
«C harifas NONM est NISI A Spiriıtu Sancto»
Augustine and efer Lombard

d  ]  JM Grace and Personal Rıighteousness

mong the STACCS nvoked Dy Peter Lombard, perhaps gratia
inhabitans had the MOST interesting GCATGetT ıIn later eology. Peter
descr1bed it AS the of the Holy Spirıt iıtself and iıdentified ıt wıth
OVe of (J0d and neighbour *). The F1 sententiarum retaıned the then
popular notion that charitas Was specıal vıirtue OT abıt, but Peter’s
mature work also insısted that love’s pecı1a]l Status Was result of the
Holy Spirıt s9 hat dıd noTt requıre d mediatıng vıirtue
but that ırectly encouraged and assısted personal rıghteousness. The
Holy Spirıt actually nhered In human righteousness“). er theologıans
objecte: that gratia inhabitans referred the g1 of the Spirıt but not
the pırıt's and dırect actıvıty, and varıatıons of thıs qualıifi-
catıon CaImnle obscure Peter’s strıict iıdentifications of gratia inhabitans
wıth the Holy Spirıt and of both wıth love*). Qualification ul upON
qualıification untiıl the diıscussıon of aDıtua and inhering STACCS became

instıtution, lıberally endowed, A it WEIC, wıth the fforts of the INOTC

scj1entifıic intellıgences O1 the exi few centuries. Thıs 1S what INecan DYy
the «ıinteresting of Peter’s gratia inhabitans. My interest, how-
CVCTI, 1S ın the development of Peter’s notion In the Context of h1Is OW

Oommıtment reconcıle and free choi1ce. want 18 glance back,
rather than forward, from the Sentences Peter’s exegetical work and,
behind that, Augustine’s soter1010g£y, 16 provıde, the mMO for
Peter’s efforts“*).

Libri sententiarum and 2nd and Ard ed Colleg!] Bonaventurae).
[bıd.,
Consult Artur Miıchael andgraf, Dogmengeschichte der Frühscholastik,

(Regensburg, 41-56
Ferdinand Cavallera dBICC> hat the ‚dAdSC for Augustine’s overwhelmıing influence

1S persuasıve ONGC, but hISs valıdatıon amounts lıttle INOTEC than countıng and measurıng
cıtatiıons In the Libri sententiarum. Hıs calculatıons AI nevertheless noteworthy. See hıs
«Saınt Augustın le Livre des Sentences de Pıerre Lombard», Archives de philosophie
(1930) Iso ofe de Ghellınck, Le MOUVemen theologique du AA siecle, 2nd ed
Bruges, and the rather VIgOTOUS dissent of tto Baltzer, Die Sentenzen
des etrus Lombardus (Leipzıg, 1902; reprinted, Darmstad., especılally 61-6/
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St Paul had wrıtten of specıal relatıonshıp between the Holy Spirıt
and the uman soul Romans 61  ON «Ipse enım pırıtus testimonıum
reddıt spırıtul NOSIro quod S UuMMMUS 1111 De1».) and Peter’s Commentary
asSsocl1ated that relatıonshıp wıth the remIission f SINS and ıth
xalted DIELY Both WeEeTC the work of the dıvıne Spirıt : q Spirıt g1VeEs
lıfe» Spirıtual quiıckening Was analogous the uman spırıt s lıfe-g1ving
W ıIn and OVCOI all members of the uman body, and thıs analogy not
only pressed Peter’s poımnt that the Holy Spirıt anımated only those
attache the body of Chriıst but also suggested fficLo transıtiıon
from spırıtual cCcCommunıcatıon («testimon1um reddıt») spırıtual DIC-

The aSsSOC1atıon of the rem1ssıion of SINSs ıth spırıtual quickenıing
Was somethıng of dıspensatıon that rTee Peter remınd hıs readers of
the value of «spiırıtual abors» and claım, In unguarded momen(ts, that
they m1g make the aborer worthy of dıvıne cCompassıon. Thıs Was
rather per1lous, for C(nlbert of Poitiers had angered authorities earlıer Dy
insısting that VirtuOuUs works COU be accomplıshed wıthout Justifyıng
an and Dy admıtting the possı1ıbılıty that SOINC form of that al m1g
be merıted and acquıred wıthout has een saıd that Peter
ırresistabily gravıtated toward that outlawed posıtion, and hıs appeal
Pseudo-Augustine’s discussıon of PCNANCC WOU. aD PCAaI {O invıte such
complaınt.

Consıder ıf ONC 1S worthy of do not Sa Y of Justice; Justice
only condemns. But ONC who seeks wıth hıs spiritual labors,
whose COUTAaLC endures shame, deserves Inasmuch dS grea
modesty 15 explatıon, whoever endures shame for Chriıst 15 made
worthy of It 1S therefore clear that the INOTC he ll
confess the ınfamy of hıs evildoing In the hope of indulgence, the
INOTEC easıly the of rem1ission 11] follow®).

Collectanea IN ep1s Pauli, 191 1440D-1441A < Q UaIn rem1ıssıonem
trınıtas facıat, proprie amen ad Spirıtum sSancLium intellıgıtur pertinere, quıa pırıtus
COMMUNIS est aflrı el Fılıo0, amborumque Uun10, DCI Q UCIM fit sOc1etas el unıtas, ( Ua
efficımur 11UIN COIDUS UnIıC1 Fılır De1i Unıiıtas nım NOS compagınat, quam facıt charıtas,
charıtas NO  — est 1S1 Spirıtu Sancio Ergo spiırıtus est quı vıvıfıcat, quıia 1Va facıt membra
1NCC 1va facıt, 1S1 UJUaC In COTDOIC quod vegelat invenerit, sıcut spiırıtus hominıs 1O  —
vıvıfıcat mem brum, quod separatum invenerıt COTITDOIC, Haec dıcuntur ut AdINCIMMNUus

unıtatem, et timeamus separatıonem».
Libri sententiarum (quoting Pseudo-Augustine’s De VEeErd alsa

poenitent1a Z3) «Vonsıderat enım, S1 dıgnus esL, 1O  — 1CO Justitıa, sed misericordıa ;
Justitıa enım sola damnat, sed dıgnus est miısericordıa quı spiırıtualı labore quaerıt gratiam
aborat nNnım INeNS patıendo erubescentiam ; ei quon1am verecundıa est„ quı
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If, Dy KLTACC of rem1ss10n», Peter referred spirıtual quıickenıng, the
«spirıtual labors» that precede thıs do nOTL denote the specıal
influence of the Holy Spirıt. But ıt WOU be hard tO re‘  uct thıs
passagc and others ıke ıt support unambıguously ılbert’s contention
that meretorl10us works precede hat specı1al influence. ame and
CINOTSC eSre ATC spırıtual labors ın the PTODCI TIhat 15 SaYy that
they after pardon has een receıved ASs fact and, ın part, d

promı1se; and they ATe dedicated Chriıst («quı erubescıt PTO Chrısto, fıt
dıgnus mi1seri1cordıa»). They AIC nOoTt then aCfts de SCHETE bonorum, but
rather they constıtute undertaken in the context of Chrıstian
al and ıth the assıstance of the Holy Spirıt. nly In thıs mode, AdSs the
clearest manıfestations of practical spirıtualıty and A AaCTIS of both dıvıne
and uman spırıts, AIcC these labors meretorl10us.

Unless the place of «spiırıtual labors» ın Peter’s soter10logy 1S
restored in thıs fashıon, and upON such restoratiıon IN Y OW argument
rests, the second book of hıs Sentences, seasoned wıth antıpelagıan
declaratıons, makes lıttle The assumption hat first m1g
be earned Dy human wıll industry In the pursult of g0o0d percept1ibly
distressed Peter wh' WAas nOot above challengıng hıs favorıte theologıan
when he Suppose'! hım LO ave faıled ıIn precludıng that poss1bılıty. He
plaınly diısapproved of ıIn Augustine’s early works hat appeareı

corroborate elagıan claıms. he awarded Augustine the ast
word, and he reiterated Augustine’s Retractationes ıth such regularıty
that the Bıshop of1ppo COU. be consıdered the author of everal of h1s
artıcles. Peter emphatıcally noted hat the first Wäas unmerıted. He
contended that al sta ıIn the acquısıtion of «Jlıbertas gratiae»

ıtself Was operatıve, preparıng, assıstıng, and perfecting human
ll

The rı sententiarum boast profound esteem for the versatılıty
and CONstiLan of Earlıer exegetical work, however,
ısplays Peter’s readıness tOo assıgn sıgnıfıcant, ıf uncertaın, role
uman choice in the achıevement of salvatıon. In Phıilıpplans 38  \O St
Paul discounted human rıghteousness, but Peter’s commentar eierre

Augustine’s proclamatıon that Justiıfiıcatıon involves SOINC partıcıp-
atıon of the Justifıed («quı fecıt sıne S, 19(0)]  — Justificat sıne te»)

erubescıt DTO Chriısto, fıt dıgnus miserıicordla. nde patel, quıa, quanito plurıbus COINl-

fıtebıitur In SDC venlae turpıtudınem CT1ImM1N1S, facılıus consequıtur gratiam [C-

M1SS10NI1S »
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Rather than relınquısh h1s posıtıon, he deftly advanced it In the face of
the sStrongest of the apostle’s remarks {O the CONTLrary, Romans 9:16 («a1t
depends nNOTL ubDOnN man’s Wwıll») Peter suggested that
counted nothıng wıthout human ıll Hence the words est
volentıis» indıcated only that nothıng g00d of f{forts unprepared
Dy Salvatıon Was nNnOTL exclusıvely OT primarıly attrıbutable tO
human cho1Cce, but human 111 Was ımly perceıved by Peter d force of
order In the pursult of rıghteousness, and uman effort Wdads presumed
ave dırect bearıng the UCCECSS ÖT aılure of visıtatiıon. Peter
carefully explaıned that thıs had nothıng whatsoever do wıth merit.
must noTt be saıd hat ONC Was Justıifıed, propriam voluntatem». But
Petere wıthout anfare and yvel wıth sufficıent sStress complıcate
the 1ISSUE, that Justifıcatıon COUuU nOTL be saıd tO proceed «sıne voluntate
nOostra »}

Johann Schupp’s valuabile dissertation Peter’s Gnadenlehre 1mM-
plıe that the Sentences atoned wıth OM1SSIONS and qualıifications fOr
Peter’'s earlher indıscretions Far from sıgnalıng erosiıon of the ınıtıal
posıt1on, however, Peter’s matfure work sharpened and extended ıt He
repeate Augustine’s stiıpulatıon that the Chrıstian Was not Justifıed
«sıne voluntate», and that notion orme: affırmatıon central the
second book of the Sentences. Tee choice, W («facultas») of both
1C4SON and will, COU elect the 200d, «gratia assıstente». Indeed, «sıne
lıbero arbıtrı10», virtue WOU nOoT be translated nto 2707 and therefore
rıghteousness. But, «gratia desıistente», the will, though itce. Was

necessarıly delinquent”).
Human ıll LUNS aIOu because it 1S powerless, and the Su and

substance of grace’s assıstence. be ıt preparıng, alıdıng, ()1: perfecting, 1S
empowerment. Human wıll  N part, however, 1S INOTEC dıfficult de-
termıne. Anselm of Canterbury ocated it wıth the wıll  N aptıtude for

NSee C'ollectanea IN epist. Pauli, 191 191 1460D-1461A : and 192
245B

Johann Schupp, Die Gnadenlehre des Petrus Lombardus (Freıburg, I
203-6

Lihri sententiarum d 27 and 6; anı Q E « L1ıberum ıo arbıtrıum est
facultas ratı1onıs voluntatıs, qua bonum elıgıtur gratia assıstente, vel malum eadem
desistente dıcıtur ‘lıberum)’ quantum ad voluntatem, QUaC ad utrumlıbet flect] DOTESL;
“arbitrıium)’ K3 quantum ad ratıonem, CU1US est facultas vel potentıa ılla, CUI1US et1am est
dıscernere inter bonum malum. Et alıquando quıdem, dıscretionem habens ONn1 malı.
quod malum est elıgıt; alıquando CeCTO quod DOoNum est Sed quod bonum est 1S1 gratia
adıuta NO elıg1ıt; malum Gr DCI elıg1t».
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rıghteousness, and Peter INaYy ave had thıs premiıse In mınd when he
reconstructed Augustine’s posıtıon from the Retractationes. He jJudged
that Augustine had correctly assıgned the aptıtude fOr al and OVe
(«posse habere») tO human nature and the actual possess1on ofal and
Oove («habere») grace:). But ıronıcally, Peter CaIlnlec closest the

of Augustine’s voluntarısm when he Was nOoL ADSOTDE:! In the
transcer1ıption of the Retractationes, Augustine’s MOSsT mature yvel irankly
apologetic remarks.

Augustinıan conceptions of spiırıtualıty and of human ıll AIC

consıderabily tamed by references aptıtudes and dısposıtions. o
GUBUOVE! Augustine’s meanıng, human 11l must be understood In terms of
«cConcupiscentla», 1ts inept yearnıng for reedom and rıghteousness! and
that yearnıng should be understood ASs the wıll collaboratıon wıth God
who ıt for rıghteousness. Peter integrated both understandıngs
wıth hıs ACCOUNT of human wıll part In Justificatıon. He specıfied that
PDEISON must want belıeve and hope but that (J0d must PICDAITIC the
11] for such salutary desıres. Some portion of human assent «vult
credere») AaDPCAaISs pregedie al but gıft of al accompanıes
the PTOCCSS of assent and IMNaYy be saıd precede it, tempore, sed

ei natura»**). Earlıer Peter reviewed the somewhat complex
relatıonshıp between ongıng («concupiscent1a») and desıre «desI1-
derıum »)

Longıng 1S desıre, but the L[WO ATE not iıdentical. Longing pertaıns
thıings that ATC possessed AS ell 4S thıngs that d1iC nOot Desıre
pertaıns only those thıngs absent from thıs ıfe Note then that
Ithe Psalmıst, 119 (0] SaVYS, ‘he longed des1ire:: he oes not 5>d y that
he desiıred (0) ordınances|. Sometimes realıze the usefulness
of ordınances, that 1S, of Justit1ae, but because of OUT

weakness do NnOL desıre them**).
Longıng 1S foundatıonal and apparently unfocused aspıratıon. 1S d

yearnıng after derıivatıve but far TITOLG ocused feelıng m1g be

1L)) bıd 28
ll) bıd 4-6
12) Commentarıum IN Psalmos, 191 1055A-B <«Et ota quod concupiscentia est

desıderi1um. sed NO OMnNI1IS, qula concupiscentıa est quae habentur, ei
NO  —_ habentur Desiderium CIO absentium Lantum est ıIn hac ıta ota et1am quod alt
'‘Concupivıt desıderare'”, NO alt “desıderaviıt). Vıdemus enım ratiıone NONNUNGUANMN qUam
utıles Sunt Justiıficatıones Deın. ıd est Justitiae sed infırmıtate alıquando 1O0O  —_

desıderamus . » Iso revIeWw the dıstınction between ongıng and desıre In Augustine’s
diıscussıon of the Same psalm, Enarratio INn psalmum CX MTL 573
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called the primordıial element ıIn humanıty's assent 9 a  oug
pride of place 15 usually gıven SOINC acquıred intellıgence of the g00d
For Peter. «concupiscentla», d of free choice OCccasıoned by
G0od but not strictly speakıng, byz begıns the pursuılt of rıghteous-
s 10 the degree that thıs ongıng conilate dıvine and uman wiılls, ıt
conforms the labors Occasıoned Dy the Holy pırıt's rem1ıssıon of SINS
and quickening of the soul and it conforms the notion of «broad
PCNANCEC H suggested Dy SOINC of Peter’s SUCCEOSSOTS and students**®). More
important SU1 Peter’s discussions of human assent recall Augustine’s
dıscernment of hıs OW ongıng and of the PTOCCSS by a
nabled hım «IO 111 Dy all CcCcans»

Augustıine filled hıs Confessions wıth recollections of R youthful
delınquence and intellectual temerıty. He dıistinctly remem bered that hıs
enfeebled and indecısıve ll had een ouched and empowered and that
it had therefore become possıble for hım «IO 111 Dy all CanNns>»

Accordıng Augustine, God, of course, had sufficıentW to turn the
talents of the MmMOst bıtter persecCulor the Servıce of the true relıgı0n, but
the Confessions dıfferent ° the of the redemption of
somewhat reckless yel sıncerely Inquıirıng spırıt. Augustine’s report of hıs
OW ongıng and struggle had been, for hım, ground for self-reproach («J
Sa  < myself and Wäas horrified Dy hat SdaW, yel there Was place flee
from myself»)**). For others, however, Augustine’s general supplıcatıon
and autobiographiıc hymn of thanksgıvıng became ale of COUTASC and

the strength and persistence of human ll
Augustine’s the miısreadıngs of hıs tale and the varıety

of inferences drawn from h1ıs treatıse De libero arbitrio agalnst the
Manıchaeans Was of sıngle desıgn. Agaınst elagıus and hIs dıscıples
Coelestius and Julıan, Augustine argued hat SIN Wäas pervasıve and that
dıvıne inıtlatıve Was NECCCSSaATY fOor and prevenıent an Yy aCT of rıghteous-
csS5 The UTNEVECN of h1s soul irom ıts mpiety tOo ıts desıre
stand steadfastly ın dıvıne favor must notL be calculated AS for
dıivıne assıstance. The assertion that human 11l Was responsıble for evıl
must nNOoT be ıgeste d Droo of the wıll responsıbılıty for good Thıs
Was Sa Y that the Confessions and the De Ilibero arbitrio respectively
WOU not suffer elagıan reconstruction. Augustine’s repIy Was ınter-
rupted Dy the introduction of Ne  S arguments touchıng uDON the conduct

13) See Landgraf’s Dogmengeschichte des Frühscholastik, (Regensburg,
299-300

14) See Augustine’s Confessions and
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of church authorıty and the admınıstratiıon of the sacramen(tSs, but the
endurıng question Was the PTODCI conceptualızatıon of human wıll
captıvıty SIN

elagıan optımısm has een overstated, and the extent of elagıus’
appreclatıon for and ıts necessıty for redemption 15 ST1 1sputed.
One COu. 5>d y that, In SOIINC INCASUTC, the CONLrOVerSY recent

analysts reenaCcts the iıfth-century quarrel TIThe point beyond dıspute,
however, 1s that elagıus inspıred hıs lıeutenants, who WeTC perhaps INOTC

adıcal than he had been, wıth the convıction the Chrıstian possessed
reedom from captivıty * >). Augustıine, In hıs Confessions and In hıs De
libero arbitrio, etalle‘ ät best, the wıll’s reedom IN captıvıty. Nothing
INOTEC COUuU be expecte: from thıs specı1es of reedom than d primordıal
but ineffectual ongıng for rıghteousness that ımpels the Christian seek
greater assıstance from God Augustıine dıagnosed elagıan heterodoxy
4S DerNICIOUS naturalısm, and he argued that what appeareı be the
wıll  N natural reedom Wds actually captıvıty the lowest instincts of
humankınd, W  IC In the of SIN, WEIC commonly the hıghest In
authority*°). Freedom for rıghteousness Was d reedom of dıfferent
order. ]Na achleve . the ıll must be lıberated, assısted, and continually
blessed by Cal Augustine’s overwhelmıing COMNCETN wıth thıs
hıgher order of reedom and hıs often immoderate attacks hI1Is
adversarıes must noOoTt be permitte abrogate what, In the CONTfeEeXT of thıs

15) Torgny Bohlın’’s Die Theologie des Pelagius und ihre eNneSLS (Uppsala, 1$
absolutely essentıal for the understandıng of CrOSSCUTrrents In elagıus interpretatıon. But
Iso ote de Plınval, «Points de ucs recents SUur la theologıe de elage», Recherches de
SCIENCE religieuse 4() (1958) 8 and Adolar umkeller, « Neuinterpretation der
Verzeichnung der Ginadenlehre des Pelagıus und se1ines Gegners Augustinus ?» Augustinian
Studies (1974) Augustine’s chıef argumen AaPpPCAaIs be ıth elagıus’ INOTC

darıng and actless discıples, although he Was quick ame elagıus hımself. See eier
Brown, «Pelagıus and Hıs Supporters», The Journal of T'heological Studies (1968) 03
114; reprinted In Brown’'s Religion and Societ y INn the Age of Augustine New York,

16) See Augustine’s De Genesı CONIFTAa Manichaeos U and h1s Contra duas
epistolas Pelagianorum 9-10 Iso S Alfred Vanneste, «Nature graäce ans la
theologıe de saınt ugustin», Recherches aug ustinıennes 145 and Henrı1 Rondet,
«La theologıe de saınt Augustın predicateur», ulletin de litterature ecclesiastique
(1971) The captıve indıvıdual Was «free», accordıng Augustine, long the
yearnıng for rıghteousness survıved. See hıs Contra secundum Juliani responsionem OD
imperfectum «Nam S1, dıcı1s, ONnl malıque voluntarı! possıbılıtas sola ıbertas est;
O  — lıbertatem Deus, ıIn (JUO peccandı possıbılıtas 1NON est OM1n1s e° lIıberum
arbıtrıum congenıtum omnıno inamıiıssıbıle.s1ı quaerımus, ıllud est qUO beatı GESSC

volunt, et1am h1 quı ‚ wie nolunt quacCl ad beatıtudınem ducunt». Also, In thıs connection,
onsult C Lesson of Conversion: ote the Question of Continulty In
Augustine’s Understandıng of Gjrace and Human Wıll», Augustinian S/tudies (1980)
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study, m1g be called the «prıviıleges» of reedom IN captıvıty and the
ımportance of freely wılled CONsent dıvıne Augustine’s clumsy
and often mısdırected ongıng for rıghteousness dıd not command dıvıne
approbatıon OT reward, hat 1S, the abılıty <IO ıll Dy ql»
the Confessions esta  ıshed the inseparabılıty of reedom In captıvıty and
the g1ift of reedom fOor rıghteousness. « IO 111 Dy all Cans>» OllOowe the
struggle 11l wıth

Augustine’s proceedings agaınst the Pelagıans d ell AaSs hıs early
reflections the topıC In the De libero arbitrio (388-39 and 1n the
Confessions (  7-4 certify hıs abıdıng interest In the relatıonshıp
between and personal rıghteousness. Hıs princıples WEIC clearest,
however, In the early chapters of hıs treatıse De gratia el lihbero arbitrio

I1 the Pelagıans’ obstinacy had drıven Augustıiıne rhetorical
CXLTravagances In defense of dıvıne sovereıignty, hıs echo from certaın
monks in the DIOSDCIOUS DOrL of Hadrumetum provoke hım T
dıscretion. Evıdently Augustine’s counteroffensıive agaınst elagıan
claıms about the sıgnıfıcance of human reedom encouraged SOINC

PETSONS 1n of human ıll A utterly insıgnıfıcant. TIThe De gratia el
libero arbitrio Was addressed 18 them Aware that hıs orıgınal adversarıes
WOU moniıtor h1s wrıting, however, Augustine undertook the
extremely delıcate task of restorıng balance the doctrine that had
tıpped first 18 ONC sıde and then the other In the COUTSC of hı1s
controversı1ıes. The De gratia el libero arbitrio imposed restrict1ons uUDOI
the tendency INn Chrıstian hought parade Justificatıon either As self-
determıned OT d 1vinely determiıined.

Augustine opened the treatıse wıth candıd recognıtion of the
problem IC he had contrıbuted. The monks of Hadrumetum WeTiIC

a(011 dısaffecte Christians: they represented the fact that defense of
that WOU nNOL altogether impugn the importance of human

volıtıon had nOoTL yel een composed* ’). Augustine that dıvıne
inıtlatıve Was NCCCSSaAT Y inclıne the WIll, that (G0d myster10usly acted
uDON the soul that ıt m1g recelve other redemptive g1 and

l7) De gratia 21 libero arbitrio «Propter COS quı homiınıs lıberum arbıtrıum S1IC
praedıcant defendunt. ut De! gratiam QUua ur ad CU nostrıs malıs meri1t1s
lıberamur, DeCI quam ona meriıta COMPDATAMU: quıbus ad vitam perven]1amus aeternam.,
NCBATC udeant onentur auferre, multa jJam dısserulmus, lıtterısque mandavımus,
quantum nobıs OMI1nNus donare ı1gnatus est Sed quon1am Sunt quıdam, quı SIC gratiam
De!l defendunt, ut negent homıiınıs 1berum arbıtrıum : 1NC alıquıd serıbere ad vestram
Charıtatem, Valentine frater, caeter1ı quı sımul Deo servıt1s, compellente mutua charıtate
Curav1ı».
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assistance!®). IT hat reception, however, Was nOoTt passıve. Ihe Christian
must freely long for and PIdAy fOor healıng beyond hat 16 Augustine
fixed ASs the wıll  N iınıtıal iınclınatıon and empowerme«operante Ilo
ut velimus»)*?).

Augustine’s scheme 1$ deceptive. AaDPCAIS LO tackle the relatıonshıp
between and personal rıghteousness In terms, but the
connection between first influence uDON human choıice and the
wıll alleged reedom IN captıvıty Was eft unspecıfıed. Some factors
COHTIG 1g virtues do 19(011 mediate the blessed intervention, and the
estrangement between (GJ0d and the ındıvıdual persısts untıl the properly
inclıned l 1S 2110 rendered effective and therefore obedient. Somehow,
however, the unwillıng and opeless indıyıdual has become wiıllıng and
hopeful, and A4as result of SOINC primordıal dıvıne and uman COlNlaDOT-
atıon, the ındıvıdual has earned long for rıghteousness.

Augustine’s earlıest works had been taken 1cense the hıgh
prem1um placed Dy Pelagıans the free cho1ice of the Will, unaıded (1

mınımally al Dy Hıs later polemi1c agaınst those who WOU
ave called hım master had een eagr ASs d denıal of the importance of
human choı1ce. But there coul be miıstake about the De gratia el

libero arbitrio. Augustıine stıpulated that the bılıty <{IO 11] Dy al
Cans>» Was nOoL human trıumph OVCT indecı1s10n, for (God oes noTt
reward human effort wıth uprıght determınatıon but rather CIOWINS hıs
OW g0o0od work. On the other hand, streng of DUrDOSC and personal
rıghteousness, in Augustine’s Judgment, WEeIC noL EXCIUSIVELY dıvıne
accomplishments*®). Augustine confıiırmed that G0od ırectly meddled In
human affaırs, speak, because hey WEOIC preemınently affaır
But, notwıthstandıng hıs of the gravıty and persistence of am s
9Augustıne Jo1ıned wıth the Pelagıans (agaılnst the Manıchaeans)
ONC 1SSuUe : affaır had not ceased be human affaır He adapted
for hıs compromıse the elagıan practice of harvesting scrıptural

suggesting that uman volıtıon igured promiınently In each
person s redemption“*). He also returned those that miısled

18) Ibıd., Iso Ofe Deman, «La theologıe de Ia grace», UZUSTINUS
agıister (1954)

19) De gratia el lihbero arbitrio 6; and 15
20) See Ibıd., where Augustine’s representatıve paraphrase of I Corinthijans

L5 («Non CO autem, sed gratia Del mecum » avoıded iımputatıon of meriıt but stressed
INCCUIN » CO  1d est, NO solus, sed gratia De]l DCI hOocC HCC gratia Del sola,
Ipse solus, sed gratia DeI CU) ıllo».

21) [bıd.,
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the monks of Hadrumetum but that ST1 furnıshed creaıble deterrent
agaınst Overconfıdence ın the value of human choice: and perhaps wıth
greater confıiıdence he created place In hıs cCompromıse for hıs famılıar
mıiılıtant endorsement ö1 the priorıty of and the sovereıignty of God
God Was the SOUTCE of all rıghteousness; wıthout direct dıvıne me  1ng,
there Was rıghteousness and yearnıng for rıghteousness.

One formula ıIn the De gratia el iberto arbitrio Was wıdely adopted
Dy medieval soter10logy d solution the problem of STACC and human
reedom Augustine dıstınguıished between dıvıne operatıon that egan
the work of salvatıon, inclhinıng the 111 and summonıng it obedience,
and dıvıne cooperatıon that assisted the 11l and perfected ıts obedience.
The erudiltı WEIC satısfıed wıth the formula, and ıt flourıshed ın latın
eology. Peter Lombard acquılesced, and he preface. hıs OW instruc-
tion and ıll ıth Augustine’s dıstinction. But the practiced
repitition of Augustine’s formula, especılally AS competing interpretations
multıiplıed, hardly constituted tradıtion. In what has een saı1d about
Peter and Augustıine, however, there 15 evidence that the twelfth-century
bıshop of Parıs understood the spırıt ASs ell 4S the letter of hıs
predecessor’s work and that he succum bed Augustine’s influence in
WdYS that ave customarıly SONC unnoticed.

Peter and Augustine agreed that the effective prosecution of g00d
works requıred lıberatıon, that 1S, reedom from captıvıty that only
COU. complete OTroug. and reasoned analysıs, however, COUuU. nOoTt
mıt the played Dy myster10us influence and by human
ongıng prelımınary, and In veLYyY lo0se prepara(tory, lıberatıion.
For Peter and for Augustıine, ongıng Was ıvinely moved dı
atıon», conflatıon of dıvıne and human wiılls, that removed 1N-
dıfference AdS surely AdSs savıng removed the otherwiıse indelıble staın
of SIN hıs 1S the first and the INOTEC recondıte of [WO fundamental
simılarıtıies between the {[WO bıshops’ soter10logıes. Augustine’s iıntoler-
AI of indıfference Was dramatızed In hıs Confessions, expressed In h1s
psalm commentarıes in the dıstinction between CONCUPLSCENTIA and
desiderium, and recreated In the tendentious compromise of the De gratia
el libero arbitrio. Peter elaborated Augustine’s dıstınction In hıs OW

Commentarium In Psalmaos and made frequent, ıf somewhat casual,
reference p  V rıghteousness ın hıs Sentences.

The second sıimılarıty involves the asserti1ons made Dy Peter and
Augustine about contıinual collaboratıon In the ordo salutis. TIhe pattern
of operatıve and cooperatıve STACCS only symbolızed the ealıty hat
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human ıll Was completely, ıf mysteri10usly radled In Srac6*“): trıppe'
of ıts mYySterYy, the gran desıgn of Augustine’s synerg1sm, especıally the
«mılıtant Compromı1se» of hıs De gratia el libero arbitrio but a1sS0 the
lesson of hıs Confessions, Was radıcally sımplıfıed and miıisconstrued. FOor
example, Augustine remaıned for Peter Abelard the unflınchıing cham-
pıon of grace’s a DSOlute sovereıgnty, and therefore Augustine stayed
ONec sıde of elard dialectic“?). For Peter Lombard, Augustine’s
eology of Was marked by the ordeals of h1Is CONversion and by hıs
later attempt redress the balance between and human effort d

ell AS Dy hI1s antıpelagıan polemuics.
Grace confierred lıberatıon, assıstance, efficıency, and ultımately

perfection. en together ıth prevenıent operatıon ıIn human
ongıng, hıs explanatıon of empowermen inspıred the second book of
Peter’s rı sententiarum, 1C also insısted that the prepared, ıbe-
rated, and assısted ll collaborated wıth God at stage In ıts
advance toward rıghteousness. Salvatıon Was unattaınable SINe libero
arbitrio. But, ıf COrFrecCi.; Peter’s equalliy al and more ımportant
explication of Augustine’s meanıng Was deposıted In the first book of
sentences ıth hıs dıiscussıon of gratia inhabitans and Ove ere he Was

INOTEC scrupulous about the preservatıon of the mMYSTLETY of
and partıcıpatıon ın personal rıghteousness and therefore hıs debt
Augustine, matter of tone and attıtude ASs ell 4S doctrine, Was INOIC

profound.
If prec1ısıon and ontological sophıstıcatıon dIcC9 Peter’s

standpoınt 1S hardly «academıc». Hıs commentarıes the psalms and
the Paulıne epistles confessed hat savıng communıcatıon wıth

created spirıts Was Shroude: In mystery  24). rıtten after the
exegetıcal work, the Sentences also granted divıne inscrutabılıty, but
Peter lowed that the communıcatıon ınvolved pecıal and unmedıated
relatıonshıp wıth God, «known» only hrough love., 1C Was iıtself the

22) hıs ıimpression 1S 1so reated Dy Peter early exegetical work. See hıs
Commentarium IN Psalmos, 191 The multıtude of KBIACCS» enumerated In
Peter COMMEeNTIS salm 23 however, oes NOL otally obscure elımınate the role of
human choıce and effort. FOor eter, for Augustine, savıng CIs aTrc performe accordıng

superl10r Causcs, Hon secundum naturam, but noTt CONIFTAa naturam FOor elaboratıon of
thıs general contention, SCC Landgraf, Dogmengeschichte der Frühscholastik L

23) dee, nOoTt only elard’s SC el HON 139, but ISO hıs EXposit10 INn epistola Paulıi ad
Romanos, book W 178 R2ISC and book 4, 178

24) See, for example, Commentarium INn Psalmos, 191 and Collectanea INn
epist Pauli, 192
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finest frunt of collaboratıon ıth Ila  - One 1S oblıged {O Sa Y that
Peter’s identifications between gratia inhabitans and the Holy Spirıt and
between both and love WEIC, al tımes, nearly unintelligible*>).
another evel: Peter’s synergısm 1S wholly understandable d attestatıon
to the force and, ONC mıg deduce, the SUPTEMAC of the mystıcal and
voluntarıst factors In Augustine’s soter1010gy, IC also equated the
Holy Spirıt wıth charitas. Intellıgibilıty increasıngly became 1Sssue for
Peter’'s SUCCECSSOTS, especılally after the proscrıiption of Arıstotelı]an
tural phılosophy and metaphysıcs Was evoked ın 255 by the Faculty of
rts al Parıs. Much Wäds gaıned when the partnershıp between Paul
and Arıstotle Was fınally contracted, but perhaps somethıng Was lost
the medieval academıes, hıch continued, however, tO read and gloss
theır Augustine and theır Sentences*“®).

Century before Arıstotle’s rehabılıtation, when the sıgnıfıcance of
Arıstotle’s rediscovery Was scarcely realızed and when Augustine Wds ST1
sovereıgn In early theologıica sourcebooks, ıt 1S unlıkely that there WdsSs

INOTE al subject than Peter Lombard ave attempted de-
monstrate hat hıs Was rue: EevVvecn when Peter appeare: mMoOst innovatıve.

PETER [VER K AUFMAN

25) Ihe pomnt 1$ persuasıvely argued Dy Schupp, Die Gnadenlehre des Petrus
Lombardus, 6-31

26) See arl Holl, « DIe Justit1a dei In der vorlutherischen Bıbelauslegung des
Abendlandes», In Gesammelte Aufsätze ZUF Kirchengeschichte, vol (Darmstadt,

ıth specıal reference ater Habituslehren. But Iso Oonsult Henriı Bouıillard,
( onversion i grace chez Thomas d’Aquin (Parıs, ene-Chharles ont,
probleme de Ia preparation la grace (Parıs, and Johann Auer, Die Entwicklung der
Gnadenlehre IN der Hochscholastik, vol (Freiburg,


