
The doctrine of origınal sın
according to Augustine of Rome

(Favaronı) (7 1443)

The 7 heological Censure of +his theory.
In ıts broad outline the theory of Favaron] has shown itself

coincide somewhat with the opınıon held by Catharınus e and
Pigge S at the time of the Council of Irent. In theiır controverslies
with the so-calle.d e formers‚ these theologians proposed theory
by which they thought obviate LILOT S efhicaciously the heretical
doctrines propounded, and at the tiıme explain adequately
the ESSCIHNCE of orıgınal S1IN. hey taught that original sın 1 children
Wa  N princıpally the actual S11n of dam imputed LO them by TEASON

o# Divine Dact constituting dam juridical ll natural head
of the whaole human DaC6, and f01' +his ımputatıon each O'1]: incurred
the loss OT aACE and CONCUPISCENCE.

Regardıng the deordination 1n orıgınal S1In, the z  &] OPINIONS
DUutL ıt 1n the actual aCTt off transgression of dam LO explain V-olun-
tareıty Catharinus introduces the th-e-ory of he pact ; whereas AaVa-
rON1 considers 1t sufhcıiently explained through Adam's posıtion
natural head of the human aCcCt INn whose 311 W E1 C contaiıned
the wills of hıs descendents.

Perhaps theory has e VOCT een subjected LO 1NOI€e disconcer-
ting and contradıctory than thıs Peter L;o*m-b ard refers
briefly LO the theory which identifhes original SIN wiıith the SIN of

vl Augustiniana vV1] 00-117; 366
d De Peccato Originali C HWEIZER, Ambrosius Catharinus Po-

litus Sein Leben und seine Schriften, Münster 1910 (COMELLLI, ]] Peccato Ori-
ginale secondo Ambrogio Catarino, Roma 940

Roma 940
81.) Controversiae, B Köln 542 FEINER, Die Erbsiindenlehrg Albert Pigges,
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dam and simply SaVvys 1t 15 pelagian %} Robert of Melun mentions
difterent notions of original SIn Current In hlS time. In the second
place read of the opınıon which makes original SIN consıst In
the actual SinN of$ disobedience of dam HIS extensıve refutation
could ead LO believe that this op1ınNıON W as fairly widespread al

the time &} Favaron] himself does n OT PTODOSEC ıt being entirely
16 though he admits 14 15 Nn ot LO be found In the cholastics 84) In
the Councıl of {Irent this theory detended by Catharinus and
Salmeron } ] oletus, Lugo and INa y others recorded by Vas-
qUuUCZ 86) also defended. ıt On the other handı, Bellarmine calls 1t
heresy 87  — Gregory of V alentia thinks 1t repugnant LO faith®®) and
Vasquez pDuts 1T ‘d‘OWI'I condemned In the Gouncil oif Irent 52}
Scheeben LOO lescrıbes iıt "C1TONECOUS the other extireme from
the | utheran doctrine 9}

Ihe whole aquestion centres around the precıise meanıngz of the
words o# Irent omni:bus iınest Uniıculque proprıum especially
whether thıs mMuU'st be regarded relating the precisely formal ele-
ment In original sSiınNn LO original SINn In ıts whole complexity.

We Ca obser
[ he Council does N OT define whether thıs ıimmanence of SIN

LO ıts f0‘1‘1'1'l-31 constituent 15 physical mora|l iMmmanencCe. ava-
roniıs theory, does that o# Catharınus, admits only moral 1 -
INanNneceNCc®, but physical immaAanence 1n ıts eftects. Objectively
speakıng, +hıs moral immanence 15 nOot strengthened ın an WaY
by havıng LO virtual p M the part of God because

82) Sant ıst MNX
88) De Peccato Originalıi, 191 ot the Municipal Library of Bruges, 235v

Sa CT MARTIN, Les idees de Robert du Melun SUu le nech  e originel, Revue des
Sciences Philosophiques TI heologiques 1913, 700 Sa

84)516  N. Toner  Adam and simply says it is pelagian °?). Robert of Melun mentions  different notions of original sin current in his time. In the second  place we read of the opinion which makes original sin consist in  the actual sin of disobedience of Adam. His extensive refutation  could lead us to believe that this opinion was fairly widespread at  the time °°). Favaroni himself does not propose it as being entirely  new though he admits it is not to be found in the Scholastics °*). In  the Council of Trent this theory was defended by Catharinus and  Salmeron ®°) : Toletus, Lugo and many others recorded by Vas-  quez °°) also defended it. On the other hand, Bellarmine calls it  heresy °), Gregory of Valentia thinks it repugnant to faith®®) and  Vasquez puts it down as condemned in the Council of Trent ®°).  Scheeben too describes it as :erroneous on the other extreme from  the Lutheran doctrine °°)  The whole question centres around the precise meaning of the  words of Trent « omnibus inest unicuique proprium »  ), especially  whether this must be regarded as relating to the precisely formal ele-  ment in original sin or to original sin in its whole complexity.  We can observe  a. The Couneil does not define whether this immanence of sin  as to its formal constituent is a physical or moral immanence. Fava-  roni’s theory, as does that of Catharinus, admits only a moral im-  manence, but a physical immanence in its effects. Objectively  speaking, this moral immanence is not strengthened in any way  by having recourse to a virtual pact on the part of God, because  s2) 3 Sent. Dist. XXX.  s) De Peccato Originali, ms. 191 of the Municipal Library of Bruges, f. 235v  sqq. Cf. MARTIn, Les ide&es de Robert du Melun sur le pe&che originel, Revue des  Sciences Philosophiques et Theologiques |913, p. 700 sqaq.  84)  ... postmodum ingrediar ad illa que latuerunt omnes scholasticos et detegam  perfectius intellectum quod latet in doctoribus sanctis. De Peccato V 200 r1.  85) Conc. Trid. Ehses v 162-163, where we note the names of Catharinus  and Salmeron. Cf. CAVALLERA, Le de&cret du Concile de Trente, Bulletin de Littera-  ture Ecclesiastiqgue 1|913, 241 sqq. KocK, Trienter Konzilsdekret de peccato ori-  ginali, Theologische Quartalschrift, Tübingen 1913, p. 430.  ") In 1-11, diep. CXXKXU. cap. 2  7) De Amissione Gratiae et Statu Peccati, liber V, cap. XANVI1.  *) In 1-11, disp. VI, q. XH, punetum |.  ”) In 1A1 diep. CXXXU cap. 2.  %) Handbuch der Katholischen Dogmatik, IV paragraph 202.  *) DEnz., Ench. Sym. (ed. 23) n. 79%.postmodum ingrediar ac 1la qUue latuerunt scholasticos et detegam
perfectius intellectum quod latet ın octoribus sanctıs. De Peccato 200 r {

85) Conc riıd Ehses 162-163 where notfe the of Catharinus
and Salmeron. Ct (CAVALLERA, Le decret du Concile de Trente, Bulletin de ] _ittera-
ture Ecclesiastique 1913 241 Sa KOCK, T'rienter Konzilsdekret de peccato Orı
ginali, T heologische Quartalschrift, Tübingen 1915, 430

86‘) In 1-11 disp. OX XII Ca
87) De Amissione Gratiae et Statu Peccati, liıber . Ca XN/A
88) In 1-11, disp. VI, H. punctum
59) In 1-117. disp. ( XKICH Ca
90) Handbuch der Katholischen Dogmatik, paragraph 202
91) DENZ., Ench Sym (ed 23) G AB
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such Dact Ca  — e6Ve be proved LO have existed, and theretore Ca

ave toundatıon In the O 1‘dr61‘ of reality.
his theory the ıdentity of orıgınal S1IN 1n the O' of

dam with the SIN of dam Was detended after the Council CVCIN

by those wh toOk Dart ın Fhe discussions Catharınus and Sal
C I'0ONMN and who consequently should ave understoo<d the iınten-
tion of the Councıl better than Bellarmine wh: W as N OL present.

Neither does the scheme proposed by the atıcan Counciıl for
deAnition prejudice the doctrine of OUTr theologian. Of this, Ca

FOour states that the personal CONSENT of each on 18 N OT NECCECSSaAIY
to-21ve orıgınal SIN ıts sinful character x and On five that the Dr1-
vatıon of sanctifyıng TaACC 18 necessarily connected with original

‘)SIN z hat in the theory o# Favaron] +hıe personal CONSENLT 185 N OL

required tollows from OUr exXxposition, and 185 explicitly declared: by
imself 93) hat the privatıon off sanctifyıng A&  C results from ıt,

Aave already sufhcıently proved. Wee C0 N OT simply sufter the
OSS o# sanctifyıneg a but ıts prıvatıon, fOY orıgıinal Justice as

Zy1ven LO a ]] 1in the PDPEISON of dam that when dam sinned and
Ost I, ]] WEeTe made debtors of that justice e}

Hence LO Sa Y with Bellarmine that +hıs doctrine 1S heretical
exaggerat-ed and CannoL be accepted, because according LO

the law o +he Church doctrine 18 understood be defined (or
respectively heretical) unless ıt 1S plainly apparen 2 Unques-
tionably 1 15 obnox1i0us ILaı YV dificulties for —example the COI-

fusion between Hneccatlum nalurae and eccalum actuale, how OUu  d

sınnıngz 1n dam Ca have the DEera et fDrofPrıia ratio neccaltı Call

ınex1ist uniIculgue Hroprıium how thıs act existedc ın before

92) oll Lac VI[L, col Can S] qu1s negaverıt peccatum originale ın
Adae posterı1ıs OT et propriıe peccatum SS«C nıs]ı ab 1PSI1s actuali; PCC-
catum comprobetur, Can S quıs dixerit peccatum originale formalıiter
SS 1ıpsam concupıscentiam aut physicum SC  o substantialem naturae humanae
morbum el negaverıt prıvatıonem gratijae sanctihficantis de 1PpsS1us ratıone CS5C,

98) deo peccatum illius transgress10n1s 1C1 potest voluntarıum et involuntarıum
secundum quod ad alıum ve| aliıum peccantem potest reterrı: s1 nım reteratur ad
Adam fuit voluntarıum, S] referatur ad nNnOSs fuıt involuntarıum. De Peccato
208 vz2

94’) Sic PCI hoc quemadmodum Adam pOst acceptilam iustiıcı1am debitor fuit
accepte ıusticıe ıta qu]1 ın eamdem ı1usticıam acceperun eiusdem iusticıe
tactı sunt debitores. Ibid 203 v2

95) Codex Iuris C anonici, Can 323 Par
95) LDENZ., Ench 5Sym (ed 23) n  * 792 l
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WEIC Orn how dam debt of ustıce identically OUu debt
of ustıce FOI' these 16CAsons 1L NOot VEIV acceptable doctrine,
LO T EVCGI likely command reasonable following

The T ransmission °Ji original SIN

Favaron]ı divides Fhis question into z parts the rst de-
claration o what he considers ({ inrefragabiliter vera ) , the second

deeper explanation of HOW orıginal S1I) +ransmitted which he
ErMSs aliguid humanıtus autumnarTe ‘

It 3 transmitted by samiınal PprTOoODagatıon according the Ordci-
NarYy laws of nature because fOI' t+hose thus OTN and fOl' +hose only
dıd dam orıginal ust1Ce, and for +hose only Cl he lose
1LE 79} his 15 the only adequate explanatıon of the words pPeCeI uUunNnuUuIN

homiınem whereın the Apostle apodictically shows +hat S11 —

tered LNe workc nNOt by suggestion which wouhlc be attrıbuted the
devfl 1LO! y 1  1'  mMm1ıtatlıon which could be ascribed Fve but by Cal-

181 gyeneratıon which ascribed neither LO rhe devil N OT Fve but
dam only

{Ihe transmiıssıon of CONCUDISC  NC distinct from the Tansm1Ss-

S10 of orieinal SIM For CONCUDISCENCEC Aoes nNOot pertaın LO the e S5-

CIr o# original S11 Na y I8910)8 > 1L Ca be called the materı1al ele
nt only IMpTODIIO, the remote materı1al 100) |+ could

better called the eftect of S1M and hence 81 @r Q ave difterent
M O:  A  1 of Aansm155102N

Concuoiscence could be ransmitted LW WaYys wiıthout
ducıne +he guilt of origınal ın firstly f (i0d by direct iıntervention

fO'Y-TII e-d E: body of ınfant from unclean LL1Lass without t+he COIN-

De Peccato 207 r |
98) Septima Conclusio: escendentes ab Adam per seminalem propagatıonem

PCI trahunt quemdam reatum. ]bid 203 rz and QuapropterCU:

accepera Adam originalem iustıcıam 910} solum accepıt Pa retinendam
DeI actum generatıonı1ıs posteros transfundendam. Ibid 203 v2

B9) se: de propagatıone peccaltı loquitur QU«E propagatıo est per carnalem
SeIMınNaCc10NeE: qu«c dyabolo q Fve assıgNarı potest In ad Rom

376 181 r |
100) Fıx quibus quod multi doctores scholasticı NO bene assıgnant mate-

riale peccato iıntantıum dicentes quod concupiıscentla Carnls 81L materiale
peccato originali vel carentı.a originalis iusticıe ut dicunt I Patet 1Nq UaM,

qUON1aIM iıdem materiale OoIMNN1NO fuit intantıum et Ade quOoN1am ıdem $ujt AaCiIus

prevarication1s, qul licet preterilt en pPTO materiale debet intelligi na et

Adam preter1t remanente ormale dCO concupiıscentla Carnls nonn1sı remote
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COUTSE of 101) andı secondly i the intant WT vyenerated trom
dam after the SIN of Eve but before he himself had sinned 102).
TIhe Arst Case 18 realisedc 1n Christ, that if He wished (( consıilii

He could ave contractecd CONCUDPISCeENcCeE without thereby
contracting origıinal SIN 1 03) his would be true of an human
being 104).

In the transm1ıss1ıon of or1ginal S11n therefore, mMust N Oot ook
cleanliness [0) uncleaness either 1n the mother [} in the child but

MUSL consider the mode of propagatıon only 105)'
nly those whh: WeTE seminally 1n dam received the Justice,

and.therefore those only al the debtors o that Justice. dam could
OSEC hıs gift only f01' those wh. were seminally 1n him W.hoever
Was tormed other than by the ordinary COUTITSEC of naiure INaYy be sandc
LO ave een 1n dam materially according LO the flesh but N OL
dam seminally by veneratıve {9)  c 106) clam by hıs Sın 1N-
tected the nature and by the 'TAaNnısm1ss10nN of vitiated Nature the PCI-
SO 1S infected. Obviously Ca speak of ] RANSMISSION of nature

potest dici materijale ın peccato originali sıcut humor esivus oculj; potest dici
materiale 1n cecıtate ; carentia er° originalis iusticıe propinquius dici mate-

riale, verumtamen Nne:|  C concupiscentia NeC carentıa originalis ıustıicıe propriıe est
materiale 1n peccato originali plusquam fuerit ın actuali peccato Ade De Pec-
:ato 211 r2

101) Quod stat aliqguem SCIHN DE habuisse concupıscentiam carnıs et amen N UuMNl-

QqUamn habuisse originale peccatum. Hoc quon1am stiat IDeum aliqguem intan-
tem solo producere de intecta qUua traheret omitem peccatı et NCU-

pıiscentiam Carnıs, ın qQqUuo asu talıs NO contraheret aliqguem reatum NE'| aliquod
vinculum culpe H6C aliquam obligacionem quod haberet per acramentum dimitti.
Se: 1n istıs stat ratıo formalıs... Ibid 204 v2

102) Secundo stia  aß quidem 81 Adam NO pecasse post peccatum Fve
et 1am intecta peccato T  asset, ıIn qUuo asu proles ropagalta genıta
uisset de corrupta et utiıque CUu.: corrupta CI carnalem CU-

piscentiam se. sSıne peccato Ibid 204 v2
108) I!bid 205 r{
L 04) quon1am quı talıter ropagatur ab Adam qualiter ropagatus est Christus

eclam 81 fuerit UTru: homo, ut dicit Anselmus ın De Conceptu Virginali 13,
I1O:  - potuit trahere ad Adam talem reatum 8S1Ve obligacionem vel debitum. Ibid.

205 r2
105) quon1am 110] est attendenda mundicia vel immundicia carnıs S1ıve ın matre

81Ve ın prole ad concernendum S1 proles contraheret originale peccatum sed modus
ıpse propagatıon1s st attendendus. Ibid 205 S

H)B)The doctrine of original sin  519  course of man  101)  and secondly if the infant were generated from  Adam after the sin of Eve but before he himself had sinned !°2),  The first case is realised. in Christ, so that if He wished « consilii  causa » He could have contracted concupiscence without thereby  contracting original sin  103)  This would be true of any human  being  104).  In the transmission of original sin therefore, we must not look  to cleanliness or uncleaness either in the mother or in the child, but  we must consider the mode of propagation only  105).  Only those who were seminally in Adam received the justice,  and.therefore those only are the debtors of that justice. Adam could  lose his gift only for those who were seminally in him. Whoever  was formed other than by the ordinary course of nature may be said  to have been in Adam materially according to the flesh, but not in  Adam seminally or by generative power  106)  . Adam by his sin in-  fected the nature and by the transmission of vitiated nature the per-  son is infected. Obviously we can speak of TRANSMISSION of nature  potest dici materiale in peccato originali sicut humor lesivus oculi potest dici  materiale in cecitate; carentia vero originalis iusticie propinquius potest dici mate-  riale, verumtamen nec concupiscentia nec carentia originalis iusticie proprie est  materiale in peccato originali plusquam fuerit in actuali peccato Ade. De Pec-  cato V 211 r2.  191) Quod stat aliguem semper habuisse concupiscentiam carnis et tamen nun-  quam habuisse originale peccatum. Hoc patet quoniam stat Deum aliquem infan-  tem se solo producere de massa infecta ex qua traheret fomitem peccati et concu-  piscentiam carnis, in quo casu talis non contraheret aliqguem reatum nec aliquod  vinculum culpe nec aliquam obligacionem quod haberet per sacramentum dimitti.  Sed in istis stat ratio formalis... /bid. V 204 v2.  102) Secundo stat  patet quidem si Adam non pecasset post peccatum Eve  et ex ea ijam infecta peccato propagasset, in quo casu proles propagata genita  fuisset de massa corrupta  et utique cum carne corrupta per carnalem concu-  piscentiam sed sine peccato. /bid. V 204 v2.  75) 1bid. 205 ıl.  1%) quoniam qui taliter propagatur ab Adam qualiter propagatus est Christus  eciam si fuerit purus homo, ut dicit Anselmus in De Conceptu Virginali c. 13,  non potuit trahere ad Adam talem reatum sive obligacionem vel debitum. /bid.  V 205 12.  105) quoniam non est attendenda mundicia vel immundicia carnis sive in matré  sive in prole ad concernendum si proles contraheret originale peccatum sed modus  ipse propagationis est attendendus. /bid. V 205 rl.  106) ,, quoniam proles sic propagata non fuit seminaliter in Adam sed tantum  materialiter per corpulentiam carnis non autem per virtutem pullulativam. <_Ibid.  V 205 :2CE5S. Ik 1-H, 81 4©quon1am proles Sı1C propagata NO fuit seminaliter 1n dam sed tantum

materialiter DEeTI corpulentiam carnıs NO autem Der virtutem pullulativam. } Ibid.
205 ı2 C 1-11, 81,
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only where the actıve principle of transm1ıssıon 15 employed, and
hence, only 1n this ASsS«c Ca speak of Tansmıssıon of vitiated
nature (Qur nature ıt wWas In clam an N OT Just OUuT nature
such that incurred the debt ; consequently only by seminal PTIO-
pagatıon (: original sın be transmitted 07  —

Favaron:] considers all this ab s-olut-ely mUuEe, but LO explain
urther the Iransm1ıss1on 15 IO humanly possible. 'his W as the 2T
difhculty of St Augustine ın hıs ‚etters LO St Jerome St Anselm
EXDIECSSCS ıt also in hıs e Conceptu V irginali 108) Sm 15 injJustice,
but injustice UZ be only where Justice ought LO be ; ıIn the
tional soul, but SINCE the ratıonal soul 15 NOoT trachuce but 18
created immediately by God how 1t ave origıinal SIN

Hıs consicderations ODCI1 with the ftact that mMatter and ftorm
A1c naturally Dy theır VeEerYy nature, ordaıned LO ach other. Niot
only matter and torm 1n general but each specific 'f OTM 15 ordaiıned
LO ıts spnecific matter jJust each specific matter 15 ordaımed LO ıts
O W: specific form 109 ; And the soul 1S ordained by NAatiure LO the
body thıe body 15 the soul ven though +he soul 15 Nn ot taken
from the pOTeEeNCY of +he body INn inanımate creatiures, but 1S5 di-
rerctly created by God nevertheless the natural order exacts +hat
such body be given LO such soul and such soul such body
ancl $ God WIC assızn t+hem otherwise, He would depart ftrom
the order of things established ven theretfore f the so11] of - 15
produced f TOM nothing, the natural order ot+;11 demands that 1E be 1N-

107) nullus seminalıter ropagatus ab Adam per ejJus propagatıonem ab
Adam contrahıt talem reatum vel obligacionem ın quantum est DEeEISONNa distincta
ab Adam sed ınquantum est ]la natura qQU« seminalıiter fuit 1n Adam et S1IC PCI-
SONa redditur DIO peccatrıx ınquantum est 1n peccatrıce natura 1Ve est pCI-
sSonNna ıIn talı natiura que est obligata et enetur astrıcto vinculo culpe. Ibid r }

108) Cap 158, 426
109) Princıipium autem hujus considerationis hinc sumendum est quod aterıa

et torma acd invıcem naturalıiter ordinantur T1 UTrSUuSs cCertia aterıa naturaliter rdi-
natiur ad certam ftormam et contrarıo Certa torma naturaliter ordinatur ad certam

materi1am forma 1gnN1s ad mater]1am dispositam PCI caliditatem e sıccıtatem.
Ibid 207 r } &; St I homas: Alıi e10;:: conatı sunt stendere quomodo culpa
anımae parentiıs traducitur ın prolem ts]ı anıma 1O t+raducatur PCI hoc quod COI -

porı1s detectus traducuntur parente 1ın prolem Cum autem COTrDUS sıt pPrOPDOI-
tiıonatum anımae eli defectus anımae redundant 1n COrPDUus et simıili;
modo dicunt quod culpabiles defectus anımae per traductionem sem1n1s ın prolem
derivantur, quamVvıs actualiter NO sıt culpae subjectum. Sed hujus-
modi 1ae insufficientes 8unt.. pE14. |
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tused LO such body and ; the body 15 seminally propagated from
dam, ıt ‚;ollows from the law off nature that this sou]l also belonged
LO dam 110)' ] herefore this sou]l prevarıcated the testimonYy of God
In dam

1 owards explainıng the ransmıss1ıon of peccatum —

Lurae this explanatiıon fa{ls below that of St Ihomas . owards
plaining the transmıssıon of actual partıcıpation 1n the sın off
dam INOTE dıifheult task 1t really LO contribute nothing
al a { here 15 nothing contradictory falsely asserted 1ın it. but
whoever would An therein sufhcient explanation tor ]] the ata
mMust be addicted LO eXCESSIVe realism ecclecticısm.

AHE PUNISHMENT DU ORIGINAL SIN

The eternal sanctıon due orıginal SIN alone, ats prescinding
from the question of punıshment FOT actual S1N, 111 be determined
by examınıng e fate of children wh Clie without baptism before
the use of 16ASON1N }

In order AaVvV.e clear background LO thıs question shall
sketch OUuUt concisely the different OP1IN1IONS thıs difhcult question
proposed INn the COUTSEe of the centurıes. Wie Ca reduce them Al LO
five princıpal classes, beginnıng with the M OST enijent and gradually
descending LO the M OoSsSL SCVCTEC

[he Pelagians attrıbuted punishment fOr original s1n alone,
but thea ate of happıness ancl felicity for those wh
died without baptısm. |+ 185 however, nOoL LO determine PIS-
cisely 1ın what this OT happıness consısts. Certainly ff0r Vin-

whether for thecentius Victor ıt include. the beatıfic V1S1ON
Tre of the Pelagians and especially f01' Julian 7) this sSiaAatie of hap-
PINESS which they ominated F.ternal Lite 1N contradistinction LO the
Kıngdom of Heaven reser ved LO +he baptised, includec the beatıfıc
visıon o# God nNOL, 1S NOT apparent. RBellarmine contends that
E ternal Life did NOL inclucle the beatific V1is1ıon but Was sLiaA{ie of
purely natural happıness, and 1t 15 LO the CONCession of this SLALEe of

110) Ordo natiurae qu1 tacıt hanc anımam pertinere ad hoc COTrDUS tacıt ı1psam
pertinere ad Adam qQUuUO seminaliter hoc COTrPUS descendit. Ibid 207 v{

1-11 Sent XX
AUGUSTINUS, De Natura et Origine Animae | 44, 480

*) AÄUGUSTINUS, ('ontra Julianum 44,
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natural happiness that Augustine objects 5} In the CON(Lrary, Maz-
zella and INan y present day theolog1ans contend that 1t dic inclucke
the beatific V1IS1ON, and +hat it +hie beatific v1sıon only that Augus-
tine wishes LO exclude.

Dependent O this CONLTOVErISY ave the second OpIn1ı10N
held by INa y theologians of the present day Ihey maıntaın +hat
children dying without baptism al ın SLate of natural happiness
without, of UTr SC, the enjoyment of the beatific vıisıon O'T tO

DTESS ıt precisely, they aTre In that STLate which wouldc ave
constituted man s natural end ıf he had N OL een elevated LO SUPDCI-
natural siaie hey L1ECUT LO the condemnation of the Jansenist —

lumnies 1ın the Synod o# Pistoia 1n detence of their theory 2
hese OPIN1ONS havie only negatıve bearıng { the theory of

Favaron] Ca  - dismiss them. The only truth mMUSLT hold
the iınfallible authority o# the Church 185 that original Sın entaiıls the
prıvatıon of the V1SION o# God 8 Accepting thıs fundamental
sumption, the following OPIN1ONS AVE I1 OT C immediate bearıng
(0) the doctrine of OUT theologian.

Next 1n the order of leniency 15 the opınıon which, while ıt does
N OL a llow an posıtıve happıness, denıes an y SOTTOW (tristitia)
paın (poena sensus). his A held by almost a the g7rea asters
o# the Mickdle Ages, by St Thomas 3 St Bonaventure and Scotus

INa be SCCI) from their commentarıes 1n ent 373 S1N€e
tristitia el OCI1aA SC118SUS.

Of the prescholastics mM Ost notably Peter Lombard held that
ınfants dying without baptism certainly 1IN'CUr the prıvation of the
V1is10ON of God Since, they argued, with +his TEa loss SOTTO W 18 1N-
evitably connected, therefore these infants experienced internal SOT!T-

IO SC VECIN though eXemMpDtL from external punishment. his OD1INION
wWas afterwards taken and defended by Bellarmine 3 and Gregory
of Valentia R CUu trıstıtia, S1Ne oOCHa SCNSUS.

I he Jjudgement of al the sSLAte of infants dyıng with-

De Amissione Gratiae et Statu Peccati, VI,
MAZZELLA, De Deo reante, Prati 190  ©0

DENZ., nch Sym (ed Z 526
Ibid. 410 464 695 791 &i HEEBEN, Handbuch der Katholischen

Dogmatik, Freiburg 1878, 1V paragraph
Qq Disp. de Malo,
De Amissione Gratiae et Statu Peccatıi V1,

10) In I-4: Disp. VE 7 punctum
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OUtL baptism that they MUST sufter both the iınternal SOTTIT'OW AaNı'd
the external Paln, although their aln AT e the least possible It
based the exclusiveness of the distinction between heaven an
hell that whoever NO ON MMUST necessarily be the other
But original S11} certainly iNnduces the pPT1Valıon of heaven theretore
IT antaiıls the d of hel[l Gur trıstıtıa et POCNa SCHNSUS

(Gr s  ‚4  OT V of Rımini often quoted the champion anı de-
tender of thıs ODINION *3} but talsely He INOTE justly described
by Vasquez havıng proposed 1L probable 12) but he himself
expressiy t+hat he Oes N'OL wish LO determine tor either sicde
11IC it has not een decided by the Church 13)

Undoubtedly Favaron] holds this last OPDIN1ION 14) He
being INOTE unreasona ble than the Pelagians those Doctors who

hold that tor orıginal S1111 due The DPelagians attrıbute
Daln LO orıgınal S1112 because they thought that original SIN dıic NOT
partake of the character o# ouilt ut those Doctors while allowing
that origınal S1112 ouilt disjoin from 1L an liability LO punishment
(In the other hanıd those doctors I1 OTE logically than the Pelagians
exclude infants from the beatific V18S1011 aCCOouUunt of the guilt while
the Pelagians unwarrantly exclude from IT 6C VEn without ouilt
Ihe grea incoherency of thıs OD1INION LO dissoclate from ouilt allı
debht of pOosıLıve punishment 2

II.) PERRONE raelectiones I heologicae (Romae 1841 De I)eo C reatore part 111,
VI 813 BERAZA De Peccato Originali Bilbao 908 C BELLAR-

MINE, cCıt V1 hanc sententam satıs aperte propendat
12) In I4 1sp 134, c. 2
18) Quia amen hujusmodi quaestiones 11O:!  - ıdl partem aliquam deter-

ınatam ab Eicclesia, et tremendum mihi videtur NCgaIc auctorıtates sanctorum
contra et NO est contraıre COININUNI cConsentionı magıstrorum
nostrorum, idcirco neutrı artı altera praeferens diiudicationem ectori relin-
qUo, REG ÄRIM n 2 Sent. 30, Reprint 1955, 116 vl (Cassiciacum,
Vol AÄAmerican Series).

14) Nona Conclusio: descendentes seminaliter ab Adam DPer CNCIa-
tLonem contrahunt reatum PCOHNEC sensıtıve, distinctum reatu culpe De Peccato
V 209 r]

la) Quantum ad statum parvulorum (isti doctores) OoInNnNnıno0 acıunt
pelagianorum, Causamı ecIO 1st1ı pelagianis discrepare videntur et partım
Istı melius e15s partım eIO Ul melius 1SL1S loquuntur Illı aINnqUE dicunt quod Pal-
uliı Nnon baptizati excluduntur j°4 Dei NO quidem propter aliquam culpam
sed propter carentiam solum aAacramentı baptismatis quod s1 ab e 15 requiratur
dicti respondent quod Dominus evangelio aıt 151 qu1s renatius fuerit aQq ua
et Dırıtu sSsanctio NO intrabit Dei Et iıdeo Carent:a hujusmodi sufficit
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His justification for holding such SCVGIE opınıon falls iınto three
sect1i0ons. His rst argument In the ftorm of CENSUTE the
assertıon that children sufter sens1itıve paın tor original S1N
thıs, he SaVS, Wa  77) the Pelagian heresy :°} Secondly, refutation of
the explanations g]ven by the SUPPOTter of the op1ınıonN CXIS
trom the Fathers brought agaınst them 17 and lastly refutation of
their philosophico-theological 1Casons for the denıial of an pOosıtıve
punishment due original sın 18) his last section resolves itself
into z the Tst of which demolishes the Te64asons for denial
of SOTT'O W (tristitia), the second attacks the 16e64a801NS for the denıal of
aln posıtıve punishment (poena sensus).

Ihe rst sect1on pelagian the posıtıion of his OPPO-
nents, proved by VECLY cumbersome collection of LEXTIS trom St Au-
gustıne, principally trom De Peccatorum eritis et Remissione @

COoSs excludere n Dei Quantum ad hoc melius loquuntur docores scholasticı
dicentes quod tales parvulj excluduntur gn celorum propter aliqguam culpam
licet originalem. Quantum cIÖ ad illud quod parvulj 11O0:! patıantur
sensıtıvam pelaglanı melius loquuntur qul]a NO e1ls assıgnant aliqguam culpam ;
quod 81 910} habent culpam profecto NESC debent habere N: De Peccato

216 v{. &) also : Dicerent Pelagiani ıstıs valentibus VIr1S « turpıs VOS erratıs
Q Uuam 910 X; qula NO assıgnamus parvulis n quıa NO ponımus ın e1ls CCa-
LUum ». In ad Rom 3706 181 v

18) Primo quod opposıtum ejJus est heresis pelagianorum ut eruıtur dictis
Augustin]. De Peccato 217 vV.

11) Secundo, DDoctores enentes opposıtum 11O. bene respondent ad ]la dicta
Augustini qUe contra posıtıonem inducuntur. Ibid. 717 v{

18) Tertio, argumenta OTUu contra conclusionem et ]la solventur. Ibid
212 vi

18) For reterence ıt might be well gz1ve the entire 1st of quotatıons.
|)e Pecc Mer et Rem 140 Quia sıcut PCI NUumMm hominem...
ve|l ımmutare sententiam.
bid 44, 123 Habent nNnım videlicet qUO confugient... NeC 1Ps1
habent vıtam.
Contra Julianum 1X, 27 44, 838 Non nım ad regnum Dei natos... qul
NO  - habent vıiıtam.
De Pecc Mer Kem 128 T’his extract 18 gıven rather ad
SeNNsSUun

iıbid Z 44, 125 Nam hı quibus videntur inıustum... quaerentes
quomodo Justum sıt
bid 15 44, 117. Immo CcIOÖ 11058 intelligamus Apostolum... qUo sola
Christi gocıetas introducit.
bid 16, 120 Potest proinde recte dici parvulos.. judicium
unıus delicto 1n cqndemnationem.
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His intent 15 Vo show that Augustine wishes LO exclucle am kınd of
intermediary SIiAie between eternal] salvation 1n heaven and eternal
damnation 1ın hell for 1ıt 1S NOT question of what might ave een
but ıt 1'S die facto question what does revelation teach the
subject. Whoever then 15 NOt ıIn heaven must necessarily be 1n hell,
and whoever 15 1n hell mMust necessariıly sufter the paıns of hell
which t+he Scripture teaches AL Dalns of hire

TIhe possibility of such intermediary statfe rests always with
the 311 of God When Sa V there 15 other SLAate do not
INnecan TO excluce the possibility oft ıts existence, but simply that the
Scripture does not speak of its existence %)

Ihe SeCONd section 1s cr1ıticısm of the solution brought by hıs
oOppOonNents LO the TexT of De ide ad Petrum Firme crede el nulla-
TeNUS dubita eic ] quoted alsely the work of Augustine SINCE
1t Was wrıtten by St Fulgentius. In the text the Saıint asserts that

MmMust believe th'at children dyıng without baptısm endure
the everlasting punıshment of eternal Are HOW do' the adversarıes
explaıin this Lext hey Sa that under the Naille 12N1S aeterna ))

Ca  } ell be understood the privatıon of the beatific visıon 11OT 15 ıt
HNEeCCSSaLYy LO induce posıtıve punishment inflicted by external

F avaron] thinks thıs ınterpretatıion arbitrary anıd n OT 1n the least
OU n-de-d In scrinture. I interpret 12N1S ETE 1n t+he C 1156 of the
loss of the beatific ViSlON, then with equal right Ma interpret 1t
1N the ®A SCHNSC in the penalty for actua] mortal sın which 15

bid %: 188 Scriptura evangelica fallere 1Nlon potest christianum
NO sgentıit.
bid 4 187 Postremo d d quod perspicacıssımum intellectum
assequ!ı NO valet qu1 NO crediderit condemnabitur.
bid 4, 44, | Hıis hujusmodi aliis sacramento baptismatis
iımbuuntur.
Hyponosticon 45, 654 Primum locum fides catholica.. GE quales
SCI1SUS impregnata dyabolo peperit heresis vesitira

20) Cum igıtur dicit Augustinus quod duo sunt loca ertium autem 1gNnoramus,
NnO hoc dicit quod 110ÖO sıt ymaginabilis ertius locus medius ınter tantam beatitu-
dinem regn]ı celorum et tantam m1ıserlam statius PCNHNarum), se| hoc dicit van-
gelio qula videlicet 910} dabitur de facto secundum textum evangelicum. De Pec
ato 216 r2

21) 27 40, 774
22) C HOMAS, Qg Disp de Malo, 2. ad
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agaılnst their OoOW OP1INION 23) hıs would be eaquivalent LO the denia]l
o the double paın of hell the paın of loss nd the paın of SCI1ISE

which all without exception hold and must hold
his 15 the only pOossibhle poılnt of Contact between Favaroni and

Gregory oif Rımini regarding thiıs SCVCTE Op1InNıON. Gregory brings
‚ orward the SaI1lle explanation of theologians LO the SaInNne text of
De ide ad Petrum and contutes ıt In the SaTiılıe WaVYy But readıng the
explanation of Gregory and +hat of Favaroni little Ise ın COITINIMNON

18 LO be found ıt 15 absolutely groundless tO assert interdepen-
dence between them

In +t+he third sectıon the Yst pomt raısed considers the question
of innate SOTTOW through the lLoss of the beatifıc V1ISION ın children
who die with or1ginal SIn Favaronij classifies under four headings
the holders of this ODIN1ON, noting 1n ach class the 1CcCAason for which
they excluce SOLTT'OW notwithstanding the lLoss of the V1ISION of God
Considering the historical natfure of the question reproduce the
entire text, lest faulty ınterpretation might mislead rather than
commend

Quidam etenım dixerunt anımas parvulorum sS1ıne Sacramento
baptismatis decendentium I11O dolere NC affligi quod perpetiuo S1n*!
prıvate beatihca V1iS1ONe divina, dicentes quod 1n LOL Jacent tenebris
ı1gnorantıe quod nescıunt aı talem beatitudinem fuisse Creatas,
1'  co 110 dolent 24)

111 VerO dicunt hoc 110 rationabiliter 101 quon1am tales anıme
parvulorum 11O debent tantıs tenebris obscurarı sed debent fulgerelumine ratıonıs naturalis secch alıunt tale Iumen ı9008)] elevat cas al
Cogznoscendam talem beatitudinem quon1lam, ut dicunt, ın lumine
fidei innotescıt nobis a.d talem IO beatitudinem fuisse Creatos 1ce0
dicunt quod In lumine naturalj; COZNOSCUN anıme IN eCss5°
creatas acl beatitudinem qU«€ consıstit ın adeptione summ 1ı onı sedq
quod tale sıt Deus, el Ejus facialis adeptio sıt SUDICINA beatitudo aı

Si nomıiıne 1gn1ıs eternı et sempitern] supplicii intelligant carentiam divine
Vls10Nn1s I1  -} autem Nn aliquam sensıtıvam, requıram ab istıs qUOo lio CXDTIES-
8101 modo debuit nobis aliquis exprimere N: sensıtıvam illatam ab 1lo igne
QqUo istı ponunt etiam scelestissimos pOost hanc vıtam punırı ? Quapropter EqUC
facıliter gylossarent auctorıtates scrıpture loquentes de ıgne sempiliterno affl;-

anımas dampnatorum. De Peccato 216 r2
his opınıon 18 Iso the first quoted by St Ihomas ın his Sent

2! an Qq Disp. de alo . A when he 18 enquirıng ıf inter.o0r SOTTOW
18 be assıgned 1ın punishment for orıginal 81n. It 18 sometimes cited as being
the opınıon of Durandus, but the reading of this author’s Sent 33 renders
the assertion VeEry oubtiu.
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qU am create sınt, In talı Iumiıne 1O COZNOSCUNL, iıcleo 116C dolent
quod Hali EL Anta beatitudine sınt prıvate 2}

Li VET'O dicunt quod prefate anıme NO dolent 11 afli
guntur quod a talem beatitudinem 11O acmiıttantur quon1am talis
beatitudo esta Naturam el 11OÖO: est debita 1DS1 natiure sed gratulte
el confertur. Nullıs autem dolere debet de quod careat quod
110 pertinet acd 1UTa nature, sıcut stultum esset quod qu1s doleret
qu1a 110 habet Jlas

111 autem dicunt quod hujusmodi (f 217 r]) anıme ıntfantium
1VO olent de ammıss10ne Aantie beatitudinis quon]1am nullum habent
actum inordinatum ınordıinate VEeTO dolerent CU!‘ talıs beatitudo
110 sıt e1S naturalis SE Dra naturam. Eit ıta: istı doctores
acl hoc viclentur conarı quod prefate anıme tranquillam vıtam ducunt
nullo scrupulo,, nullo interlore aflictivo dolore turbante. (De Pec-
cato 216 v4)

The refutations made oif thes OPINIONS ar long and teclious
anı while they have something fter tOo an yonNn«c wishing C Xd-«-

mıne the historical pOosition of F avaron]1, they ave lıttle contr1-
ute LO OUTr z RA DOSS V1Z. the examınatıion o his fundamental
orthodoxy.

Finally he undertakes refute t+he arguments excluding +he paın
gff an»d explains how this punishment, St AÄugustine
PTESSCS ıE, 15 mıtıssıma omn1ıum ) f 18 +he least of al compared
with the palns O\f t+hose wh aVe added personal 81Ns original
s1n, but ıt 15 z  ‚VC 44 considered 1n iıtself 26)

Here LO'O 1ıt 15 Irue sTaTte +hat the dogmatic 1645017115 have little
value for OLT present PUTDOSEC ut EVECI with +he possible accusatıon
of ZoIng beyond OUT intent, Cannot resıist the temptatıon of T1N-
ging ‚orward poımt of historical importance 3A that hıs principal
opponent 18 St Ihomas. TIo indicate how closely he tracked St Tho-
as reproduce S1' by sicle the text oif OUuT theologian with the
corresponding text of St Thom*as. We should remark that it 15 not

the repetition of difiiculty, for dificulties wWEIC almost identically
formulated a theologians, but ıt 15 St Thomas’ OWTIL explana-

I his 18 the opınıon held by St 1 homas ın the Qa Disp. de alo TIhe
conjunction of the first and second rather be the real opınlıon of Durandus.
Cf Vasquez, 1n 1-11, | A

38) Dicendum est quod penha infantıum est ın considerata, sed est

mitissıma comparata CU. peni1s ilorum quı peccato originali peccata propria addi-
derunt. De Peccato 222 r
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t10n gıven In the body of the article. Iso Ote +hat Favaron!] 1N:  1-
Calies his departure from the text

Fav De Peccato 77} v} Qg Disp. de Malo

Quelibet DETrSOoONa est SUpPDOSI1- F hoc videtur CsSsSe rationabile
tum alicujus nature el idieo ad propter trıa. Primo quidem quıa

STGUC SUnNT natiure PCI et imme- DETSONA quaelibet alicujus
diate ordinatur. VeEe6TITO qUC naturae supposıtum y et iıcdeo ad
SUNT DIa natfuram ordinatur — UUa SUNL natiurae, DeEI et
diante Natura uod autem lı immediate ordınatur aıch VeTO

qQua DEISOTNA detrimentum patıa- UUAC sunt UpTra natfuram ordıina-
Lur 1n h]lıs qQU€«€E sunt a atu- LUr mediante natura. Quod CIg
IX potest contingere vel V1 detrimentum aliquod patıatur ali-
C1O nature ve] V1C10 DPEISONC. GqQUua DEersoNa 1n 118 qQUEC sunt
uod autem detrimentum patla- DIa naturam pOotest contingere
LUr 1n 115 QUEC sunt nature hOC Vel Vvıit10 naturae vel vıtıo
1LO' videtur [9) contingere n1ıs]ı Y quod autem detrimen-

V1IC1O PETrIrSONEC. Peccatum I{} patıatur In 115 qQUaEC sunt
tem orıginale est vicı1um nature, naturae hoc NO videtur DOSsSEC
ut dicunt, peccatum autem — contingere nıs] propter vıtıum
tuale Est Vic1umMm PCISONC, (Ciratia Droprıum Ut autem
VeIO el V1S10 divina sunt a pDraem1ssıs pate pe  a Or1g1-
naturam. deo pecCcato orıginalı ale est vitium naturae, CCCA-
debetur carentı]a gratıie et V1isıon1]ıs tum autem actuale est vitium DOCT-
divine. ena VerO SCI1SUS OPPONI1- ONla (CGiratia autem el V1S10 di-
LUr integritatı et one ha- vina SUunt u  a naturam uma-
bitudin] ejus. deo talıs PCNHa - 11ia et deo privatıo gratiae AT
lum debetur actuali et personalı carentia V1S10N1S divinae debentur
PECCaALO alicuı NO solum DIOD-

ter actuale peccatum sed et1am
proptier orıginale. Poena autem
SCI1SUS opponıtur integriıtatı —

turae el bonae ejus abitudin] el
deo POCNHNa SCI1SUS 191032.8! debetur
alicun nısı propter peccatum
tuale.

SECLID-CI*O arguunt S1C. pPCNa de Secundo quı1a OCI1A DTODOLI-
ti0onatur culpae el icdeo PEeCCAaALObet proportionarı culpe. In culpa

autem actuali est aVers10 el CO11- actualji mortalıi, 1n GqQUO invenıtur
Vers10 aVers10 ab incommuta- aversio b incommuta bil; on
bili bono, CONVEersS1IO VGCIO ad COI11- el CONVEerSIO a commutabile bo
mutabijle bonum. Ratione ıg 1tur 1U debetur et POCHNa damnı: SC1-
avers10n1ıs debetur el carent]ıa V1- licet CcCarentıa V1S1ON1S divinae
S1ON1S divine, ratıone autem COI1- spondens a3VEerS1ION] 9 el c  a
Vers10nN1s debetur el DECNA SECNSUS SS I118SUS respondens CONvers1on]
In DECCATLO CM originalj 11O Sed 13n PECCaLO originali NO est
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sola CONVErSIO sSe: solum aversio0 ve|est CONvers10 alıqua sed
aversl10 ; d60 talı peCccato nulla aliauid avers1io0n1 respondens SC1-
debetur PCHNAa SeCNSUS licet destitutio anıme Justitıa

origınalı ; el deo peCCato L1LOT

debetur POCHNA SCIHSUS sed solum
19}  HNa damn!]ı scilicet carentia V1]-
S1ON1S divinae.

Al confirmant hanc ratıonem
dicentes aquod UNUsSqUISqUE 1n
patıtur CcChnha SC 115015 qula olor1-
Acavit 88l delicus et tantam
CNa patıtur quantitum glor1-
Ahcayiıt.

null;Tertio arguunt 1Ds] S1C. Tertio quıia o  a SCIHSUS 1L1LUZ11-

debetur PCNA DIO sola disposi- QUaIll debetur habituali disposi-
tione a malu-m sed PDT'O ACtH ; FLON] 110 enım aliquis punıtur
nullus enım debet punır] koc quod est habilis a furan-
quod mal—am dispositionem ha dum SE hoc quod C tura-
bet ad urandum sed \9)80 D LUr sed habijituali nrıvation] S
qGquO quı1s turatur - male tamen qUu«€ OMnı aCI1 debetur aliquod

NO habetdisposition! debetur alıqua I1- damnum puLa quı
1iıgnorantıam scıentLam litterarum hoc 1DsSotia utpote propter

litterarum carebit promotione aı indignus est promotione el ep1Ss-
episcopalem dignitatem. In Or1g1- copalem dıgnitatem. In DECCATLO
nal; autem peCccato 110 Eest ali- autem orıginali ınvenıtur quidem
Qu1s ma1us aCctius sed sola d1spo- concupiscentla DE modum habi-

tualıs disposition1s qQU«C parvulums1t10 mala, Concupiscentla vide-
licet Carnıs. Igitur tali pEeCCaLo facıt habilem a CONCUpISCEN-
sola debetur carentıa dignitatis, dum ut Augustinus dicıt, aul
vicdelicet V1SION1S de] I11O' autem LUM autem actu concupıscentem.
alig PCHNa SCNSUS i deo parvulo defuncto CUu:

orıginali 110 debetur POCHNA SsSC1I1-

08 se.d solum oCcNa damnı
qula scilicet 1O0O esL IdONEeUSs PE -
d.‘U'C ] a visıonem divinam DPIOD
Ler prıvatiıonem orıgınalıs justi-
13:  e

Alıı CONANLUr multiplicare
t10Nes Ye! hoc idem, sed SI ene
considerantur 11S t+rıbus
munt orıgzınem el deo aı ıstas
TITeSs reducuntur.

‚oncluding, Ca summMarıze 1n the followineg z  @l nDOoINtS
TOM dogmatic pDomNt of View know that Favaron!] held +he

severest of Al OP1IN1IONS the question off the punishment due
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öriginal sS1n LO original 81n 15 due EVEN the paın of 6, Quite
openly and apodictically he professes this awe-1Inspirıng theory.

From historical pomt of V1ECW ave unmistakable evidence
ın z  ®] both ere and 1ın the question of actual 81n that
his maın{ Was Ihomas Other similarıities LOO which
eCcecm VELIY probable indications of interdependence 2 tend. tO bring
the [WO I9900)5-> and INOTE in CONLraAs In complete study o t+he
SOUTC6S thıs pomt would long WaYV t+owards really objective
classıfıcation of OUuTrTr author's theology.

Nicolaus TONER,
(To be continued).

27) Ct Primum assumptum est quı dicunt peccatum originale SSC talem
qualitatem In anıma na tractantes de malo et querentes uUutrum malum sıt aliquid
dicunt quod malum potest accıpı concretive et abstractive. T HOMAS, Qq
D18p de Malo, |


