
TIHE LAST ONGRUOQOU

The ate Augustine has een and 1S ST1 unpopular and
terrifyıng gure Man Yy people*). In hıs later he resolutely
asserted aDsolute priorıty In the DIOCCS of the creature’s
salvatıon. Because thıs dıvıne sovereignty seemed eney the 1berty Öl
the human eing, thıs assertion caused and ST1 Causcs VIZgOrOuUS
opposıtıon. John Burnaby, for example, who tudied Augustine’s
hought love In detaıl, expressed hıs impression: early all that
Augustine after hıs seventieth VYCar 1$ the work of 1990200| whose
CNCISY had burnt itself Oul, whose love had W

want in hıs reexamıne Augustine’s understandıng of the
relatıon between dıvıne and human ıberty ll that
Augustine’s hought dıvıne and human lberty in h1s later

o€es not INCAan the exhaustion of his W of hought, but cshows
the maturıty 16 resulte from eiffort that COu synthesıze dıvıne

and human ı1berty ıll assert urther that Augustine dıd nOT

change hıs basıc hought thıs matter SINCEe h1ıs Hirst d1scoverYy ın De
diversis quaestionibus ad Simplicianum®). Burns recently made
NC  S etaıle'‘ study of thıs long-discussed problem. Through hıs genetic
methodology, he traced the development and the change in Augustine’s
thought durıng hıs long delıberatiıon and in hıs V1gorous polemical
CONLrOVerSYy agaınst elagıan groups”). ıll elaborate M Y assertion
through erıticısm of Burns’ important work.

ROTTMANNER, L augustiniısme, traduction de Liebaert, ans Melanges de
SCIENCE religieuse, Ime annee, Cahıler VT1 1949, 31-48, depicted the SCVOIC figure of
the ate Augustine masterfully.

BURNABY, Amor Dei Study of the Religion of Saint Augustine, London, 1938,
231

Ekugene JT ESELLE, Augustine the Theologian, London, 1970, 333-334, perce1ved
A sharp change” of emphasıs in 418 and 13 heightened interlorızatıon of Augustine’s
understandıng of man’s relatıon God’” But he thought that “There 1S change,
thınk, in Augustine’s psychology””. Gotthard NYGREN, Das Prädestinationsproblem INn der

Theologie Augustins, Lund, 1956, 458, asserts the consıstency of Augustine’s thought
the problem of predestinatıon. °*°Hr bleibt dem Aufrıss der Probleme VO  —; Sıimplicıianum
seın BAanNZCS en geLireu, obwhol dıe Predestinationslehre spater AdUs ausseren CGrunden
immer tarker be1 ıhm hervortritt, bedeutet das nıchts princıpiell Neues’”.

* Patout BURNS, The development of Augustine s doctrine of operatıve
Parıs, 1980,
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IHE AÄABANDONMENT IHE TITHEORY CONGRUOUS VOCATION ?

Burns admıts that Augustine’s thought of the dıvıne sovereignty
OVeCT the human 111 Was sustaıned almost unchanged from the time of
1ts first discovery 1in Simplicianum untıl hıs ast day But Burns
asser{ts that hıs explanatıon of the WaYys and by 16 God
achleves hıs alvıfıc > that 1S, hıs explanatıon of the dıvıne
operatıon the human will, Was perceptively hanged durıng LWenTLY
ears?) In hIs rst discovery of the operatıve In Simplicianum,
Burns insısts, Augustine Sa  < the dıvıne operatıon only iın the
manıpulatıon of the envıronmental E Dy 1C (10d persuades
man’s ll externaliy®): Burns thıs WaVY of persuasıon
"CONZru0uS vocatıon' accordıng the texi of Simplicianum f Z 13
The CONSTUOUS vocatıon, Burns urther asserts, PT'  S Zg00d
dısposıtion 1C (GG0d provıdes dıvıne vocatıon ’). Burns contends
that after 418 Augustine abandone the theory of the "CONZru0uS
vocatıon') and substituted for ıt the theory of the “inter1o0r grace‘, 16
ırectly man’s will, and produces g00d will®) The human
CONsentTt by IC ONMNC belıeves In God 1S attrıbuted the Holy Spirıt.

have the followıng [WO questions about thıs assertion.
Is the CONSTUOUS vocatıon 1c 1S descer1bed In Simplicianum

ruly imıted the dıvine manıpulatıon of the external and O€es
it PTESUDDOSC g00d human dısposıtion?

Does the dırect operatıon of the SO-Calle “nterlior grace‘ upDOnN
man’s 111 ın hıs later xclude the character of vocatıon and reject
the human role of respondıng the vocatıon?

I1 I{[HE CONGRUOUS OQUALSTIONIBUS
SIMPLICIANUM

Let us read carefully the second question of the Nirst book of De
diversis quaestionibus ad Simplicianum ıIn order tO find Augustine’s iIrue
intention, ı( made hım spea of the CONSTUOUS vocatıon. Thıs
section treats the questi1onsa ar1se from the nınth hapter of Paul’s

BURNS,
I 45
Iı 155
I | 58
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Epistle Romans, especılally the question about the electiıon and
rejection of Isaac’s children?).

In the rst place, Augustine describes Paul’s intention in thıs
chapter: Et DrIMO intentionem nostoli, GQUAE DEr Epistolam vıget,
tenebo, QUAN consulam. Haec est M, Ul de ODeErUumM merıitis ANemÖo

glorietur, de quibus audebant Israelitae gloriari, quod datae sIbi legi
servıssent, el hoc evangelicam gratiam tamquam debitam mMeriftLs SULS
percepissent, qula legi serviebant+). The xample of aCcCo and sau
SCTVCS LO ıllustrate mMOSstT obviously Paul’s intention. The pomınt 1C
Paul grasped In thıs example 18 expressed In the followıing [WO

proposıtions: Non operibus, sed vocante **) and Non volentis
currenti1s, sed mMmiserentis es!i Dei*c). Augustine interprets the rst A4AS

the NnNOunNCemMeNnT of the priority C the of al has OVCT the
human meriı1ts of ( IThen he CXDTCSSCS hıs 1919  S understandıng,
1C 1S dıstinguıishe from hıs former ON  q According tOo hıs He  S

understandıng, the al itself cshould be regarde A dıvıne o
though he OrmEerTIY regarde the al A the ÄäCT 1C 15 NOT gıft, but
c 15 In nes power+*“*). The proposıtiıon, Non operibus, sed
vocantibus 1S NO be understood d the proclamatıon that the dıvıne
vocatıon precedes all human merıts includıng the al iıtself. But ere 1S

peculıar ıfhıculty. question arıses., dıd nOoTL SsSau gel the
dıvine vocatıon 1C WOU hım {O beheve In God? When INan

AdNSWETS hıs question, °°“ Because sau dıd nOoTL want belıeve. then
INan Can infer that aCo gol the mercıful vocatıon because of hıs
wıllıngness belıeve, and that aCo had what he had not accepted, that
18 hıs meriıt of eeds, of 1C he Call be TOU! Thıs 1S the ıflıculty
1C. 1S inherent 1n the schema “‘vocatiıon-response'. Thıs schema a1ms
al establıshıng the dıvıne priorıty of the vocatıon the ONC hand and
protecting the spon  us decisıon of the human ıll the other

MARAFIOTI, Alle orıgine del eOrema della praedestinazione ( Simpl. E Z 1 3-22),
in Studia Ephemeridis Augustinianum 25 Congresso internazıonale gost1ino nel XVI
centenarıo della Conversl1one, tt1 IL, Roma, 1987, 265, made sharp analysıs of the
ex{i of Simplicianum k Z R He regards the theory of "CONZTU0US vocatıon’
provısıonal attempt solve the question of Fsau’s rejection. He SdYS, °“°La V1a
vocatıo CONZTUA, quındı, NO da pıenamente ragıone del che Esau NO  —_ abbıa
Mcevuto la grazla, Agostino la abbandona ”.

10) De diversis quaestionibus ad Simplicianum, 1, 2
11) The Epıistle the Romans 9,
12) The Epıistle the Romans 9,
13) Simpl., 1, Z
14) De diversis quaestionibus DE A, 68,
15) Impl., [, Z
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However, In order protect the human u  Yy of decısıon, INan

must concede the meriıt of e and the ground of human prıde
Augustine had discovered the lıberty of the human 111 In the long
struggle agaınst Manıchean determinısm*°). He COUu leave thıs
fact of human ıberty But he had also understand Paul’s intention
that INan cshould noTt be Prou: of hıs meriıts. The ıfliculty 1S immanent
In the cooperatıon between God and human eing Thıs cooperatıon 15
expressed In the tollowıng entfence Ut velimus enım el SUUM voluit el

nostrum*'). Augustine poılnts out the COTC of thıs ıflıculty. Nam S
propterea solum diectum esl, Non volentis Currenti1s, sed miserentLis
est Dei quU1a voluntas hominis sola AON suffıcit el Juste VLVAMUS, ALSI
adjuvemur misericordia Deli; potest el hoOc mMmoOodo diei, Lg&1itur AON mMiserentis
est Del, sed volentis est hominis, qu1a misericordia Deı sola AON sufficit,
ALSI CONSECNSUS nNOSIrae voluntatis addatur*®). When INan NTts tO protect
human Sp  us Wwill, INan must also admıt the CoOonsent of human
ıll AS the sıgn of human meriıts. In order defend Paul’s intention
wıthout denyıng the human respondıng faculty, INa  —_ Must make
CONSPICUOUS the aDSOlIute priority of the dıvine callıng ın the mıdst of
the schema, ‘vocatıon-response’.

Augustine makes the rst Step toward the solutiıon of the ıficulty
Dy statıng 4S ollows manifestum esl, frustra NOS ve. ALSI Deus
mMmisereatur : llud NEeSCLO quomodo dicatur, frustra Deum misererl,
ALSI HOS velimus. 7 enım Deus miseretur, etiam volumus*?). When God
has then also ave ıll The dıvine 1c CAausecs the
human 11] CXDTCSSCS the dıvıne sovereignty OVver the human ll The
CONnsent of the human ıll 1$ indeed indıspensable for the schema
‘vocatıon-response’, but INan Can noT 11] wıthout But
how 1S it possıble that such takes effect? In order {O
explaın thıs, Augustine AaSSsSer{Is the "CONgZgru0QusS vocatıon..
and vocatıon 1S NnOTL the SdIlNle The vocatıon has NOT the aDSOlute
sovereignty OVCTI the human ıll Man Cal kejeet the dıvine callıng.
Therefore, the followıing g00d ın hıs phase Non

1.6) etfer Brown, ÄAÄugustine of Hippo London, 1967, D 5% pomnted Out the
Manıchean ack of for the ension wıthın the ll ıtself in the followıng words,
complexıtıies of ou of ignorance, deep-rooted tensions wıthın the cıtadel of the wıll
ıtself, AdTIC delıberately gnored in Manıchaelsm. Wıth all theır talk of ‘setting-free’, the
Manıchees had [OOMN, In theır relıg10us language, for INOTEC subtle DTOCECSSCS of growth
for ‘healıng”, for "renewal’.

17) Simpl. [, Z
18) I« 1, Z
19) Ihid.
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miserentLis es!t Del, sed volentis est AhOmInNnIS. The ONC who Can respond
dıvine vocatıon 1$ the ONeC who Caln understand the vocatıon. Then

the dıvine o€s nOotL SCCINMN ave the absolute eicacy The ONEC

who responds dıvine callıng be able be prou: of the
faculty Dy 1C he Cal respond ıt Augustine Cal noTt admıt such
human boast The prımal 1CASON why INan Cal espond dıvine
vocatıon 1S nol hat he has the faculty respond il but that God
has hım and provıdes "CONZTrU0OUS vocatıon' hım If (G0d
had called hım ın WAdVYV, 1C 1S LOO hıgh for hım understand, he
coul not respond ıt (God provıdes another vocatıon person
who faıled vocatıon, ıf God has for hım God eeps
provıdıng the vocatıions ONC after another untıl the INan al ast gTrasp>S
the dıvıne vocatıon. has absolute efcaCcy hrough the
"CONgru0uSs vocatıon.. Thıs dıvine effcaCcy through the CONZTUOUS
vocatıon 1S the irue 1CASONMN why DCTSON Can respond tO vocatıon. All
depends upDON Man’s faculty plays decısıve role. Burns
asSserts hat CONSTUOUS vocatıon ““requıired pr10r g00d dısposıtıon LO
1C the preacher COU appeal””*°). ere ATIC indeed such But
hat 1S not the pomint of the 'CONgTrUOUS vocatıon)'. If all CONZTUOUS
vocatıons require such g00d disposıt1ons, God Can noTl call PCISONMN
who has such go0od dısposıtıion. God COUu SAaVC only the INan wh
has g00d abılıty {O belıeve But thıs 15 absurd. For God has all

call sultably the INan who has heart and rebels agaınst God,
ıf God has upON hım All depends uDON

TIhe concludıng part of the first book suggests that the CONSTUOUS
vocatıon O€es not PrTreESsUupPPOSC the g0o0d disposıtion of the human eing
(Augustine stated thıs senten A regards the TeCasomn of the election, but
the CONZTUOUS vocatıons ATIC Dy whiıich the lected ATC unfaılıngly
invıted God Therefore this sen has do ıth the CONZTUOUS
vocatıon.) Non enım CO quod nNtuear INn eligendis hominibus ad
gratiam salutarem, SZ ad eXamen UJUS electionts aliqua cogitatione
permuittor, ANLSI vel MAJUS Ingenium, vel MINOFAa DEeCCALA, vel
ddamus etiam, si placet, honestas utilesque doctorinas. OuLsSquis ergo
fuerit, GUUPN MINIMLS peccatıs Irretitus maculatus (nam nullis qulLS
potest?) el UCer IngZen10, el liberalibus artibus expolitus, eligendus videtur
ad gratiam. Sed CU. hoc ıta ıdebit Tle qul infırma mundı
elegit ul confundat fortia, el stulta mundı ul confundat sapıentes, ul eU.:

Intuens el pudore Correcltus, CZ irriıdeam multos el DYdeE quibusdam

20) URNS, 0 155
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pneccatoribus castiores el DYde quibusdam DISCALOFIOUS oratores**).
Augustine urther Paul’s Conversion ASs the Case of the MOST
rebellıous ıll eTe 1S princıpal dıfference between hıs narratıon
and the ONEC in later Quid olehat Saulus ALSI Iinvadere, trahere,
vVincere, HeCare christianos? Quam rabida voluntas, qUAM furiosa, qQUAM
caeca! qul UNd desuper VOCEe DFrOSTFraltus, OCCurenle utique talı VLSO,
GUO Mens Ila el voluntas refracta SaECeVILLA retorqueretur ad fıdem, repente
2 Evangelii mirabilıiD mirabilior praedicator effectus est26):
The CONSZTUOUS vocatıon works uDON such rebellious ıll and uDOonN
such bad dısposition. Burns’ lımıtatıon of the dıvıne operatıon only
the ONC 106 works upON g00d dısposıtion 1S nNnOT COrrect

Burns urther lımıts the WAaY of the CONSTUOUS vocatıon only
enviıronmental CONSTUOUS vocatıon worked by the
adaptatıon of envıronmentals especılally knowledge, the pri10r
dısposıtions of indıvıdual””*>). But Augustine characterızes the
dıvıne vocatıon Dy the expression IC suggests the OCCUTTENCEC caused
Dy internal admonition: Incipit homo percıpere gratiam, qUO
INCIDLE Deo credere, vel iInterna vel exltierna admonitione ad fıdem,650  E. KATAYANAGI  peccatoribus castiores et prae quibusdam piscatoribus oratores?*).  Augustine further narrates Paul’s conversion as the case of the most  rebellious will. There is no principal difference between this narration  and the one in later years. Quid volebat Saulus nisi invadere, trahere,  vincere, necare christianos? Quam rabida voluntas, quam furiosa, quam  caeca! qui tamen una desuper voce prostratus, occurente utique tali viso,  quo mens illa et voluntas refracta saevitia retorqueretur ad fidem, repente  ex Evangelii mirabili persecutore mirabilior praedicator effectus est??).  The congruous vocation works upon such a rebellious will and upon  such a bad disposition. Burns’ limitation of the divine operation only to  the one which works upon a good disposition is not correct.  Burns further limits the way of the congruous vocation only to  environmental means. ‘“The congruous vocation worked by the  adaptation of environmental means, especially knowledge, to the prior  dispositions of an individual”’??). But Augustine characterizes -the  divine vocation by the expression which suggests the occurrence caused  by internal admonition: /ncipit autem homo percipere gratiam, ex quo  incipit Deo credere, vel interna vel externa admonitione motus ad fidem,  ... sed nullo modo autem credidisset, nisi vel secretis per visa mentis aut  spiritus, vel manifestioribus per sensus corporis admonitionibus vocaretur?*),  Burns apologizes for his limitation by saying that ‘Like the interior  illumination which manifests truth and the admonition of the law  which indicates justice, the persuasive call to believe move the will by  giving knowledge. All three are effective in gaining the consent of the  will, but all three are external to it, located in the intellect”’?5). But I  doubt whether Augustine distinguishes the will from the intellect as  located in a different space. Augustine indeed distinguishes the will  from the intellect, but not as though each were located externally?®).  The intellect should be admitted within, in the will. Augustine never  admits the will which implies no knowledge. The unconscious knowledge  drives will’s search to know. And the will does not rest unless he clearly  grasps the knowledge which drives him unconsciously?7). When man  feels persuaded, then the intellect works not only externally, but also  2)_Ad Sımpl 4,2.22.  <°), 7010  23) JP.BURNS. 0,60)'p. 145  24) Ad Simpl., 1, 2, 2.  25) J.P. BURNS, 0o.c., p. 44.  26) ‚De trinitate X, 11, 18.  27) De trinitate X, 1; 1.X, 2,4.sed NU. modo credidisset, ALS1 vel secretLis Der VLSCA MentLiSs aul

SDIFLIUS, vel manifestioribus Der SCHSUS COrpOrLS admonitionibus vocaretur**),.
Burns apologızes for hıs lımıtatıon by sayıng that “Like the interio0r
ıllumınatıon which manıfests truth and the admoniıtion of the law
1C indıcates Justice, the persuasıve call lO belıeve INOVC the ıll DYy
1VvINng knowledge. All three dIC effective In gaınıng the CONsent of the
will, but all three dIC external it, ocated In the Iintellect}-s %. But
ou whether Augustine dıstiınguıishes the l from the intellect d
ocated In dıfferent Augustine indeed dıstinguishes the 11]
from the intellect, but nOoT 4S though each WEeEeTIC ocated externally*®).
The intellect should be admıtte' wıthın, In the ll Augustine
admıts the ll ic implıes knowledge. The UNCONSCIOUS knowledge
drıves wıll search know. And the ll O€s nOoT rest unless he learly
STasSpS the kKnowledge c drıves hım unconsciously“* ’). When INan
eels persuaded, then the intellect works nOoTt only externally, but also

21) Simpl. 8 Z
22) Ihid.
23) BURNS, 0 145
24) Simpl. F 2
25) URNS,
26) De frinıtate . IL
27) De ftrinıtate . @ 19 X; 2
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inwardly, wıthın the 111 Burns’ understandıng of the relatıon between
l and intellect 1S LOO0 NaITOW, and thıs NAaArTOoWwWnNess drıves hım
dıstinguısh the CONSTUOUS vocatıon In Simplicianum artıfıclally from
the “inter10r grace‘ iın later

111 I{[HE

The Donatiıst Cl  rOVerSYy and the elagıan CONLTOVEISY made
Augustine deepen hıs hought the relatıon between dıvıne and
human ıll But 0€s thıs deepening of hıs understandıng INCcCAN the
change of hıs princıpal thought and abandonment of the theory of the
"CONZTrU0OUS vocatıon?

er 418 Augustine perceptively emphasızes the innerly-workıng
dıvıine The followıng sentience ın De gratia Christi shows learly
the change of the SITESS ıIn Augustine’s thought. Haec gratia $Z doctrina
dieenda SE SIC dicatur, ul altius el Inter1us A Deum CÜU. ineffabili
SudaVvıtate credatur infundere, AON solum per C ON qul plantant el rıganit
eXtrTINSECUS, sed etiam DEr seipsum qul Incrementum SUUM minıstrat
occultus, 1ta ul AHAON ostendat tantummodo verıtatem, etiam ımpertiat
charitatem. SIiC enım docet Deus CO qul secundum propositum vocaltı
SUNLlT, sımul donans el quid SCILrEe, el quod SCIUNLF agere*®),. elagıus
admıts the dıvıne operatıon the human will, but through the law and
doetrine. ese dıvıne operatıons somehow resemble Augustine’s dıvine
vocatıon. In order make clear the dıfference, Augustine the
innerly-operatiıng dıvıne Lebourlhier pomted Out the change of
Augustine’s hought al the time when Augustine WTOTle De correptione
el gratia -4 “Il semble 1en quUuC le systeme de la ‘Vvocatıo
congrua‘ so1t depasse, quC Dieu borne plus trıompher des
volontes reDelles adaptant habılement ‘vocatıo’ leurs dısposıit10ons,
maıs qu’ı le DOUVOIF d’agır dırectement hntime des volontes DOUT
les transformer elles-memes ei dapter d’abord leurs disposıtions la
:VOCatlo 7: Followıng thıs asserti1on. Burns attempted
elaborate the hypothesis. ‘“ Augustine abandone the eOrYy of CONversion

TheDy vocatıon adapted the prı0r disposıtion of the elect

28) De gratia christi el de DEeCCALO originali 1, 13
29) LEBOURLIER, FB responsabilite du pecheur, ans Augustinus agister, cies

U, Parıs, 1954, 299, dıd nol, however, deny CONZTUOUS vocatıon ın Augustine’s aifer
works. He SaVYS, OO sulvant, de la meme date, montfre bıen QUC, Sß {  ] |’a
perfectionne, saınt Augustin nıa surement Das abandonne le schema de Ia ‘vocatıo

‚kCON£ZTUQ
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CONZIUOUS vocatıon requıred in the elect capacıty and dısposıtıon
belıeve ın Chriıst and ask for assıstance. Thıs dısposıtion had
een provoke: and cultıvated DYy the threat of damnatıon in the law
The theory iıtself Was,’ esigne: maıntaın the integrity of
the human 11] and the of ıts of al by utılızıng
envıronmental influences. rather than the infusıng of 11  S dısposıti1ons
and willıng, explaın the efficacy of the dıvıne operatıon”*9). The
change of emphasıs Can be perce1ved MOST clearly in the explaınıng of
the DTOCCSS of cConvers1ion. Augustine NO SaYyS that the cCoNnversion 1$
caused nOT Dy the external vocatıon, but Dy the dıvıne dırect operatıon

the human ıll The CONversion consısts iın the spring from
unwiıllıngness belıeve ın (G0d wıllıngness. OulLs trahitur, S17 1LAM
volehat? el Nemo venıt, ANLSL velit, trahitur Er Z MIFLS mMOdiIs, ul velit,
ab Ilo qul nNOVvıt INtTUS INn LDSLS hominum cordibus operarl, HON ul homines,
quod fıeri AON potesT, nolentes credant, sed ul volentes nolentibus
fant?*): But o€es thıs change of STreSsSs INcan the abandonment of the
theory of "CONgru0uUS vocatıon ? Indeed the vocatıon concedes the KEeY-
posıtıon LO the human eing, because the final dec1ısıon lıes In the
human cConsent But the ninal intention of the "CONZru0uS vocatıon'
1Cc Augustine introduced ın Simplicianum 1S nNnOT the protection of
the human D but the pomitıng Out of the omnıpotent dıvıne
Dılıty accommodate human deficıencıies, 1C Can noTt easıly
respond the dıvıine vocatıon. TIhe CONZTUOUS vocatıon CXDICSSCS the
dıvıne actıvıty 1C increases ıts intensıty In proportion the degree
of the ack of the humanu The adjective "CONZru0uS’ o€es
not CAÄDICSS the aptıtude of the human dısposıtion, but the dıvıne
adaptabiılıty the human ımpotence.

Augustine became ou of humanuLNOTITIC and INOTC In
the PTOCCSS of elagıan CONLrOVEeTSY. seemed Augustine that the
vocatıon 1cC presupposed 111 wıth few deficıency of the respondıng
faculty had INOTC effect And the possı1ıbılıty of respondıng the
vocatıon seemed gradually dısappear. Ere remaıns solely the ONC

human ıll 1C 1€e6S$ ın the innermost human eing Thıs l oe€es nOT
desıre al an y rate Dy hımself LO belıeve In God Is there an Yy "CONZru0QUS
vocatıon’ 1C Can excıte hıs ıll G(0d? The ate Augustine dıd not
Sa Y that there 1S vocatıon 1C Cal be CONSTUOUS hıs wiıll, but

30) BURNS, 9
31) Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum { 19,
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pominted Out the ast CONZTUOUS vocatıon 1C ırectly upON
the human ıll TIhe ate Augustine dıd nOL, therefore, bandon the
theory of CONZTUOUS vocatıon, he dıd noTt substıitute for it the theory of
the inter10r He searched the ast possıbılıty of the CONSTUOUS
vocatıon and oun ıt in the operatıve 1C ırectly works uDON
the human ıll Augustıine had already hought of the exireme CAdsSC In

Simplicianum, that 1S, the Casec of STtUuUDDOrNn heart 1C obstinately
rebels agaınst God He asks whether there 15 not CONSTUOUS vocatıon

thıs heart, and rejects hıs supposıtion, sayıng Outs audeat dicere
defuisse Deo modum vocandı, QUO etiam ESau ad ed fıdem entem

applicaret, voluntatemque conjugeret, INn qUd AaACo Justificatus est? Quod
7 QUOGQUE potest AA obstinatio voluntatis, ul CONIFAa mMmoOdos
VOCAaLIONLS obdurescat mentiSs aversiO ; quaerıtur de divina Sıf
LDSC duritia, CÜ| Deus deserit HON SIC vocando, uOMOdOo ad fıdem moverlı
potesT. QOuls enım dicat modum GUO e1 persuaderetur ul crederet, etiam
Omnipotenti defuisse?**),. Any stubbornness and an Yy bad l of human
eing Can nNOT make nvalıd the dıvine 111 invıte and SdaVC the DCISON

whom God has God has all call and SaVC human
eing, ıf (G0od has upON hım All depends upDON The
fact of the MOST rebellıous and bad l 0€es noTt make nvalıd the
efhcacıo0us CONZTUOUS vocatıon of God, but thıs fact pomnts Out

Judgement thıs ıll Augustine dıd not 5Sd Y that there Was

possıbılıty of thıs 111 tO retiurn God But he asserted that
contingent fact of the mMOst rebellıous l pominted oOut the Jjugdement of
God Augustine lready showed the poss1ıbılıty of rebellous 111
reiurn (Gj0od ıIn the Casec of Paul’s convers1ıon, ın Simplicianum. The
INan who had hought of the ast possıbılıty of the CONSTUOUS vocatıon
COUuU nOoTt bandon the theory of the CONZTUOUS vocatıon In reflection

the badness of the human l ın HIS later We cshould Sa Y that
the ate Augustine Sa °the ast CONSTUOUS vocatıon’ In bad wıll  N
Conversion which Was caused by the dıviıne iınter10r

Burns explaıns Augustine’s inter10r ın the followıng
eXpressi10nNs: ““The dıvıne operatıon dısposıtion
towards evı] ıIn rıngıng pEersoN al In Chrıst Moreover, il

actually produces the Consent of faicth“>>) of COonversion 1S
oOperatıve: it produces human willıng and CONSENL. - 7). cConsent by

32) Simpl. L, 2,
33) BURNS, ST
34) I 158
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10 OHEtE belıeves the gospel 1S attrıbuted {O the Holy Spirıt, who
subsequently effects 00d willing and g00d actıon of belıevers
through the gift of charıty-?°) But hat 0€s the expression ‘produce
human wiıllıng and cConsent‘ mean? Does God make ıll ANCW and
g1ve 1t magıcally DCTISON who has ıll ormerly and resembles
marıonette? Or O0€s (30d drıve bad ıll from PCISON and DOUT
dıvine ıll nto p1ıpe of the human wıl What o€es the
attrıbution of the Consent the Holy Spirıt mean? Does ıt INCcCan that
the human eing 18 INOTEC the subject of consent?

that Burns., who characterızes the inter10r AS

the produciıng facter of the 191  S wiıll, tO deprive the dıvıne inter10r
of the vocatıve charakter, and human beings of the respondıng

faculty thıs vocatıon. The followıng strengthens IN Yy
SUSPICION: ad he (Augustine continued OW the 1imıted human

In respondıng the vocatıon 1Cc Was implıed in hıs
explanatıon of divıne sovereignty in De Spiritu el littera, Augustine
woul ave conceded elagıan explanatıon of the beginnıng of the
DTOCCSS of salvatıon”>°). The explanatıon of the dıvıne workıng the
human ll wıthout vocatıve charakter ea LO makıng the dıvıne
workıng magıcal ONC, and {O makıng human eing marıonette.
Such interpretation of the dıvıne inter10r ıIn Augustine’s later

18 nOTL COrrecti
Augustine hımself sed the expression Vvocatıo INanYy times iın hıs

later OQuibus merIıitis honae voluntatis Deus Uum auium ab his
malis ad bonam mirabili el repentina vocatiıone convertit?>?). Vocatione
Ila alta secreita SIC eJusS agerel SCHSUM ul eidem legi doctrinae
accommodaret assensum>®). Burns hımself cıtes texti 1C contaıns
hıs eXpression: reluctanti enım DF1US audıtus divinae VOCatLONILS IDSA dei
gratia pProcuratur deinde IN II0 1AM AON reluctante studium VIrtultLs
accenditur*>?). Burns thıs text od o€s nOoTL sımply
provıde OCCasıon for CONversiıon and then bestow hıs gıift those

35) I 149
35) I 139-140 Burns assert{s urther that the ate Augustine denıed the natural

desıre for (J0d (p 140) Indeed the ate Augustine dıd NnOT admıt the desıre whıich 1S
immanent human nature But he had insıght into dıvıne lıght whıch touched
INan al the bottom of hıs being and made hım Convert God COoMMEeEMOTATLUT, ut
COnvertiatiur ad Dominum, tanquam ad CA lucem UUa eti1am CUu ab 1No averierefiur
quodam MOdo tangebatur” (De ftrinıtate AIV, 15, 21)

37) duas C Pel. ® 19,
38) Epistola Zn
39) duas C Pel 4, 6,
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who respond. person’s OW opposıtıon the gospel 18 rst
Dy the gift of thıs hearıng and then he 15 excıted VIPFtUC 4: But eare
manıfestly AI dıvıne vocatıon and human hat Burns
interprets the gıft of hearıng d the l hear. He SaVYS Irve
interpretation of thıs PAassagc Isaıah L, 19-20), Augustine replied,
ecalls that accordıng tO Proverbs 8 39. the wIill hear 1S prepare Dy
the Bord . But the gıft of hearıng 0€Ss nOoT immediately INcan the
ll tO ear The gıift of hearıng 15 g1ven {O DCISON who O0€es nNOT want
LO hear (reluctanti). Respondıing the vocation, he becomes ONec who

ear Burns omıts ONC step By hearıng the vocatıon, somethıng
He  S OCCUTS, that 1S, the change of the ıll But thıs change of the l
OCCUTS ın the vocatıon, nOTL ıIn the chemical]l reactıon 1C
PI'  S SOTINC fixed qualıty Thıs O€es nOL DIESUDDOSC the
z00d qualıty and the g00d 111 as Pelagıanısts asSsert and Burns fears.
In the ıtself somethıng 1C  S OCCUTS 1C he had nOoTt before,
hat 1S, the g00d ıll The primary of thıs g00d 111 1S the dıvıne
vocatıon. Therefore INan Can nNOTL be prou of hıs g00d ıll Burns aıls
LO understand the DIOCCSS of thıs wıll transfiguration. Burns’ inter-
pretatiıon of the texti reveals hıs understandıng 938 the inter10r
‚e o€es nOT admıt the human But Augustine dıd nOoTt
intend LO deprıive the human l of respondıng faculty Augustine WdsSs

satısfled when the aDSOluTte priorıity of the dıvıne CONSTUOUS vocatıon,
16 sultably caused human wiıllıngness, Was eiende: Augustine
found the SUTEC protection agaınst the boast of human meriıt In the
CONZTUOUS vocatıon, 1C admıts the human but crushes the
human prıde, because all depends uDON

In face of Man Y mıisunderstandıngs about the operatıve of
the ate Augustine, it 15 of importance fOor us 8 understand how
the ate Augustine hought the inter10r works uDON human
wıll*?) Augustine’s understandıng of the inter10r ın later 1S
expressed mMoOost compactly in the followıng text (1 ErSO velimus, SINe
noDILS CUÜ: volumus, el SIC volumus ul faciamus, nobiscum
cooperatur**),. When COMMPDPATIC thıs tex{i wıth the followıng sentence

40) BURNS, 0 154
41) I 154
42) TRAPE, Liberta 2raZIiAG, in ‘Studia Ephemeridis’ Augustinianum 24, CONSTCSSO

internazionale gost1no, tt1 1, Roma. 1987, 199, modestly replıes the question
how the interi10r works: “* 11 VESCOVO Ippona pDIU modesto Rısponde: MIrIS
modis, In manıere mirabıli, SecCOnNdo le SUC inınvestigabılı VIE  S

43) De gratia el libero arbitrio AVH:



KATITAYANAGI656

in Simplicianum, the change of the STIrESS 15 CONSPICUOUS: U velimus
enım el SUUM PSSEC voluit el NOSTruM ; SUUM vocando nNOsStTrum sequendo.
Quod voluerimus solus Stial, id estT, hene el SCHLDET
heate vivere**). Our wiıllıngness (ut velimus) 1C had ean attrıbuted
both God and us in Simplicianum Was attrıbuted only God
ın thıs later work. What 0€Ss ıt INecan that OUT wiıllıngness o€es noTt

belong ourselves, but only God? Dıdn’t the late Augustine
recognıze the human eıng as the subject of hıs OW ıll and dıd he
regard the human eing marıonette who dıd not have hıs
OW W1 1S nOoT wıthout [CAasSON that INanYy people regarde the ate
Augustine d S the INan who wanted LO deprıve the human eing of
SpontaneoOus Rut thıs texti of hıs later cshould nOoTt be
interpreted ASs the ONeC 1Cc asserts that the human eing 15
marıonette. Augustine before thıs LleXt Et QULS 1Stam ets1 DAarvam
are charitatem, ALSI Tle qul Draeparalt voluntatem el cooperando
perficit, quod operando Incipit? Quoniam LDSE ul velimus INCIDIENS,
qul volentibus Cooperatur perficiens*?). Augustine AaSSEeTTS hat God sStarits
OUT wiıllıngness. Why on’'t rather han God stand al thıs beginning
of OUT 1 Augustine explaıns thıs dıvıne operatıon wıth the
example of Paul’s Conversı1ıon. Ut de caelo Vvocareliur el

efficacissima vocatıone converlteretur, gratia Deı eral sola: qUu1a
merıta eJus sed mala*'). Augustıine o1veESs ACCOUNT of the
transfiguration of bad ıll g00d ıll 1Cc 1S caused by the
beginnıng work of the dıvine The texi 1C ollows u
hat thıs beginnıng work of (G0d 1S the dıvıne Justificatıon of inners.
Ideo necessarıum est hominl, ul gratia Dei AOoON solum iustificetur IMPDIUS,
id esl, IMDLO fıat IUSTUS CUÜU: redduntur el hbona DFO malis, sed etiam
CUÜU: fuerit 1AM IusStificatus fide, ambulet CUÜ. TIo gratia, el incumbat

1IDSamM cadat*?): When God Justifies sınner, God oe€es nOT

*7} Simpl. M 2
45) De gratia el libero arbitrio
46) SAGE, Praeparatur voluntas domino, ans Revue des etudes Augustiniennes,

10, Parıs, 1964, 10, interprets the SINE nobis SINe nobis operantibus. ‘“ Aussı Augustın
ecr1t-1l Sans sourciıller: Ut CTZO velımus, sine nobıs operatur' (sıne nobıs operantıbus, ma1s
NO  ‘ Das sine nobıs credentibus)”. LEBOURLIER, 0 300, explaıns the SINE noDbis by
sayıng, “le DAsSSarc posterieur (celuı du De gratia el libero arbitrio) s’entend mettant la
(coupure) entre vocatıo el consentement . Therefore Lebourlıer admıts vocatıve charakter
of inter10r in Augustine’s ater works. (1 RONDET, La ıberte el Ia grace dans /a
theologie augustinienne, ans Saint ugustın parmı HOUS, Parıs, 1954, 214-216

47) De gratia libero arbitrio V,
48) VI,
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Cooperale ıth thıs ImMp10Us INal, but (G0d o€es it alone eusSs solus SINE
nobis) Thıs texti Was not wrıtten Dy INan who wanted deny the
human dıvine vocatıon, but Dy INan who understood
the rea]l beginning of the He  < human ıfe 1C 1S caused Dy the dıvıne
Justificatıon of inners.

cıte another texti ın order make the inter10r understood
IMOTeE learly In De correptione ef gratia, Augustine recommends
repriımands as the paınful stimulatıon cConversion from evıl lıfe., and
poıints out the MmMOSsT effective 0)8l  q Haec est correptionis utilitas, GUAE
AUNC MALOF, MINOF DVYO peccatorum diversitate salubriter adhibetur
el I[UNC est salubris, quando medicus respicıt. Non enım aliquid
proficit, ANLS1 CU. Facit ul peccatı SUul GQUEMQUE poeniteat. Et QULS hoc dat,
ALSL qul respexXit apostolum Petrum el fecit flentem?*?),. For
Augustine, the beginnıng of dıvıne operatıon upDON man’s ıll 1s hıs
dıvıne glance. Augustine thıs dıvine actıvıty separately from the
human when he 5>Sdyd hat God alone stands al the beginnıng
of OUT wiıllıngness. Augustine thus interprets Jesus’ glance uDON Peter ın
the nıg before the crucıficatiıon dAS the inner OGCCHLICHGE ın Peter ın the
book De gratia christi ın 418 nde AON potest 1C1 quod corporalibus
OCulis 21 Dominus visiıbiliter admonendo respexerı1t. At ideo, quod ıbi
scrıptum es1 Respexit 21l Dominus, INtUS esT, IN esl,
INn voluntate est Misericordia Dominus latenter subvenit, GE

fetig1it, mMmemor1am revocayıl, interiorem gratia SUd vısıtavıt Petrum,
InterLOorLSs homintis ad exterliores lacrımas MOYVItL el produxit
affectum. FEece quemadmodum Deus adıuvando adest voluntatıbus el
actionıbus nostribus! Ecce quemadmodum el Ve. el operarı IN
nobis!>). Augustine clearly sShows erTe hOwWw he thınks when he SaYyS
that God works upOoN OUT ll When read Augustione’s expression
such d trahitur ETSO MINFIS modis ul velit >*), should remember that
Augustine hought of the dıvıne inter10r 1C Was symbolıcally
descer1bed d the inner glance of God-Man

The ate Augustine who old of the interl10r Wds noTl the INan

whose Oove had W cold, but the INan who felt hıs heart warmıng,
perceiving the inner glance which mercıfully 00 nto h1s innermost
being

FEıirch K ATAYANAGIKyoto-hu Japan)
49) De correptione el gratia V,
50) De gratia christi el de peccalo originalı 1, 45,
51) duas C, Pel. L, 19,


