
«Augustinianism »»

Critical Assessment of the Sso-called
«Meedieval Augustinilan Iradıtion» ON Justification

The later medieval understandıng of Justiıfication has een the
subject of much scholarly interest durıng the present Century, chiefly A

CONSCQHQUCNCE of the attempt tO relate Martın Luther’s eology of
Justiıfiıcatıon hıs theologıca cContex(t, both wıthın the Augustinıan
rder. 1C he elonged, and the ° Nominalısm ” wıthın IC he
Wäds educated *). In the first decades of the present Century, uller
argued that Luther stood wıthın school of theologıans 1CN-
ted eology INOTEC Augustinian than that of St Ihomas Aquınas OT

Bonaventure *). In partıcular, hıs eology of the ble rıghteousness ”
COU. iın Müuüller’s VIeEW, be traced back theological school] 1Cc
ncluded ugolıno of Orvıieto 71374) gostino Favaron1ı 7 1443) and
acobus Pere7z of Valencıa 71470) sımılar thesıs Was eie albeıit
for dıfferent ICasOoNsS, by Eduard Stakemelıer, who argued that the
doectrine of double Justification assoclated wıth Girolamo Serıpando
durıng the Irıdentine proceedings de iustificatione represented
Augustinıan theological tradıtiıon 1C COUu only be properly under-
stO0d when seft ıIn the Contex{ti of the theologıca tradıtion of the er of
the Hermıuts of Augustine 1C Luther also elonge 1S,
however. quıite impossıble sustaın the thesıs that Luther and
Serıpando both, ın theır doctrines of Justiıficatiıon, represent possıble

of characterıstically ‘ Augustinlilan ” approac the mat-
ter*) Not only O€es Luther’s iımplacabie hostilıty the doectrine of

For full discussıion of the development of the doectrine of Justıfıcatıon wıthıin the
Western theologıcal tradıtion from ıts beginnıngs the present day, SCC McGrath,
[ustitia Dei history of the Christian doctrine of justification (3 volumes : James Clarke,
Cambrıdge, be publıshed shortly).

üller, Luthers theologische Quellen (Glessen,
Stakemelıer, Der Kampf Augustin auf dem Iridentinum (Paderborn,

CSD 53 hıs work Was subjected devastatıng er1iticısm ıts ADDCATaNCce Dy
Jediın SCC T heologische Revue (1937) AA

Jedın, History of the Councıl of Irent (2 volumes: Edınburgh, 1957-61) Vol I1
258
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double justificatıon xclude such thesıs {irom the Outfset the import-
ant study of Henninger has shown hat Augustine hımself NEW nothing
of doectrine of double justificatiıon, such 4S that advocated Dy
Seripando®), that the epıthet ‘ Augustinian ” must be considered quıte
inapproprıate describe such eology However, the understandıng
of Justificatıon ıIn the later 1ıddle Ages 1s ubject of consıderable
interest In 1ts OW ng and noTt merely ASs prelude Reformatıon ÖT

Trıdentine studıies. In the present study, ATC concerned wıth the sımple
question of whether ıt 1S iın anı y legıtimate spea of * medieval
Augustinian tradıtiıon In relatıon the doectrine of Justification.
oug thıs question 15 of consıderable interest ıIn itself, it 111 be
evident that it 15 noTLt wıthout relevance students of the Reformatıon OT

of the Counsıl of Irent
The ‘“ medieval Augustinian tradıtiıon ” 1S usually concelived ASs

antı-Pelagıan movem asserting doectrine of Justificatiıon j ö
partıcularly in ıts assessment of the condıtıon and abıilıties of fallen IMNanl,

approximates INOTEC closely the authentic hought of St Augustine
than that of theır contemporaries ’). It has become commonplace fOor
scholars of ate medieval eology ‘“ Nominalısm ” and
‘ Augustinianısm ” AS {[WO MOvements opposed ıIn theır theologıes of
justificatiıon. must be apprecılated that thıs diıchotomy 15 al least partly
due the actıvıties of Luther scholars, wh: ave projected aspects of
Luther’s iıntellectual experl1ence back ntio the preceding OT}  « TIThus
conflıct has een detected between the ‘‘ Augustinianısm ” of Luther’s
teacher and frıend, Johannes VO Staupıitz, and the ‘“ Nominalısm ” of
Gabriel Bıel, wıth which Luther Was satıated during hıs university days;
and, the basıs of thıs generalısation, such conflıct has een assumed

exist In the precedıng centurIies OT al least SInce the ea of Duns
Scotus. However, study of the interactiıon between the so-cCalled
‘ Augustinians ” and “ Nominalısts ” ın the fourteenth Century
that thıs diıchotomy 1S INOTEC easıly posıted than demonstrated. The hıghly

See VO Loewenich, Duplex Iustit1a Luthers Stellung einer Unionsformel des
Jahrhunderts (Wıesbaden,

Henninger, UQZUSTINUS el doctrina de duplici Iustitia (Mödlıng,
E Francıs ar Eucharistic sacrifice and the Reformation (London,

301-2 ‘T here Wdas Iso current of Augustinian hought, sometıimes called the Schola
Aegydiana, er (nles of Rome, sharply opposed hat its defenders deemed the
‘Pelagı1anısm ” of INalıy of theır Ockhamıist contemporarıies248  A.E. McGrath  double justification exclude such a thesis from the outset°); the import-  ant study of Henninger has shown that Augustine himself knew nothing  of a doctrine of double justification, such as that advocated by  Seripando®), so that the epithet ‘ Augustinian ”” must be considered quite  inappropriate to describe such a theology. However, the understanding  of justification in the later Middle Ages is a subject of considerable  interest in its own right, and not merely as a prelude to Reformation or  Tridentine studies. In the present study, we are concerned with the simple  question of whether it is in any sense legitimate to speak of a ““medieval  Augustinian tradition”” in relation to the doctrine of justification.  Although this question is of considerable interest in itself, it will be  evident that it is not without relevance to students of the Reformation or  of the Couneil of Trent.  The ‘“medieval Augustinian tradition”” is usually conceived as an  anti-Pelagian movement, asserting a doctrine of justification which,  particularly in its assessment of the condition and abilities of fallen man,  approximates more closely to the authentic thought of St. Augustine  than that of their contemporaries 7). It has become a commonplace for  scholars of late medieval theology to contrast ‘“ Nominalism” and  “ Augustinianism”” as two movements opposed in their theologies of  justification. It must be appreciated that this dichotomy is at least partly  due to the activities of Luther scholars, who have projected aspects of  Luther’s intellectual experience back onto the preceding era. Thus a  conflict has been detected between the ‘ Augustinianism ”” of Luther’s  teacher and friend, Johannes von Staupitz, and the ‘‘ Nominalism” of  Gabriel Biel, with which Luther was satiated during his university days;  and, on the basis of this generalisation, such a conflict has been assumed  to exist in the preceding centuries — or at least since the death of Duns  Scotus. However, a study of the interaction between the so-called  “ Augustinians ” and “ Nominalists”” in the fourteenth century suggests  that this dichotomy is more easily posited than demonstrated. The highly  5) See W. von Loewenich, Duplex iustitia : Luthers Stellung zu einer Unionsformel des  16. Jahrhunderts (Wiesbaden, 1972).  ©) J. Henninger, S. Augustinus et doctrina de duplici iustitia (Mödling, 1935).  7) E.g. Francis Clark, Eucharistic sacrifice and the Reformation (London, 1960)  pp- 301-2 “ There was also a current of Augustinian thought, sometimes called the Schola  Aegydiana, After Giles of Rome, sharply opposed to what its defenders deemed the  ‘Pelagianism” of many of their Ockhamist contemporaries ... it was a tradition continued  by individual theologians, mostly within the Augustinian Order, who devoted special study  to the writings of St. Augustine ”.it W as tradıtıon continued
by indıvıdual theologıans, mostly wıthın the Augustinian rder., whi devoted specıal study

the wrıitings of S{ Augustine ”.
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questionable methods of Reformation hıstor10graphers ave resulted In
estimatıon of pre-Reformatıon Catholicısm eıng presented 16 15

ase' solely uDON study of cCcontemporary German theologıans, whıle
neglecting theır Spanısh ÖT talıan counterparts. Thıs has led the
extrapolatıon of the results of studıes CGerman unıversıties In the ate
fifteenth and early sıxteenth centurlies the ole of kurope durıng the

per10d and the poss1biılıty that the ° Nominalısm agaınst IC
Luther reDelle: Was purely localısed phenomenon cannot be exclude!
wıth quıte the 648SE that 1S often assumed. hılst ıt 1s gulte possible
though certamly not PIOVCNMN that INany of the theologıans iın Germany
In the ate fiıfteenth and early sıxteenth Century NEW eology other
than that IC Luther NEW 1:e ckhamısm the SaJmIne 1s nNnOTL

necessarıly iIrue of paın OI aly, 1C mMust be regarde': d the Centres
of atholıc thought 1ın the per10d. hus the prelates assembled al Arent
drawn chiefly from aly and paın, appeare be conspicuousliy hostıle

° Nom1inalısmAugustinianism?  249  questionable methods of Reformation historiographers have resulted in  an estimation of pre-Reformation Catholicism being presented which is  based solely upon a study of contemporary German theologians, while  neglecting their Spanish or Italian counterparts. This has led to the  extrapolation of the results of studies on German universities in the late  fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries to the whole of Europe during the  same period — and the possibility that the “ Nominalism ” against which  Luther rebelled was a purely localised phenomenon cannot be excluded  with quite the ease that is often assumed. Whilst it is guite possible —  though certainly not proven — that many of the theologians in Germany  in the late fifteenth and early sixteenth century knew no theology other  than that which Luther knew — i.e. Ockhamism ®°) — the same is not  necessarily true of Spain or Italy, which must be regarded as the centres  of Catholic thought in the period. Thus the prelates assembled at Trent,  drawn chiefly from Italy and Spain, appeared to be conspicuously hostile  to ‘Nominalism ”.  However, the use of the term ‘‘ Nominalist ”” to describe theologians  whose doctrines of justification are allegedly ‘“Pelagian”” or ““semi-  Pelagian””*) has obscured the simple fact that the term refers to an  epistemological, rather than a soteriological, position. The fundamental  contention of Nominalism (in the strict and proper sense) is that all  things which exist are only particulars — there is no genuine or objective  reality in things which are not in themselves identical. This denial of  universals, and this alone, is what constitutes Nominalism!°). There is  no a priori reason why the rejection of universals should necessarily  result in a ‘semi-Pelagian”” theology of grace. Indeed, the simple  description of Ockham’s thought as ‘“Nominalist ” is actually seriously  misleading, as his Nominalism arises from his distinction between real  and rational knowledge, leading to his rejection of universals simply  because they are rational!!). And, as G. Lang has pointed out, many of  those who accepted Ockham’s Nominalist epistemology were less than  8) H. Denifle, Luther und Luthertum (2 volumes: Mainz, 1904-6) Vol II p. 588 n. 2.  9) We have criticised this opinion: A.E. McGrath, The anti-Pelagian structure of  “ nominalist ” doctrines of justification, Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanienses 57Z.(1981) PP.  107-119.  10) D.M. Armstrong, Nominalism and Realism: universals and scientific realism  (Cambridge, 1978) Vol I pp. 12-57.  11) See G. Leff, William of Ockham (Manchester, 1977) 239-40; E. Hochstetter,  Studien zur Metaphysik und Erkenntnislehre Wilhelms von Ockham (Berlin/Leipzig, 1927),  passim.However, the usc of the term ° Nominalıst ” deser1be theologıans
whose doectrines of Justiıficatıon AT allegediy ‘ Pelagıan ” OT °“ sem1-
Pelagian ’’”) has obscured the sımple fact hat the term refers
epistemological, rather than soteri10logıcal, posıtion. The fundamental
contention of Nominalısm (ın the strıct and DPTODCI sense) 1S hat all
thıngs which ex1ist ATIC only partıculars there 15 genulne 0)8 objectıve
realıty In thıngs which ATIC not 1ın themselves ıdentical. Thıs denıal of
unıversals, and hıs alone, 1s what constıtutes Nominalism *°). ere 1S

prioriı LTeASON why the rejectıon of unıversals should necessarıly
result ıIn ‘“sem1-Pelagıan ” eology of Indeed, the sımple
deseription of Ockham’s hought ASs ‘“ Nomıinalıst ” 1s actually ser10usly
misleadıng, 4S hıs Nominalısm arıses from hıs dıistincection between real
and ratıiıonal knowledge, leadıng hıs rejectıon of unıversals sımply
because they 416 ratiıonal And, AS Lang has pointed OuLl, INanYy of
those wh: accepte Ockham’s Nomuinalıst epistemology WeIiIC less than

Denıifle, Luther und Tuthertum (2 volumes: Maınz, 1904-6) Vol { 1 585
We ave eritic1sed thıs oOpinıon: McGrath, TIhe antı-Pelagıan STIruUuCLUTrEe of

“ nominalıst doectrines of justificatıon, Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanıenses 5/ (1981)
107-119

10) rmstrong, Nominalısm ANı Realism universals and scientific reqlism
(Cambrıdge, Vol D

ll) See Leff, William of Ockham (Manchester, Hochstetter,
Studien AT Metaphysik und Erkenntnislehre Wilhelms VO.  > Ockham (Berlin/Leipzıg,
DAaSSIM.
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enthusılastıc about h1s theological Op1Inı10Nns 12) The ser10usly inadequate
nature of the term ° Nominalısm ” 1S demonstrated Dy the sımple
fact hat it 1S quıite possıble LO hold both ° Nominalıst ” and
' Augustinıian ” posıt10ns. Thus Gregory of Rımini">), Hugolıno of
Orvieto **) and Wıllıam of Ockham AIC al Nominalısts 1ın the strıct,
epistemological of the WOTd, dSs Judged DY theır posıtıon the
question of unıversals the first-nhamed LO the exient that he Was
deser1bed Dy earlıer generatıon of scholars aSs antesi@enanus nNOMINAaLIS-

However, ıt 1s manıfestly obvıo0us hat the three wriıters ave VeETY
dıfferent theologıies of Justification: Gregory of Rımini and ugolıno of
Orvıeto ave strongly antı-Pelagıan doectrines of wıth pessimistıc
VIEW of human nature, whiılst Ockham’s doectrine of jJustification 1s often

though In OUT opınıon incorrectly ! >) consıdered tO be *“sem1-
Pelagıan ””, wıth optimıstic VIEW of human nature It 1S possible be
Nomiuinalıst wıthout commıtıng oneself An Y partıcular doectrine of
Justiıfication: indeed, it 1s evident ffrom consıderation of fourteenth
CENLUTY thought in general, that there WeTEC IManYy doctors sharıng
COIMNMON nominalıst epiıstemological presupposiıtions wh: otherwise had
ıttle, ıf anythıng, In COINMON The total impropriety of applyıng the term
° Nominalıst ” wrıter’s doectrine of Justiıfication MaYy be consıdered
am pIy demonstrated Dy the remarkable fact that Martın Luther hımself
dDDCATS ave retaıned nomıiınalıst epistemology ! In asıde the
term humanitas, Luther indicated that he rejected the understanding of
humanıty d COINMIMON humanıty IC 18 ın a]] men  27 opınıon
IC he assoclated ıth the IThomists; Luther consıdered that the
°° LTerminists ” by 1C the ' Nominalısts ”” WEIC also known tO be
COTrrecCt when they asserted hat humanitas q]] INen indıvidually.
Thıs diıscussion of the dıfference between Thomıist and JTerminist
1C 1S substantıally COrrect indicates that he Was almost certamnly
Nomiuinalıst in hıs epistemology; had he an Y partıcular interest 1n
epistemological, dS Opposed LO soterl1ological matters, thıs m1g be INOTEC

12) Lang, Die Wege der Glaubensbegründung hei den Scholastikern des
Jahrhunderts Münster, 131

13) Schüler, Prädestination, Suünde UN Freiheit hei Gregor VO.  > Rımini (Stuttgart,
l4) Zumkeller, Hugolin VON Orvieto UN: seiIne theologische Erkenntnislehre

( Würzburg, CSD
15) See ote
lb) WA.IR
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promınent 1n hıs works. The acC Luther, Gregory of Rımıinli,
ugolıno of Orvıeto, Wıllıam of Ockham and other °“ nomiınalısts ’ Can
q]] subscribe {O the rejection of unıversals demonstrates that ıt has
inherent connection wıth theır doetrines of Justificatıon whatsoever.

Thıs rejection of the term ° Nominalıst ” In connection wıth later
medieval theologıes of Justificatiıon 1S becomiıing increasıngly accepte
am ON both students of the Reformatıon and of late scholasticism * ’).
However, ıt 1S noTt generally appreclated that thıs has important SC-

QUENCECS for the SO-Calle' ‘“ medieval Augustinıan tradıtion ”. Thıs 15
usually defined IN relation ° Nominalism %, In that the ‘“ Augustinlans ”
adopted theologıes of Justıfiıcatıon IC WEIC closer the teäching of
St Augustine han those of the * Nominalısts . However, ONCEC the
rejection of the term ‘ Nomıinalıst ” 15 accepted, the pomnt of reference for
‘ Augustinianısm ” vanıshes. The dıistiınetion between ‘ Augustini1anısm
and ° Nominalısm ” from the research of earlıer generatıon of
scholars who Sa the L[WO d mutually exclusıve: ONC Wäas eıther
‘ Augustinian ” 0)8 ‘“ Nominalıst ” but nOoTt both However, the vast
amount of research that has een undertaken Ssince then has shown
beyond an y ou that such dıchotomy 1S untenable: phenomenally
wıde p  u of theologica opınıon exısted al the tıme, and the use of
the terms ‘ Augustinıian ” and ‘ Nominalıst ” 1s quıte inadequate
characterise ıt The term ° Nominalıst ” 18 NO fallıng out of favour
but the term ‘ Augustinıan ” has een retaıned. We wısh demonstrate
hat the continued uUusc of thıs term, 1ın the absence of the correlatıve
‘ Nominalıst ””, 15 unjustified. The remaınder of thıs study 15 statement
of the CAasc agaınst the existence of the SO-Calle' ° medieval Augustinıan
tradıtıon d

The sıtuation has een somewhat confused DYy the ambıgulty
surroundıng the term ‘ Augustıinıan ” 1S clear that thıs COU. be taken

refer either eology 1C represents, ın CSSCHNCC, the charac-
terıst1ic posıtion assoclated ıth Augustine, eology 1C 15
characterıstic of the theologıans of the er of the Hermıiuts of
Augustine. It 1S therefore NCCCSSAaAT y tO consıder both possıbılıties :
egın Dy consıderiıng whether AIl y theologıans of the later 1ıddle Ages
Caln be saı1d represent return the hought of St Augustine.

must be as precisely what 18 Dy ..  an Augustinıian

17) See the NO classıc study Dy Hochstetter, Nominalısmus Francıscan Studies
(1949) 370-403
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doctrine of Justifiıcatıon ”. 1S clear that dıistıinetion mMust be made
between the dogmatic CONTLeN!T of Augustine’s eology, and the terms
ıIn 1C he chose to CXÄDICSS ıt Augustine’s eology, partıcularly In hıs
antı-Pelagıan wrıtings, often resulted from polemical context, in IC
the bıshop Was oblıged defend the atNhNolıc posıtion agaınst ıts
Opponents. In such sıtuat1ons, thıs often resulted In Augustine’s IEDONSC
eing determıned Dy the questions pose DYy hıs Opponents. Ihus instead
of systematıc exposıtion of C the Concept of fiınd
ser1es of elagıan propositions eing attacked, wıth Occasıonal dıstinc-
t10ns eing introduced COunter elagıan conclusions. Ihus the famous
dıstincetion between operatıve and cooperatıve results from the
elagıan insıstence uDON the goodness of the ıll in moral aCTtsS The
theologıca renalssance of the welfth cCentury Was ase almost ıIn ıts
entirety, uDON the works of St Augustine. However, 1t Was clear that, d

it stood, Augustine’s eology Was unsuıltable for the needs of the IIC  S CId

ın eology lacked clarıty and precisi1on and the task of
systematisıng Augustine egan Thıs necessıitated the introduction of
distincections unknown the Afrıcan bıshop for example, the dıstiınc-
t10n between gratia gratis ata and gratia gratum faciens, and between
gratia cCrealta and gratia Increata. In all thıs, the intent Was retaın the
BSSCIHIEE fAugustine’s theologiıcal posıt1on, whilst expressing ıt ın INOTC

systematıc and consıstent form hıs MaYy be illustrated Dy {W  ' examples.
The thoroughly Augustinian dogmatıc Man cannot meriıt hıs
Justiıfiıcatıon ” Was recognised d eıng inadequate stand d it W:  / The
term * merit required areful definıtion ıf the statement Was have any
value wıthın the 1  S systematıc eology that Was emerging *®). Thıs led

the distinction between meriıt de COMNSFTUÜO and merı1t de condigno, hat
Augustine’s statement that ' Man CONNOTL meriıt Justificatiıon ” became
' Man cCannoTt meriıt Justiıfıcatıon de condıgno ”. Sımilarly, Augustine’s
definıtiıon of Was far from satısfactory, ASs it appeare faıl
dıstingu1s between orıgınal gıft of creation, and hıs subsequent
and addıtional g1 Thıs eed dıstingul1s the naturalıia and gratulta
Was ead the celebrated cConcept of Su  re; 1C first AaDPCAIS
In the works of Phılıp the Chancellor gaın, whiılst the dogmatıc content
of Augustine’s eology WdsS preserved, hıs definıtions were regarde as

unsatısfactory.

l8) See Cloes, La systematısatıon theologıque pendant la premiere mo1t1ıe du X11“
sıecle, Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanıenses (1958) 2773720
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The essentı1al pomt that are makıng 1S thıs thırteenth
CENTtUTY, the dogmatıc Content of Augustine’s theology had een
expressed ın terms of unknown Augustine hımself. TIThe
rediscovery of Arıstotle had led the introduction of the In
theologıca speculatıon, thereby provıdıng solution {O vexed problems
such AS the nature of the fides infantium In infant baptısm ; had
been defined accordıng tOo whether ıt Was actual OT habıtual, operatıve ÖT

cooperatıve; the number of the sacraments had been 1Xe! Once such
developments had een introduced and generally accepted, there Wds

rea] possı1ıbılıty of abandonıing hem By the later ıddle Ages, other
terms such 4S the generalis Dei had also een introduced,
hereby removıng theologıca discussıon ST1 urther {rom the vocabulary
employe: Dy Augustine. Thus the only theologians of the later
1ıddle Ages wh Can lay anYy claım the epıthet “ Augustinıian ” ATC

those wh: WeICc sufficıently react10nary, not merely tO hold theologıca
OpInN10NS 10 in theır ogmatıc CONtENtT, WeTEC identica]l those of the
Afrıcan bıshop, but who also abandone: the terminology of scholastı-
C1sm and returned the terms that Augustine hımself sed Augustine’s
theologıca vocabulary IMaYy have been adequate meetl the exigenc1es of
the elagıan GE Donatıst controvers1ıes but 1t Was quıte inadequate
meet the theological quest1ons pose DY the theologJans of the thırteenth
OT fourteenth centurIies. The theologı1ans wh wıshed CXDTITCSS OP1IN1ONS
IC WeTiTC closer ın sentiment those of Augustine than theır
opponents WeTC oblıged UsSC the theologıca vocabulary of the day ıf
they wıshed CHNEALC In dialogue ıth theır contemporarıes.

IThus the te ‘ Augustinlian ” must be sed In qualıified ,
meanıng “retamıng the dogmatıc content, ıf noTt the conceptual iOorms, of
Augustine’s eology ”. However, there ATC certaın er10us objections
CVCMN thıs modAadIilıe' definıtion. The MOST important of these relates the

pseudo-Augustinian works cırculatıng durıng the 1ıddle
Ases . 4: SOINEC of 1C dIC ““sem1-Pelagıan ” In outlook The iIrequent
reference the sem1-Pelagıan pseudo-Augustinian Hypognosticon 1ın the
dogmatıc works of the thırteenth Century dS authentic Augustinian
SOUTCEC AaDPCAIs ave led theologıans of the per10d teach what

19) Oberman. “* I uus Su. salvum fac  27 Augustinreveıl zwischen
Renaılissance und Reformatıon, In Scientia Augustiniana. Sftudien her Augustinus, den
Aug ustIniısmus Un den Augustinerorden, edıted ayer an! Eckermann (Würzburg,

CSD 364-5:; de Kroon, Pseudo-Augustine 1ImM Miıttelalter,
Augustiniana L  ©
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approached ‘‘semi-Pelagıan ” doectrine of justificatıon Augustinlan,
uUunNnaWaTc of the bibliographical they WeIC commıtıng. Furthermore,
the general tendency amongst theologıans IN collections of
‘ Sentences , rather than consulting orıgınal works al first-hand, inevıta-
DIy led Augustinian cıtati1ons eing sed Out of contex(t, and therefore
misleadıngly. classıc example of thıs has een documented Dy
Oberman ın the Case of Gabrıel Biel“?)ı Whıle consıderıng the relatıon
between and free 11l In justificatiıon, Bıel employs Augustine’s
image of riıder and horse ASs iıllustration. However, by apparently
confusıng thıs image wıth sımılar image from the pseudo-Augustinian
Hypognosticon, total inversion of Augustine’s meanıng results.
Oberman explaıns thıs remarkable inversion of Augustine’s meanıng DYy
arguıng that ° Bıel must ave read Augustine wıth Scotistic specta-
eles’”” “4t): it 15 INOTIC probable that Bıel dıd nolt read Augustine al all. but
merely sed ıllustratiıon al second-hand from Dassagc in SCotus. As
Auer has noted, Scotus’ discussıon of the SaIllc question a1sSO employed
the Augustinian ıllustratiıon of horse and rıder, wıth the Samllec reversal of
Augustine’s meaning *“*). Thıs observatıon has the salutary effect of
demonstratıing hat the usec of Augustinıan iıllustration OT cıtatiıon o€es
not necessarıly result 1ın Augustinian doetrine of justification!

Cholars of the later ıddle Ages ave often defined the
‘ Augustinian tradıtiıon accordıng whether theologıans llowed that

anythıng ıIn INan Call be saı1d hıs Justiıfication. The rejection of

A1lly such ratio IuStifICaAtLONIS creaturae the part of wriıter 1S
usually taken d evidence of hıs ‘ Augustinianısm . However, ıt must be

pomted out that thıs ‘‘ Augustinianısm * Canl arıse aCCOount of tho-

roughly non-Augustiniıan easons Thıs MaYy be iıllustrated in the Case of
the Englısh secular Ihomas Bradwardıne + 1349) wh: 1S generally
regarded AS ‘“Augustinıan ” In hıs theological outlook **). In hıs celeb-

20) Oberman. The Harvest of medieval theology (Cambrıdge, Mass..,
especılally 63-4

21) Op CL 163
22) Auer. Die Entwicklung der Gnadenlehre INn der Hochscholastik : 'eil. Das

Wirken der Gnade (Freiburg, 200: ıth reference Scotus Lectura Prıma dıst
VII (Wıen Nat Bıbl 1449, fol .28

23) See the study Dy Oberman, Archbishop Thomas Bradwardine : fourteenth
centIury Augustinian (Utrecht, It MaYy be noted that Oberman (p 145 RT} 15 of the

opınıon hat Augustine’s mMOST charaecteristic thought predestinatiıon 1S praedestinat1o
gemind, which INdYy help explaın hıs LOO-CASY identificatiıon of Bradwardıne’s theology ıth

‘ Augustinianısm . As Loewenich pomts OutL, doctrines such double predestination
irresistable ATIC “ tatsächlıch bedenkliıche emente 1n Augustins Gnadenlehre ”

VO Loewenich, Von Augustin Luther (Wıtten, 14}
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rated work de Dei CONIFra Pelagianum, radwardıne makes ONC of
the MOST V1ZgOrOus antı-Pelagıan known in later scholastıcısm 24)
Hıs total rejection of the thesıs that anythıng ın INan 15 the of hıs
Justiıfiıcatıon 1S, however, INOTE due Arıstotelıan that Augustinıan
consıderatlions. God 1S (efficıent, ormal and {ınal), CO  or
and princıpal CO-agent in q]] that hıs creatures do, d the followıng
conclusıons from de Deı make clear“?).

Prima, quod nıhıl pDotest quıcquam INOVeETE sıne Deo iıdem DCT
el PIODTI1C OMMOVente Secunda, quod nı pOotest quı1cquam
INOVeEeTITC sıne Deo immediıate dem ovente Yertia, quod nı
potest qu1cquam INOVETC sıne Deo iıdem Ovente immediatı1ıus
alı10 mMo{fore UOÖOCUNYQUC Quarta, quod nu. proposıIit10 trıbuens
quodcunque creatum Culcunque Causae secundae est immediate
sımplicıter.

The end result of thıs Arıstotelianısm 15 ‘ Augustinlan ” doctrine
of Justificatiıon but the Outfe Dy IC thıs 15 deriıved OWCS nothıng
Augustine. Furthermore, 1t 111 be evıdent hat the CONCeDL of causalıty
employe ralses certaın quest1ons about the role of the Fall
Bradwardıne’s eology. TAadwardıne oes a(01! SCC the Fall ASs r_
shed for INnNan man’s eed for 1S CONSCQUCNCEC of hıs creaturelıness,
rather than of hıs sinfulness d CONSCYUCNCC of the Fall ere 1S
fundamental dıfference between man’s pristine and fallen states, 4S in
both INan 1$ unable {O do anythıng 200d wıthout The
importance of the Fall wıthın the cContexfti of Augustine’s eology 15
well-known, and it 1s inconceılvable that anYy eology 1C o€es not

sımılarly important role tO the Fall COU be styled
“ Augustıinıian . 1S almost certaın that Tadwardıne 1S the UNUS

modernus doctor eriticısed Dy Gregory of Rımin1ı fOor hıs un-Augustinıjan
VIEWS the Fäall?”) Gregory himself, Dy Con  S sa  S the Fall d of
decisıve ımportance the discussıon of man’s Justification, thus O-
ducıng thıs important aspect of Augustine’s hought however, it 15
important ofte that Gregory declines {O follow Augustine 1ın hıs
identificatıon of orıgınal SIN wıth CONCUPISCENCE * '). As Augustine’s

24) TIhe edıtıon sed 1s that of SIr Henry Savıle London,
25) Op Oit:. 1/4
2(1) In II Sent dıst B AD gl q} (Venetils, TIhe Al ‘“ Bradwardıne ” 15 found in

the margıns of [WO manuscrI1pts: Parıs Bıb Nat lat and Mazarıne 914
27) See Martın, 'se SUFr le peche originel debut du XE stecle

(Louvaın, Vollert, The doctrine of ervaeus Natalis primitive Justice and
original SIN Oma, eter Lombard had retaıned the Augustinian iıdentificatıon of
the CSSCIICC of orıgınal SIN ıth concupiscence : II Sent dıst y e &. CaD E x hıs datur intellıg1,



256 COFaln

concept of orıgınal SIN 1S almost exclusıvely framed ın terms of CONCUPIS-
e ıt 1S dıfficult SCC how SVENn G’regory of Rımini COUuU be lowed

be ‘ Augustinıian ” in thıs respect. Wıth GregoOTrY, A ıth MOST

theologiıans of the later 1ıddle Ages, ONC Can poınt elements ın hıs
hought C INAaYy be consıdered ‘‘ Augustıinian ””, al least ıIn inspıratıon

however, the development of COLI0O£ZY, both In ıts CONC! and ıts
termıinology, Was such that ıt 1S imposs1ıble charaecterise hıs eology AS

whole, CVOCMN h1s eology of iın partıcular, 4S ‘ Augustinıian ”.
Indeed, d all medieval eology 1S inspıred by the wrıtings of St
Augustine, ırectly OTL indırectly, the M OST that Can be sa1d 15 that there
ex1isted in the later 1ıddle Ages bewilderingly wıde spectru of
theologıca OpIn10Ns 1C though of basıcally ‘ Augustıinıian ” PTOVCN-
ANCC, dıiffered reatly ın the extent iCcC ıt epende upOonNn Augustine
and ıIn the exftfent which hıs Opin10ns WEeIC modiıfiıed meet the
theological exigencles of the per10d. e style Aalnıy such portion of that
Sp oftheological opınıon d ‘‘ Augustınılan ” ralses quest1ons 1C
cannot be answered wıth grea convıction fOor example, which aspect
of Augustine’s eology 1S moOost characteristically ‘ Augustinıan ” C
hıs iılluminatıioniıst epistemology, hıs eology of C OT hıs eccles-
jology? Hus’ eology of 1s basıcally Augustinian but hıs
eccles10l10gy (whıich 1S basıcally Donatıst) 1s certainly non-Augustinian.
10 desceribe Hus ASs ‘ Augustıinian ” as SOINC ave one 15

that Augustine’s eology of 1S somehow IMOTE important
than hıs eccles10logy

second poss1ıble definıtion of ‘‘ Augustinianısm ” 1S putatıve
school of theologıca opınıon existing wıthın the Augustiniıan er
Indeed, those wh: upport the existence of medieval Augustiniıan
school (ın the strıct sense) generally regard the Augustiniıan er Aas

provıdıng ıts a  one It 1s certaınly Irue that the current of hought
iCc. developed durıng the fourteenth CeNLUTY, usually consıdered tO be

quıd sıt originale peccatum, scılıcet vitium concupiscentlae, quod ıIn cConcupIscen-
tialıter na256  A.E. McGrath  concept of original sin is almost exclusively framed in terms of concupis-  cence, it is difficult to see how even Gregory of Rimini could be allowed  to be ‘“ Augustinian”” in this respect. With Gregory, as with most  theologians of the later Middle Ages, one can point to elements in his  thought which may be considered ‘‘ Augustinian ”, at least in inspiration  — however, the development of theology, both in its concepts and its  terminology, was such that it is impossible to characterise his theology as  a whole, or even his theology of grace in particular, as ‘ Augustinian ”.  Indeed, as all medieval theology is inspired by the writings of St.  Augustine, directly or indirectly, the most that can be said is that there  existed in the later Middle Ages a bewilderingly wide spectrum of  theological opinions which, though of basically “ Augustinian ”” proven-  ance, differed greatly in the extent to which it depended upon Augustine  and in the extent to which his opinions were modified to meet the  theological exigencies of the period. To style any such portion of that  spectrum of theological opinion as ‘ Augustinian ”” raises questions which  cannot be answered with great conviction — for example, which aspect  of Augustine’s theology is most characteristically ‘‘ Augustinian”” — e.g.  his illuminationist epistemology, his theology of grace;, or his eccles-  iology? Hus’ theology of grace is basically Augustinian — but his  ecclesiology (which is basically Donatist) is certainly non-Augustinian.  To describe Hus as an ‘ Augustinian”” — as some have done — is to  assume that Augustine’s theology of grace is somehow more important  than his ecclesiology.  A second possible definition of ‘ Augustinianism ” is a putative  school of theological opinion existing within the Augustinian Order.  Indeed, those who support the existence of a medieval Augustinian  school (in the strict sense) generally regard the Augustinian Order as  providing its backbone. It is certainly true that the current of thought  which developed during the fourteenth century, usually considered to be  quid sit originale peccatum, scilicet vitium concupiscentiae, quod in omnes concupiscen-  tialiter natos ... However, Anselm of Canterbury, followed by Scotus and Ockham, had  rejected this identification, seeing original sin primarily as the absence of original  righteousness. A mediating position, associated with Aquinas and Bonaventure, is that the  absence of original righteousness is the form, whilst concupiscence the matter, of original  sin: however, it is quite probable that this is merely to accomodate the more conservative  elements, such as Anselm of Laön, who insisted upon identifying original sin and  concupiscence.However, Anselm of Canterbury, ollowed by Scotus and Ockham, had

rejected thıs identification, see1ng orıgınal SIN primarıly the absence of orıgınal
rıghteousness. mediıatıng posıti1on, assoclated ıth Aquinas and Bonaventure, 1S that the
absence of orıgınal righteousness 1S the form, whıiılst ConcupIiscence the malter, of orıgınal
SINn however, it 15 quıte probable that thıs 18 merely accomodate the INOTEC conservatıve
elements, such Anselm of LaoOn, whı insiısted upON identifyıng orıgınal SIN and
ConcupIscence.
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‘“ Augustinıan ” in casl, Was sometimes known ASs the schola Aegidiana*®),
suggesting that ıles of Rome Was regarde: d theologıcal authorıty Dy
those wh: Ollowe! in hıs footsteps. Thus Dıonysıius de urgo regarde:
ıles of Rome and Thomas Aquiınas d eing authorities of equal
ıiımportance, althoug hıs occasıonal preierence for doctor nNOSsTLer Aegidius
1S noticable *?). IThomas of Strassburg refers 1les ASs doctor MOSLer
wıth sufficıent IrequenCcy indıcate that he regards hım ASs theologıica
authority *°), and Johannes VO Retz: the second member of the
Augustinıianer become professor ofeology al Vıenna, cıted both
1ıles and Ihomas frequently, the latter IN extenso**). John Hıltalıngen
of ase consıdered that the theologıans of hıs, the Augustinıan, er
represented distinct theological school*): a  oug ıt 15 nOoTt clear quıte
what features of theır eology led hım make such assertlion.
Recently, consıderable scholarly attention has een paıd the doectrines
of Justificatıon assoclated wıth the theologıans of the Augustinıan
Order?®); and AIC 19(0) in posıtiıon LO evaluate such claım In the
specıfic CaAasc of Justiıfication. However, SOTINC prelımınary remarks ALG in
order.

28) See Werner, Der Aug ustinismus INn der Scholastik des spater Mittelalters (Wiıen,
especlally 234-300 The excellent study of Zumkeller 15 of partıcular

importance: Dıie Augustinerschule des Miıttelalters Vertreter und philosophische-
theoologıische eNTe, Analecta Augustiniana 167-262

29) rapp, Augustinian eology of the fourteenth CenturYy, Augustiniana (1
146-274, especlally SOr

30) In Sent dıst V11 q2 (Venetils, K
31) See Zumkeller’s dıtıon of Ketz, in Augustiniana DD (1972)

Textbeilage 126 (p S77): cıting IThomas In II Sent dıst XXVIL, XI1X gl al
32) rapp, CitE 748
33) See Schüler, Prädestination, Sünde und Freiheit hei Gregor Von Rımini

(Stuttgart, Vıgnaux, Justification el predestination XE sıecle (Parıs,
uüller., Die Rechtfertigungslehre nominalistischer Reformationsgegner

Bartholomäadus VonNn Usingen ES A und Kaspar Schatzgeyer OF.  = her Erbsünde,
Rechtfertigung und Taufe reslau, La alle. Z1ust1z1a di 'amoO 7 peCcCCalo
originale secondo Egidio Romano alermo, 939); Zumkeller, Hugolino VO Orvıeto
ber Urstand und Erbsünde, Augustiniana (1953) 35-62: (1954) 25-46:;
Hugolino VO Orvıieto ber Prädestinatıion., Rechtfertigung und Verdıienst, Augustiniana
(1954) (1955) 5-5k- Joner, The doectrine of orıgınal SIN accordıng
Augustine of Kome (Favaron1), Augustiniana (1957) TIhe
doectrine of Justiıficatıon accordıng Augustine of Kome (Favaron1), Augustiniana (1958)

64-89:; 299-327; 497-515; erbeck, Jacobus Perez VonNn Valencia : Untersuchungen
seiner Psalmenkommentar (Tübingen, Steinmetz, Misericordia Dei the

theology of Johannes VOnNn taupitz In 1tSs late medieval setting (Leıden, Zumkeller,
Johannes VO etz seıne Tre VO Urstand, Erbsünde, na und Verdienst,
Augustiniana (19/2) l
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In important study, Rıtter TEW attention the dıstinctive
methodologıes employe iın the (Gjerman unıversıties durıng the fiıfteenth
Century: ONC methodology COU. be styled the VIGA antıqua, the other the
VIG moderna**). hıs dıstinetion 1s of consıderable importance ıIn the
definıtion of ‘“ Nominalısm , ıt Ocates the dıstınction between
the “nomiinalısts” an 2A08 theologıcal opponents such
‘ Augustinians ” nNOL much iın the theologıca Systems 1C they
developed, aAs ıIn the methods hey employed in establıshıng them The
term scAhola moderna, first suggested for the ‘“ nomıinalısts ” Dy Prantl??);
CONVCYS the fact that the distinguishing feature of the °“ nomiınalıst ”
school] Was ıts logico-eritical, rather than hıstorico-crıitical, attıtude 1

theologıca method, rather than theological System. However, ın
important study, rapp has shown hat there ex1isted precisely such
logico-eritical school wıthın the Augustinıaner durıng the fourteenth
Century 36) The antıiqul regarde: the modernı ASs eing eclect1ic and unduly
logico-ecritical, w hiılst the moderni! consıdered hat they had m1ss1ıon
COrrect the CITOTIS of the past, usıng such “ modern ” tools d the princıple
of the potentia Dei absoluta. Thus wıthın the Augustinian er there
JIready ex1isted consıderable theological and phılosophical diversıity, 4S

SCCIH in the existence of both conservatıve and modern tradıtlions. The
question of methodology underlıes all eology, and a  oug it Can be
shown that both the modernı and antıqul regarde Augustine ıth
respecl, and cıted hım ıth increasing d theır dırect knowledge
of hıs works increased * ”), the SCS 1C they put hım ıliere'
accordıng O the theologıca method employed. The historico-ecritics WEeTC

concerned ıth the establıshıng of Augustine’s meanıng, whıiılst the
log1co-cr1itics WEeIC concerned wıth the * correction ” of Augustine by the
crıitical theologıica tools NO al theır 1sposa tools, such A the
dıalectic between the {[WO DOWCIS of God, IC undoubtedly OW: INOIC

{O Ockham than Augustine*®). Thus, from the outset, the probabılıty
of coherent tradıtıon the question of justification wıthın the
Augustinian er must be cons1ıdered remote

However, 1t Caln be cshown that there ex1isted consıderable theologıca
34) Rıtter. Studien ZUFr Spätscholastik Vıa antıqua und Vıa Moderna auf den

deutschen Universitaten des Jahrhunderts (Heıdelberg,
35) Prantl, Geschichte der Logik (4 volumes : Le1ipzig, Vol 194
3b) rapp, cıt DaSSımM.
37) Ibıd., 264-5, for useful characterisation of the Augustinıian modernl.
38) See Bannach, Die Lehre Von der doppelten Macht Grottes hei Wilhelm VO.:  -

Ockham (Wıesbaden,
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dıversıty wıthın the Augustinıan Order quest1ons 1C theolo-
g1ans WOIC not polarısed accordıng theır methodological preferences.
Thıs 1s most clearly demonstrated In the 1e of Marıology, and
supremely 1ın the CONLFOVEISY between the maculısts and immaculists*?).
The earlhıer Augustinlans, such dSs ıles of Rome, Albert of adua,
Augustinus Trıumphus of Ancona and Gregory of Rimini“*) WeIC

strongly maculıst ın theır Marıiological persuas1ons. However, ıt Can be
cshown that, from the mıddle of the fourteenth CENLUTY, decıisıve In
opınıon Ooccured, that the Augustinıan eT. AS ole CaImIne adop
the immaculıst posıtıon. TIhus beginnıng ıth John ıltalıngen of asel,
Henry of Friemar“**) and Ihomas of Strassburg, and continumng nto the
fifteenth and early sixteenth centurIies wıth acobus Pere7z of Valencıa42)
Johannes de Paltz#) and Johannes VO Staupitz“**), the Augustinian
theologıans adopted posıtion INOTIC characteristic of Gabriıel Bıel than
of ıles of Rome. Thıs represents decısıve rejection the part of the
later Augustinlians of the teachiıngs of theır earher asters The point al
1ssue 1S nNnOL wıthout relevance the understandıng of Justificatıon wıthın
the Augustinıan rder, d it ralses the question of the extent of Christ’s
redeemıing work. However, ıt 1S noted erfe merely demonstrate
theologica dıversıity wıthın the Augustinıan rden, in addıtion the
polarısatıon between the l10g21CO- and historico-erıitical partıes.

At the time of hıs ca Gregory of Rımin1ı1 W ds> Superl10r General of
the Augustinıan er He 15 remarkable example of the bılıty of
fourteenth Century theologıans combine ‘ Augustinian ” eology
of Justificatıon wıth nomiınalıst epistemology*>). Thus Oberman cıtes
Gregory A example of * nomıinalıst dıversıty ”, “rıght-wing OMm1-
nalıst who 1s ONC of the representatıves of school of ate medieval
Augustinianism ”’*°). One of the MOST ımportant aspects of h1s doectrine

39) FOor introduction the subject, SCC rady, Ihe development of the
doectrine of the mmaculate Conceptıon ın the fourteenth EeNLUTY er Aureol1i, Franciscan
Studies 15 (1955) 1 /5-202:; de Gulmareans, La doectrine des theologıens sUr Immaculee
Conception de 250 1 350, Etudes Franciscaines (1952) 181-203; (1953) 2391

40) On thıs, SCC Oberman, The harvest of medieval theolog y (Cambrıdge, Mass.,

41) Werbeck, CIH.. 214-5, especlally
42) LOC cıt
43) Weyujenborg, Doctrina de Immaculata Conceptione apud oannem de

ESA., Magıstrum Luther Noviıtın, Irgo Immaculata Ooma,
44) Steinmetz, CIl 467
45) See Schüler, CIt:: Dettloff, Die Entwicklung der Akzeptations- und

Verdienstlehre VON Duns SKOtus his Luther ( Munster,
4()) Oberman, Cit.. 196, 204
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of justificatıon 1S hıs rejecti1on of naturalısm. The COnNcept of the influentia
generalis had een iınterpreted Dy Durandus 1ın purely deıst n 1ın
opposıtıon thıs, Gregory insısted upON the necessıty of urther
influentia specialis  47). The influentia generalis 1S present 1n all creatures
and all acts, but the influentia specialis 15 gıven only INan for the
performance of moral and mer1tor10us aCTts hıs specıal a1d 1S utterly
gratultous, and MaYy therefore be consıdered d ograce?”): In thıs, IHaYy
SCC instance of regory s ‘ Augustinianısm ” the need distingu-
iısh the naturalıa and gratulta which represents attempt the
dogmatıc Content of Augustine’s doetrine of Justiıficatıon wıthın quıte
dıfferent iıdeologıcal framework.

regory’'s doectrine of Justificatıon 1s probably est approached VIGA
hıs doectrine of predestination. Gregory defines predestination dAS the
decısıon gran eternal lıfe, and reprobatıon AS the decısıon nOoTL g  n
1t49) In thıs. he May be regarde dS followıng in the eneral Augustinıian
tradıtiıon of understandıng predestinatiıon dASs somethıng pOsIitLVe, eadıng

justificatiıon. Predestinatıion 1S utterly gratultous, and 15 not ase'
upDON foreknowledge of the uUusc made of the free will, OT of whether
obstacle 11] be placed iın the WdYy of 50) God 1S actıve, noTt passıve,
in both predestinatıon and reprobatıon. However, the MOST important
aspect of Gregory’'s discussıon of Justification relates the question of
the formal CAUSEe of justification. He distinguıshed [WO modes Dy which
soul 15 accepted Dy God>*)
a) INFFINSIC mode, Dy of informıng the soul;:

PXEFINSIC mode, Dy W  1C the dıvıne 11] accepts the soul eternal
ıfe

(irace INay therefore be understood either AS intrınsıc created
gıft, OI 4S the extr1insıc diviıne acceptatıon. The former, however, 15

contingent, and must ıtself be consıdered dAaSs secondary of
acceptatıon. (GG0od 1S al ıberty do ırectly what he normally oes
indırectly, hrough contingent secondary Causcs hus God normally

47) In II Sen!t dıst XXVIL, X XV111 ql ql (Venetils, fol 93 I260  A.E. McGrath  of justification is his rejection of naturalism. The concept of the influentia  generalis had been interpreted by Durandus in a purely deist sense; in  opposition to this, Gregory insisted upon the necessity of a further  influentia specialis*”). The influentia generalis is present in all creatures  and all acts, but the influentia specialis is given only to man for the  performance of moral and meritorious acts. This special aid is utterly  gratuitous, and may therefore be considered as grace*®). In this, we may  see an instance of Gregory’s ‘ Augustinianism ”” — the need to distingu-  ish the naturalia and gratuita which represents an attempt to preserve the  dogmatic content of Augustine’s doctrine of justification within a quite  different ideological framework.  Gregory’s doctrine of justification is probably best approached via  his doctrine of predestination. Gregory defines predestination as the  decision to grant eternal life, and reprobation as the decision not to grant  it*?). In this, he may be regarded as following in the general Augustinian  tradition of understanding predestination as something positive, leading  to justification. Predestination is utterly gratuitous, and is not based  upon foreknowledge of the use made of the free will, or of whether an  obstacle will be placed in the way of grace°°). God is active, not passive,  in both predestination and reprobation. However, the most important  aspect of Gregory’s discussion of justification relates to the question of  the formal cause of justification. He distinguished two modes by which a  soul is accepted by God*®*):  a) an intrinsic mode, by a habit of grace informing the soul;  b) an extrinsic mode, by \'vhich the divine will accepts the soul to eternal  life.  Grace may therefore be understood either as an intrinsic created  gift, or as the extrinsic divine acceptation. The former, however, is  contingent, and must itself be considered as a secondary cause of  acceptation. God is at liberty to do directly what he normally does  indirectly, through contingent secondary causes. Thus God normally  47) In II Sent dist xxvii, xxviii ql al (Venetiis, 1522) fol 931 ... homo, non potuit  absque speciali Dei auxilio facere aliquem actum moralem non cupabilem.  +8) In II Sent dist xxix ql al; fol 109M.  %9) In T Sehnt dist xl; sli' ql a2; fo1 157M:  50) £ol: 158B:  51) /n I Sent dost xvii ql a2; fol 85D ... dico quod aliquis potest dici gratus dupliciter;  uno modo demominatio intrinseca, ab habitu scilicet gratiae informante animam eius; alio  modo denominatio extrinseca, a voluntate divina acceptante ipsam ad vitam aeternam nisi  postea ipse peccaverit.OMO NO  — potult
absque specıalı De1l aux1ıl10 facere alıquem actum moralem NO  —; cupabılem.

48) In II Sent dıst IX gl al ; fol 09M
49) In Sent dıst XI ol1ı gl a2 fol 5/M
50) fol 58B
51) In Sent dost V11 ql @2 fol Xx 5[)260  A.E. McGrath  of justification is his rejection of naturalism. The concept of the influentia  generalis had been interpreted by Durandus in a purely deist sense; in  opposition to this, Gregory insisted upon the necessity of a further  influentia specialis*”). The influentia generalis is present in all creatures  and all acts, but the influentia specialis is given only to man for the  performance of moral and meritorious acts. This special aid is utterly  gratuitous, and may therefore be considered as grace*®). In this, we may  see an instance of Gregory’s ‘ Augustinianism ”” — the need to distingu-  ish the naturalia and gratuita which represents an attempt to preserve the  dogmatic content of Augustine’s doctrine of justification within a quite  different ideological framework.  Gregory’s doctrine of justification is probably best approached via  his doctrine of predestination. Gregory defines predestination as the  decision to grant eternal life, and reprobation as the decision not to grant  it*?). In this, he may be regarded as following in the general Augustinian  tradition of understanding predestination as something positive, leading  to justification. Predestination is utterly gratuitous, and is not based  upon foreknowledge of the use made of the free will, or of whether an  obstacle will be placed in the way of grace°°). God is active, not passive,  in both predestination and reprobation. However, the most important  aspect of Gregory’s discussion of justification relates to the question of  the formal cause of justification. He distinguished two modes by which a  soul is accepted by God*®*):  a) an intrinsic mode, by a habit of grace informing the soul;  b) an extrinsic mode, by \'vhich the divine will accepts the soul to eternal  life.  Grace may therefore be understood either as an intrinsic created  gift, or as the extrinsic divine acceptation. The former, however, is  contingent, and must itself be considered as a secondary cause of  acceptation. God is at liberty to do directly what he normally does  indirectly, through contingent secondary causes. Thus God normally  47) In II Sent dist xxvii, xxviii ql al (Venetiis, 1522) fol 931 ... homo, non potuit  absque speciali Dei auxilio facere aliquem actum moralem non cupabilem.  +8) In II Sent dist xxix ql al; fol 109M.  %9) In T Sehnt dist xl; sli' ql a2; fo1 157M:  50) £ol: 158B:  51) /n I Sent dost xvii ql a2; fol 85D ... dico quod aliquis potest dici gratus dupliciter;  uno modo demominatio intrinseca, ab habitu scilicet gratiae informante animam eius; alio  modo denominatio extrinseca, a voluntate divina acceptante ipsam ad vitam aeternam nisi  postea ipse peccaverit.1CO quod alıquıs pDotest 1C1 gratus duplıicıter ;

un moOodo demominatıo intrinseca, abh habıtu scılıcet gratiae informante anımam elus: lıo
modo denomıinatıo extrinseca, voluntate dıvına acceptante 1psam ad vitam aetfern: 1S1
pOostea ipse peccaverıt.
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acceptes the basıs of created grace informıng the soul of the Viator ;
however. AS (G0od hımself 1S the prıime of the secondary of
acceptatiıon S created graße),; he 1S al ıberty Dy-pass thıs. and acCcept
the soul ırectly Indeed. ıf 1S not contradıction assert that (jod
mıght-n0f aCccept soul In pOossession of of created OT

charıty 52) Thıs dıistincection between created and uncreated allows
Gregory that the uncreated gıft ıtself (1 the oly Spiırıt) 15 iıtself
sufficıent fOor acceptation wıthout the eed fOor an Y form OT If
example of thıs 1S requıred, Gregory poıints the CAasc of Jesus Chriıst
hıimself, wh: dıd nOoTt DOSSCSS of created Ihus Gregory 18
able tO maıntaın the poss1ıbılıty of purely extr1insıc Justıficatıon DY
sımple acceptatıon 53) 15 contradıction of the dıvıne reedom
that the possess1on of requıres God accept the soul possessing
€} ıf (30d acCcepts, ıt 15 utterly gratultous 21618 eESTOWE: uDON
the Vıator Oo€es not bestow Anı y worth hat Cannot be attrıbuted the
Holy Spirıt himself>*).

The importance of thıs diıscussıon of the ormal of Justıfiıcatiıon
Can be SCCI1 when ıt 1s compared wıth the treatment accorded ıt Dy
TIThomas of Strassburg. TIThomas states explıicıtly that the orma CaAausc of
Justiıfiıcatıon 15 the of created NU.: potest esse formaliter Deo

ANLSI Sıt Informatus gratia Deo creata””). The poss1ıbiılıty of
purely extr1nsıc acceptatıon 15 rejected, the grounds that rea] change
must ın INan, and that precisely such change 1S eifecte: Dy
gracer®): (Girace 1S aliquid realum IN anımda, IC alone renders
acceptable tO God>”) Thıs dısagreement NVOGI: the orma of
Justiıficatıon W as continue throughout the fourteenth and fifteenth
centurIies, wıth theologıans such AS Hugolıno of Orvıeto and Dıonysıus
of ontına favourıng the extr1nsıc acceptatıion, and others., such A

Johannes VO Retz, the intrinsıc.
Hugolıno of Orvıeto *13573) 18 distinguished AS ONC of the mMOSstT

52) In Sent dıst VI1 gl ä2; fol 870
53) Vıgnaux, Cit:: 145; In Sent dıst VI1 gl aı cıted Vıgnaux. loccıt. n. 1

54) In Sent dıst V11 al 2 fol R6F-G
55) In A Sent dıst XXVI; XXVI1 al al (Venetils, 1564) fol
56) Fol 1 78va contra Durandum).
57) Fol 1/8 rb Quantum ad prımum uas conclusıones. Prıma eSt; qüod

gratia gratificans 1105 Deo, ve]l DE QqUanı NOS gratl Deo, est alıquid creatum In anıma.
Secunda est, quod naturalı cogniıtione nullus potest certitudıinalıter in COZNOSCCIC
hulusmodi, quamvıscunque realıter Creatus s1ıt ın anıma SUuad
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conservatıve, antı-Pelagıan theologıans of the Augustinıan Order??): In
INany esp  9 hıs doetrine of Justiıficatıon resem bles that of Gregory of
Rımıinıi, tO whom he refers irequently. Like Gregory, he defines predest1-
natıon AS decısıon tO eternal ıfe soul, resulting ın the
followıng 0Ordo salutis??): praedestinatio condonatio vVocatıo
Iustificatio perseverat1io glorificatio.

As ıth both Gregory and IThomas, Hugolıino excludes the DOSS-
bılıty of certitude of election, eıther of oneself OT of another®°).
Hugolıino chares regory’s CONCETN the dıvıne reedom ın
respect of created habıts of E asserting the prıimacy of aCT of
dıvıne 11l VeTLr of No createdE actual OT abıtual, Can

render INan CD OT aCCepTus ad vıtam before (God AS

1ts Oorma effect®*). Thus, ın COMMNMON wıth Gregory of Rımıinıi. Hugolıino
understands the orma of justiıficatıon be the denominatio
extrinseca, the purely external dıvine acceptatıon eternal liıfe°*). Thus
the ffects of predestinatıion, such d aDıtua OT actual s  9 must be
SCOCI1 A arısıng from, and CONSCYUCNCC of, the dıvıne wiıll, and nOTL
themselves as causıng OT influencing the divıne ll ugolıno makes the
CUSLOMATY dıstinction between created and uncreated 9 noting that
it 1S possıble DOSSCSS the Jatter: but notLt the former®°°). If the posses1on
of of charıty 64) WeTC the orma of justification, ıt WOU.
follow that (Die the of charıty WOU effect what Was

approprıate the oly Spirit ° >) which 1S learly unacceptable. hus
ugolıno assıgns ınımal role charıty ıIn hıs discussıon of Justifi-
catıon, endıing K Justificatıon d dırect, personal aCT of God
himself, wıthout the usec of an y created intermediates. Thıs emphasıs
upON the dıvıne acceptatıon 1$ agaın evident iın hıs discussıion of meriıt :
the mer1tor10us character of aCtT depends upDON 1ts acceptatıon Dy God
Thıs discussıon of the PIIMAaCY of uncreated IVICT. created involves

58) Ssee references ın ote 33 Zumkeller refers hım the ertreter eınes
ausgesprochenen Augustinısmus ” ( Augustiniana (1954) 10)

59) In Sent dıst x 11 gl al; Cıtel Zumkeller, art cıt.. 119
60) In Sent dıst x 1111 q3 a PITOD. 4: cıted Zumkeller, art Cit:. 120
bl) Nulla gratia creata habıtualıs vel actualıs reddıt mentem, QUaIn informat, gratam

SCu vel 1)eo acceptam ad vitam aeterna: SIC, quod effectus ormalıs e1us.
62) Zumkeller, Cit.. O0
63) bıd., 35-9

Ihe fact that Hugolıno er1iticı1ses the importance of charıty ın Justificatıon 15 ıtself
departure from any ITrue ‘‘ Augustinianısm cf the discussıon of the SAIllc question In

Agostino Favaron1, elI0W
65) See Zumkeller, Cit:: 140 110 fOor discussıon of thıs point.
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frequent usc of the dıalectic between the [WO DOWCETIS of (30d 1C [alscs

nomiınalıstthe u of influence Hugolino’s doectrine of
Justıficatıon However d S Zumkeller has established °°) it 15 dıfficult
establısh an y nomiınalıst influences hıs discussıon of
Justificatıon hılst he uUscs the dıaleectic between the {[WO DOWCETIS h1s
discussıion andeeemployseethe eXIr1nNSICc denomiınatıon of the AaCCEepLATIO
divina ASs the tormal princıple of Justificatiıon 1l ADPCAIS that h1s use of
these Can be traced Bonaventure ÖT Scotus rather than Ockham
Hugoliıno teachıng Was developed Dy h1Is JUNIOT the er Dıionysıius
of ontına wh ectured the Sentences al Parıs the academıc VYCal
37/1 267) However whılst retaınıng the emphasıs upDON the AaCCeptali0
divina he hardens ugolıno eachıng [WO ımportant both
relatıng predestinatıon hılst ugolıno had conceded form of
Justiıfiıcatıon 1C COUuU be consıdered formaliter sed AON ad

Dıonysıius efused OW Justifiıcatıon of an y SOTrTt pa
from predestination ®© ®) Likewise he rejected the poss1ıbılıty of merT1

from predestinatıon hardenıng ugolıno teachıng the
mnatter®?)

u dıfferent OPINION Can be found the WT1 of Johannes
VO  —_ Retz (Tpost the second mem ber of the Augustinıan er
become professor of eology al the Universıty of Vienna ’°) 15 clear
hat Retz Was of the STrESS aı1d uDON the acceptaltio divina Dy
fellow-members of h1s er however a  oug he refers ugolıno
of Orvıeto frequently, he O€es nOot adop h1Is solution the problem of
the formal princıple of justification /*) Retz solution 1eS$ along INOTEC

egıdıan lınes followıng the footsteps of 11es of Rome and Ihomas
of Strassburg, both of whom he C1 frequently, the latter exXxtenso

Retz Call be regarde: 4S represenlng authentically egıdıan tradıtıon

66) Zumkeller CIl
67) Zumkeller DIonysıus de Montina CNn neuentdeckter Augustinertheologe des

Spätmittelalters (Würzburg, especlally 76
78 FOor Hugolıno’s eachıng the matter SCC Zumkeller(>8) Op CIl

Augustiniana (1954) 119
(79) Zumkeller Dionysıius de Montina
70) FOTr hI1s ıfe and works SCC Zumkeller Der Wıener Theologieprofessor

Johannes VO etz OSA en und Schriften, Augustiniana (1971) For hıs
doectrine of jJustificatıon, SCn the artıcles referred ote 33

Zumkeller, art CIU Augustiniana (1972) 184 ‘“ Wıe Johannes VO  — et7z
dıieser Zıtate durch dıe Lehrrichtung des Hugolın beeinflusst wurde, sıch schon

darın ass der acceptatıo dıvına der Rechtfertigungs und Verdienstlehre gul WIEC

keine Bedeutung einraum
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medıiated hrough Thomas, ManYy quest1ons: for example, he rejects
the opınıon hat dam possessed gratia gratium faciens before the Fall,
cıtıng Thomas of Strassburg ın support ‘*). Lıkewiıse. hıs discussıion of
the transmıssıon of orıgınal SIN 1S also heavıly dependent upDON ıles of
Rome ’°). Iso followıng ıles, he rejects the opınıon that INan Can

DTCDATC hımself fOor Justificatıon Dy hıs OW natural POWCTIS. Justification
involves transıtıon from form matter Just AdS natural form 15
converted natural matter by the actıon of natural the
transıtion {ifrom suppernatural form supernatural matter requıres the
actıon of supernatural a mOovıng the soul. Thıs u  9 1C

from ıles, Was also sed by Thomas, and it 1s easıly demonstrated
that here, AS elsewhere, etz 1S dependent upON him  74) 1S therefore
unremarkable that Retz cshould retaın the cConcept of aDbDıtua. A

aliquid creatum IN anima '”), 1C informs the soul, hereby makıng ıt
pleasıng God‘®) It 1S thıs of created and not external
divıne acceptatıon, 1C 15 the Oorma princıiple of Justiıficatıon.
Justification arı1ses hrough the pOossess1oN of intrınsıc qualıity of the
soul, nOoTt hrough extrinsıc acceptation ’ ’). Retz’ use of 1les and
IThomas suggests that he stood wıthın COMMMON Augustinıan tradıtion,
which o1ves hıs insıstence upON the necessIity of the of created
d the orma princıple of Justiıficatıon consıderable ımportance OUT

study
In addıtion the {[WO ““mayJorıty op1nı10ns ” the nature of the

orma princıple of Justiıficatıon wıthın the Augustiniıan rder, SOINC of
ıts indıvıdual theologıans appPCal ave adopted somewhat 1d10syncra-
t1C posit1ons fOor example, Agostino Favaronı and Johannes VO

Staupıitz. In hıs discussıion of Justificatiıon, Favaron1ı 7 1443) insısts

72) See Zumkeller’s dıtıon of Retz, in Augustiniana 29 (1972) cıted A

Textbeilage 126 (p F1 cıtıng Ihomas of Strassburg In Sent dıst XXVIL, XIX al a3 On
Giıles, SCC La alle, cıt

73) Zumkeller, Cit:. 124
74) Textbeilage HX cf Thomas, In Sent dıst XXVI, MX ql qa3
75) Textbeilage 44-46, cıtıng Ihomas, In Sent dıst XXVI,; XXMVI1 gl al
'76) Textbeilage 4X (nullus) potest SsSSC formalıter vel gratus 181 informatus

gratia Deo creata Sed quılıbet lustus fidelıs est formalıter Deo gratus. 6 TIThomas, In II
Sent dıst XXVI, XXVI11 al al

77) Textbeilage 55 Item falsum assumıtur In ista mı1nor1 quıa effectus ormalıs
praecedit formam, CU1uUS est effectus. Sed s5C gratum Deo est effectus ormalıs gratiae. ExX
hoc nım OMO formalıter 1Deo gratus RL, quıla gratia informatus est &: IThomas, In Sent
dıst XXVI; XXVI11I ql al
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the priority of charıty OVCI all other theologıca virtues ’®©). Far from
teaching Justificatıon sola fide d earlıer generatıon of scholars
appCar ave assumed ’?) Favaron1ı close tOo eachıng
Justiıficatıon sola carıtate: 1t 15 charıty alone DYy 1C INan 15 justıfıed 80)
Indeed, Justifyıng and charıty aATeC often iıdentıifıied by Favaron1®*).

that Favaron1 allots CArıtas the function of gratia Creala 1n the
eology of ıles of Rome, that, ın effect, harıty becomes the Oorma
princıple of Justification. By In hıs SCITIHNONS Job, VO taupıtz
( emphasısed the priorıty of gratia Increata VeT gratia creala the
mMOovemen of the soul towards (J0d ıIn Justificatıon 15 eifecte!| Dy the
indwellıng oly Spirıt 82) Indeed, 4S Steinmetz has pominted Oul, Staupitz
later aDPCAISs abandon the doectrine of the habitus altogether, ıth
increasıng emphasıs eing placed uDON the indwellıng of the oly
Spirite . However, taupıtz aAaDPCAaIS ave een eclect1ıic al thıs
poıint, for h1s discussıon of merıt makes 1t clear that the ratio meriıtı 15 the
extrinsıc denominatıon of the divıne acceptation 84)

The question of the ormal of Justiıficatıon 1S of consıderable
importance 1n establıshıng whether eilmnıte tradıtion, OI school of
hought, Can be sa1d ex1st wıthın the Augustinıian er in the later
1ıddle Ages OUur possıbilıties May be noted Aas the ormal E
princıple, of Justification:

the of created, informıng the soul;
the extrinsıc denominatıon of the dıvine acceptation;
the uncreated gift of the Holy Spirıt ;
the of charıty.

Of these. the first [WO AL the mMmOSstT frequently mentioned ; the first May
be regarde: as of Thomiuist, the second of Scotist, DTOVENANCO. It 1s
possıble ShOW hat there existed eilinıte tradıtıon wıthın the

'78) On Favaron1, SCC works referred in ote 373 Lutheran tendencıes In hıs wrıtings
WEIC alleged DYy A earlıer generation of scholars Nire üller, 20StINO Favaronı la

teolog1a di Lutero (Romae, On the priority of charıty, Nır de mer1to Christi, cıted
Joner, art cıt!. Augustiniana (1958) 309

79) See uüller, Cit.. Iso hıs Luthers theologische Quellen (Glessen, Iı}

80) JToner, Cit.. 47 Sola carıtas In homiıne est DCI essentiam SU amı Wra iustitia
DCI QqUamMı OMO iustificatur juste Vivıt Deo

81) Op Git. 316Augustinianism?  265  the priority of charity over all other theological virtues’®). Far from  teaching justification sola fide — as an earlier generation of scholars  appear to have assumed”’®) — Favaroni comes close to teaching  justification sola caritate: it is charity alone by which man is justified  80)_  Indeed, justifying grace and charity are often identified by Favaroni®*).  It seems that Favaroni allots to caritas the function of gratia creata in the  theology of Giles of Rome, so that, in effect, charity becomes the formal  principle of justification. By contrast, in his sermons on Job, von Staupitz  (+1524) emphasised the priority of gratia increata over gratia creata: the  movement of the soul towards God in justification is effected by the  indwelling Holy Spirit ??). Indeed, as Steinmetz has pointed out, Staupitz  later appears to abandon the doctrine of the habitus altogether, with  increasing emphasis being placed upon the indwelling of the Holy  Spirit®). However, Staupitz appears to have been an eclectic at this  point, for his discussion of merit makes it clear that the rafio meriti is the  extrinsic denomination of the divine acceptation ®*).  The question of the formal cause of justification is of considerable  importance in establishing whether a definite tradition, or school of  thought, can be said to exist within the Augustinian Order in the later  Middle Ages. Four possibilities may be noted as the formal cause, or  principle, of justification:  1. the habit of created grace, informing the soul;  2. the extrinsic denomination of the divine acceptation;  3. the uncreated gift of the Holy Spirit;  4. the habit of charity.  Of these, the first two are the most frequently mentioned; the first may  be regarded as of Thomist, the second of Scotist, provenance. It is  possible to show that there existed a definite tradition within the  78) On Favaroni, see works referred to in note 33. Lutheran tendencies in his writings  were alleged by an earlier generation of scholars — see A.V. Müller, Agostino Favaroni e la  teologia di Lutero (Romae, 1914). On the priority of charity, see de merito Christi, cited  Toner, art. cit., Augustiniana 8 (1958) p. 309 n. 52.  79) See Müller, op. cit.; also his Luthers theologische Quellen (Giessen; 1912),p..11:  80) Toner, op. cit., p. 312 Sola caritas in homine est per essentiam suam vera iustitia  per quam homo iustificatur et iuste vivit coram Deo.  81) Op. cit., p. 316 n. 82 ... de gratia iustificante quam frequenter nominat caritatem  que est gratia gratum deo reddens et accepta.  82) Steinmetz, op. cit., p. 106. Staupitz appears to come close to identifying grace  with the Holy Spirit at points.  83) Steinmetz, op. cit., pp. 106-7.  84) cited Steinmetz, op. cit., p. 95 n. 3. It appears that Gerson is the source of this  doctrine of acceptation.de gratia iustificante quUamı frequenter nomiınat carıtatem

quC est gratia gratum deo eddens accepla.
82) Steinmetz, Ci,. 106 Staupitz appCals OINEC close identifyıng

ıth the Holy Spirıt al points.
83) Steinmetz, Git:: 06-7
84) cıted eınmetZz, Git:: 05 It appCars that (jerson 15 the SOUTCEC of thıs

doectrine of acceptation.
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Augustinian er fOor both these Op1IN10NS, ınvolvıing noTt merely the
acceplance of the Op1In10Ns of earlıer doctors, but also reference and
cıtatıon from theır works. The [WO 18 chools of hought wıthın the
Augustinman er durıng the fourteenth CeNtury INaYy be represented
thus

(Aquınas) 11es of Rome Thomas of Strassburg Johannes
VO  e} Retz:

(Scotus Gregory of Rıminı ugolıno of Orvıeto Dıonysius
of ontına.
In addıtion, other opını10ns such that those of Favaron1ı OT Stauptiz
INaAaYy be noted, 16 cCannot be accomodated these

1s clear, therefore, that ONC cannot spea of d sıngle tradıtıon
thıs question wıthın the Augustinıan ET of the fourteenth and
fiıfteenth centuriIies. ere existed al least [WO maın bodies of Opınıon,
each of which reflects the dıfferent of 10 dIC often
hought be characterıstıic of the Y HOMNSt? and ‘ Scotiıst ” chools
hılst each body Was concerned ıth the refutatıon of Pelagıanısm, the

by IC they chose refute 1t WEeIC dıfferent One 1S therefore
ace!| wıth the VeC dıfficult question of whether the doectrines of
Justıficatıon assoclated wıth the Augustinıan er In the per10d dIC

Thomist OT Scotist ın OT1g1N, but influenced unusual extfent Dy
‘ Augustıinıian ” consiıderatıions, 0J8 whether they Caln be sa1d represent
‘ Augustinıian ” doectrines of Justiıfıcatıon influenced Varıous degrees Dy
Thomısm 0)8 Scotism. Furthermore, it 111 be evıdent that theu
of opınıon existing wıthın the Augustinian er thıs, and other,
atters, makes it imposs1ble spea of °“ medieval Augustinıian
tradıtıiıon ” wıthın the er for such sıngle tradıtıon exXx1sts. hılst
ONC Can point generally antı-Pelagıan sSTtance the part of the
theologıans of the rder., it must also be pointed Out that certaın of ıts
theologıans such dAS Bartholomäus VO Usıngen AaDPCal adop
doectrines of Justificatiıon VC sımılar that of Gabriel Biel ®}

In conclusıon: ave examıned the evidence fOor the existence of
* medieval Augustinıan tradıtiıon ” Justificatiıon, and ave found
instead perplexingly TOA|u of Opını1o0n, iıtself reflecting the
theologıca dıversıty of the later 1ıddle Ages Any attempt descr1ibe
ONC partıcular secti1on of thıs ASs ‘ Augustinian ” must be
regarde: AS imposing prec1si1on uDON the term which it 15 incapable of

85) Hıs doctrine of jJustificatıon ..  15 clearly Pelagıan ”: Oberman, Cit: 181
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bearıng Consıderable dıversıty has already een demonstrated wıthın
the Augustinıan er epistemological mätters”); and the
methodology be Ollowe!' In the theologica enterprise. should
therefore COMEC d > rea]l surprIise that d sımılar dıversıty eX1Ists the
question of Justiıfication. hılst it 15 permissıble tO spea of antı-Pelagıan
theologies of Justification 1ın later scholastıcısm, it 1S not DIODCTI, the
basıs of the evidence avaılable, refer thıs das ““school ” 0)8

°"tradıtion ” both of IC ımply consıderabily greater coherence than
1S actually OUN! As Zumkeller has shown, the iımperfection of human
works Was frequent theme ın later medieval preaching ®’), hereby
dıspelling °“ dıe abelr von der katholischen Werkheıilıgkeıit ” 88) but the
actual employe In refuting anYy such Werkheiligkeit varıecd
consıderabiy. Consıderabily INOTC work Must be one before the question
of “°“the medieval Augustinıan tradıtıon Justıficatiıon ” Can be consıde-
red tO ave een definıtely answered: however, al thıs9 the evidence
aAaDPDCAaIs suggest that there actually ex1isted Man Yy medieval tradı-
t10ns, each claımıng be Augustinılan, that the term really has value

the hıstor1an the theologıan, and therefore oug be abandone
We suggest that the choıice of alternatıve term deser1ibe the
mMmoOovements in question COUuU profitably be eierre untıl scholarshıp has
establıshe ıth greater what eadıng features, ıf anyYy, dIC

charaeteristic of them

CGOGRATH

86) See Zumkeller, Die Augustinerschule des Mittelalters
87) Zumkeller, [)Das Ungenugen der menschlıichen er be]l den deutschen

Predigern des Spätmittelalters, Zeitschrift für katholische Theologie (1959) 265-305
88) Ibıd., 305


