imperative act of will; and the intel-
lect cannot fail to adhere when such grounds are present. Therefore, 
the [erring intention) is not in the power of the intellect. 

680. A further reply to this objection: It would follow from the 
objection that the first sin was in the intellect, not i ill, since 
sin conSlS s In an act a IS prImarily in our power; and conse­
quently sin could be involuntary, contrary to Augustine and other 
saints.94 

685. A confirmation follows: It does not appear impossible that 
God could suspend the action of a second cause and produce a prior 
act without a posterior act. Therefore he could produce that act of 
. ellect without an act of will and thus there wo ld be sin in the 
intellect without sin m e will. ~ 
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[Conclusio tertia] 690 
Tertia conclusio est quod prudentia secundo modo dicta,·5 pro 
notitia immediate directiva alicuius particularis evidenter illatae ex 
universali, potest esse sine virtute morall. Haec probatur per eas-
dem rationes per quas prior·6 probatur, quia dictante intellectu 
de aliquo in particulari, potest voluntas in contrarium etc. 695 

Sid i cat u r97 quantum ad priorem conclusionem et 
istam similiter, quod voluntas non est libera quia potest facere 
contra iudicium rationis, sed quia potest tibere imperare exsecu­
tionem operationum exteriorum; et respectu illius imperii dicitur 
libera, non autem respectu alicuius actus eliciti confornriter vel 700 
deformiter cum ratione: 

Con t r a, quando aliqua sic se habent quod posito primo, 
necessaria ponitur secundum, impossibile est primum porri nisi 
ponatur secundum, et per consequens secundum non est in potes-
tate voluntatis nisi quia primum est. Sed recta ratione dictante 705 
quod aliquid sit oronino operandum, et voluntate volente effica-
citer illud operari, necessaria operatur et exsequitur secundum 
potentias exteriores, si non impediatur; igitur necessario sequitur 
imperium exsecutionis. 

Maior patet ex praedictis.·8 Minor probatur per G reg 0- 710 
r i u m:99 "probatio dilectionis exlribitio est operis." Similiter, 
Phi los 0 p h u s, IX Metaphysicae, 100 potentia rationalis 
valet ad opposita, et dicit ibi quod cum sit oppositorum, oportet 
aliquid esse determinativum, scilicet appetitum et prohaeresim. 
Unde dicit sic: "QuOd10l enim desiderabit principaliter, hoc faciet, 715 
quando ut possit exstiterit et appropinquaverit passivo. Quare 
patens secundwn rationem necesse, quando desiderat cuius habet 
potentiam, et ut habet, hoc facere; habet autem praesente pas-
sivo ... ". Sequitur igitur conclusio. 

S i qua era s utrum imperare exsecutionem actus exte- 720 
rioris sit alius actus ab illo quo vult efficaciter dictatum a recta 

95. A.2 14-19. 
96. Namely, conclusion 2, lines 522-24. 
97. Cf. Godefridus de Fontibus, Quodlibet XV q.4, ed. J. Hoffmans & 

A. Pelzer, PbB XIV: 30. 
98. Lines 534-37, 641-43 above. 
99. Cf. Gregorius, XL Homiliarum in Evang. II h.30 (PL 76, 1220 C). 
100. Cf. Aristotle, Metaph. 9.5.1048a 8-15 t.e. 10; Scotus, Sent.II 

d.25 n.2, VI: 874; Ockham, OTh VII, 358-59. 
101. Ockham here uses the same version that is found, for .example, 

printed with Aquinas's works. See In lib. Metaphysicorum Aristot. 
expositio IX lect. 4, c.5 n.765 (ed. Marietti, 1950), 434. 
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[Third Conclusion] ( "J 
691. he third conclusion is that prudence in the second mode.5 .. I 

can exist without moral virtue-t a IS, prudence as know edge that 
is immediately directive of some particular act evidentl inferr 
from a universal propo§ition. . s is proved with the same arguments 
that proved the prior conclusion,.6 since the will can elicit a contrary 
act when the intellect dictates something particular. 

696. AS far as this conclusion and the prior con-elusion are con­
cerned, someone·7 might similarly object that the will is free not be­
cause it can act contrary to the judgment of reason, but because it 
can freely direct the execution of exterior operations. It is called free 
in respect to that directive, not in respect to some act elicited in con­
formity with or contrary to reason. 

702. On the contrary, when things are so related that when 
the first is posited, the second 1S necessarily posited, it is imJ>os- . 

. osit the first without positing th -se:-
u on 1S on y m e pow will because the 

first is. But when rig t reason dictates that some operation 
should be done without fail, and the will efficaciously wills that 
operation, the operation is necessary, and so is its execution in 
the exterior faculties, if there is no impediment. Therefore the 
direction to execute [the exterior operation] follows necessarily. 

710. The major premise is evident from what has been Baid 
above.'s The proof of the minor premise comes from Gregory:99 
"The proof oflove is a display of work." Similarly, according to the 
Philosopher, in book 9 of the Metaphysics,lOo "the rational faculty 
i~ capable of contrary effects." As the Philosopher says there, 
smce the rational faculty is capable of opposite operations some­
thing must make the determination-namely, desire or ~hoice. 
Consequently, the Philosopher' O! says: "What [an animal] princi­
pally desires, it will do, when the possibility is present and the 
passive object is within range. Hence when the possessor of a ra­
tional faculty desires something for which he has the potential 
and in circumstances in keeping with the potential he does that 
~hin~ necessarily;" but he has the potential when the passive ob­
Ject 1S present. .. The conclusion follows. 

!20. Someone might ask whether the act directing the ex­
ecutlOn of an exterior act is different from the act by which some-
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ratione: res p 0 n d e 0, si actus ille quo vult dictatum a 
ratione sit actus imperativus formaliter, qualis est actus virtutis 
heroicae,lo2 tunc est idem actus omnino quo vult dictatum et 
quo imperat exseeutionem, quia ipso posito, statim exsequitur 
amoto impedimento, sicut prius patet,103 et hoc sine omni alio 
actu voluntatis. Si autem sit imperativus aequivalenter,104 puta ali­
quis vult dictatum a ratione si esset opportnnitas et uisi esset im­
pedimentum, si post imperet exsecutionem actus exterioris habita 
opportnnitate, ibi imperare est alius actus a primo, quia primus 
est imperativus solum aequivalenter, secundus formaliter; primus 
habet impedimentum pro obiecto, secundus non; secundus habet 
tempus praesens pro obiecto, primus non; et per consequens sunt 
diversi actus. 

725 

730 

[Conclusio quarta] 735 

Quarta conclusio est quod aliqua prudentia tertio modo dic-
ta 105 potest esse sine virtute morali, et aliqua non. Hoc patet, 
quia aliqua talis propositio potest cognosci per experientiam ac-
eeptam respectu actus alterius horninis, aliqua non potest evidenter 
cognosci nisi per experientiam acceptam respectu proprii actus. 740 

Exemplum primi: 'iste iracundus est mitigandus per pulchra 
verba, quia aliquando vidi eum sic mitigatum per alium vel per 
me.' Notitia evidens istius potest esse sine omni virtute morali, 
quia aliquis potest evidenter illam propositionem cognoscere, et 
tamen nolle eum simpliciter mitigare, sicut patet per experien- 745 
tiam. Et probatur haec pars per rationes prius faetas pro secunda 
eonclusione.106 

Exemplum secundi: 'aliquis enim eliciendo frequenter actum 
continentiae et temperantiae magis disponitur ad Dei cognitionem 
et dilectionem et ad studendum'; similiter hic: 'aliquis diligendo 750 
Deum maiorem habet deleetationem quam in aliqua re temporali'; 
et similiter: 'diligens perfecte Deum et actum temperantiae prop-
ter Deum, facile contemnit actus intemperantiae,' et huiusmodi, 
sunt propositiones quae non possunt evidenter esse verae nee evi-
denter ab aliquo sciri sine actu proprio elicito generativo virtutis. 755 
Nullus enim potest evidenter scire istas, quod actus temperantiae 
est frequenter elieiendus quia disponit hominem ad Dei dilectionem, 

102. A.2 76-109, 152-57. 
103. Lines 705-8. 
104. A276-109. 
105. A2 20-26. 
106. Lines 522-24. 
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one effectively wills a dictate of right reason. M answer is that if 
the act b me . ch we will a dictate of reason . a 

've act as in the of an act 0 eroic virtue'02 then 
the act by mean of which we will the dictate is entirely t e same 
as tb~ a~t h~r ~ean~ 0,[ ~hich ~e direc Its executIon, since once 
the w1ll1S pos1ted, 1t 1S 1mmed1ately executed in the absence of 
an impediment, as was evident above;1O' n~ other act of will 
wo~d be required. But if the act is equivalently imperative'04-
as m the case where someone wills a dictate of reason if it is op­
portu:'e and there is no impediment-then, ifthe execution of the 
extenor act is subsequently directed when it is opportune that 
directive is a different act from the first. The first act i~ only 
equ~valently imperative; the second, formally. The first act has 
the 1mped1ment as its o!:tiect; the second does not. The second act 
has the present time as an object, the first does not. Conse­
quently, these are different acts. 

[Fourth Conclusion] 

736. The fourth conclusion is that prudence in the third mode'o, 
~ can sometimes be without moral virtue, and sometimes not. This 

1S eV1dent bec,:,use some such propositions can be k;;w.,n by 
means of expenence acqUlred in reference to the acts of another 
person, ?ther propositions Can be known evidently only by means 
of expenence acquired in reference to one's own acts. 
. 741. An example of the first kind of proposition is: 'This iras­

c1ble person should be mollified with fine words,' because I have 
seen him mollified in this way at some time either by myself or by 
s~meone else. EVIdent knowledge of this nroposition can exist 
WIthout an~ moral virtue because someone can evidently know 

that propos1tlO': and yet.not will to mollify him at all, as is evi­
dent from expenence. Th1S part of the conclusion is proved by the 
1i.rguments advanced above for the second conclusion.lO' 

748. ~ example ofthe second kind of proposition is: 'By fre­
quently ehc1t1ng acts of continence and temperance, one is more 
disposed to know, to love, and to study God.' Sinrilarly: 'Someone 
.who loves God finds more enjoyment than in temporal things,' 
Someone who perfectly loves God and an act of temperance for 
the sake of ?~d finds it easy to condemn acts of intemperance.' 
Such pro OSl . . t be evidentl true, nor can they be evi­
dently . own s~lent1fically by anyone without eliciting an act 

,.feneratlve of v1rtue on his own. That 'an act of temperance 
should be ehcited frequently becau'se it disposes men for the love 
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vel quod Deus sit diligendus propter delectationem quae habetur in 
eo plus quam in aliqua alia re, nisi quia per experientiam in seipso 
aliquando cognovit quod ipsemet eliciendo frequenter actum tem- 760 
perantiae magis sic dispouitur; similiter in diligendo Deum habuit 
ipsemet maiorem delectationem quam in aliqua alia re temporali, 
quia istae propositiones et similes non possunt evidenter 8ciri per 
propositiones per se notas, nec possunt evidenter sciri per expe-
rientiam acceptam respectu actus alterius hominis, quia de actibus 765 
talibus alterius hominis non possum habere experientiam pro statu 
isto. 

Ad hoc igitur quod habeam notitiarn evidentern talium natu­
raliter, necesse est quod virtus moralis insit habenti talem pruden-
tiam, virtus inquam generata ex illis actibus de quibus accipitur 770 
notitia evidens et certa, vel saltern quod prius infuit virtus aliquo 
tempore, licet forte modo non inest. Quod dico, quia possibile 
est quod maneat habitus in intellectn inclinans evidenter ad assen­
tiendwn illis propositionibus prius acceptis per experientiam, et 
quod ornnis habitus voluntatis corrumpitur; et tunc talis actus 775 
prudentiae non requirit necessario actum virtUQsum. 

Ideo intelligendum est illud dictum'07 quantum ad generatio­
nem primam actus virtuosi et prudentiae, quia primus actus talis 
prudentiae non potest causari sine actu virtuoso, quia respectu 
illius actus prudentiae actus virtuosus est causa partialis, et post 780 
generationem habituum hinc inde, potest unum esse sine alio. 

S i qua era s utrum actus prudentiae qui necessario 
requirit vel praesupponit actum virtuosum, sit directivus respectu 
illius actus quem praesupponit: res p 0 n d e 0 quod non, 
quia dirigere108 non est nisi causare actum; sed actus virtuosus 785 
causat illurn actum prudentiae; igitur non causatur ab eo, aliter 
idem esset antequam. esset. 

S lConclusio quintal 
'4>., c/u. Quinta conclusio est quod prudentia quarto modo dicta,'0. 

£IS/ qua aliquis dicitur prudens quantum ad totum Vlvere, secundum 790 
QI--) 

107. Lines 753-55; cf. OTh 1,320. 
108. Cf. Ockham, OTh VIII, 418. 
109. A.227-33. 
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of God' or that 'God should be loved on account of our enjoyment 
of God, which is greater that the enjoyment we find in other 
things' are conclusions that no one can know evidently and scien­
tifically, unless y means of his own expenence a some 1me. 
~ person woUld have to expenence himself that by frequently elicit­
ing an act of temperance, he is more inclined to love God, or that 
he personally has found greater enjoyment in loving God than in 
s0l:"e other, temporal thing. For these, and [other] similar propo­
sltIons cann evidentl and scientifically known by means of 
se - . ent ro osit· he be evi en an scientifi­
cally known b virtue of t e ex erience accep ed on e basis of 
ot er men's acts, since in this life we cannot experience such acts 
as other people experience them. 

768. Therefore moral virtue must inhere in a ers 
has such prudence if she is to ave evident knowledge of such 
propositions naturaIIy. Here I mean the v1rtue generated by * 
those acts from which we receive evident and certain knowl­
edg~or at least virtue must have inhered at some previous 
hme, although perhaps it does not now. I say this because it is 
possible that every habit of will be corrupted while a habit re­
mains in the intellect, inclining someone to assent evidently to 
those propositions previously accepted on the basis of experience. 
In that case, such an act of prudence would not necessarily re-
quire a virtuous act. 

777. What was said above'07 should be understood as having 
to do with the first generation of a virtuous and a prudent act. 
The first such act of prudence cannot be caused without a virtu­
ous act, since a virtuous act is a partial cause in respect to that 
act of prudence. But after the generation of habits in both areas 
one can exist without the other. ' 

782. Someone might ask whether an act of prudence that 
necessarily requires or presupposes a virtuous act is directive in 
respect to the act that it presupposes. I would reply that it is not 
directive,'08 because to direct only means to cause an act· but a 
virtuous act causes that act of prudence; therefore it is not ~aused 
by the act of prudence. Otherwise, One and the same thing would 
be before it existed. 

[Fifth Conclusionl 

789. The fifth conclusion is that prudence in the fourth mode'09 5 
can exist without some virtues, but not without others. When J 
----------------~----~~~~~- G~ u< -
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quod includit notitias ilirectivas omnium virtutum quae requi­
runtur ad perfecte vivere hominis, potest esse sine aliquibus vir­
tutibus, et sine aliquibus non potest esse. Hoc patet, quia pruden­
tia sic accepta includit prudentiam tribus primis modis acceptam, 
et aliqua istarum prudentiarum potest esse sine virtute morali, 795 
sicut patet de duobus primis modis, et de tertio modo quantum 
ad aliquam prudentiam; et alia non, sicut patet de tertio modo 
quantum ad aliquam prudentiam."O 

I [Condusio sexta] 
}::7 • Sexta canclusio est quod quaelibet virtus moralis potest esse 800 

~ ~~ine prudentia primo modo et secunda modo dicta, quia ad hoc 
,..,.... quod actus virtuosus eliciatur, non requiritur quod notitia imme-
:..0 diate directiva causetur per propositiones per se notas, quo modo 

causatur prudentia secunda modo dicta, quia ilia eadem notitia 
potest causari per propositiones per se notas vel per experientiaro., 
et sufficit quod altero iliorum modorum causetur. Exemplum: ad 
hoc quod virtuose benefaciam isti, non requiritur quod haec pro­
positio 1.sti est benefaciendum' sequatur ex ista 'omni arnicD est 
benefaciendum' etc., sed sufficit quod huic evidenter assentiam 
quia vidi vel aliter expertus sum quod ipse mihi benefecit. Sed 
ad hoc quod actus virtuosus eliciatur, necessario requiritur pru­
dentia secunda modo vel tertia modo dicta. 

Et eadem modo, ad virtutem moralem non requiritur pruden-
tia primo modo dicta, quia ut patet, notitia particularis cuiuscum­
que immediate directiva potest haberi per experientiaro., ad quam 
non requiritur notitia alicuius universalis. Si tamen notitia evidens 
alicuius particularis non pas set haberi per experientiam, tunc virtus 
ilia, cuins notitia particularis esset directiva, requireret necessario 
prudentiam primo modo et secundo, sed non tertio. 

110. Conclusions 2-4, lines 521-23. 

805 

810 
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someone is called prudent in the fourth mode. that refer. to every 
aspect of life in that rudence in thi < • directive 

nowledge of all the virtues requisite to the erfect life of a hu 
man bein . The fifth conc usion is evident because prudence I 
t is mode includes prudence in t e three previous mode 
some of these arms a pru ence can eXls WIt out moral virtue, 
as is evident for the two first modes. This is also evident for the 
third mode of prudence as regards some prudence; but another 
form of prudence in the third mode cannot exist without moral 
virtue, as it evident for the third mode of prudence."o 

[Sixth Conclusion] ~ 
800. The sixth conclusion is that any moral virtue can exist with- \ 
out rudence in the first and second mode. For eliciting a virtu- c.,.-c.- ' 
ous act does not reqUlre at t e immediately directive 
knowledge be caused by self-evident propositions, in the manner 
in which prudence in the second mode is produced. The same 
knowledge can be caused either by self-evident propositions or by 
experience, and one of the two means suffices to cause that 
knowledge. For example, that I should virtuously help or do 
something good for someone does not require that the proposition 
"this person should be helped" follow from this proposition "every 
friend should be helped," etc. Instead that I evidently 
assent to this because I 

In the same manner, moral virtue does not require pru-
dence in the first mode indicated because, as is 

of 
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I [Art. N: Dubia circa quaestionem) 

[Dubium primum] 

Circa quartum articu1um sunt aliqua .dubia mavenda. Primum 
est utrum' aliquis actus voluntatis sit inilifferens, sic quod primo 
sit indifferens ad bonum et malum, et post idem numero fiat bo- 5 
nus vel malus. Videtur quod sic, quia omnis actus elicitus con-
formiter rectae ratioui est sinlpliciter viltuosus; sed potest aliquis 
primo elicere actum indifferentem sine ratione recta, et post con-
tinuare eundem cum ratione recta; igitur etc. 

Et2 eodem modo potest probari quod actus primo et intrinsece 10 
bonus potest fieri intrinsece malus, quia si primo elicitur confor-
miter rectae rationi, et post continuetur contra rectam rationem, 
erit primo intrinsece bonus et postea erit intrinsece malus, igitur 
etc. Eodem modo, si eliciatur primo contra rectam rationem, et 
post continuetur secundum rectam rationem, erit primo intrinsece 15 
malus, et post intrinsece bonus, igitur etc. 

[Dubium secundum] 

Secundum dubium est, quia non videtur quod3 recta ratio, 
fiuis, locus et tempus etc. sint obiecta secundaria et partialia actus 
virtuosi; p rim 0, quia istae sunt circumstantiae talis actus, 20 

1. Cf. a.199-143; a.2 200-210; OTh VI, 423,383,385. 
2. Cf. OTh VI, 371-72. 
3. Cf. a.2 183--85; OTh IX, 265-66. 
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[First Doubt] 

I [Art. N: Uncertainties Concerning 
the Question) 

3. The fourth article raises some doubts. The first doubt is 
whether there is any indifferent act ofwill'-such that that act 
would at first be indifferent as to goodness or wickedness, and 
afterward numerically the same act would be rendered good or 
wicked. It appears that this could happen, since every act elicited 
in conformity with right reason is simply virtuous; but someone 
could first elicit an indifferent act without right reason and after­
ward continue the same act with right reason; therefore, etc. 

10. In the same waY,2 it can be proven that a primarily and 
intrinsically good act can be rendered intrinsically wicked. For if 
it is elicited first in conformity with right reason and afterward 
continues contrary to right reason, then it will first be intrinsi­
cally good and thereafter intrinsically wicked; therefore, etc. 
Similarly, ifit were elicited first contrary to right reason and af-

,terward continued in conformity with right reason, then it will 
first be intrinsically wicked and thereafter intrinsically good; 
therefore, etc. 

[Second Doubt] 

18. The second doubt arises because it does not appear that right 
reason, end, place, time, etc.' are secondary and partial objects of 

virtuous act for the following reasons: [1] these are the circum-
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igitur non sunt obiecta illius actus, quia idem non potest esse 
obiectum et circumstantia; sec u n d 0, quia tunc idem actus 
esset actus volendi et nolendi, quia aliquis potest nolle peccatum, 
odire et detestari propter Deum tamquam propter finem; sed iste 
actus, ut terminatur ad Deum, non potest esse actus nolendi et 
odiendi, quia est actus virtuosus et millus virtuose edit Deum, 
igitur est actus volendi ut sic terminatur; sed ut terminatur ad 
peccatum, est actus nolendi, igitur etc. 

[Dubium tertiuml 
Tertium est, quia videtur quod4 actus exterior habeat propriam 
bouitatem et malitiam; p rim 0, quia aliter non magis quis 
vituperaretur propter malum actum exteriorem quam propter m­
teriorem tantum; sec u n d 0, quia distincta praecepta cadunt 
super exteriorem et interiorem, igitur sunt distincta peccata. 

[Dubium quartuml 
Quartum dubium est, quia Phi los 0 p h U s5 pouit 
virtutes in parte sensltiva, scilicet in irrationali, igitur videtur 
quod6 non solum sunt in voluntate. 

[Dubium quintuml 

25 

30 

35 

Quintum dubium est de distinctione de virtute morali, quia 40 
non videtur quod7 virtus moralis sic potest esse circa obiectum 
supernaturale, cum, - quia distincti habitus inclinant ad distincta 
obiecta -, cum igitur obiectum naturale et supernaturale smt 
distincta, erunt distincti habitus sic inclinantes; igitur si unus erit 
moralis, puta lie qui inclinat ad actus circa obiectum naturale, 45 
alius erit supernaturalis. 

[Dubium sextuml 
Sextum dubium est, quia videtur quod ilia probatioB sit insuf­
ficiens qua probatur distinctio specifica inter habitus: quia error 
circa conclusionem potest stare cum notitia principii et non cum 50 
scientia conclusionis, igitur istae notitiae distinguuntur specie. 
Similiter: una9 virtus potest stare cum vitio respectu alterius vir-

4. Cf. a.1132-56; OTh VI, 370. 
5. cr. Aristotle, Eth. Nic. 3.13.1117b23-24; OTh VI, 353, 369. 
6. cr. a.1158-60; a.2 231-59. 
7. Cf. a.2 137-51. 
8. A.141-47; a.2 56-60. 
9. A.3 225-29; a.2 181-89. 

145 I Article IV 

stances of such an act, therefore they are not the objects of that 
act, since the same thing cannot be both object and circumstance' 
[~l the same act would then be an act of willing and rejecting: 
smce someone can reject, hate, and detest sin for the sake of God 
as an end. But insofar as this act terminates at God, it cannot be 
an act of hatred and rejection, since it is a virtuous act, and no 
one virtuo.usly hates God; therefore it is an act of willing insofar 
as It termmates at God. Bnt insofar as it terminates at sin it is 
an act of rejection. Therefore, etc. ' 

[Third Doubtl 

30. The third doubt: It appears that an exterior act4 would have 
its own goodness and wickedness. First, this is because otherwise 
a person would not be blamed more on account of a wicked exte­
rior act than on account of an interior act alone. Second exterior 
and interior acts are covered by distinct precepts, ther~fore the 
sins are distinct. 

[Fourth Doubtl 

36. The fourth doubt: The Philosopher' posits virtues in the sen­
sitive faculty-namely, in the nonrational faculty. Therefore it 
appears that virtues are not found only in the will.6 

[Fifth Doubtl 

40. The fifth doubt concerns the distinction regarding moral vir­
. tue. For it does not appear that moral virtue can pertain to a su­
pernatural object in this way' -since distinct habits incline to 
disti~ct.object.s. ~ince therefore natural and supernatural objects 
are d~stmct, distmct habits incline us to will these objects. There­

. fore, If one moral habit inclines us to acts regarding a natural 
. the other habit will be a supernatural one. 

The sixth doubt: It appears that the proofS that demon­
':,st:ra1;ed a specific distinction between habits was insufficient. 

was the proof: Error concerning a conclnsion is compatible 
knowledge of the principle and not with scientific knowledge 

the c.on~luslOn; t~erefore these types of knowledge are specifi­
d,stmct. SImIlarly: One of two virtues is not compatible 
Its own opposite vice,9 but is compatible with vice in respect 
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tutis et non cum vitio sibi opposito, igitur distinguW1.tur specie. 
Quia instantia est: potest10 emm dilectio unius hominis stare cum 
odio alterius et non ClUll odio respectu eiusdem; et tamen nullus 
dicit quod istae dilectiones distinguuntur specie. 

[Dubium septimum] 

Septimum dubium est, quia videtur quod ilia distinctioll de 
virtute morali sit insufficiens, quia Phi los 0 p h u s, VII 
Ethicorom,12 distinguit in virtute: continentiam, perseverantiam 
et temperantiam, quae sub nullo istorum membrorum continen­

tur, igitur etc. 

[Dubium octavum] 

Octavum dubium est, quia videtur quod virtus heroica'3 non 
distinguitur a fortitudine, nee sit ponere virtutem heroicam in 
aliquo genere virtutis nisi tantum in fortitudine, quia talis habitus 
generatur ex actibus imperativis exsecutionum quae sunt contra 
communem cursum naturae, puta sustinere mortem, vulnera, car­
cerem etc.; sed circa tales actus generatur fortitudo solum; igitur 

etc. 

[Solutio dubii primi: Opinio Scoti] 

Ad primum istorum respondet loa nne s in primo, in 

55 

60 

65 

70 

materia de caritate, et in secundo, ubi quaerit utrum aliquis actus 
voltmtatis sit indifferens, et in QuoZibet, ubi quaerit utrum actus 
dilectionis naturalis et meritoriae sint eiusdem speciei, quod14 tam 75 
habitus quam actus voluntatis potest esse indifIerens, sic quod 
idem habitus abstinentiae generatus solum in esse naturae, cuius 
actus solum est actus naturalis, potest postea per coexsistentiam 
actus prudentiae esse intrinsece bonus. 

Sec u n d 0, dicit in Quolibet,15 quod idem actus non solum 80 
specie sed numero potest primo esse indifferens, sic quod erit so-
lum naturalis actus nec laudabilis nec vituperabilis, et postea idem 

10. Cf. OTh I, 216; note the addition in codex D at line 8. 
11. A.2 111-13. 
12. Cf. Aristotle, Eth. Nic. 7.1.1145a 16-20, 35-36; and Averroes, ad 

loco (ed. Iuntina, 1574, III, fo!. 94C). 
13. A.2 152-67; a.3 197-206. 
14. Cf. Scotus, Ord. I d.17 p.1 q.1-2 n.62-65.92-97, V: 163-68,184-

88; Sent. II d.41 n.4, XlII: 435-36; Quodl. q.18 n.16, XXVI: 249. 
15. Cf. Scotus, Quodl. q.17 n.6-7.13, XXVI: 211-12, 224-25; q.18 

n.8.6, XXVI: 238, 236-37. 

147 I Article IV 

to the second virtue, therefore virtues are specifically distinct. 
For there is the following objection: Love ofthe first oftwo men is 
compatible with hatred of the second,1O but not with hatred ofthe 
first; and yet no one says that these loves are specifically distinct. 

[Seventh Doubt] 

58. The seventh doubt arises because it appears that the distinc­
tion drawn in regard to moral virtue" is insufficient. For in the 
Ethics, book 7,12 the Philosopher distinguishes within virtue con­
tinence, perseverance, and temperance; and these [degrees] are 
not included in any division listed; therefore, etc. 

[Eighth Doubt] 

64. The eighth doubt arises because it appears that heroic13 vir­
tue is not distinct from courage. Nor should we posit heroic virtue 
in any other genus of virtue, except courage, since such a habit is 
generated by imperative acts of execution, contrary to the com­
mon course of nature-as, for example, when one is willing to 
sustain death, injury, incarceration, etc. But only courage is gen­
erated by such acts. Therefore, etc. 

[Reply to the First Doubt: John Duns Scotus's Opinion] 

72. John" replies to the first doubt in the first book [of his Sen­
tences commentary] when discussing the subject of charity; in the 
second book, where he asks whether any act of will is indifferent; 
and in the Quodlibet, where he asks whether the acts of natural 
and meritorious love are specifically the same. He says that both 
a habit and an act of will can be indifferent, so that the same 
habit of abstinence that is generated solely by nature and whose 
act is merely natural can afterward be intrinsically good by vir­
tue of the coexistence of an act of prudence. 

80. Second, in the Quodlibet,15 he says that not only specifi­
cally the same, but numerically the same, act can be first indiffer­
ent, so that it would be a merely natural act, neither praiseworthy 
nor blameworthy; and subsequently, without changing at all, that 
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manens omnino potest esse virtuosus et moraliter bonus, et tertio 
idem manens potest esse actus meritorius; quia secunduin eum 
bonitas moralis vel meritoria non addit super substantiam actus 
nisi quosdam respectus ad circumstantias actus, vel tantum unum 
respectum ad rationem rectam plene dictantem de circumstantiis; 
et ille respectus secundum eum oritur ex natura rei. 

T e r t i 0 dicit in secunda, ubi tractat de peccato origin ali, 16 

quod peccat~ sive deformitas in actu peccati non est nisi carentia 
rectitudinis, non qnidem quae inest actui nec quae aliquando infu­
it, quia actus idem est et per consequens non alteratur ab o~p~sito 
in oppositum, sed solum est carentia rectitudinis quae debmt m­
esse actui tali, quam rectitudinem tenebatur voluntas sibi dare. 

[Contra opinionem Scotil 

Contra p rim u m,17 impossibile est quod de actu non 
virtuoso fiat virtuosus per aliquem actum pure naturalem qni nullo 
modo est in potestate voluntatis, quia1S propter talem nullus lau­
datur nee vituperatur, ex quo solum est actus naturalis; sed actus 
prudentiae secundum eum 19 et secundum veritatem est solum 
actus naturalis et nullo modo in potestate nostra plus quam actus 
videndi; igitur impossibile est quod actus voluntatis indifferens 
et non virtuosus fiat virtuosus per solam coexsistentiam pruden­
tiae. 

Praeterea numquam de actu non virtuoso iotrinsece potest fieri 
virtuosus nisi per actum intrinsece virtuosum, et non solum ex­
trinsece et contingenter, quia aliter esset processus in infinitum, 
sicut patet supra;20 sed sicut supra dictum est,2! salus actus volun­
tatis est intrinsece virtuosus vel vitiosus, et nullus alius nisi ex­
trinseca denomioatione, quia quilibet alius, - tam actus intel­
lectus quam exterior -, potest idem manens fieri successive bona 
intentione et mala, et per consequens est contingenter bonus vel 
malus, et non necessario et intrinsece; igitur impossibile est quod 
aliquis actus voluntatis non bonus fiat bonus per solum actum 
prudentiae. 

Praeterea secundum istam viam videtur quod actus virtuosus 
non est unus et simplex actus, sed quod includit formaliter duos 

85 
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16. Cf. Scotus, Sent. II d.37 q.1 n.6, XIII: 356-57; Quodl. q.18 n.16, 
XXVI: 249. 

17. Lines 75-79 above. 
IS. Cf. Aristotle, Eth. Nic. 2.4.1105b28-1106a4; OTb IX, 182. 
19. Cf. Scotus, Sent. II d.40 n.4 ad 2, XIII: 427. 
20. A1100-112. 
21. A.1145-56. 
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act can. be ~uous and morally good; and finally, the same act can 
be mentonous. For according to John, moral goodness or meritori­
ous goodness adds nothing to the substance of an act except cer­
tam relat10ns to the circmnstances of the act, or a single relation 
to ~ght reason, when it fully dictates circumstances. This relation 
anses from the nature of things according to him. 
. 1~9. Third, in the s~cond book, where he deals with original 

sm, . John ~ays that sm-or the deformity found in an act of 
sm-1S nothmg but a lack of rectitude. It cannot be rectitude that 
~nheres !n the act, or has at some time inhered in an act, since it 
1S the s~me act and consequently does not change to something 
contradlCtory. Rather 1t 1S a lack of the rectitude that ought to 
inhere m such an act, a rectitude that the will was obligated to 
supply. 

[Against Scotus's Opinionl 

96. Co~tr.ary to ~he first part" of John's reply we argue as fol­
lows: It IS lffiposs1ble that an act which is not virtuous should be 
rendered virtuous by any purely natural act, which is in no sense 
m the power of the will. For no one is praised or blamed for such 
an act,18 since it is a merely natural act. But according to John, 19 

and ''.' truth, an act of prudence is a merely natural act; it is no 
more m .om: power than an act of seeing. Therefore it is impossible 
that an .md1fferent act of will, which is not virtuous, should be ren­
dered VITtuouS solely by the coexistence of an act of prudence. 

105. Moreover, an act that is not intrinsically virtuous can­
. not be rendered virtuo~s except by an intrinsically virtuous act; 

cannot be re~dered VlrtUOUS by extrinsically and contingently 
acts, smce otherwtse there would be an infinite regress 

was evi~en~ ~bov? 20. But as was also mentioned above,21 anI; 
act of w,ll,s mtrms1cally virtuous or viCious; no other act is 

.except by extrinsic denomination, since any other act-
iVnllth<er mtellectual or exterior-can, while remaining unchanged 

produced successively with good and wicked intentions; conse~ 
any act other than an act of will is contingently good or 
not necessanly and intrinsically. Therefore it is impos-

that any act of will that is not good should be rendered good 
act of prudence alone. 

116. Besides, on this view, it appears that a virtuous act 
not be a single, simple act. Instead it would formally in­

two acts-the indifferent act and an act of prudence; for an 
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actus, puta actum ilium indifferentem et actum prudentiae, qui~ 
numquam de actu non bono mtrinsece nec formaliter potest fien 
bonum formaliter et mtrlnsece nisi per aliquid formaliter et mtrin­
sece bonum; et sic actus virtuosus includit formaliter duos actus, 

quod videtur absurdum. 
Sid i cis quod solum mciudit respectum conformitatis ad 

prudentiam ultra substantiam actus: hoc v ide t u r magis 
absurdum, quod aliquis actus fiat formaliter virtuosus per unum 
respectum qui naturaliter oritur posito extremo, quod etiam natu­
raliter ponitur secundum eUID,22 quia prudentia naturaliter causa­
tur, et ipsa posita naturaliter oritur ille respectus, igitur etc .. 

Contra sec u n d u m,23 quia impossibile est fieri tranSltum 
de contradictorio in contradictorium ceteris paribus sine omni 
adquisitione et destructione positivi;24 sed quando de actu non 
bono moraliter vel meritorie fit actus bonus moraliter vel merito­
rius, est talis transitus; igitur etc. Sed niliil destruitur per te et 
secundum veritatem, igitur aliquid de novo adquiritur, aut abso­
lutum aut respectivum. Si primum, aut habitus aut species aut ac­
tus. Non primum et secundum, quia illa possunt aequaliter mane­
re cum actu non virtuoso et vitiaso sicut cum virtuoso, sicut 
patet consideranti. 19itur producitur novus actus; non solum in 
mtellectu, quia sicut prius patet,25 per solum actum mtellectus 
non potest de actn non bono intrinsece fieri bonus intrinsece; 
igitur necessario erit alius actus voluntatis, - qui nunc est mtr]n­
sece bonus moraliter vel meritorie -, ab actu non bono sive in­

differenti. 
Si producatur noVUS respectus,26 contra, secundum eum in 

primo in materia de caritate, ille respectus est intrinsecus adve­
niens, sed secundum eum in prima quaestione tertii,2? numquam 
causatur talis respectus sine productione alicuius absoluti de novo; 
igitur necesse est ponere quod hic producatur aliquid de novo 
absolutum quod est formaliter et intrinsece bonum. Tale nihil 
potest esse ex natura sua nisi solus actus voluntatis, licet alius 
actus posset dici intrinsece bonus ex causa extrinseca acceptante, 

120 
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22. cr. Scotus, Ord. I d.17 p.1 q.1-2 n.63-64, V: 164-66; Sent. II d.4D 
n.4 ad 2, XlII: 427. 

23. Lines 80-88 above. 
24. Cf. OTh III, 506; OTh V, 14-15; OTh VII, 323. 
25. Lines 105-15 above; a.1100-115. 
26. Line 135 above. 
27. cr. Scotus, Sent. III d.1 q.l n.14-l5, XIV: 40-41; Ord. I d.17 p.l 

q.1-2 n.63-64, V: 164-66. 
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act that is not intrinsically and formally good cannot be rendered 
formally and intrinsically good except by somethlng formally and 
intrinsically good. Thus a virtuous act would formally include 
two acts, which appears absurd. 

123. Someone might say that apart from its substance, the vir­
tuous act mcludes only a relation of conformity to prudence. This 
appears more absurd. It is absurd to suggest that some act should be 
rendered formally virtuons by a relation that arises naturally once 
the extremes are posited. The relation even arises naturally, accord­
ing to John, 22 smce prudence is caused naturally, and once it is pos­
ited, the relation arises naturally. Therefore, etc. 

129. Contrary to the second part23 of John's reply, we argue 
as follows: All things being equal, a transition from one contra­
dictory to another without adding or destroying something posi­
tive is impossible;" bnt there is such a transition when an act 
that was not morally good or meritorious is rendered morally 
good or meritorious; therefore, etc. But, in your view and in truth, 
nothing is destroyed, therefore something new is acquired, either 
absolute or relative. If it is absolute, then what is new is either a 
habit, a species, or an act. The first two can be excluded because 
they can remain just as much when an act is not virtuous (or vi­
cious) as when an act is virtuous, as is clear to anyone who con­
siders the case. Therefore, a new act is produced, and this cannot 
be m the intellect alone because, as was evident above," an act 
that is not intrinsically good cannot be rendered intrinsically 
good by an intellectual act alone. Therefore, the new act will nec­
essarily be another act of will, an act that now is intrinsically 
morally good or meritorions and is distinct from the act that was 
[morally] indifferent or not good. 

144. If [someone suggests that] a new relation" might be 
produced, this should be denied on the basis of John's own views, 
as expressed in the first book, on the subject of charity, where he 

the relation is something intrinsic that occurs. In the first 
:.' (!uE,sti'ion of the third book,27 however, he says that such a relation 

never caused without the production anew of something abso­
Therefore, it is necessary to posit something newly produced 
somethlng absolute that is formally and intrinsically good. 

::Notl,m,f(, on the basis of its own nature, can be of this kind except 
an act of wilL Some other act could, however, be called in-
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quo modo Deus nunc solum acceptat acturn voluntatis, quia si 
acceptaret actum intellectus sicut voluntatis, tunc ita posset actus 
intellectus dici bonus intrinsece sicut voluntatis, 

Contra t e r t i u m,28 quaero quid intelligit per rectitu­
dinem debitam inesse. Aut intelligit quod peccatum et deformitas 
in actu est carentia rectitudinis debitae inesse voluntati peccanti, 
et tlU1.C verum dicit, quia vohll1tas elicit actum quem non debuit 
elicere quia contra voluntatem et praeceptum divinum, et similiter 
non elicit actum rectum quem debuit elicere secundum praecep­
tum divinum, et ita peccat peccato commissionis et omissionis; 
sed isti actus sunt distincti non solum numero sed specie propter 
distinctionem obiectorum. 

Aut intelligit quod deformitas in actu peccati est carentia recti­
tuilinis debitae inesse actui illius peccati vel quae potest sibi inesse 
in posterum. Sed29 hoc est impossibile, quia quaero quid est ilia 
rectitudo sic nata inesse actui: aut aliquid absolutum, aut respec­
tivum, Si primum, aut habitus aut species aut actus. Non species 
nec habitus, quia illi possunt stare cum actu peccati, igitur non 
sunt rectitudo illius actus, Si actus, non potest esse actus intellec-
tus, patet, tum quia talis actus non est natus inesse actui volun­
tatis, tum quia actus voluntatis non est natus esse rectus per acturn. 
intellectus, igitur erit actus rectus voluntatis. Sed ille non est natus 
inesse actui vitioso, quia illi actus sunt contrarii respectu eiusdem 
obiecti, et per consequens non compatiuntur se, sed potius unus 
est destruetivus alterius et non natus sibi inesse sicut eius perfectio. 
Si autem ilIa rectitudo sit respectus, erit respectus intrinseeus ad­
veniens ex natura extremorum, et per consequens non est natus 
inesse alicui em non inest nisi propter novum fundamentum abso­
lutum. Hoc autem non potest esse nisi actus voluntatis rectus, 
sieut patet supra,30 qui non est natus inesse aetui peccati. 19itur 
etc. 

28. Lines 89-94 above, 
29. Cf, OTh VII, 195-97. 
30. Lines 144-50 above, 
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:,)'ITo.sllca.llY good because an extrinsic cause accepts it, as God ac­
an act of will now, because ifhe were to accept an act ofin­

:: .. '0"0'"' as he does an act of will, then an act of intellect could be 
c,tlle,d intrinsically good, just as an act of will is called intrinsi­

good. 
155. Contrary to the third part28 of John's reply, we argue as 

follo.vs: What does he understand by "rectitude that ought to in­
Does he means that sin (and the deformity of an act) is the 

of a rectitude that ought to inhere in the will of the sinner? If 
he speaks the truth, since the will elicits an act that it ought 
to elicit, because it is contrary to divine precept and to the 

will; similarly the will does not elicit a correct act that it 
to elicit according to divine precept; and thus the will sins 

:,cclm:mi.ssi.on and omission. But these act are specifically, not 
numerically distinct, because the objects of these acts are 

Or does he mean that the deformity of an act of sin is 
ofthe rectitude that ought to inhere (or can inhere subse­
in that sinful act? This is impossible,29 since I can ask 

is that rectitude that is designed to inhere in the act; it 
t'e:lth,eI be something absolute or relative. If rectitude is an 

it must be either a habit or a species or an act. It cannot 
.:sp.ecies or a habit, since species and habits are compatible 

of sin, therefore the rectitude of that act is not a spe-
. habit, If rectitude is an act, it evidently cannot be an act 

both because such an act is not desigued to inhere in 
'. CL'_C'" and because an act of will is not designed to be rec­

an act of intellect. Therefore, if rectitude is an act, it 
act of right willing. But that act is not designed to in-

. vi,ciou8 act, since right willing and acting viciously are 
in respect to the same object, and consequently they 

lODOp'~tiblE,. Rather, one is destructive of the other; nei­
c."!>""m to inhere in the other as its perfection. If recti­
FelatiOll, it will be a relation based on things intrinsic to 

and consequently not a thing designed to 
pU,inrr in which it only inheres because of a new 

OUlld~,ti<m. But this new absolute foundation can only 
g~ .. n~rm willing, as was evident above," and right will­
,"C'.'!>,llOU to inhere in an act of sin. Therefore, etc. 
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[Solutio propria auctoris] 
Ideo dico quantum ad istud dubium, quod actus potest dici 
virtuosus vel intrinsece vel extrinsece. Primo modo, impossibile 185 
est quod actus indifferens fiat bonus moraliter per coexsistentiam 
actus prudentiae, quia impossibile est quod aliquis actus non vir-
tUOSllS, per mere naturale fiat virtuosus. Secunda modo, bene 
potest, sed hoc non erit solum per coexsistentiam prudentiae, sed 
cum hoc per novam volitionem. 190 

Exemplum: aliquis vult studere circumscribendo omnem cir­
cumstantiam. Iste actus est bonus ex genere. Et post intellectus 
dictat quod iste actus volendi sit continuandus secundum omnes 
circumstantias requisitas, et voluntas vult primum. actum conti-
nuare secundum dictamen rectae rationis. Iste secundus est per- 195 
fecte virtuosus, quia conformis rectae rationi complete dictanti, 
et est intrinsece virtuosus; et primus est solum virtuosus denomi­
natione extrinseca, quia scilicet conformatur secunda actui. Et 
est secundus actus distinctus a primo; patet per separabilitatem 
eorum et per distinctionem obiectorum, quia secundus habet rec- 200 
tam rationem pro obiecto, primus non. Unde si solwn esset pri-
mus actus, - et ideo iste primus actus non est aliter bonus quam 
actus exterior potentiae apprehensivae vel exsecutivae, sicut patet 
inReportatione 0 c k h a m31_, cum actu prudentiae, non 
diceretur virtuosus intrinsece nee extrinsece. Quod non intriosece, 205 
patet ex praedictis;32 quod non extrinsece, patet, quia numquam 
actus est extrinsece bonus nisi quia conformatur alicui actui intrin-
sece bono, cuiusmodi non est actus prudentiae sed solum actus 
voluntatis, ut patet ex praedictis.33 

Et quando argnitur34 de actu primo intrinsece bono et post 210 
malo, dico quod casus iste impossibilis est, quia istae rationes sunt 
contrariae, quia prima dictat quod talis actus sit eliciendus et con­
tinuand'us, secunda dictat quod ille actus non est continuandus, et 
impossibile est quod istae rationes stent simul in intellectu propter 
formalem repugnantiam. Et sicut istae rationes repugnant, ita 
volitiones conformiter elicitae istis rationibus: velle erum studere 
secundum rectam rationem et velle studere circa idem obiectum 
contra rationem sunt volitiones oppositae propter rationes opposi-

31. Cf. OTh VI, 375, 389. 
32. Lines 96--115 above; a.l 99-130. 
33. Lines 96-115 above; a.1132-36. 
34. Lines 10-14 above. 
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[The Author's Own Solution] 

184. Therefore, in reply to this doubt, I say that an act can be 
called virtuous, either intrinsically or extrinsically. In the first 
sense, it is impossible that an indifferent act should be rendered 
morally good by the coexistence of an act of prudence, since it is 
impossible that any act that is not virtuous should be rendered 
virtuous by something merely natural. In the second sense, it can 
indeed occur, but this will not be solely on account ofthe coexist­
ence of prudence, but rather on account of a new act of will to­
gether with prudence. 

191. Here is an example: In abstraction from any [particu­
lar] circumstance someone wills study. That act is generically 
good. Subsequently the intellect dictates that this act of will 
should be continued according to all requisite circumstances, and 
the will wills to continue the first act according to the dictate of 
right reason. That second act is perfectly virtuous, since it con­

to a complete dictate of right reason, and it is intrinsically 
. virtuous. The first act is virtuous only by extrinsic denomina­
tion-namely, because it conforms to the second act. The second 
act is distinct from the first act, as is evident from their separa­

and the distinction iIi their objects, since the second act has 
reason as an object, and the first does not. The goodness of 

first act is no different from the goodness of an exterior act of 
apprehensive or executive faculty, as is evident from Ock­

Reportatio.31 Hence, if only the first act existed, together 
an act of prudence, it would not be called virtuous, either 

intrir,si',ally or extrinsically. That it would not be intrinsically 
'NirtllOll' is evident from what was said above.32 That it is not ex­
tnns:,caHy virtuous is evident because an act is never extrinsi­

good unless because it conforms to some intrinsically good 
a~~~~:~l:~:~~ is not this sort of act; only an act of will is, as is 
~. from what was said above.33 

210. When someone argues [against this view]34 on the basis 
act that is first intrinsically good and afterward wicked, I 
that the hypothesis is impossible. For these acts ofreason 

cOlnb·~r1i,,"· the first dictates that such an act should be elic­
and continued, the second dictates that that act should not 

~c,on1Ginue.d, and it is impossible that these acts of reason should 
in the intellect, on account oftheir formal incompatibility. 

tJr'lOver.just as these acts of reason are incompatible, so also 
acts of will elicited in conformity with them. For to will 

according to right reason and to will study ofthe same ob­
Itcontra,ry to [right] reason are opposite acts of will, on account 
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156 I TEXT 

tas, quae SWlt ohiecta istarum volitionum. Et similiter primus actus 
volendi virtuosus non posset naturaliter elici nee continuari 220 
sine recta ratione, quae est causa partialis eins tam in elieiendo 
quam in conservando, et ideo destructa ilia recta ratione, destrui-
tur ilie actus volendi; destruitur autem ilia ratio quando actus 
oppositus elicitur; igitur etc. Et ideo actns primo intrinsece bonus 
non potest fieri post intrinsece malus nec indifferens nec extrinsece 225 
malus nee e contra. 

Quantum ad secundum35 quod dicit loa nne s, dico 
quod impossibile est quod actus quicumque sit primo indifferens 
et naturalis solum, et postea intrinsece bonus moraliter vel merito-
rie, et hoc propter transitum de contradictorio in contradictorium, 230 
qui non potest salvari sine novo actu voluntatis, sicut prius patu-
it.36 

Quantum ad tertium37 quod dicit, dico quod deformitas in 
actu vel peccatum in actu non est carentia rectitudiuis debitae 
inesse actui qui dicitur peccatum, propter rationem prius dictam,38 
sed est carentia rectitudiuis debitae inesse voluntati; quod uihil 
aliud est dicere uisi quod voluntas tenetur et obligatur aliquem 
alium actum elicere secundum praeceptum divinum quem non 
elicit, et sic peccat peccato omissionis;39 et ita rectitudo nihil ab­
solutum vel respectivum est aliud quam ipse actus qui debuit elici 
secundum rectam rationem et voluntatem Dei. 

Et ex hoc patet quod imaginatio loa n n i s et aliorum est 
falsa, - quod rectitudo sit respectus conformitatis ad circum­
stantias sive ad rectam rationem -, propter rationes prius dictas.40 

Et hoc videtur sequi ex dictis suis, nam dicit41 quod deformitas 
non est carentia rectitudiuis quae aliquando infuit actui et modo 
non inest, quia actus ille, cum sit idem simpliciter, non potest 
alterari ab opposito in oppositum. Tunc arguo sic: si deformitas 
non potest esse carentia rectitudinis quae infuit et modo non inest, 
propter ilium transitum de contradictorio in contradictorium, igi-
tur eodem modo non potest esse carentia rectitudinis quae modo 
inest et prius non infuit, propter eandem causam; et per conse­
quens impossibile est etiam secundum eum quod actus voluntatis 
sit primo indifferens sive virtuosus moraliter vel meritorie, et post 
idem actns fiat intrinsece virtuosus. 

35. Lines 80-88 above. 
36. Lines 129-50 above. 
37. Lines 89-94 above. 
38. Lines 164-82 above. 
39. Cf. lines 156-61 above. 
40. Lines 177-82 above. 
41. Lines 90-93 above. 
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of the opposite acts of reason that are the objects of these acts of 
will. Similarly, the first virtuous act of will could not naturally be 
elicited Or continued without right reason, which is a partial 
cause, both in eliciting and in preserving the act; and therefore, 
when that right reason is destroyed, so is that act of will; but that 
act of reason is destroyed when the opposite act is elicited; there­
fore, etc. And therefore an act that is at first intrinsically good 
cannot subsequently be rendered indifferent or intrinsically or 
extrinsically wicked; nor is the converse possible. 

227. As to John's second point,35 I hold that it is impossible 
that any act whatever should be first [morally] indifferent and 
strictly natural, and subsequently morally intrinsically good or 
meritorious. This is because there is a transition from one contra­
dictory to another, no account of which can be preserved without 
[positing] a new act of will, as was evident above." 

233. In regard to John's third point37 I maintain that the 
d,efe,rnait;yin an act-or the sin in an act that is called a sin-is 
not a lack of rectitude that ought to inhere in the act, On account 
of the argument advanced above.38 Instead, it is the lack ofrecti­
tude that ought to inhere in the will. This is no different from 

. Saying that the will sins by omission3' when it is bound and obli­
gated by divine precept to elicit some other act that it does not 

.el.1CI<. Hence rectitude is nothing, either absolute or relative, 
than the act itself that ought to be elicited according to 

reason and God's will. 
242. From this it is evident that John and others are mis­

when they imagine that rectitude is a relation of confor-
with circumstances or with right reason, for the reasons 

,previously stated.40 That they are mistaken seems to follow from 
own words,4l for he says that deformity is not a lack ofrec­
that at Some time inhered in, and does not now inhere in 

act. For that act cannot change from one opposite to another: 
the act is simply identical. Accordingly, I would argue as 

~llows: If deformity cannot be a lack of rectitude that inhered 
does not now inhere, on account of the transition from one 

P01tratdict()ry to another, then in the same manner it cannot be a 
of rectitude that now inheres and previously did not inhere, 

same reason. Consequently, even in John's view it is im­
'os"ibllethat the act of will should first be indifferently'virtuous 
tr''',"lrn to morals or merit and subsequently be rendered intrin­

virtuous. 
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Unde42 orones istae imaginationes, quae dicunt quod rectitudo 
in actu addit a1iquid super actum absolutum vel respectivum, fal­
sae sunt, quia nihil aliud est quam ipsemet actus. Et ideo care~~ 
rectitudine in actu est carere tali actu. Et similiter voluntas eliCIt 
a1iquem actum quem teuetur non elicere quia elicit contra rectam 
rationem et praeceptum Dei, et sic peccat peccato COromISSIOruS; 

260 

et si voluntas teneatur ad actum oppositum, tunc deformitas in 
isto actn est carentia rectitudinis debitae inesse voluntati, quia 
est carentia alterius actus oppositi quem voluntas tenetur elicere; 
et si voluntas non teueatur ad oppositum actum, - si43 hoc esset 
possibile a1icubi invenire -, tunc deformitas non esset carentia 
alienius rectitudinis debitae inesse nec illi actui nec voluntatl per 
positum, sed esset ipsemet actus elicitus contra Dei praeceptum 
et nullius esset carentia. 

[Corollaria: Materiale et formale in peccato] 
Ex hoc etiam patet quod non bene diciturM quod actus posi-
tivus est materiale in peccato, et carentia iustitiae debitae inesse 
est formale; quia aut est peccatum commissionis, aut omissionis in 
voluntate, aut utrumque simul. Si primum solum, puta si voluntas 
eliciat aliquem actum contra rectam rationem et praeceptum divi­
num, et non teneatur elicere oppositum actum, tunc solum est 
ibi in voluntate actus peccati sine omni carentia rectitudinis vel 
iustitiae debitae inesse, et per consequens carentia non est ibi for­
male. 8i secundum solum sit in voluntate, puta quia voluntas 
tenetur aliquem actum elicere quem non elicit, tunc solum est 
ibi carentia rectitudinis sine omni materiali, quia sine omni actu 
elicito. Si tertium detur, puta quando voluntas elicit a1iquem ac­
tum contra praeceptum Dei, et ad oppositum tenetur, tunc est 
ibi duplex peccatum: commissionis et onllssionis. Peccatum com­
missionis est actus ille positivus solum, peccatum omissionis est 
carentia alterius actus debiti inesse. 

Et per consequens nihil a1iud erit dicere quod in peccato sunt 
talia duo, materiale et formale, quam quod peccatum commissum 
est materiale et omissum est formale; et per consequens ubi45 so-

42. Cf. OTh VI, 387-89. 
43. Cf. Ockham, OTh VIII, 432-33, 437-42. 
44. Cf. Scotus, Sent. II d.37 q.1 n.7, XIII: 357; q.2 n.9, XIII: 
45. Concerning this text (ubi ... commissionis, or where .. 

sion) see the variant apparatus. Wey has followed codex L. But 
code; appears untrustworthy to the reader, s!he should adoptth~ " 
in codices BHPQ8-that is, "ubi solum est peccatum comIDlSSlOnlS. 

265 

270 

275 

159 I Article IV 

256. Hence all those who imagine that the rectitude of an 
ac~ adds something to the act, whether absolute or relative are 
mistaken;42 for rectitude is nothing other than the act it~elf. 
The;efore, to lack rectitude in an act is to lack this sort of act. 
SImIlarly, th.e mll elicits some act that it is obligated not to elicit, 
because It ~lIClts contrary to right reason and God's precept, and 
thus the ~ll SInS by commission. If the will is obligated to elicit 
t~e OpposIte act, then the deformity in this act is a lack ofthe rec­
tItude that ought to inhere in the will; it is the lack of another 
act-~heopposite act-which the mil is obligated to elicit. And if 
the WIll,S not obligated to elicit the opposite act-if such a case 
could be found anywhere"-then, on the hypothesis, the defor­
~ty would not be the lack of some rectitude that ought to inhere 
eI~her In that act or In the mil; instead, it would be the act itself, 
eliCIted contrary to God's precept, and it would not be a lack of 
anything. 

[Corollaries: On What Is Formal and Material in Sin] 

271. From what has been said, it is also evident that it is not 
good ~ say tha~ what is material in sin is the positive act," and 
~hat IS ~ormalis the lack of justice that ought to inhere. For sin 

.In the WIll involves either commission or omission, or both at 
Take the case of commission alone: if the mll elicits some 

contrary to .right reason and divine precept, and if it is not 
. to eliCIt the opposite act, then there is only an act of sin 

the WIll and no lack of rectitude or justice that ought to inhere. 
. what is formal in that case is not a lack of anything: 

If.1:he.,rPIs.only omIss~on in the will-because, for example, the 
'~ oblIgated to elICIt some act that it does not elicit-then 

IS only a l,,:ck of rectitude there mthout anything material, 
no act IS elICIted. If there IS both commission and omission 

the mll.elicits Some act contrary to God's precept, and it 
lipllli!(ated to elIcI~ the opposite act, then the sin is twofold: com­

and ~ffilsslOn. ~e sin of commission is solely that posi­
act, the sm of OffilSSlon is the lack of another act that ought to 

... 287. Conseq~ently, to say that there are two things in sin­
. ma~erIal and something formal-is no different from 

that a SIn of commission is material and a sin of omission 
And thus where" there is only a sin of omission or ouly 
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lum est peccatum omissionis vel solum peccatum commissionis, . 
non erit assignare talia duo secundum imaginationem eorwn; qm.a 
si imaginentur quod carentia iustitiae vel rectitudinis sit sic for-
male in peccato, quod rectitudo ilia sit aliquid positivum absolu-
tum vel respectivum natum vel possibile inesse actui, per quod 
ille actus peccati fieret virtuosus, et hoc praeter acturn rectum 
quem voluntas tenetur elicere, imaginatio est impossibilis, sicut 
prius probatum est.46 

[Quomodo peccatum est privatio] 
Ex hoc etiam patet quomodo47 peccatum dicitur privatio, quia 
peccatum omissionis fonnaliter est privatio, et aliud peccatum, 
cornmissionis, non est privatio, sed est actus positivus quem vo­
luntas tenetur non elicere, et ideo est peccatum. Si48 tamen cum 

290 

295 

300 

isto peccato sit semper peccatum omissionis, tunc cum omni pec­
cato erit privatio quae est peccatum. Non tamen orone peccatum 
est privatio, quia solum peccatum omiss.,ionis est privatio. / /305 

[Causapeccati] ~ 
Et ex hoc patet quid est causa efficiens peccati, quia peccati 
omissionis nulla est causa positiva, quia ipsum nibil est positivum, 
sed tantum habet causam defectivam; et ilia est voluntas quae 
tenetur actum oppositum illi carentiae elicere, et non elicit. Si 
autem loquamur de peccato commissionis, sic49 non tantum vo­
luntas creata est causa efficiens illius actus, sed ipse Deus, qui om­
nem actum immediate causat, sicut quaecumque causa secunda; et 
ita est causa positiva deformitatis in tali actu sicut ipsius suhstan­
tiae actus, quia sicut dictum est,50 deformitas in actu commissionis 
non est nisi ipsemet actus elicitus contra praeceptum. divinum, 
ita51 quod iste conceptus vel vox 'deformitas' significat ipsum ac-
tum et connotat sive dat intelligere ipsum esse causatum. contra 
praeceptum divinum, et nihil peuitus aliud dicit. 

E t sid i cis quod tunc Deus peccaret causando talem 
actum deformem, sicut voluntas creata peccat quia causat talem 
actum: res p 0 n d e 0: Deus52 nullius est debitor, et ideo nec 

46. Lines 233-41 above. 
47. Cf. OTh VII, 223-25. 
48. Cf. note 43. 

310 

315 

320 

49. Cf. Scotus, Sent. II d.37 q.2 n.14, XIII: 378; Ockham, OTb IV, 
681-83. 

50. Lines 259-61, 265-68 above. 
51. Cf. OTh VII, 225; OTh IV, 622. 
52. Cf. OTh V, 343; OTh VII, 198, 225-26. 
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a sin of cOJ$ni"si(lll, those who hold this view should not assign 
two such For if they imagine that a lack of justice or recti-
tude is formal in sin, so that that rectitude is some-
thing either absolute or relative, that can inhere in, or is 
desig:n~!a to inhere in, an act that renders that act of sin virtuous 

. the right act that the will is obligated to elicit, the 
. is impossible [to defend], as was proven earlier." 

as a Privation] 

299. From what has been said, it is also evident in what sense 
sin is called a privation;" for a sin of omission is formally a priva­
tion, and a sin of commission is not a privation but a positive act 
that the will is obligated not to elicit, and therefore it is a sin. If, 
however, a sin of commission48 always involves a sin of omission, 
then every sin will include a privation that is a sin. But not every 
sin is a privation, since only a sin of omission is a privation. 

[The Cause of Sin] 

307. It evident on this basis what the efficient cause of sin is. For 
a sin of omission has no positive cause, since it is nothing positive 
itself; instead, it has only a defective cause; and that cause is the 
will, which is obligated to, and does not, elicit an act opposite to 
that privation. However, if we speak. of a sin of commission 49 in 

. . case the efficient cause of that act is not solely the cre~ted 
will, but God himself, who is as much the immediate cause of ev­
ery act as any second cause. God is as much the positive cause of 

. the deformity found in such an act as he is a cause of the sub­
: stance of the act itself, since, as has been said, 50 the deformity in 
. an act of commission is nothing but the act itself, elicited con­
, trary to divine precept. Thus the word or concept 'deformity'" sig­

the act itself and connotes or allows us to understand that 
act caused is contrary to divine precept; it indicates abso­

nothing else. 
320. Someone might say that then God would sin by causing 
a deformed act, just as a created will sins by causing such an 

My reply is that God is a debtor to no one, 52 and therefore he 
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·t ctum nec ilium ac-
tenetur ilium actum causare nee oppOSl urn a " e ilium actum 
tum non causare, et ideo non peccat quantumcumqu divinum 

t Voluntas autem creata tenetur per p~aeceptumd ili 
325 

cause. nse uens m causan 0 urn. 
ilium actum non ~us~' e!:;;o~o deb;t facere. Dnde si voluntas 
actum peccat, qUla faClt qu d ilium actum vel opposi-

bli tur ad non causan um . 
creata non 0 gare till numquam peccaret Slcut 
tum, quantumcumque causare UID., 

nee Deus. 

[Aversio a Deo, conversio ad Deuml 
avertitur 

Ex isto etiam patet quomodo. actus 
Deo 53 quia non Drone peccatum etlam "'pel'lLit!i!:!§i<!J'mJ;ra-· 
a, t . aliquis velle facere u 
odiendi Deum. Potes e~ Deum nec odire. Sed ideo dicitur 
rectam. rationem, et nec Dgere . mnis peccans mortaliter vel 

tum avertere a eo, qUla 0 . . ili d 
Drone pecca vult eum facere quia praeClplt u 
facit aliquid quod Deus no~ Deus vult fieri quia Deus praecipit 
non fieri, vel non f~Clt quo dili. e aliud a Deo plus quam Deum, 
iliud fieri· et sic talis Vldetur ger . od 

, . . diligit Deum super omma, qu 
et sic avertitur a Deo q~::'ter per actum gratiae et caritatis 
tamen tenetur facere. E .. dil ·t Deum super 
aliquis convertitur ad Deum, qUla tah actu IgJ. 

omnia.. a S54 utnun conversio ad Demn per cari-
E t s 1 qua e r ati formaliter repugJ.1ant: 

tatem et aversio a Deo per ac:", !:~e habituali aut actua!i; et 
res P 0 n d e 0, aut quaens e Ct' aliquis odit Deum aut de 
similiter aut quaeris de actu pecca 1 qoo vult rul;ai 

330 

335 

ali turam quam Deus non o~· 
actu qoo diligit quam crea . d Demn actu caritativo et aversio 

Si quaeras utrum converslD a .. d . 
.. onuntur formaliter, dico quo SIC, 

ab eo actu odiendi Deum opp. t dir Deum sunt actus contra­
quia diligere Deum super omroa e 0 e 

rii. . d Deum actu caritativo et aversione 
Si quaeras de converSlDne a vult diligi puta actum 

dill ·tur creatura quam Deus non , . . 
actu quo. gJ. , illi formaliter et naturaliter mter 
fornicandi, SIC ~on repu~antd m uantmn est ex natura actuum; 
se, sed compatiuntur se ill eo e qxtrinsecam puta per Deum 
sed solum repugnant per causarn e , 

---------:.OThVIII 313-1S· Scotus, Sent. II d.37 q.1 n.S, 
53. Cf. Ockham, , , 

XIII: 35S. . hi b· t· on and the following replies, cf. a.3 
54. ConcernIng t s 0 ~ec I 

44. 

\ 
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is not obliga ed to cause either that act or the opposite act; nor is 
he obligated not to cause that act. Therefore, however much he 
might caus that act, God does not sin. But the created will is 
obligated b divine precept not to cause that act, and conse­
quently it . s by causing that act because it does what it ought 
not to do Hence, if the created will were not obligated not to 
cause tI{at act or its opposite, however much it caused that act, it 
w?uld not sin, just as God does not sin. 

[Aversion from God and Conversion to Godl 
332_ On this basis it is also evident how someone is averted or 
turned away from God by sin," since not every sin, not even every 

, sin of commission, is an act of hating God. For someone can in­
tend to perform unjust works contrary to right reason and nei-
ther love nor hate God. But all sin is said to avert one from God, 
because everyone sinning mortally either does something that 
God does not intend her to do because he commands her not to do 
it, or she does not do what God intends her to do because he com­
mands her to do it. Thus such a person seems to love something 
other than God more than God; thus she turns away from God 

.',"'ccau,oc she does not love God above all, which, however, she is 
oblig,atE,d to do. Similarly, someone is converted to God by an act 

';-UJl !lJ.GlC~ or charity, because in such an act she loves God above all. 
344. You might ask whether conversion to God by virtue of 

chariitv and aversion from God by virtue of an act of sin are for­
incompatible.54 I would ask in reply whether you are ask­

about habitual or actual charity; and similarly whether you 
about an act of sin by virtue of which someone hates God, or 

an act by which someone loves a creature whom God does 
intend us to love. 
349- If you ask whether conversion to God in an act oflove 
aversion from God in an act of hating God are formally op­

I reply that they are, since to love God above all and to 
God are contrary acts. 

•• '. 353. Someone might ask about conversion to God by an act 
$ariity and aversion from God in an act by virtue of which we 

a creature whom God does not intend us to love, as in the 
of an act of fornication. These acts are not formally and 

:urall:y il,recoIIciliab,le; rather, they are compatible in the same 
as far as the nature of the acts is concerned. They are in­

lp"tiible only by virtue of an extrinsic cause-namely, God, 
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ordinantem talem creaturam nullo modo a voluntate creata diligi; 
et ita voluntas diligens talem creaturam non diligit Deum super 
omnia, quia si sic, non diligeret aliquam creaturam quam Deus 
odit vel vult non diligi; et ideo propter ordinationem talis causae 
extrinsecae videtur solum repugnantia. Quod patet, quia si lex 
statuta revQcaretur, iam isti actus diligendi compaterentur se in 
eodeill" et si lex ilia praeciperet ilIam creaturam diligi, tunc posset 
non t~tum simul stare cum alia actu, sed tunc meritorie diligeret 

illam creaturam. 

360 

Si autem quaeras de conversione ad Deum per caritatem habi-
tualem et aversione ab eo per actum peccati actualis, sic dico qnod 
caritas habitnalis inTIlSa et peccatmn actuale sive primo modo sive 
secundo modo acceptum55 non repugnant formaliter, quia nulla 
forma naturalis repugnat formae supernaturali, - licet aliquando 
differat ab ea specie -, sed solum repugnant per causam extrin­
secam statnentem numquam dare caritatem exsistenti in tali actu. 

Et similiter posset aliquis habere habitmn odiendi Deum, et 
tamen caritatem infusam, quia inter illos habitus non est repug­
nantia. Quod patet, quia aliquis sic odiens Deum habitualiter, 
post paenitens iustificatur, et per consequens gratia sibi infunditur; 
et per unum actum poenitentiae non corrumpitur totus habitus 
ille odiendi Deum; igitur manet ille habitns cum caritate secun­
dum multos gradus. Quod credo esse verum, quia post primum 
actum paenitentiae experitur talis se plus inclinatum ad odiendum 
Deum quam ad diligendum, et ad odiendum plus quam si nullum 
actum odii prius habuisset; et ista inclinatio non potest esse ruSI 

per habitum odiendi; igitur etc. 
Si quaeras utrum caritas adquisita habitualis et peccatmn actn­

ale primo modo vel secund056 opponantur formaliter et intrinsece, 
dico quod non, quia aliquis habens caritatem adquisitam potest 
Deum odire vel creaturam aliquam diligere quam Deus non vult 
diligi, quia aliter numquam posset peccare peccato commis~ionis; 
et per ilium actum odiendi Deum non corrumpitur tota cantas 
adquisita, probatur sicut praecedens conclusio de OdiO;57 igitur 
manet iste actus odiendi cum caritate adquisita in eodem, et per 
consequens non repugnant formaliter et intrinsece. Sed caritas ad­
quisita habitnalis et odium habituale respectu Dei repugnant for­
maliter. 

55. Lines 347-48 above. 
56. See note 55. 
57. Lines 374-80 above. 
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who ordains that the created will should in no way love a certain 
creature, so that by loving such a creature the will does not love 
God above all. For if the will did love God above all, it would not 
love another creature whom God hates or intends it not to love. 
Hence the incompatibility appears to be solely on account of the 
ordination of such an extrinsic cause. This is evident, since if the 
statntory law were revoked, these acts oflove would thenceforth 
be compatible in the same subject. Moreover, if the law were to 
command that that creature be loved, then not only could the acts 
coexist, but the will would then love that creature meritoriously. 

367. On the other hand, someone might ask about conver­
sion to God by means of habitual charity and aversion from God 
by means of an act of actual sin. I reply that infused, habitual 
charity and actual sin (whether taken in the first or second 
sense)" are not formally incompatible. For although sometimes a 
natural form differs specifically from a supernatural form, no 
natural form is incompatible with a supernatural form; instead, 
they are only incompatible by virtue of an extrinsic cause that 
establishes that charity is never granted to someone who exists 
in such an act. 

374. Similarly, someone could have a habit of hating God 
and still have infused charity, since there is no incompatibility 
between those habits. This is evident in the case of someone who, 
after hating God habitually in this way, repents and is justified, 
and consequently grace is infused in him. One act of penitence 
does not destroy that entire habit of hating God, therefore many 
. of that habit remain together with charity. This is true, I 
believe, since after the first act of penance, such a person finds 
from experience that he is more inclined to hate than to love God· 
he is more inclined to hatred than if he had never had an act of 
hatred; and this inclination cannot exist uuless on account of a 

. of hatred. Therefore, etc. 
385. Someone might ask whether acquired, habitual charity 

. actual sin-in the first or the second sense"-are formally 
and intrinsically opposed. I say that they are not, since someone 
with acquired charity can hate God or love some creature that 

does not intend us to love (otherwise there would never be a 
of commission); and that act of hating God does not destroy all 

charity, as was proved in the preceding conclusion re­
·."'lrclin" hatred. 57 Therefore this act of hatred remains together 

acquired charity in the same subject, and consequently they 
not formally and intrinsically incompatible. 
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E t s i qua era s quomodo per ill~ actum odiendi 
Deum frequenter elicitum corrumpitur cantas ~dqUlsIta, SI nulla 
sit repugnantia formalis inter caritatem adqrns1tam et actum odi­

endi: respondeo58 ... 

[Solutio dubii secundil 
Ad seCUlldum dubium59 dico quod tam finis quam recta ratio 
et omnes aliae circumstantiae sunt obiecta partialia secun~aria .ac­
tus virtuosi. Cuius ratio est, quia aliquis est actus volUlltatis qUl 
est intrinsece et necessario virtuosus, stante ordinatione divma 
quae nunc est, et nullo modo contingenter virtuosus. N~c au­
tern, si ilia quae dicuntur circumstantiae non e~sen~ Obl~cta act~s 
virtuosi nullns actus voluntatis esset neceSSarIO et mtnnsece Vlr­

tuasus ~ed solum contingenter et extrinsece, euius oppositum est 

prius probatum6o . . . 
Assumptum patet, quia Olnlis actus volUlltatIs Idem o~o 

manens potest continuari et conservari, facta sola apprehensIOne 
et ostensione obiecti illius actus, qlia ad causandum actum volUll­
tatis non videntur plura requiri quam Deus et ipsa volUlltas et 
apprehensio obiecti; et ista sufficiUllt ad causandum: SIcut causae 
partiales, omnem actum volendi, qui non reqUlTIt aliqUld aliud 
tamquam obiectum in esse reali; igitur ista sufficlUnt ~d conser­
vandum talem actum sine omni alio posito in esse reali. 

[Recta ratio] 
Si igitur recta ratio, sive actus assentiendi qui vocatur r.ecta 
ratio 61 non sit obiectum actus virtuosi, puta temperantiae, sed 
sol~ circumstantia, et cibaria sunt obiecta talis actus, sequitur 
quod apprehenso cibo, sine omni recta ratione, ~o forte cum 
ratione erronea, posset voluntas elicere acturo. virtuosuro. ~e~ecte. 
Et sicut potest causare acturo. virtuosum, posita hypothes1, sme 
omoi ratione recta ita potest conservare actum elicitum cum recta 
ratione postea sine recta ratione; et sic ilie actus erit primo vir­
tuosus ~t post non virtuosus vel vi:ti0sus, et ita contingenter, non 

necessario. 
Sid i cis quod actus prudentiae requiritur sicut causa 

essentialis et partialis ad actum virtuosum, - secundum loa n-

400 

405 

410 

415 

420 

425 

430 

58. The reply is lacking, but cf. OTh VII, 224. 
59. Lines 18-28 above; cf. OTh VI, 380--83, 423; OTh VIII, 414-15, 

418-19,425,413-14; OTh VIII, 292-93. 
60. A.l 99-156. 
61. Cf. OTh VI, 422-23. 
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393. Nonetheless, acquired, habitual charity and habitual 
hatred in regard to God are formally incompatible. And if you ask 
how acquired charity is corrupted by means of that act of hating 
God, frequently elicited, if there is no formal incompatibility be­
tween acquired charity and the act of hating, I reply" ... 

[Reply to the Second Doubt] 

401. In reply to the second doubt," I maintain that both the end 
and right reason, and all other circumstances, are partial, sec­
ondary objects of a virtuous act. The reaSon for this is that there 
~s an act of will that is intrinsically and necessarily virtuous and 
m no sense contingently virtuous, given the present divine ordi­
nation. Moreover, in the present state of affairs if what are 
called circumstances were not the objects of a virtuo~s act no act 
of w~ll would be necessarily and intrinsically virtuous b~t only 
contmgently and extrinsically virtuous; the opposite conclusion 
was proven above.60 

410. The assumption is evident, since every act of will while 
remaining entirely the same, can be continued and pres~rved, 
gIVen only the apprehension and manifestation of the object of 
that act. For causing an act of will appears to require nothing 
more than God, the will itself, and the apprehension of an object. 
Acting ":S partial causes, these three suffice to cause every act of 
WIll, ~hich does not require the real existence of anything else as 

object. Therefore they suffice to preserve such an act without 
positing the real existence of anything else. 

.1""!II"L Reason] 

Suppose, therefore, that right reason,61 or the act of assent 
is called right reason, is not the object of an act of virtue-for 

,e'<aInp,le, temperance. But if only a circumstance and nourish­
are the objects of such an act, then it follows that once the 

is apprehended, the will could elicit a perfectly virtuous act 
,wLth.out right reason, even perhaps when reason errs. On this 
hY'pothesils, just as the will can cause a virtuous act in the ab­

of all right reason, so it can subsequently preserve an act 

el~~~~~~l~~ :With right reason in the absence of right reason. Conse­
:9 that act will first be virtuous and afterward vicious or 

virtuous, and be so contingently, not necessarily. 
429. Someone might say that according to the opinion ad­

here and according to John, 62 an act of prudence is re-
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n e m et istam opinionem62 -, causandum, non t~en o~0rt:et 
quod concurrat tamquam obiectum; sicut apprehensw oblectI et 
Deus concurrunt sicut causae partiales ad causandum. actum Vlr­

tuosum, non tamen sunt obiecta: 
Con t r a, si recta ratio solum requireretur sicut causa 

partialis et essentialis modo praedicto, - cum Deus omnem cau­
salitatem causae secundae passit supplere -, si Deus suppleret 
causalitatem rectae rationis, stante causalitate voluntatis et appre­
hensionis, posset ille actus esse perfect~ virtuosus s~ne ~ctu pru­
dentiae; quod est manifeste falsum, qma staote ordinatione quae 
nunc est, nullus actus est perlecte virtuosus nisi eliciatur confor­
miter rectae rationi actualiter inhaerenti. 

Ideo dico quod recta ratio est obiectum actus virtuosi; et ex 
hoc quod requiritur ad actum virtuosum tamquam obiectum in 
esse reali, sequitur quod habet causalitatem effectivam respectu 
actus virtuosi secundum principium frequenter allegatum 'effectus 
sufficienter dependet' etc.,63 quia si non requireretur in esse reali 
taoIquaoI obiectum, tImc videtur quod sola eius apprehensi? et 
obiecti actus virtuosi cum voluntate posset causare actum virtuo­
sum, sicut quemcumque alium actum potest causar~. . . 

Confirmatur, quiaB4 nullus actus est perfecte ~uosus, DlSI 

voluntas per ilium actIun velit dictatum a recta ratIOne propter 
hoc quod est dictatum a recta ratione, quia si vellet dictatum ~ 
ratione, non quia dictatum, sed quia delectabile vel propter aham 
causam iam vellet illud dictatum si solum esset ostensum per ap­
prehen~ionem sine recta ratione; et per consequens ille actus non 
esset virtuosus, quia non eliceretur conformiter ratio~ rectae, 
quia hoc est elicere conformiter rec;tae rationi: velle dict~tum a. 
ratione propter hoc quod est dictatIun. Nunc autem est =POSSI­

bile quod aliquis velit aliquid propter aliud, nisi velit iliud aliud, 
quia si nolit vel non velit illud aliud, iam vult prinIum m~gis 
propter se quam propter iliud aliud. Igitur ad h~c quod V1~ose 
vellin dictatum a ratione recta, oportet neceSSarIO quod velim rec­
tam rationem per eundem actum, non per alium, quia si per alium, 
iam ille actus quo volo dictatum a ratione non esset virtuOSllS, 
quia non est virtuosus nisi propter hoc quod per illum volo dic­
tatum a ratione propter hoc quod ratio sic dictat. Erit igitur per 

435 

440 

445 

450 

455 

460 

465 

62. cr. Scotus, Ord. I d.17 p.1 q.1-2 n.92.94, V: 184-85; Ockham, a.3 
492-518 above; OTh VI, 372, 389-90; OTh VII, 49-50. 

63. Cf. Scotus, Ord. I d.3 p.3 q.2 n.414, III: 251; OTb V, 269. 
64. cr. a.2 134-36. 
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quired as an essential and partial cause of a virtuous act al­
though the act of prudence need not concur as an object of a virtu­
ous act. Similarly, the apprehension of an object and God concur 
as partial causes in producing a virtuous act, although they are 
not objects: 

435. On the contrary, if right reason were required only as 
an essential and partial cause in the manner described then 
since God can supply all the causality of a second cause, 'if God 
were to supply the causality of right reason, and the causality of 
the willing and apprehension remained, that act could be per­
fectly virtuous without ao act of prudence. That is manifestly false 
since given the present divine ordination, no act is perfectly virtu: 
ous unless elicited in conformity with right reason actually inhering 
[in the will). 

443. Therefore, I hold that right reason is an object of a vir­
tuous act. And since its real existence as an object is required for 
a virtuous act, it follows that its causality in respect to a virtuous 
act is effective, according to the principle frequently alleged­
[namely, that] "an effect sufficiently depends," etc." For if the 
real existence of right reason as an object Were not required, it 
appears that merely the apprehension of right reason and the 
object of a virtuous act, together with the will, could cause a vir­
tuous act, just as it can cause any other act. 

451. Confirmation:" No act is perfectly virtuous unless by 
that act the will wills a dictate of right reason on account of its 
being a dictate ofright reason. For if the will were to will a dic­
ta~e of reason, not because it was a dictate, but because it was 
enjoyable or on account of some other reason then the will would 

. will that dictate ifit were merely manifested'by way of apprehen­
: [even] in the absence of right reason; and consequently that 
act would not be virtuous because it would not have been elicited 
in conformity with right reason. For to elicit [an act] in confor­
mity with right reason is to will a dictate of reason on account of 

. its being a dictate. In the present state of affairs, however, it is 
. that someone should will one thing on account of an-
. . sec~nd thing, unless that person wills that second thing; 

lfh~ rejects or does not will the second thing, then he wills the 
thmg more for its own sake than for the sake of the second 

,;"Hllg. Therefore, in order that I virtuously will a dictate ofright 
[rE,ason, I must necessarily will right reason by the same act, and 

by another. For if! will right reason by another act then that 
bv' whi('h I will a dictate of reason would not be virt~ous since 
act is not virtuous, unless because by that act I will wh~t rea­
dictates on account of its being a dictate of reason. Therefore 
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eundem actum, sicut65 per eundem actum utor creatura et diligo 
Deum, propter quem diligo creaturam. 

[Finis] 470 

Et eodem modo potest probari quod finis, qui est una circum-
stantia, sit obieetum actus virtuosi; quia volo tale dietatum prop-
ter talem finem, igitur per illum actum volo finem, quia propter 
quod unumquodque, et illud magis.66 

[Locus et tempus] 475 
Similiter potest probari quod locus et tempus, quae sunt cir­
cumstantiae, sunt obieeta partialia actus virtuosi, quia aliter seque­
retur quod actus esset perfecte virtuosus sioe illis circumstantiis 
sicut cum illis, quod est manneste falsum. Patet euim quod velle 
coire est aetus virtuosus si velit loco et tempore, et aliter non, 480 
sed magis vitiosus. 

Assumptum patet, quia positis causis sufficientibus ad aetum 
virtuosum, sive obiectis sufficientihus apprehensis et dictatis, po­
test poni ille aetus; sed apprehensio actus carnalis propter Deum et 
ratio dictans talem actum carnalem esse volendum propter Deum, 485 
ita quod nec apprehendatur nec dietetur de loco et tempore, cum 
Deo et voluntate sufficiunt ad causandum velle virtnosunl respeetu 
illius actus, et hoc dieD si locus et tempus non sint obiecta actus 
virtuosi; igitur illud velle esset perfecte virtuosum sioe talibus 
circumstantiis. 490 

Sid i cas quod requiritur ad actum virtuosum quod locus 
et tempus apprehendantur et dictentur a ratione, sicut finis, et 
aliter non potest ratio causare actum virtuosum; et per consequens 
tam locus quam tempus sunt obiecia partialia apprehensiouis et 
actus dictandi, non tamen sunt obiecta volitionis virtuosae: 495 

Con t r a, volitio dicitur perfecte virtuosa quia io omnibus 
conformiter elicitur rationi rectae, quia si in aliquo conformiter 
eliceretur et in aliquo non, iam non esset perfecte virtuQsa. Exem­
plum: si aliquis vellet aetum carnalem propter talem finem dicta-
tum a ratione recta, et nullum aetum volendi haberet respectu 500 

65. Cf. Ockham, OTh VIII, 138. 
66. Cf. Aristotle, Anal. Poster. 1.2.72a 29--30. 
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it will [be virtuous] by the same act,65 just as by the same act I use 
a creature and I love God, on account of whom I love the creature. 

[The End] 

471. In the same manner, we can prove that the end [for the 
sake of which an act is performed], which is one circumstance is 
an object of a virtuous act. Because I will such a dictate on ~c­
count of such an end, I will that end by means of that act since 
"that on account of which [we love] each thing is better lo;ed."" 

[Time and Place] 

476. Similarly, we can prove that place and time, which are cir­
cumstances [of an act] are partial objects of a virtuous act. Other­

. w~se it would ~ollow that an act would be perfectly virtuous 
wIth?ut those CIrcumstances, as it would be with them, which is 
manIfestly false. For it is evident that willing coition is a virtuous 
act if willed in [the proper] place and time; otherwise it is not vir­
tuous; instead, it is rather vicious. 

4~2. The a~sumption is evident, since when we posit causes 
s~cIent for a VIrtuous act, or sufficient objects apprehended and 
dictated, we can posit that act. But when we apprehend a carnal 
act performed on account of God, and reason dictates that such a 
carnal should be willed on account of God, in such a manner that 
the tIme and place of the act are neither apprehended nor dic­

:tated, these [objects], together with God and the will suffice to 
a virtuous volition in respect to that act; I hold that this 

"mrlln be the case if time and place were not objects of a virtuous 
act. Therefore, that volition would be perfectly virtuous without 

CIrcumstances. 
491. Someone might say that reason must apprehend and 

dictal;e the tIme and place, just as it dictates the end. Otherwise 
cannot ca,:,se a :virtuous act; and consequently both place 

are partIal objects of acts of apprehension and dictation 
;·ialtl,oulgh they are not objects of a virtuous volition. ' 

496 .. On the contrar!, a volition is called perfectly virtuous 
i·\b,ecau.se It conforms to nght reason in every respect, since if it 
)c(mfor:m"d In .some respect and not in another, then it would not 
i b" perlf,. ,ctly VIrtuoUS. For example, suppose someone were to will 

certain carnal act on account of an end dictated by right reason, 
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loci et temporis, quamquam ista dictentur a ratione, ista volitio 
non est perlecte virtuosa sed patins vitiosa vel indifferens; igit~ 
ad hoc quod sit perlede virtuosa, oportet quod conformetur ratlo­
ni rectae et omnibus dictatis a ratione recta sibi debere competere; 
igitur si recta ratio dictet quod talis actus sit volendus loco et 
tempore, voluntas perfecte virtuosa debet velle talem actum In 
loco et tempore; et per consequens quidquid est obiedum actus 
dictandi recte, erit obiectum actus perlecte virtuosi. 

Sid i cis quod prima probati067 qua probatur quod recta 
ratio est obiectum, - quae fuit, quia non requiritnr solum sicut 
causa partialis, quia Deus potest illam causalitatem supplere, igitur 
etc. -, non valet, quia secundum istam viam, si Deus suppleret 
causalitatem voluntatis in causando ilhun actum qui dicitur ru­
tuosus tunc non diceretur virtuOSllS, quia virtuosum connotat 
activit~tem voluntatis,68 et tamen voluntas non est obiectum talis 
actus, sed potentia et causa partialis. Eodem modo in proposito 
virtuosum connotat activitatem prudentiae respectu actus virtuosi, 
et quando ilia activitas suppletur aliunde, non est actus virtuosus; 
igitur propter illam suppletionem, non oportet ponere prudentiam 
esse obiectum actus virtuosi: 

Res p 0 n d e 0: potest dici quod melior et fortior ratio ad 
probandum rationem rectam sive prudentiam esse obiectum actus 
virtuosi est haec: quia aliter sequerentur duo inconvenientia. P r i­
mum est quod nullus actus esset intrinsece et necessario vir­
tuosus sed solum contingenter, cuius oppositum prius probatum 
est.69 Sec U n dum, quod de actu non virtuoso fieret virtuosus 
per aliquid mere naturale quod non est in potestate nostra; et 
eodem modo, de non meritorio fieret meritorium per aliquid mere 
naturale. Sed oppositum utriusque probatum est prius.70 

P rim u m probatur sic, quia quemcumque actum respectu 
quorurncumque obiectorwn, excepta ratione recta in ratione ob­
iecti. potest voluntas elicere mediante ratione recta, potest elicere 
sine ea et cum sola apprehensione illorum obiectorum; patet enim 

67. Lines 435-40 above. 
68. cr. a.3 515-18. 
69. See note 60. 
70. Lines 96-104, 129-50 above. 
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and suppose that person elicits no act of will in respect of time 
and place, although these were dictated by reason; that volition 
would not be perfectly virtuous, but rather vicious or indifferent. 
Therefore, in order that it be perfectly virtuous, the volition must 
conform to right reason and to all things dictated by right reason; 
ifright reason dictates that such an act should be willed at such a 
time in such a place, a perfectly virtuous will ought to will such 
an act at [that] time and place. Consequently whatever is an ob­
ject of a rightly dictating act will be an object of a perfectly virtu­
ous act. 

509. Someone might say that the first proof,67 in which we 
proved that right reason is an object [of virtuous acts], is not 
valid. That is the proof which showed that right reason is not re­
quired solely as a partial cause: for God can supply that causal­
ity, and therefore [right reason must also be an object]. The 
objection would be that according to the view presented here, if 
God supplied the causality of the will in causing that act which 
we call virtuous, then it would not be called virtuous, since [the 
term] 'virtuous' connotes the activity of the will,6' and yet the will 
is not the object of such an act; rather, it is the faculty [eliciting 
the act] and a partial cause [ofthe act]. In the same way, in the 
case under consideration, 'virtuous' connotes the activity of pru­
dence in respect to a virtuous act, and when that activity is sup­
plied from elsewhere, the act is not virtuous. Therefore, we need 
not posit prudence as an object of a virtuous act on account ofthat 
[possibility that God could] supply [the causal efficacy of right 
reason]. 

521. I reply that a better and stronger argument proving 
that right reason or prudence is an object of a virtuous act can be 
advanced-namely, because otherwise two absurdities would fol­
low. First, no act would be intrinsically and necessarily virtuous, 
but only contingently virtuous; the opposite has previously been 
proved.69 Second, an act that was not virtuous would be rendered 
virtuous by means of something merely natural that is not in our 
power; in the same way, an act that was not meritorious would be 
rendered meritorious by means of something merely natural; but 
each of these [consequences] has been previously disproved." 

530. That the first absurdity is a consequence can be proved 
. as follows: With the exception of right reason considered as an 
object, whatever act in respect to whichever objects the will can 
elicit by means of right reason, it can elicit without right reason, 
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obiecto, qUIa per hypothesim. . alia Dnde igitor est quod 
deficit: et ratio recta COeJ<SlStit et omma . 

_"..h, ? non est talis actus va "uosus. . ··tor sequitor 
Si sit virtuosus coexsistente actu prudentiae, ~gI d 

. " " trinsece neC extnnsece, mo 0 
quod actus pnus non virtuosus m . . dentiae Et 
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71. Lines 410-69 above. 
72. Cf. lines 458-59 above. 
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assuming only the apprehension of those objects. For it is evident 
that just as the will can will to abstain by means of a dictative, in­
tellective act (for God's sake, in the [proper] time and place, and 
so on concerning other circumstances), the will can also will to 
abstain (for God's sake in the [proper] time and place, etc.), 
granted only that the intellect apprehends this proposition 'we 
should will abstinence for God's sake,' etc., even if the intellect in 
no sense assents to that proposition. Accordingly, I ask whether 
that volition [which presupposes only intellectual apprehension] 
is intrinsically virtuous or not. It cannot be said that it is virtu­
ous, since it is not elicited in conformity with right reason, which 
is necessarily required for a virtuous act, as was discussed 
above. 71 

543. Someone might object that such an act is virtuous, 
since such an act is elicited as right reason would dictate. There­
fore, although it does not actually conform to right reason, none­
theless it does conform aptitudinally, and that suffices. 

545. On the contrary: Right reason would dictate that we 
should will to abstain for God's sake, etc., and that in conformity 

right reason-that is, because it is so dictated by right rea­
'. son; otherwise it would be erring reason, not right reason. But 

volition that has God and [all] other circumstances except for 
,· .. '""O~ as its object is neither numerically nor specifically the 

as the volition that would be elicited because it was dic­
by right reason,'2 since the object varies-namely, right 

1-e"SOJ!1. Therefore, the act that does not have reason as its object 
designed to be elicited in conformity with right reason, 

right reason would not elicit that act, but rather another 
which would have reason as an object. 
555. Someone might hold that that act would not be virtuous 

accolmt of a defect in prudence. In that case, I posit the coex­
of an act of prudence and ask whether that volitional act 

·vhin,mR then or not. Ifnot, then by listing the [possible] single 
it will be evident that the only cause that could account 
will be that right reaSon is not an object of that volition. 
hypothesis no other requisite object is missing; right rea-

!c()exists, as do all the other [objects]. So how is it that the act 
is not virtuous? 

If an act would be virtuous given the coexistence of an 
prudence, it would follow that an act that was previously 

eiiiT+.n,m,," either intrinsically or extrinsically, is now rendered 
insically virtuous by means of the coexistence of prudence 
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cum voluntas posset conservare eundem actum, stante prima ap­
prehensione illius complexi, destructo ilio actu prudentiae propter 
aliquod aliud medium sibi apparens, sequitur quod idem actns 
numera fieret iterum non virtuosus, quia non coexsistit prudentia, 
et sic quilibet actus esset contingenter virtuosus. Igitur oportet 570 
necessaria quod actus qui est intrinsece et necessaria virtUDSllS, 

sic quod non potest fieri indifferens vel vitiosus, quod habeat non 
tantUID alias circumstantias sed etiam rationem rectam pro ob-
iecto; et ilie solus est sic virtuosus, et quilibet alius solum con-
tingenter et extrinsece. 575 

Et eodem modo potest argui, si ponatur quod actus dictativus 
illius complexi simul ponatur cum actu apprehensivo eiusdem et 
actu volendi praedicto, quia sicut actus ilie volendi abstinere prop­
ter Deum etc., excepta ratione pro obiecto, potest causari sine 
actu dictativo secundum casum prius positnm,73 ita potest conser- 580 
vari sine eadem, quantumcumque simul causentur, quia non plus 
dependet actus volendi ab eo in conservando quam in causando. 
Et sic patet primum inconveniens. 

Sec u n dum 74 sequitur ex primo, quia per solam positio-
nem actus prudentiae fieret actus voluntatis praeexsistens virtuosus 585 
vel meritorius, qui prius non esset meritorius propter defectum 
rationis rectae sec~dum primum casum praedictum,75 quia cum 
actus prudentiae sit mere naturale et nullo modo in potestate nos-
tra, sequitur quod de non meritorio nee virtuoso fieret virtuosum 
et meritorium per aliquid quod nullo modo est in potestate nostra; 
et sic de non digno vita aeterna fieret dignus per aliquid quod nullo 
modo est in potestate nostra, quod est absurdum. 

Eodem modo, si propter solam destructionem actns prudentiae 
de actu virtuoso et meritorio fieret non virtuosus et non merito­
rius secundum alium casum,76 cum actus ille prudentiae sit mere 
naturale sicut prius, sequitur quod virtuosus et dignus vita aeterna 
fieret non virtuosus et indignus per aliquid quod nullo modo esset 
in potestate sua, quod est absurdum. Et ista inconvenientia pos­
sunt vitari ponendo quod recta ratio sit obiectum actus virtuosi, 
et non aliter, ut videtur. 

73. Lines 530-39 above. 
74. Lines 526-29 above; cf. OTh VI, 389-90; OTh VIII, 414-15. 
75. Lines 563-65 above. 
76. Lines 566-69 above. 
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alone. And the will could preserve the same act after the destruc­
tion of that act of prudence on account of some other specious ar­
gument. So as long as the first apprehension of that complex 
expression lasts, it follows that numerically the same act would 
again be rendered not virtuous, since prudence would not coexist. 
Thus any sort of act would be contingently virtuous. Therefore, 
an intrinsically and necessarily virtuous act, which cannot be 
rendered indifferent or vicious, must necessarily have as its ob­
ject not only other circumstances but also right reason. Only that 
act is virtuous intrinsically and necessarily; any other act is vir­
tuous only contingently and extrinsically. 

576. It can be argued in the same way if we posit a dictative 
act regarding a proposition and simultaneously posit apprehen­
sive and volitional acts in regard to that same proposition. For in 
the case posited previously," with the exception of an act regard­
ing right reason considered as an object, just as that act of willing 
abstention for God's sake, etc., can be caused without the dicta­
tive act, in the same way that act can be preserved without the 
dictative act, however simultaneously they are caused. For the 
volitional act no more depends on the [dictative act] for its preser­
vation than for its causation. Thus the first absurdity is evident. 

584. The second" absurd consequence [of not positing that 
right reason is an object of any virtuous act] follows from the 
first. According to the first case posited above," the positing of an 
act of prudence alone would render a preexisting act of will virtu­
ous or meritorious, an act that previously was not meritorious on 
account ofa defect of right reason. For since an act of prudence is 

natural and in no sense in our power, it follows that an act 
is neither meritorious nor virtuous would be rendered virtu­

and meritorious by means of something that is in no sense in 
power. Thus we who were not worthy of eternal life would be 

worthy by means of something that was in no sense in 
power, which is absurd. 
593. In the same way, in the other case described,76 since 
act of prudence is merely natural, as was indicated above, if 

and meritorious act were rendered neither virtuous 
meritorious on account of the destruction of an act of pru­

alone, it would follow that someone virtuous and worthy of 
life would be rendered unworthy and cease to be virtuous 

m"arlS of something that would in no sense be in her power, 
is absurd. These absurdities can be avoided by positing 

right reason is an object of a virtuous act and not in any 
way, as is apparent. 
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77. Lines 20-22 above. 
78 Lines 22-28 above. 
79: Cf. OTh VII, 229; OTh VIII, 139. 
80. Lines 30-34 above. 12 XXVI. 246-47· Ockbam, OTh 
81. Cf. Scotus, Quodl. q.18 n., . , 

370, 375-80. 89 1145 50· OTh VI 368-69; Scotus, Sent. 
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601. In reply to the first argument of the second doubt,77 I 
hold that these things are not circumstances but secondary ob­
jects of an intrinsically and necessarily virtuous act. They are, 
however, circumstances in respect to other acts, whether they are 
acts of will, of intellect, or of any other faculty whatever; they are 
circumstances in respect to acts that are extrinsically virtuous 
according to some extrinsic denomination by way of confonnity to 
some intrinsically virtuous act. For such acts can always remain 
the same when circumstances vary. For example, the same act 
can will something or understand something on account of a good 
end and on account of a wicked end, both with right reason and 
contrary to right reason (the same thing can be said about an act 
like walking). Therefore, in respect to such acts, these are prop­
erly called circumstances. But an act that is intrinsically and 
necessarily good would not remain the same when any circum­
stance varied. For once the object varies, it cannot be the same 
act on account of the transition from one contradictory to an­
other. Therefore, in respect to such an [intrinsically good] act, 
these are not properly called circumstances. Or if someone is de­
termined to say that they are, then they are circumstances be­
cause they are not principle but secondary objects; at least some 
ofthem are, although the end [for the sake of which an act is per­
fonned] is the principal object. 

620. In reply to the other argument,78 I hold that the same 
can have different denominations, insofar as it tenninates at 

'idiffier.mt objects. On this question, see Ockham's commentary on 
4, the question on penitence.79 

to the Third Doubt] 

In reply to the third doubt,80 I hold that an exterior act does 
have its own goodness, as John imagines. Concerning this, 
John's Quodlibet and Ockham's reply to Jolm's arguments in 

; commentary on book 3, the material on moral virtues." 

to the Fourth Doubt] 

In reply to the fourth doubt, I say that the Philosopher un­
that some habits belong to the sensitive faculty, habits 

i~jinc:lirLe us not to intrinsically virtuous acts but only to ex­
'sic,alliv virtuous acts, as was indicated previously.82 
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83. A.2 137-5l. 
84 Cf a 2 155--56, 116--23. 
85: A.l 60-97; a.3 337-41; cf. OTh VII, 5~. . ed St BOlnaventUI 
86 Cf Scotus In Metaph. VI q.1 n.4, VII. 305, . . 

n.20-2i; O~kham, OTh 1,215-17; OTh VI, 287-89. 
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[Reply to the Fifth Doubt] 

634. In reply to the fifth doubt, I hold that there can be moral 
virtue in respect to a supernatural object. Indeed, no virtue is 
perfect unless it inclines us to an act in respect to a supernatural 
object, as was shown above." The Philosopher, however, would 
not posit moral virtue in respect to a supernatural object as we 
do, since he does not suppose that the end of an act of willing ab­
stinence or continence should be God's honor as does a good 
Christian, who wills such acts. Nor does the Philosopher84 sup­
pose that these and similar [ethical precepts] are commanded by 
God. Instead, he supposes that such acts should be willed simply 
because they are worthy or preserve [human] nature or for some 
other merely natural end. 

644. From this it follows that moral virtue as posited by the 
Philosopher and by a good Christian differ specifically, not just 
numerically, as has been indicated.85 For it is universally true 
that whenever total or partial objects are specifically distinct, the 
corresponding acts and habits differ specifically. But God is not 
specifically the same as any creature whatever. Since, therefore, 
God is the object of any perfectly virtuous act elicited by a good 
Christian, and he is not the object of any virtuous act a philoso­

or a pagan might elicit, it follows that those acts and habits 
specifically. 

HREmlv to the Sixth Doubt] 

In reply to the sixth doubt,86 I hold that that proof is not 
iirrivers,t!. it does not universally prove that knowledge of a prin­

differs specifically from knowledge of the conclusion; nor 
it prove that knowledges of any conclusions whatever differ 

pel:ificaLly. But it does satisfactorily prove that knowledges of 
conclusions differ specifically, since knowledges of contrary 

!jJ.clus,iOlIS necessarily differ specifically-for example, knowl­
of these propositions 'every triangle has three [sides],' 'no 

has three [sides],' or of similar propositions. For error in 
the proposition 'every triangle,' etc., is quite compatible 

sc:ieIlltific knowledge of the proposition 'no triangle,' etc., but 
knowledge of the proposition 'every triangle,' etc. But we 

add more before we infer a specific distinction between 
,\V],edl~eE'-namE,ly, that these errors differ specifically, and 

be inferred from the fact that these errors are contraries, 
specifically distinct objects. 
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Exemplum p r i ill iS7 in proposito: errores i.stamm ~uarum 
conclusionwn 'arnnis triangulus' etc. et 'nullus triangulus etc. . 
difIerunt specie, quia contrariantur; quia impos~ibile est quo~ ali­
quis habeat habitum erroris quo firmiter assentlat quod omms 
triangulus etc., et habitum erroris quo firmiter assentiat quod 
nullus triangulus etc., quia isti assensus forn:~u:r repugnant. 

Exemplum sec u n d i:88 error circa pnnclpl~ et conclu­
sionem et circa duas conclusiones disparatas ommno vel qu~tum 
ad ali~em terminum subiectuIn vel praedicatum, sic sunt altenus 
speciei, non propter repugnantiam formalem, qUla. Slill~ s~ant, 
sed quia unus error habet obiectum totale vel partiale distmctum 
specie ab obiecto alterius erroris, quia in quolibet pnnc:plO acCI- . 
pitur ad minus aliquis terroinus distinctus speCie ab aliquo tennmo 
conclusionis, et eodem modo de conclusionibus disparatis totallter 

vel partialiter. . . 
Et tunc, habito quod errores distinguuntlIr speCIe, seqUItur 

necessaria quod notitiae eorundem obiectorum, respectu quorum 
sunt errores, diStinguUlltlIr specie. Et per istanI viam potest pro­
bari quod notitia principii et conclusionis disti."guunt':'" speCIe, 
quia obiecta, quia errores, distinguuntm: s~ecle,. - qUla ~:ersa­
liter quorum obiecta distinguUlltur specIe, Ipsa mter se distin~­
untur specie -, et similiter, quia obiecta istarum nobtIarum dis-
tinguUlltlIr specie. Et ita tenet ratio loa n n i s. . . 

Et eodem modo potest89 probari distinctio specifica mter duas 
virtutes, quia vitia contraria diStinguUlltur specie. Et hoc probatlIr 
vel per repugnantiam formalem vitiorum, si ~~ua talis SIt: vel 
propter distinctionem specificam obiectorum VltiOrum vel.virtu­
tum. Sed odium Sortis et Platonis nec diStinguUlltlIr speCIe.uno 
modo nee alia, ideo nee istae dilectiones distinguuntur speCle. Et 

sic patet ad illud. .. . ... 
Sed s e m per remanet dublUUl, 81 lsta oelia smt ~lU~- . 

dem speciei, quomodo unum odium plus repuguat dilectioru Sortis 
quam aliud, ex quo oronino sunt eiusdem speCIel. Res p 0 n­
deo90 ..• 

87. That is, an example of contrary errors: . . 
88. Namely, errors whose objects are specifically d,stinct. 
89. Lines 52-56 above. 
90. The reply is missing. 

670 

675 

680 

685 
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667. An example of the first kind87 considered here follows: 
Errors in regard to these two conclusions-'every triangle,' etc. 
and 'no triangle,' etc. -differ specifically because they are con~ 
traries. For it is impossible for someone to have an erring habit 
by virtue of which he firmly assents to the proposition that 'every 
triangle,' etc., and [alsol an erring habit by which he firmly as­
sents that 'no triangle,' etc., since these assents are formally in­
compatible. 

673. Example of the second kind:8B Error concerning a prin­
ciple and a ~onclusion, and error concerning two entirely dispar­
ate ~oncluslOns, or conclusions disparate as to some subject or 
predicate term. Such errors of different species are thus compatible; 
they are not specifically distinct on accOUllt of formal incompatibility 
because they are compatible. Instead, they are specifically distinct, 
because one erro; has a total or partial object that is specifically dis­
tinct from the object of the other. For any principle includes at least 
one term that is specifically distinct from some term in the conclu­
sion; and the same can be said about totally or partially disparate 
conclusions. 

. 6~2. Accord~ngly, given that the errors are specifically dis­
tInct, It necessanly follows that the knowledges of the objects in 
respect to which they are errors are specifically distinct. And in 
this way we can prove that knowledges of the principle and the 
conclusion are specifically distinct. They are distinct because the 
objects-[that isl, because the errors-are specifically distinct 
(for it ~s Ulliversally true that things whose objects are specifi­
cally d,stInCt are themselves specifically distinct), and similarly 
because the objects of these knowledges are specifically distinct. 

John's argument holds. 
690. In the same manner, a specific distinction between two 

'vIrtues" can be proven, since their contrary vices are specifically 
'::distim:t. This is proved either by virtue of the formal incompat­
>~b~~::L~ofthe vices (if there is that sort of incompatibility), or On 
ii: of the specific distinction of the objects of vices and vir­

~ut hatred of Socrates and of Plato are not specifically dis­
In one way or the other, therefore neither are these loves 

Ipel~ifi,cally distinguished. The reply to that doubt is evident ac-

697. But the doub~ always remains: Ifthese hatreds are spe­
the same, how IS one hatred more incompatible with love 

:S()Criatf's than the other, since they are altogether the same 
I reply" ... 
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[Solutio dubii septimil 

Ad septimum91 dico, sicut supra patet in quibusdam dubita­
tionibus de ista materia,92 quod perseverantia non dicit distinctum 
gradum virtutis a continentia et temperantia. Quaere ibi. 

Sed quo mod 0 continentia et temperantia continentur 705 
sub gradibus virtutum prius assignatis? Res p 0 n de 0 quod 
continentur necessaria sub illis ut sunt actus virtuosi, quia si ali-
quis est continens vel temperatus virtuQse, vel est continens con­
formiter secundum rectam rationem et propter honestatem, vel 
sic quod non vult dimittere continentiam pro quocumque quod est 710 
contra rectam rationem, vel praecise quia sic mctatur a ratione, 
vel propter honorem Dei cum aliis circumstantiis, vel habet con­
tinentiam generatam ex actibus imperativis exsecutionum quae 
excedunt communem naturam hominum; et sive sic sive sic, sem-
per continetur sub gradibus praedictis. 715 

Tamen aliquis potest habere continentiam et temperantiam 
quae nullo modo continentur sub gradibus praedictis, puta si ali-
quis velit continere vel esse temperatus propter nullam circum­
stantiam hanam vel malam, vel si velit continere propter ma­
lam circumstantiam. Primus non continetur sub praedictis, quia 
est actus indifferens, nee bonus nee malus moraliter, modo prius 
dicto.93 Seeundus non eontinetur, quia est ac~us vitiosus, et prae­
dicti sunt actus virtuosi. 

[Solutio dubii octavil 

Ad ultimum dico quod in omui genere virtutis contingit repe-
rire virtutem heroicam, quia propter actum cuiuslibet generis vir­
tutis potest quis imperare formaliter exsecutionem alicuius actus 
qui est contra incJinationem naturae. Sed aliquis potest imperare 
exsecutionem actus vel sic quod imperet exsecutionem actus 
causati a seipso vel in se sine aliqua violentia vel molestia sibi il­
lata ab aliquo alio ho:rnine extrinseco, sicut quidam imperator94 

propter iustitiam servandam et legem, quam statuerat in allis, 
eruit sibi oculum. Iste actus, quo imperavit exsecutionem illius 
actus, non est actus fortitudinis nee generativus fortitudinis, sed 
solum est actus generativus iustitiae heroicae. Similiter aliquis 
propter castitatem servandam, semper abstinet a vino et carnibus, 

91. Lines 58-62 above. 
92. Cf. Ockham, OTh VIII, 275. 
93. A.2 200-210. 
94. cr. Vincentius Bellovacensis, Speculum Doct. IV c.66 (Douai, 

1624), col. 337 E. 
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[Reply to the Seventh Doubtl 

702. In reply to the seventh doubt,91 I hold that perseverance 
does not indicate a degree of virtue distinct from continence and 
temperance, as was evident in certain doubts concerning this 
subject." See the discussion there. 

705. But how are continence and temperance contained 
within the degrees of virtues previously assigned? I reply that 
they are necessarily contained within those degrees, insofar as 
they are virtuous acts. For if someone is continent and temperate 
virtuously, he is either (1) continent in conformity with right rea­
son and on account of worthiness; or (2) in such a way that he 
does not intend to give up continence for anything whatever that 
is contrary to right reason; or (3) precisely because it is dictated 
by reason; or (4) on account of God's honor together with other 
circumstances; or (5) his continence is generated by imperative, 
executive acts that exceed common human nature. Whatever the 
case, it is always contained within the aforesaid degrees. 

716. Yet someone could be continent and temperate in a 
manner that is in no way be contained within the aforesaid de­
grees. For example, someone might will continence or temper­
ance on account of no circumstance, good or bad, or on account of 
a wicked circumstance. The first act is not contained within the 
aforesaid degrees, since it is an indifferent act, neither morally 

,good nor morally bad, in the manner previously described." The 
; second act is not contained, since it is a vicious act, and the afore­

said degrees pertain to virtuous acts. 

In reply to the last doubt, I hold that heroic virtue may be 
in every genus of virtue. For one can direct the formal ex­

.eCl~tion of any act that is contrary to a natural inclination for the 
, of an act in any genus of virtue. But someone can direct the 
, execution of such an act [in more than one circumstance]. In one 

a person could direct the execution of an act caused by her­
against her own person without any violence or any harm 

, on her by someone else, an external agent. For example, 
,a certain emperor" tore out his own eye in order to preserve jus­

and maintain the law that he had established for others. The 
in which he directed the execution ofthat act is not an act of 

.cour,ae:e. nor does it generate courage. Instead, it is an act that 
'e:ene:ra1;es only heroic justice. Similarly, one person always ab­

from wine and meat in order to preserve chastity, while 
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et aliquis95 abscindit sibi verenda; et actus imperativi istarum ex­
secutionum non sunt actus fortitudinis, sed sunt actus temperan­
tiae heroicae; et sic de allis. 

Ali 0 mod 0, potest imperare exsecutionem actus causati 
ab alio vel a se propter aliquam molestiam sibi iliatam ab alio 
propter actum virtutis, sicut sustinere vulnera nisi a:muttat actum 
iustitiae, et carcerem nisi dimittat actum temperantiae; et tales 
sunt actus fortitudinis heroieae, et ad ilios inelinant iustitia et 
temperantia modo supradicto. Cetera quaere alibi, de materia mo­
rali.96 

740 

745 

95. For example, regarding Origen, cf. Vineentius Bellovaeeusis, 
Speculum Hist. Xl c.9 (Douai, 1624), col. 415b. 

96. Cf. Oekham, OTh VIII, 275-76, 285-86. 
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another person castrates himself;" the acts directing the execu­
tion of these acts are not acts of courage; instead, they are acts of 
heroic temperance. And the same Can be said in other cases. 

740. In another sense, a person can direct the execution of 
an act caused by himself or someone else on account of some 
harm inflicted on him by another person for the sake of a virtuous 
act. For example, [a person wills] to sustain injuries unless she 
discharges an act of justice, and to undergo imprisonment unless 
she discharges an act of temperance. Such acts are acts of heroic 
courage; justice and temperance incline us to perform them in 
the manner described above. For all other questions, see [the 
treatment] elsewhere, on morality." 
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sixth proof is an attempt to avoid the conclusion to which 
Ockham believes his opponents are committed-namely, that the 
will is not free. In the Summa theologica I-II q.l0 a.2, Aquinas 
advances the suggestion that the will is free, because it need not 
consider the dictates of right reason. What we think about is de­
termined by the will. We may not be able to avoid compassion for 
a frightened child trapped in the violence of Haitian society, but 
we can ignore the problem and busy ourselves instead with 
thoughts about fancy dresses and fine foods. 

631. Ockham replies by trying to show that his opponents 
have not really resolved the problem, but rather taken the first of 
a series of steps that will constitute an infinite regress. Take the 
command to avert the intellect. Acknowledging that it is an act of 
will, he asks whether that command is or is not in accordance 
with the dictates of intellect. If it is not, he has proven what he 
set out to prove-that there can be acts of will independent of, or 
contrary to, the intellect. If it is in accordance with a dictate of 
the intellect, then the will's avoidance command is determined by 
intellect, and the will is not free. 

636. In a more radical approach, Ockham argues that there 
can be acts of will in the absence of such practical dictates as pru­
dence provides. He claims that if the sensory soul can be repelled 
by the sight of a hideous object without our understanding what 
we are seeing, then the will, which is a higher faculty, can also 
reject that object. The argument depends on theses from medi­
eval psychology and logic. There is the psychological thesis that 
sensory apprehension is independent of, and prior to, intellectual 
comprehension. Logic and psychology supply a hierarchical prin­
ciple: If something can be shown to be possible for a lower faculty, 
then a fortiori it is within the capacity ofthe higher faculty. 

640. The next reply to the objection, which begins at line 627, 
is flawed. It is based on the same thesis regarding the relation of 
causes stated in the second proof. For the purposes of this reply, 
Ockham assumes that the act of will averting the intellect has 
itself been elicited in conformity with an act of intellect. The ar­
gument is about that putative original act of intellect. For ex­
ample, it might be that a decent regard for my own family 
dictates that I not spend a lot of time considering the needs of 
distant, unrelated children who are in jeopardy. Ockham asks 
whether that conclusion is or is not necessarily elicited. If it is, 
then neither the act of averting intellect nor the subsequent at­
tention to my family is voluntary or imputable. If the act of avert­
ing the intellect is free, which is what Ockham's opponents claim, 
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then it is not clear what follows. If Ockham's argument is to 
work, what has to follow is that even so, my attention to my fam­
ily is not voluntary and hence not virtuous. But his opponents 
have suggested that it is voluntary, because the decision to avert 
the intellect is free. Here it seems safest simply to conclude that 
there is something wrong with the report we are examining: 
something was lost. 

649. A somewhat less confusing reply to the objection at line 
627, this argument plausibly assumes that Ockham's opponents 
are committed to the view that an averting act of will must be 
elicited in response to a dictate of right reason. Ockham aims to 
\~how again that his opponent is committed to an infinite regress. 
The strategy is to show that if the will averts the intellect from 
the plight of suffering children, this must be in response to a con­
trary dictate. But if it is a contrary dictate, then it cannot be the 
same dictate, which takes us a step further in the regress. Each 
time his opponent claims that the will is free because it could 
avert the intellect, Ockham replies that this could only be in re­
sponse to another act of intellect. The regress can only be halted, 
according to Ockham, if we admit that the will can act without a 
prior act of intellect. Instead of an intellectually understood ob­
ject, its object could be grasped by the senses alone; an object of 
the will may be a bare manifestation. Ockham's aim in using the 
phrase 'bare manifestation' is to contrast 'being shown' an incom­
plex object with propositional knowledge or understanding. It is 
constructed by analogy with simple sensory apprehension at line 
63S. Like that reply, it presents Ockham's solution to the prob­
lem of the mutual causality of will and intellect: the will is prior 
to the intellect. 

665. The analogy between will and sensory appetite also 
forms the basis for the next reply. The objection claims that the 
will is free, since it can avert the intellect (627). Passions can also 
impede the intellect, and we do not for that reason infer that our 
sensitive appetites are free, Ockham replies. He concludes that 
the ability to avert the intellect is no grounds for saying that a 
faculty is free. 

669. With this confirmation, Ockham begins an intricate dia­
logue with Godfrey about cases in which the intellect errs. In the 
passages cited in Wey's notes, Godfrey maintains that freedom 
requires both will and intellect, from which it seems to follow that 
sin is as much a matter of intellect as of will. He also holds that both 
the will and the intellect are to some extent necessitated by their 
objects. It is no derogation ofliberty, he holds, to be determined 
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