
AUGUSTINE PR  INATION;:
(/CONSEQUENCES FOR IHE RECEPTION

Augustine’s doectrine of predestinatiıon CannoOoTt be separate from
ıts reception; for thıs egan ıIn Augustine’s 1TeiimMe Augustine hımself
W d the 1Irs deal ıth the ımpact of hIis doctrine uDON CONtemM-
POTAaLY eology; and thıs had implıcatıons for the urther reception
PTOCCSS. In certaın thıs 15 Just another WaY f sayıngz that
Augustine’s doectrine of predestinatıon underwent development‘, not
only iın the per10d from 3073 18 397 but also In the ate 208 when
Augustine revised and reinterpreted h1ıs earlıer eachıng and hereby
partıcıpated ın the reception PTOCC5S5S, c Dy then had already
egun hus it 15 above all Augustine’s OW that allows
study hıs doectrine of predestinatiıon not only from ıts SOUTCECS and early
development, but also In the 1824 of ıts CONSCYUCHNCCS for the p_
t10n.

Beginnings: ExXpostitio quarundam propositionum epistula ad
Romanos 395/4)

Augustine’s doetrine of predestinatıon or1g1nates iın the Ontext
of the development of hISs doctrine of gratia), hıs soter1010g2y.“
However, ıts Or121Ns do noTt cCol1ncıde ıth the beginniıngs of hıs

RIST, Augustine Free WIill and Predestination. Journal of Theological
Studies. New Series (1969) ıle outlınıng developments of indıvıidual
aspeclts, Augustine’s doctrine of predestinatıon the ole ASs monolthıc
phenomenon; sımılarly, though cshorter and ıth slıghtly dıfferent angle,
DALY, Predestination and Freedom In Augustine Ethics, 1in (ed.), The
Philosophy In Christianity (Cambrıidge: Cambrıidge Uni1versıty Press, 85-97

As recently demonstrate Dy DRECOLL, Die Entstehung der Gnadenlehre
Augustins. Beıträge ZUT historischen eologıe 109 (Tübingen: Mohr S1ıebeck,

In certaın thıs 15 COextensive ıth Augustine’s ork whole, though
SOMMGC, lıke Drecoll (n 24=22. SCCIHN inclined accept only those of ugus-
tine’s thought strictly 'soterl1ological”, Octirıne of grace , which actually
ploy the eXpress10n gratia in theologıcal (“‘soteri10logıcal”) Yet Augustine had

notion of the ‘God-drıvenness’ of salvatıon eize long before he lınked it the
ord gratia and long before he understood gratia ıth all the implıcations which thıs
term has, D in Simplicianum the Confessiones. 1s irue that TOmM 307 the
lowest COTILLINON denominator 1S the CONCEPDL of developed in Sımplicianum.
However, the later Augustine 15 keen hlınk the post-Ad Sımplicianum CONCEPL of 20 ba

wıth that which he had held earlıer, which, in I1  , he had .  ?  always held Ne-
vertheless, hıs OcIfIrıne otf predestinatiıon arıses from that NarTOoWeTrT Ocftrıne of grace‘
developed In h1s Paulıne exeges1s culmınatıng in Simplicianum
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soter1010gy in h1s earlıest wrıtings (386 390), ıth the 1IrS
theologıca (salvatıon-hıstorıca UuUsc of gratia in De Verd religi0ne
(590)* Even the Paulıne uUusec of gratia 15 inıtially less central 5T than
ONC m1g assume.? Rather. Augustine ACTOSS5 the problem of
predestinatıon when he first ıteral readıng of Romans 8:28-

in hıs Expostitio quarundam propositionum epistula ad Romanos
(In thıs PAaAsSSapc God 15 saıld LO foreknow (praescire) Oose
who ıll respond posıtıvely {O hıs call faıth call therefore 1s

call that corresponds the oreknown Outcome, vocatıo secundum
propositum: Called NX only ose who dIC go1Ing respond
posıtıvely. They AdIcC the electi, foreseen by God {O ave al (fides)
IC 15 equıvalent eır eıng predestine conform Chrıist
qU OS praesciıvit el praedestinavit... The COrnerstones of Augustine’s
interpretation of ese VEeISCS ıIn hıs CXD. DFOD. Rom AIc therefore
presciıence and the elect’'s free decısıon belıeve The former seeks
uphold the princıple that salvatıon Can only CLE from od,’ the lat-
ter, that hIs must not contradıct human freedom: umanıty must
remaın involved In the Od-arıven salvatıon process.‘

Just how useful CONCepL of dıvine praescıientia Was for Uugus-
tine in ECXD DVOD. Rom 18 11L 1ustrate DYy hıis exeges1s of Romans 1-13
In that work? galn, human reedom 1s Augustine’s pr10r CON-

Is 1t NnOtLt denied, he asks, if Romans 9:13 (TIacob dilext, ESAU
dio habult) 1s understood 18 sSTatfe that (10d decıdes Dpri0r who

1S lected an who rejected? Dıvıne praescientia ADNSWEIS the
question: God ‘toreknows’ how eıther twın 111 .  act ‘actıng’ ere

On the soter10logical dımensıon of De erd religione compared that of the
earher wrıtings cf. Drecoll (n :&

It 18 the doctrine Oof the four Sstages (ante legem, sub legze, sub gratig, In Dace), ın
which gratia fırst aAaDDCAIS (1n thıs specıfic use) in CAD. DFOD Rom : cfl. Drecoll (n
S

It first AaDDCAaLS problem In CXD. DVOD. Rom 84, 30); c1. LOSSL.
Intellectus gratiae. Die erkenntnistheoretische Un hermeneutische Dimension der
Gnadenlehre Augustins. Supplements Vigıilıae Christianae 38 (Leıden: Brıull,
54-55; Drecoll (n 165

WEIZEL, Predestination, Pelagianism, and foreknowledge, in
and The Cambridge Companıion Augustine Cambrıidge
ambrıdge Universıty Press:; 49-58 49, called thıs the 'God-drivenness’ of
salvatıon (cf. also above 3)

ater, in 691713733 (PL 3 E A d Augustine Was go1Ing Say 'He who
made yYOUu wıthout YOU does NOT Justify YOU wıthout yYyou And he made yOUu when
yOoUu WETC unknowıng; he Justifies yOUu when yOUu ATIC wiıllıng.’

CXD. DYOD Rom 60-61 84, 3-3 OSS (n 55-56; Drecoll (n
5-6
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NOT understood aASs ‘performıing good works’, domg 200 WOUuU
contradıct Romans Q‘}2 (non operibus)), but mer1ıtum that
trıggers the electio (nullo merıto HONn est electio), free äct of faıth
that the hearts of the elect1 recelve the Holy Spirıt, who ın
turn granits, gıft (donum del), the elect1 the abılıty O do g00d
(bonum operarl), perform g00d works. NO ONC Can do g0o0d wıthout
thıs from God Yet (10d 0€Ss NOTL force thıs UuDON an Y ON  e
He merely foresees Oose who Dy e1Ir OW free AL g01ng OPCNH
themselves in (merıted) AD{ of al recelve 1E and then grants
them it (as unmerıted).”

ere [WO dımens1ıons of dıvıne preeminence In thıs MO
One 15 substantıal, the er emporal oug (G10d leaves the ultımate
dec1ısıon Oou the Inıtıumfidel 18 human beings, ere 15 nothıng they
Can (Oor WOUu CVCN want t0) do ıth thıs ‘power‘’ eXCEeDpL submıt

er all, only the chosen AdIc foreseen in thıs WAdY, It 1S
only they who mak: that dec1ısıon alıy WaY. hus praescıientia ere
smacks already of praedestinatio, VEn LNOTEC SINCE God 1S really
eternal, timeless. Hıs praescientia 15 be hought of preceeding
(and hereby Causıng) everythıng, notwıthstandıng the human abılıty

make free choices:; and ıf put in salvatıon-historical erms,
call preceeds all the choılices and al the g00d works 1C the vocalı
m1g ave een able do eir OW ACCOUNTL before they WeIcCc
called

Nevertheless, Augustine W dsSs NnOTL appYy ıth thıs model,
because it SÜ1 ascr1ıbed meriıt {O the free (albeıt foreseen) aCcTt ofal
1ıle Was Suppose: 1{8 be granted wıthout merit. Dıvıne
dıd NnOTL yel re1gn SUDICINC, for 111e the behever, though Iree, Was NOT
able do g0o0d wıthout 9 God, 1t mıght SCCIN, Was NOTL free

hISs unless the behever (though foreseen by God) took
merıte free 111 dec1ısıon respond call and ave al

that really deserved ıts aimne had be granted nte Draevisa
merita, better, SINE ullıis praecedentibus meritis, “ atter how
insıgnıfıcant ose meriıts m1g be compared the abılıty do 200d,
and atter how God m1g AaITaNSC thıngs (by foresee1ing only
those who d g0o1Ing respond posıtıvely AdS NOL dADPCAaI restr1c-

On the "synergıistic’ character of thıs solution ct. Drecoll (n 167
As SAGE, Faut-ıl anathematiser la doctrine augustinıenne de la predestina-

H0Nn Revue des etudes augustinıennes (1962)e 24() pomints Out, Augustine dıd
NOTL UuUsSscC thıs eXpress10n, though it applıcable 1ın the present CONTEXT; S6 also 1st
(n 426

12 ( 194.2/3 5 E datıng TOM 418:; LÖöss] (n
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ted in hIis act1on. However, Augustine dıd nNnOoTt ımmediately SCC such
close ınk between and faıth.! It only Occured hım he
ventured INOTEC deeply into the Paulıne spırıtua. unıverse.

Development: Epistolae ad (Galatas eXpOSILLO 394/5)
1S in hIs Epistolae ad Galatas eXpOSILLLO 394/5) that for the

fırst time Augustine speaks of al (gratia ael). . Yet he
o0€es nOoTt yvel explicıtely that al 1S caused Dy He only
makes the connection: (Girace 1S the salvıfıc State in IC ONC 1S when
ONC has al The underlyıng idea 15 that of irom the state
<ub Oneribus €eQLs that of gratia.” Yet ıt 15 191011 the ınıtıum fidel, In
IC Augustine 1S interested ere (1 the question how al 1S 1Irs
acquıred and es Over), but in the effects of that ead
perfection OVe in Chriıst, 1Leciıi0 spiritualis), NCC the transıtiıon
from the sub lege {O that of sub gratia has en DIaCE. *

The SITCSS ffects g1ves gratia fidei strongly thıcal CON-

notation. Augustine 1S far from sayıng that OINCONC ıth gratia fidel
(3 rechne and rest What he 1s sayıng 1s that nie gratiam 1  el
nobody Cal boast of x00d works;‘ and agaln, thıs 0€eSs 181011 that
in the sStTate of gratia 1  el ONC MaYy 03aS of NnNeS go0od works but that
ONC INa Yy 03aSs in the Lord; for ıt 18 gratia Chrısti 1C 1S5 the SOUTCE

of ne s  7 abılıty do g00d Glorietur one INaYy boast’) CTE Iludes
(Galatıans 5:124 where Paul SaYyS that he boasts of nothıng but Christ’s

but INOTC sıgnıfıcantly Corinthians 19r (2 Corinthians
F:; from Sıimplicianum ı ED onward Augustine often

cıtes in 1e W of the gratultousness of al ‘Whoever boasts,
INaYy 0aSs In the LOg qul gloriatur, In domiıno glorietur.”

13 Thıs 1S the conclusıon reached DYy Drecoll (n 2) F/A
14 Ihe eXpress1o0n OCCUTS LNOTEC than thiırteen times, ILNOTEC en than anı y erJunc-

({ure ıth gratia in CAD. Gal for detaıls cf. Drecoll (n D
15 C: CAXAD. Gal praef. 84, 55) .. Scribit apostolus ad Galatas..., Ul IN-

telligant gratiam deli ıd S!  » Ul sub lege 1am HNOn ün for the wider ımplı-
catıons of iıntellıgant ın thıs DaASSarc and, subsequently, the nature of the PTOCCSS In
question cf. Lössl (n 62-65

16 Ihus explhıicıtely CAD, Gal 8 E 06-107)
17 Exp Gal 84, LLSALBES): nullo modo quLisSquam nie gratiam fidei

de hontis operibus glorietur.
1X P- HOMBERT, Gloria gratiae. Se glorifier Dieu, princıpe et fın de Ia

theologie augustinienne de la 2räce. Etudes augustinıennes. Serie Antıquite 14% (Pa-
r1s Institut d’etudes augustinıennes, has cshown that Augustine’s whole theolo-

of 18 Dbuilt around thıs
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Another aspect of gratia fidei NnOT eing of rest 1$ that of
moral struggle 1l1ustrate Dy Galatıans 5017 (caro enım CON-

CUPLSCIE Aadversus spirıtum, SpIritus adversus carnem). The
Ailectio Spiritualis 15 constantly in danger of eing overturned Dy
ConNCcupiscentia CAFNLS. For Augustine the must hat thıs
struggle es place In the of gratia fide\. Otherwise Paul WOU
ave denıed the reedom of the 11l (Iiberum arbitrium).” As
CONSCYUCNCC, OSse who subscrıbe worldly w1ısdom (prudentia
CAarnıisS), do NOL because the gratia el deserts them Rather, they
desert 1t nstead of facıng the struggle they bandon ıt They follow
(sequl), eıng led (duct) Dy, the flesh theır damnatıon.“

hus the Juncture "gratia fidet In CXAD A Gal has L[WO e_

YUENCES., ırst, 1t 1n al and therefore Ca In question the
separatıon of inıtium fidel and Inıtıum gratiae. hıs INa Yy NOTL yeLl ave
deep ımpact in CXAD C Gal tself: for ere Augustine 0€Ss NnOL yel
tackle the question concerning the inıtıum fidel. However, he 111 ave
a ıt eventually, and he 11l do ıth hIs 1e W ırmly (10d
the sole Caus of salvatıon ıth all the CONSCYUCNCCS thıs has for

hıs CONCepL of reedom the SadJIille time gratiael LNOTEC

strongly than Al Y Prev10us CONCEPL the thıcal aspect of salvatıon: In
gratia fidei the bellevers fınd themselves TrTee: irom the realm of SIN
and the law. Ihey ave the opportunıty do g00d works and attaın
S10rYy in Chrıst Yet thıs involves struggle, struggle, ultımately,
between g00d and evıl In oneself Wıth gratia L  €l the behevers AT

equıppe WIN hat struggle. Defeat 1s therefore merely sıgn that
OMNC has squandered the unmerıted ofal and deserves punısh-
ment, damnatıon. hus gratia1  €l poımts I1NOTC strongly than Prev10us

notion of (G0d the sole of salvatıon, IC
mıiıght ultımately call in question human ireedom ;: but, paradoxıcally,
ıt also INOTC strongly than prev10us the human
responsıbilıty for the E S NS of the salvatıon PIOCCSS (Oor rather, the
ame for ıts aılure).

19 CXAD. Gal 84, k20) Dulanıt hiıc homines ıberum voluntatıis arbı-
trıum NESUAFE apostolum NO habere He intelligunt hoc e1Ss dictum, i gratiam fidei
Susceptlam fenere nolunt, DEr QUUFN so-lam DOSSUNLIL Spiırıtu ambulare el CONCUPLSCENL-

CAFNLS NO  - perficere, y ErSO nolunt C A lenere, NO O-1 GQUAE uolunt,
facere.

2() ExXp. Gal 8 E 123) 1n Aautem patı adversitatem CAFNIS, sed ducı
UuANnNe damnatio est. 1ist (n 422f. pomnts out that Vl 1n hıs ater teachıng Augusti-

SCCS contradıction between freedom and being drawn Dy ırratıiıonal desıires: ven
5 d SIN “automatıcally”, SIN wıllıngly.’
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ere 15 OINlC INOTEC hınt where Augustine, ıIn EXAD C Gal,
INaYy ave looked for AaNSWeEeT the question concerning the Inıtıum
1  el In couple of he 1n and °the of G0d’
(misericordia det) that lıberates from sın .“} In quaestio of De
diversis quaestionibus 1 X CX 14 YCar OT [WO ater he o0€es it agaln,
but NO he elaborates lıttle INOTEC hat he by SIN He
applıes the metaphor oun in Romans of ump of cClay.-,

[utl, IC the potter Can MOuUuU into eıther gracefu d1s-
gracefu. vessels, 18 umanıty d ole umanıty, he wrıtes, 1s but
ump of SIN (massa peccati). Ihrough the SIN commıtted OUT
nature iın paradıse' and al] the indıvıdual SINS followıng after ıt
sıngle human eing has squandered the meriıtum and therefore
deserves ebert Aaeltlerna damnatıo. Nobody has MNg complaın
Ou thıs On the CONLFAaTY, those who AI rescued from thıs
stalte, because God has shown ıth them, ave 1CAasOonN
be grateful.“ In other words, (G0od WECS umanıty nothıng (Consı-
dering the sinfulness of umanıty hıs 15 cheer It 15 otally
gratultous.

We AIicC nOoTt yvel dealıng ere ıth ulLy fledged version of
Augustine’s doectrine of inherıited or1ıginal SIN ITUEe. the eXpress1on

peccatı remıinds already strongly of that of damnata In
ater works,” but ıIn 68 the lıne between the Sın of UTr nature In
paradıse' and OUT present siınfulness 1s only vaguely drawn. prec1se
causal ınk between am s SIN, umanıty’s sinfulness and indıvıdual
SINS 1S NOTt establıshe and it ı11 NO be for SOMIC time. Even In Imp

ıt 1S nOT entral predestinatıon,” but merely supporting CONcept
explaın why nOoTt everybody 1s predestine and why those who AdIc

Can only be grateful. It 15 in thıs function that 1ts and
nothing INOTEC aAaIic becomıing visıble In CXD C Gal and

(3 CAD. (Gral DA 4, 8 7.1380 ...1ustitia fider246  1: mOö88L  There is one more hint as to where Augustine, in exp. ep. Gal,  may have looked for an answer to the question concerning the initium  fidei. In a couple of passages he links grace and ‘the mercy of God’  (misericordia dei) that liberates from sin.* In quaestio 68 of De  diversis quaestionibus LXXXII a year or two later he does it again,  but now he elaborates a little more on what he means by sin. He  applies the metaphor found in Romans 9:21” of a ‘lump of clay’,  massa Iluti, which the potter can mould into either graceful or dis-  graceful vessels, to humanity as a whole. Humanity, he writes, is but a  ‘lump of sin’ (massa peccati). Through the sin committed ‘by our  nature in paradise’ and all the individual sins following after it every  single human being has squandered the meritum and therefore  deserves (deberi) aeterna damnatio. Nobody has a right to complain  about this to God.” On the contrary, those who are rescued from this  state, because God has shown mercy with them, have every reason to  be grateful.“ In other words, God owes humanity nothing. Consi-  dering the sinfulness of humanity his grace is sheer mercy. It is totally  gratuitous.  We are not yet dealing here with a fully fledged version of  Augustine’s doctrine of an inherited original sin. True, the expression  massa peccati reminds already strongly of that of massa damnata in  later works,” but in g. 68 the line between the ‘sin of our nature in  paradise’ and our present sinfulness is only vaguely drawn. A precise  causal link between Adam’s sin, humanity’s sinfulness and individual  sins is not established, and it will not be for some time. Even in Simpl.  1.2 it is not central to predestination,*® but merely a supporting concept  to explain why not everybody is predestined and why those who are  can only be grateful. It is in this function that its contours — and  nothing more — are becoming visible in exp. ep. Gal and qg. 68.  2 Cf. exp. ep. Gal 24.11/17 (CSEL 384, 87.18; 88.23): ...Iustitia fidei ... non pro  merito data est ... sed pro misericordia et gratia dei ... ut ipse [mediator] liberaret a  peccatis iam per transgressionem legis coactos confiteri opus sibi esse gratiam et mi-  sericordiam domini...  ” An non habet potestatem figulus luti ex eadem massa facere aliud quidem vas in  honorem, aliud vero in contumeliam?  3 Cf. Romans 9:20: o homo tu quis es qui respondeas deo?  %* Div. qu. 68 (CCL 44A, 177): ex quo ergo in paradiso natura nostra peccauit  [Gen 3:6] ... omnes una massa luti facti sumus, quod est massa peccati.  2/C£ep 1903 (CSEL 57, 144.15); ep. 194.3 (CSEL 57, 187:4); ench. 8.27(CCL  46, 64.43); ciu. dei 21.12 (514.13 Dombart-Kalb); c. Zul. 6.1 (PL 44, 821.52); c. Iul.  imp. 1.141 (CSEL 85/1, 161.83). All these references date from 416 or after, i. e. at  least 20 years later than g. 68.  % Cf. Drecoll (n. 2) 213 n. 162, 234 nn. 210-11.NO  - DVO
merı1ıto data est246  1: mOö88L  There is one more hint as to where Augustine, in exp. ep. Gal,  may have looked for an answer to the question concerning the initium  fidei. In a couple of passages he links grace and ‘the mercy of God’  (misericordia dei) that liberates from sin.* In quaestio 68 of De  diversis quaestionibus LXXXII a year or two later he does it again,  but now he elaborates a little more on what he means by sin. He  applies the metaphor found in Romans 9:21” of a ‘lump of clay’,  massa Iluti, which the potter can mould into either graceful or dis-  graceful vessels, to humanity as a whole. Humanity, he writes, is but a  ‘lump of sin’ (massa peccati). Through the sin committed ‘by our  nature in paradise’ and all the individual sins following after it every  single human being has squandered the meritum and therefore  deserves (deberi) aeterna damnatio. Nobody has a right to complain  about this to God.” On the contrary, those who are rescued from this  state, because God has shown mercy with them, have every reason to  be grateful.“ In other words, God owes humanity nothing. Consi-  dering the sinfulness of humanity his grace is sheer mercy. It is totally  gratuitous.  We are not yet dealing here with a fully fledged version of  Augustine’s doctrine of an inherited original sin. True, the expression  massa peccati reminds already strongly of that of massa damnata in  later works,” but in g. 68 the line between the ‘sin of our nature in  paradise’ and our present sinfulness is only vaguely drawn. A precise  causal link between Adam’s sin, humanity’s sinfulness and individual  sins is not established, and it will not be for some time. Even in Simpl.  1.2 it is not central to predestination,*® but merely a supporting concept  to explain why not everybody is predestined and why those who are  can only be grateful. It is in this function that its contours — and  nothing more — are becoming visible in exp. ep. Gal and qg. 68.  2 Cf. exp. ep. Gal 24.11/17 (CSEL 384, 87.18; 88.23): ...Iustitia fidei ... non pro  merito data est ... sed pro misericordia et gratia dei ... ut ipse [mediator] liberaret a  peccatis iam per transgressionem legis coactos confiteri opus sibi esse gratiam et mi-  sericordiam domini...  ” An non habet potestatem figulus luti ex eadem massa facere aliud quidem vas in  honorem, aliud vero in contumeliam?  3 Cf. Romans 9:20: o homo tu quis es qui respondeas deo?  %* Div. qu. 68 (CCL 44A, 177): ex quo ergo in paradiso natura nostra peccauit  [Gen 3:6] ... omnes una massa luti facti sumus, quod est massa peccati.  2/C£ep 1903 (CSEL 57, 144.15); ep. 194.3 (CSEL 57, 187:4); ench. 8.27(CCL  46, 64.43); ciu. dei 21.12 (514.13 Dombart-Kalb); c. Zul. 6.1 (PL 44, 821.52); c. Iul.  imp. 1.141 (CSEL 85/1, 161.83). All these references date from 416 or after, i. e. at  least 20 years later than g. 68.  % Cf. Drecoll (n. 2) 213 n. 162, 234 nn. 210-11.sed DVO misericordia el gratia deli246  1: mOö88L  There is one more hint as to where Augustine, in exp. ep. Gal,  may have looked for an answer to the question concerning the initium  fidei. In a couple of passages he links grace and ‘the mercy of God’  (misericordia dei) that liberates from sin.* In quaestio 68 of De  diversis quaestionibus LXXXII a year or two later he does it again,  but now he elaborates a little more on what he means by sin. He  applies the metaphor found in Romans 9:21” of a ‘lump of clay’,  massa Iluti, which the potter can mould into either graceful or dis-  graceful vessels, to humanity as a whole. Humanity, he writes, is but a  ‘lump of sin’ (massa peccati). Through the sin committed ‘by our  nature in paradise’ and all the individual sins following after it every  single human being has squandered the meritum and therefore  deserves (deberi) aeterna damnatio. Nobody has a right to complain  about this to God.” On the contrary, those who are rescued from this  state, because God has shown mercy with them, have every reason to  be grateful.“ In other words, God owes humanity nothing. Consi-  dering the sinfulness of humanity his grace is sheer mercy. It is totally  gratuitous.  We are not yet dealing here with a fully fledged version of  Augustine’s doctrine of an inherited original sin. True, the expression  massa peccati reminds already strongly of that of massa damnata in  later works,” but in g. 68 the line between the ‘sin of our nature in  paradise’ and our present sinfulness is only vaguely drawn. A precise  causal link between Adam’s sin, humanity’s sinfulness and individual  sins is not established, and it will not be for some time. Even in Simpl.  1.2 it is not central to predestination,*® but merely a supporting concept  to explain why not everybody is predestined and why those who are  can only be grateful. It is in this function that its contours — and  nothing more — are becoming visible in exp. ep. Gal and qg. 68.  2 Cf. exp. ep. Gal 24.11/17 (CSEL 384, 87.18; 88.23): ...Iustitia fidei ... non pro  merito data est ... sed pro misericordia et gratia dei ... ut ipse [mediator] liberaret a  peccatis iam per transgressionem legis coactos confiteri opus sibi esse gratiam et mi-  sericordiam domini...  ” An non habet potestatem figulus luti ex eadem massa facere aliud quidem vas in  honorem, aliud vero in contumeliam?  3 Cf. Romans 9:20: o homo tu quis es qui respondeas deo?  %* Div. qu. 68 (CCL 44A, 177): ex quo ergo in paradiso natura nostra peccauit  [Gen 3:6] ... omnes una massa luti facti sumus, quod est massa peccati.  2/C£ep 1903 (CSEL 57, 144.15); ep. 194.3 (CSEL 57, 187:4); ench. 8.27(CCL  46, 64.43); ciu. dei 21.12 (514.13 Dombart-Kalb); c. Zul. 6.1 (PL 44, 821.52); c. Iul.  imp. 1.141 (CSEL 85/1, 161.83). All these references date from 416 or after, i. e. at  least 20 years later than g. 68.  % Cf. Drecoll (n. 2) 213 n. 162, 234 nn. 210-11.Ul IDSE /mediator] lihberaret
peccatıs 1Lam DEr transgressionem [eg21s COACLIOS confiter.ı ODUS sıbi DE gratiam ML-
sericordiam domuin.

22 An VLO:  « habet potestatem figulus luti eadem massa facere alıud quidem VadsSs In
honorem, alıud erı In contumeliam ?

23 Romans 9:20 homo qULS qul respondeas deo?
Dıv. 68 CCL 44A, LF73 GQUO ErSO In paradıso NALUra nOSIra peccauıt

|Gen 3:6]246  1: mOö88L  There is one more hint as to where Augustine, in exp. ep. Gal,  may have looked for an answer to the question concerning the initium  fidei. In a couple of passages he links grace and ‘the mercy of God’  (misericordia dei) that liberates from sin.* In quaestio 68 of De  diversis quaestionibus LXXXII a year or two later he does it again,  but now he elaborates a little more on what he means by sin. He  applies the metaphor found in Romans 9:21” of a ‘lump of clay’,  massa Iluti, which the potter can mould into either graceful or dis-  graceful vessels, to humanity as a whole. Humanity, he writes, is but a  ‘lump of sin’ (massa peccati). Through the sin committed ‘by our  nature in paradise’ and all the individual sins following after it every  single human being has squandered the meritum and therefore  deserves (deberi) aeterna damnatio. Nobody has a right to complain  about this to God.” On the contrary, those who are rescued from this  state, because God has shown mercy with them, have every reason to  be grateful.“ In other words, God owes humanity nothing. Consi-  dering the sinfulness of humanity his grace is sheer mercy. It is totally  gratuitous.  We are not yet dealing here with a fully fledged version of  Augustine’s doctrine of an inherited original sin. True, the expression  massa peccati reminds already strongly of that of massa damnata in  later works,” but in g. 68 the line between the ‘sin of our nature in  paradise’ and our present sinfulness is only vaguely drawn. A precise  causal link between Adam’s sin, humanity’s sinfulness and individual  sins is not established, and it will not be for some time. Even in Simpl.  1.2 it is not central to predestination,*® but merely a supporting concept  to explain why not everybody is predestined and why those who are  can only be grateful. It is in this function that its contours — and  nothing more — are becoming visible in exp. ep. Gal and qg. 68.  2 Cf. exp. ep. Gal 24.11/17 (CSEL 384, 87.18; 88.23): ...Iustitia fidei ... non pro  merito data est ... sed pro misericordia et gratia dei ... ut ipse [mediator] liberaret a  peccatis iam per transgressionem legis coactos confiteri opus sibi esse gratiam et mi-  sericordiam domini...  ” An non habet potestatem figulus luti ex eadem massa facere aliud quidem vas in  honorem, aliud vero in contumeliam?  3 Cf. Romans 9:20: o homo tu quis es qui respondeas deo?  %* Div. qu. 68 (CCL 44A, 177): ex quo ergo in paradiso natura nostra peccauit  [Gen 3:6] ... omnes una massa luti facti sumus, quod est massa peccati.  2/C£ep 1903 (CSEL 57, 144.15); ep. 194.3 (CSEL 57, 187:4); ench. 8.27(CCL  46, 64.43); ciu. dei 21.12 (514.13 Dombart-Kalb); c. Zul. 6.1 (PL 44, 821.52); c. Iul.  imp. 1.141 (CSEL 85/1, 161.83). All these references date from 416 or after, i. e. at  least 20 years later than g. 68.  % Cf. Drecoll (n. 2) 213 n. 162, 234 nn. 210-11.UNA MUasSsSd [uti facti quod est peccatı.
25 ar 190.3 5 $ 194 .3 5 C nch 8 77 GL

46, CIU. del D419 (514.13 Dombart-Kalb); Iul 61 (PIS 44, 021323 Iul.
IMD. 1:441 5971 161.83) All these references date from 416 after, al
eas later than 68

Drecoll (n 213 162, 234
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Culmination Simplicianum
What 15 al the Centre of the development of Augustine’s

doctrine of predestinatıon 1S the drawıng together of the orıginally
separated aspects of election, al and monocausal sSavıng
Ya of God Augustine 0€Ss that in Sımplicianum
exeZeESLS of Romans The PUITDOSC of the ole of Romans, he
begı1ns, 15 that nobody Can boast of n6.s  7 works and theır
meri1ts (operum merita).“' Historically, thıs went agaınst the Jews who
boasted that because they had served the law of Moses they had
deserved favour gratia hıs 1s why they emande that the
gentiles, LOO, cshould adap the law (TIudaica sacramenta), ıf they
wanted share that Yet the Jews WEIC in eır dASSUMD-
Y0nN. merıted hrough works 1S not really KRomans 11°6)
The of the Gospel (gratia evangelica), the of Chrıst
(gratia Christi), 15 granted wıthout preceeding meriıts from works. Yet
works continue 18 matter, of COUTISC However, they ATIC ffects of

rather than Causcs Nobody 15 able do g00d (bene operarı Aon

DOSSE) pr10r 8 havıngz accepte hrough al (nisı per fidem
perceperıt gratiam). ‘Accepting orace‘ ere SÜ1 sSımılar ECXAD.
A Jal ‘begınnıng ave faıth in God (credere deo) moved Dy
internal OTr external admonition’. Grace 15 thus the medium in IC
the object O1 al 1S presented and in an hrough 1 al 1S
aroused (on the human evel. the eve of the vocatı) and
becomes able relate thıs HeC It 1S not ye strictly, the
ofal

hıs it Can only become when lınked 18 the CONcept of electio,
“accordıng c the proposıitum Romans 1Ss maıntaiıned
(maneret) the human EveL the VE of vocatıio.” Yet thıs ınk
also generates prıma acıe contradıction. Previously, Augustine had
suppose that the human 18 VoOocatıo Was aCT ofal ase.

Iree 111 dec1is1i0n. W dads thıs ireely wılled ÄACT that WAas sSuppose
"maınntaın the propositum . HoOow 0€Ss thıs SYUaIC ıth the dSSUMPD-

27 Simpl. E CCL 44,
28 € * also the UsSscC of gratia fidel at the beginning of the pasSsSagc: Simpl. | BDA

CL 44, 24) hoc 'D testatur fidel gratiıam DTIGAEDONENS operibus ”O  - Ul
extinguat sed Ul ostendat NO  > AYY S D  d praecedentia gratiam, sed consequentia...

29 h1s impress1ion of (wıth ıts dıfferent WaY of communıcatıng admonitio-
nes) medium 15 strengthened Dy SOTINC examples ugustine Cites., the PTOCCSS
of preparıng for baptısm (the of the catechumens) and the SLOTY of Cornelius in
Acts 10; cf. OSS (n 82-83; Drecoll (n O

4() Sımpl. AA (CCL 44, 28)
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t10n hat it 1S dıvıne elect10 IC guarantees that maılntenance ( in
the face of umanıty the ole faılıng UuUsSsc ıts free 111 {O chose
faıth)? Prevıously, in CAD DFOD Rom, Augustine had ackled the
ar contradıction between dıvıne electio and human reedom ıth
the CONCEpPL of dıvıne praescientia.” God, he had argued, ‘toreknew’
that aCcCo In decısıon ase free wiıll, W dads going respond
posıtıvely h1is call and ave faıth Now however, in Simpl. 1 he

the conclusıon that ıf electio epende something 1C
(J0d oreknew aCcCo Was Z01INg do, the basıs of free
ıll dec1ısıon of hıs OW  ® be it fides 0)8 opera,*“ ıt WOUuUu not be electio
d defined by Romans Y ka for ıt WOUu contradıct the notion that
God alone 15 the of salvatıon.

Yet Augustine, STl Tollowıng the princıple nNU merıito A”non est
electio’ , continues ook for OMenla merıtorum that WOU explaın
why (G0d elects the NC and nOoTt the other.“ oOu iıt be er vCLY
natures’? He asks. NOo, he Al WCEIS, aCo and Esau aAIc of ONEC seed,
U  ® CONCUDItO, and they ave ONMNC cCrea(lor, un  S Moreover,
he continues, ıf be OVe by God W as part of Jacob’s nature, (J0d
COU not ave OVEe: and Jlected aCcCo before he CVCN ex1isted. No,
aCo Was created g0o0d be jected. he concludes., rather than
lected be created g00d aybe ONEC CannotTt spea ere of electio
after all, he then suggests.”® However, that WOUu contradıct the ıteral
meanıngz of the tOXL, he objects (sed dictum est. ult secundum
electionenm... No, he concludes, there has be electio, but ıt must
be conce1ved In such WaY that ıt grounds in orıgınal DIO-
posıtum, 1c 1S call everybody be Justif1ed by hıs
or1ıginal propositum 0€es 1a(011 change, when human beings SIN, for the
sımple ICason that God puL electio in place, hroughA he sıngles
Ouft those who belheve (credentes). Ihus ere Afe OmMmen(la merıtorum
er all. namely the g0o0d works of the belıevers. IC AIc the fruınt of
theır Justification Dy Yet agaın, thıs O0€es nNnOot I1Can that electio 1S
depending these works. Rather, electio depends DO-
sıtum that preceeds everythıng else.

& See above and
47 Ihe dıstınction NO becomes ırrelevant. Everything 18 be thought of

caused Dy
33 °For when they WeTC NOL yel born and had nNnOoTt yel done anythıng g00d bad

(cum nım non-dum natı essent quUu alıquid egıssent bonum aut malum...).
A4 above and CAD, DVYOD. Rom 84,
35 SIimpl. K CL 4 ' 9-3
36 (: Simpl. 126 CCL 449 30) alıqua electio hic pOossıt intellegi.
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Interesting]ly, Augustine ere tries illustrate thıs po1in 151 >
INOTE ıth the help of the cConcept of dıyıne PreSCIeNtE: God 0€Ss not
foreknow the meriıts of theal UU mertıts but qUd 1 irom God
(dona dei)yı“ He STU1 needs thıs CONCepL {O reconcıle h1ıs Concept of
electiıon ıth Ephesı1ans (elegit NOS eus nlie mundı constituti-
onem). In thıs he arguCcsS, electio has 18 be understood In
of dıvıne praescıientia. God foreknows those whom he elects the
basıs of eing Justifıed by hıs However, thıs only cshows that the
dıfference between presciıence and predestinatiıon 15 becomıing increa-
sıngly ırrelevant, and the CONCEPL of prescience superfluous; for (1j0d
oreknows nothıing IC 1s NOTL predestined. nhIs 1S overwhelmiıngly
clear when applıed O Esau:; for ıf (10d foreknows Jacob meriıts only
qUd 91 of’ there 15 nothing1he COU oreknow ıIn Esau’s
Case ®8

15 the ımpossı1ıbılıty Esau’s Cdsc in posıtıve terms that
compels Augustine abandon the CONCECPL of praescientia in the
Confiexfi of hıs doctrine of predestinatıon; for hat 1S 1t that merıts

hate for Esau, if NOTL the absence of mercy? And how 0€Ss
thıs SYUarc ıth Justice”? Why dıd God NOL ShOwWw ıth
Esau in such WaYy that he W ds inspıred ave al respond the
call and do g00d?”” It Cannot ave een Esau’s 111 111 (nolle); for
EVERNR x00d 111 velle) ASs establıshed by al 1S NOTL sufficıent reach
perfection Romans Anon volentis Currentis sed miserentis
est del), but requıres addıtıonal help from God (adıutorium Aei):
hus CVCMN presciıence of Esau’s mala voluntas COUuU 131011 explaın
Esau’s reprobatıon, Just presclence of Jacob ONa voluntas
cCannot explaın Jacobs election: for ıt 1S SAn nOoL of hıis
election.“ 1S already donum dei It 15 put into effect DYy 9
16 1S ESTOWE!: uDON the electi in such WaY that (as vocatiı) they
cCannot but aCCepL the Call:; because it fits them aptum) Ihey AIC

cCongruenter vocaltı, theır call 1S VOocatıo CONSFTUG. They AIc moved (by
the Ca they understand the call eNtLauls and they follow (the

EW ir Sımpl. 5 (CCL 44., 3()-3
X Sımpl. 12  OO CC 44, h1ıs 1s the only DaAsSsSasc in SIimpl. in

which Augustine employs the eXpressi1on praedestinare, In the Context of rejecthıng the
CONcept of praescientia honorum ODEFTUM, cf. Drecoll (n 2A7 192

39 SImpl. d (CC 44, 3-3
Sımpl. 12406 CL 44, 35)
Simpl. 12 MIa (CEL 44, 6-3 c1. especılally ıne 4-6 effectus

misericordiae.
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all). * The vocatı sed HON electi In Nr. do 1a(011 fıt the Call.® galn
foreknowledge 15 applıcable the former, but, Dy implıcatıon,

nOoTt the atter.“ Judging irom thıs ONEC mM1g Sa Y that, ın certaın
9 the chosen, in far they ave insıght ıIn theır state, chare in

nowledge concerning elr If thıs WEIC the eaT! of
Augustine’s doectrine of predestinatıon ıt COUuU ar be SCCH ASs eing
in danger of denyıng human freedom.“® Yet ıt 1s 191018 Esau’s Case 15 ST
pendıing, and it remiıinds us that AL nOot dealıng ere ıth
varıatıon Platonist partıcıpatory epiıstemology, but ıth somethıng
dıfferent

Consolidation Sımplicianum E OS

God, Augustine continues, COUuU ave condıtıoned Esau in the
Sd1I1lle WdYy d aCOo He COU ave turned hıs mınd (mens) al Dy
addıng ONa voluntas.“ nstead, he dıd nothıng As CONSCYUCNCC,
°the ruın of Esau’s mınd persisted agaıinst al 1n of vocatıons’

472 Simpl. FAr (CCL 4 9 Ul el MOVvVerentur el intellegerent el SECYUE-
rentur,; for the wıder implicatıons of intellegere in thıs Context c1. Lössli (n Dre-
coll (n 231 200, In his crıt1que of )AQOQU The Development of Au-
gustine Doctrine of Operative Grace Parıs Institut d’Etudes augustinıennes,
44, in contrast, Consıders it "reductionıst' interpret thıs DaASSasc in such WaY that
Augustine understands intellegere the prımarYy, dec1sıve, eiffect of How-
CVCTLI, ıt IMaYy be Drecoll’s understandıng of intellegere here that 1S reducti10on1ıst, 1M-
press1on confirmed Dy the ote 243 07 the jJuncture intellectus gratiae
erstoo Dy OSS (n 4 Moreover, intellegere here 1S nOL, Drecoll further b  »

mMmOVverL hat ratıo 1S auctorıtas, in erd rel. 2 E c1. Drecoll (n
Rather, lıke in the relatıonshıp between Aauctorıiıtas and ratio, intellectus 1S the
hıgher g0al of dynamıc learnıng PIOCCSS (inıtıated and drıven by grace) of mover]
and SECQUI; cf. thıs Iso Lössli (n 47; E  9 Autorıität durch Authentizität. Augustins
Lehre VO.  - den Lebensaltern In ‘De erdqd religione”. Wıssenschaft Un Weisheit 59
(1996) 3-18, 4-6; 1 The One Gulding Concept In De erd religione. Revue des
etudes augustinıennes (1994) S

43 Augustine here OPPOSCS vocaltı and elect. accordıng Matthew multı
Catı, DAaUCI electt. He 1S only interested in these [WO eXpress10ns, vocaltı and electi, NOT
in multı and DAUCIL, in the such, ıth ıts implicatıons concerning the [1U111-

bers of vocatı and electi.
Simpl. 1 DE (GEL 44’ CULIUS miseretur, SIC CU. VOoCcCal, QUO-

mMmoOodo Cıt el CONSTUCTFE, UL NO  - reSpual.
45 For diıscussıon of the question of tTeedom in thıs Context ct. Drecoll (n

and 202
46 Sımpl. 1742 CUL 44’ 8-3
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because of °the obstinate character of hıs wiıill) . But why should (10d
ave one nothıng SAaVC Esau? Because of malıce? Certamly nOL,
Augustine insısts, cıtıng Romans Rather, God must ave acte:

the basıs of SOINC inscrutable kınd of Justice (aliıcuius OCccultae
ab humano modulo Investigabılis aequitatis), of IC tIraces

(Inpraessa vestig14), however, ATiC also visıble In human ealıngs.
Judging irom ese must AdSSUMNEC that Esau’s reprobatıon represents

(self-ınflıcted) punıshment. It 1Ss part of deal ın 1C Esau WES

everythıng and G0od (striıctly) nothing Indeed it WOU be IN1quı1tous
turn agaınst (J0d and demand h1ıs SOINEC kınd of moral oblı-
gatıon. It WOU be the kınd of ımpudentia referred In Romans
9:20a (0 OMO QULS qul respondeas deo 7)

hıs applıes 18 the ole of umanıty, Augustine pomlnts out
HCcE INOIC, already in 68, especılally SInCe umanıty 15
peccatı, SINCE al ave dıed In dam (4 Corinthians the or1g1n
of human agaınst Yet iın 68, thıs hınt al the
CONCepL of orıgınal SIN 1S nOTL constitutive for the doectrine of predes-
tinatıon. It 18 ST Kept rather and only SCIVCS human back-
drop inscrutable Justice, 1C o0€eSs not force alıyONC SIN,
but leaves the sınner alone (1n CVECIY of the WOTr' The only WdYy
God interferes In human ifaırs 15 through9 In order Justify,
SaVC, and 1berate.° Romans 9:20a applıes {O all human beings,
CVCN, and, in WAäaY, especılally, ose,; in whom has already
become operatıve.”

477 Simpl. T 719 CL 44., 39.406-407)251  AUGUSTINE QN PREDESTINATION  because of ‘the obstinate character of his will’.” But why should God  have done nothing to save Esau? Because of malice? Certainly not,  Augustine insists, citing Romans 9:14.* Rather, God must have acted  on the basis of some inscrutable kind of justice (alicuius occultae  atque ab humano modulo investigabilis aequitatis), of which traces  (inpraessa vestigia), however, are also visible in human dealings.  Judging from these we must assume that Esau’s reprobation represents  a (self-inflicted) punishment. It is part of a deal in which Esau owes  everything and God (strictly) nothing. Indeed it would be iniquitous to  turn against God and demand his mercy as some kind of moral obli-  gation. It would be the kind of impudentia referred to in Romans  9:20a (o homo tu quis es qui respondeas deo?).  This applies to the whole of humanity, Augustine points out  once more, as already in g. 68, especially since humanity is a massa  peccati, since all have died in Adam (1 Corinthians 15:22), the origin  of human contempt against God.* Yet as in q. 68, this hint at the  concept of original sin is not constitutive for the doctrine of predes-  tination. It is still kept rather vague and only serves as a human back-  drop to God’s inscrutable justice, which does not force anyone to sin,  but leaves the sinner alone (in every sense of the word). The only way  God interferes in human affairs is through grace, in order to justify, to  save, and to liberate.” Romans 9:20a applies to all human beings,  even, and, in a way, especially, to those, in whom grace has already  become operative.*  # Simpl. 1.2.14 (CCL 44, 39.406-407): ... obstinatio voluntatis, ut contra omnes  modos vocationis obdurescat mentis eversio.  # Cf. Simpl. 1.2.16 (CCL 44, 41.443-45): ‘quid ergo dicemus? numquid iniquitas  est apud deum? absit!’ sit igitur hoc fixum atque immobile in mente sobria pietate!  ® Cf. Simpl. 1.2.16 (CCL 44, 42.468-69): ... ‘in Adam omnes moriuntur’”, a quo in  universum genus humanum origo ducitur offensionis dei. Note that Augustine here  only refers to 1 Corinthians 15:22 and not to Romans 5:12 (in quo omnes peccave-  runt), which he begins to quote in this context only 14 years later. Some have conclu-  ded from this that Augustine ignored the doctrine of original sin in this context, at  least before 411; cf. S. LYONNET, Rom 5:12 chez saint Augustin. Note sur l’Elabora-  tion de la doctrine augustinienne du peche originel, in: L’Homme devant Dieu. Me-  langes offerts au pere Henri de Lubac. Th&ologie 56 (Paris: Aubier, 1963), 327-39,  3310  » As Drecoll (n. 2) 234 n. 210 points out, there is therefore no need to trace Au-  gustine’s doctrine of predestination to the concept of original sin as found in Ambrosi-  aster.  * Cf. Simpl. 1.2.17 (CCL 44, 43-44), where Augustine, with the help of 1 Corin-  thians 3:1-3, points out that even Christians are still called carnales, but that they are  nevertheless able to make progress in the spirit, because they have already received  initial grace.obstinatio voluntatıs, Ul CONIFa
moOodos VOCALLONLS obdurescat mentLiSs evers1ıo.

4X Sımpl. 12 156 (CCE 44., 41.443-45) 'quid EISO dicemus ? numquid INIGQULEAS
est apud deum ? absıt! sıt L&1itur hoc fixum ıiımmuaobile In mente sobrıa pietate!

49 Simpl. 246 CL 4 9251  AUGUSTINE QN PREDESTINATION  because of ‘the obstinate character of his will’.” But why should God  have done nothing to save Esau? Because of malice? Certainly not,  Augustine insists, citing Romans 9:14.* Rather, God must have acted  on the basis of some inscrutable kind of justice (alicuius occultae  atque ab humano modulo investigabilis aequitatis), of which traces  (inpraessa vestigia), however, are also visible in human dealings.  Judging from these we must assume that Esau’s reprobation represents  a (self-inflicted) punishment. It is part of a deal in which Esau owes  everything and God (strictly) nothing. Indeed it would be iniquitous to  turn against God and demand his mercy as some kind of moral obli-  gation. It would be the kind of impudentia referred to in Romans  9:20a (o homo tu quis es qui respondeas deo?).  This applies to the whole of humanity, Augustine points out  once more, as already in g. 68, especially since humanity is a massa  peccati, since all have died in Adam (1 Corinthians 15:22), the origin  of human contempt against God.* Yet as in q. 68, this hint at the  concept of original sin is not constitutive for the doctrine of predes-  tination. It is still kept rather vague and only serves as a human back-  drop to God’s inscrutable justice, which does not force anyone to sin,  but leaves the sinner alone (in every sense of the word). The only way  God interferes in human affairs is through grace, in order to justify, to  save, and to liberate.” Romans 9:20a applies to all human beings,  even, and, in a way, especially, to those, in whom grace has already  become operative.*  # Simpl. 1.2.14 (CCL 44, 39.406-407): ... obstinatio voluntatis, ut contra omnes  modos vocationis obdurescat mentis eversio.  # Cf. Simpl. 1.2.16 (CCL 44, 41.443-45): ‘quid ergo dicemus? numquid iniquitas  est apud deum? absit!’ sit igitur hoc fixum atque immobile in mente sobria pietate!  ® Cf. Simpl. 1.2.16 (CCL 44, 42.468-69): ... ‘in Adam omnes moriuntur’”, a quo in  universum genus humanum origo ducitur offensionis dei. Note that Augustine here  only refers to 1 Corinthians 15:22 and not to Romans 5:12 (in quo omnes peccave-  runt), which he begins to quote in this context only 14 years later. Some have conclu-  ded from this that Augustine ignored the doctrine of original sin in this context, at  least before 411; cf. S. LYONNET, Rom 5:12 chez saint Augustin. Note sur l’Elabora-  tion de la doctrine augustinienne du peche originel, in: L’Homme devant Dieu. Me-  langes offerts au pere Henri de Lubac. Th&ologie 56 (Paris: Aubier, 1963), 327-39,  3310  » As Drecoll (n. 2) 234 n. 210 points out, there is therefore no need to trace Au-  gustine’s doctrine of predestination to the concept of original sin as found in Ambrosi-  aster.  * Cf. Simpl. 1.2.17 (CCL 44, 43-44), where Augustine, with the help of 1 Corin-  thians 3:1-3, points out that even Christians are still called carnales, but that they are  nevertheless able to make progress in the spirit, because they have already received  initial grace.In dam morıiuntur , QUO In
unLversum HU humanum Or120 ducıtur offensionis dei Note that Augustine here
only refers Corinthians 5:27) and NOL Romans 5° 12 (In GUO DECCUAVE-
runlt), which he begıns ın thıs Context only yYCars later. Some have conclu-
ded from thıs that Augustine 1gnored the doectrine of orıgınal SIN in thıs CONteXtT, al
eas before 41 1’ ct. LYONNET, Rom S1702 chez saınt Augustıin. Note SUur '"elabora-
tıon de la doctrine augustinıenne du peche originel, in L’Homme devant Dıieu. Me-
langes offerts pere Henrı de Lubac Theologıe (Parıs Aubıer, F
331

5() As Drecoll (n 234 210 points OuL, ere 15 therefore need Tace-
gustine’s doectrine of predestinatıon the cConcept of orıgınal SIN found ın Ambros1i1-
aster.

Sımpl. PCL 44, 43-44), where Augustine, ıth the help of OTr1In-
thıans 1-3, po1nts Out that VE sthans still called carnales, but that they
nevertheless able make iın the spırıt, because they have already rece1ved
inıtial
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Not that human beings SIN (Or, in dam cCannot but S1n) 15 al
the centre here, but that jJjudgment 15 inscrutable and that
nobody Call SaYy why God ordaıned ıt ın the first place Orıginal SIN
and ıts ffects no(C, and 11l be, INOTEC than ‘dark corollary’
to predestination.” Not hat human beings do, OTr Can, Cannot, do,
1S the question, but hat God Can do, and hat he does, 0€Ss nOL,
do SaVC umanıty. It 15 in De libero arbıitrıio that Augustine dıs-
CUSSC5S the former question. Yet already ere he demonstrates that nNOTL
God 1S the of evıl, but human reedom He states that
human reedom has the SAUaVC Therefore he has 18
retreat from hıs posıtion in De libero arbitrio. Even before the Fall, he
AI UCS ın De libero arbıtrıo 3i human reedom W as able do g00d
only In far ıt dıd NOTL reject In far ıt dıd, it chose
impudentia and superbia and caused the Fall in dam Through the
Fall and under the condıtion of orıgınal SIN ıt 15 definıtely g00d for
nothıing, ıt necessarıly Causcs nothing but evıl,” unless God it
Out of that condıtion through orace:” Towards the end of hıs hıfe. in hıs
Retractationes of ANAUN Augustine hıs intention in De libero
arbitrio Da and Sımplicianum respectively: ’a 1S ONC ıng
ask irom where evıl orıginates (unde sıt malum) and another ıng
ask irom where gel back to the or1ıgınal state OT the
greater 200 55

Augustine generally fOocuses the latter. love, he
9 1$ NOTL almed al the gu1 in aCcCo IC 1S extingulshed, but al
the estowed.° Equally, hate Romans 9:13) 1S nNnOotL almed
al Esau for God o0es nOTL hate hıs creatures (Wısdom

but al the SIN that made Esau Va ıIn contumelıiam.°' The fact
that (G0d makes th1ıs happen 0€Ss 181011 Cast an Yy oOu VCI hıs
goodness. On the CONTrarY, ıt only confırms go0odness; and thıs

52 Wetzel (n 49
53 Lı arb &e CC 29, 317219 and LOSSL. Wege der Argumentatıon

In Augustinus‘ De Ilıhero arbitrio. Theologie und Philosophie (1995) 1-54, C

54 Naturally, Augustine’s understandıng of dıyvıne praescientia in lib arb. 3, LOO,
matches that in Simplicianum; cft. Barry AVID, The Meanıng and Ssage of
‘DDıvıne Foreknowledge‘ In Augustine De Ilıhero arbıitrıio 144 41 Augustinian
Studies (2001) 117156

ö55 retract. 1.9 (CCL 5 24)252  KBÖSSE  Not that human beings sin (or, ‘in Adam’, cannot but sin) is at  the centre here, but that God’s judgment is inscrutable and that  nobody can say why God ordained it so in the first place. Original sin  and its effects are not, and will never be, more than a ‘dark corollary’  to predestination.” Not what human beings do, or can, or cannot, do,  is the question, but what God can do, and what he does, or does not,  do to save humanity. It is in De libero arbitrio that Augustine dis-  cusses the former question. Yet already here he demonstrates that not  God is the cause of evil, but human freedom. He never states that  human freedom has the power to save. Therefore he never has to  retreat from his position in De libero arbitrio. Even before the Fall, he  argues in De libero arbitrio 3, human freedom was able to do good  only in so far as it did not reject God’s grace. In so far it did, it chose  impudentia and superbia and caused the Fall in Adam. Through the  Fall and under the condition of original sin it is definitely good for  nothing, i. e. it necessarily causes nothing but evil,® unless God lifts it  out of that condition through grace.* Towards the end of his life, in his  Retractationes of 427, Augustine compares his intention in De libero  arbitrio 2-3 and Ad Simplicianum 1.2 respectively: ‘It is one thing to  ask from where evil originates (unde sit malum) and another thing to  ask from where to get back to the original state or to progress to the  greater good.’ ”  Augustine generally focuses on the latter. God’s love, he  argues, is not aimed at the guilt in Jacob, which is extinguished, but at  the grace bestowed.® Equally, God’s hate (Romans 9:13) is not aimed  at Esau as a creature — for God does not hate his creatures (Wisdom  11:25) —, but at the sin that made Esau a vas in contumeliam.” The fact  that God makes this happen does not cast any doubt over his  goodness. On the contrary, it only confirms God’s goodness; and this  ® Cf. Wetzel (n. 7) 49.  SC lib.arb: 3:24:25:(CCL29,317-21)and J: LÖSSL, Wege der Argumentation  in Augustinus’ De libero arbitrio. Theologie und Philosophie 70 (1995) 321-54, 352-  5S®  * Naturally, Augustine’s understanding of divine praescientia in /ib. arb. 3, too,  matches that in Ad Simplicianum; c£. Barry A. DAVID, The Meaning and Usage of  ‘Divine Foreknowledge’ in Augustine’s De libero arbitrio 3.2.14-4.41. Augustinian  Studies 32 (2001) 117-156.  5 Cf. retract. 1.9.2 (CCL 57, 24): ... aliud est enim quaerere unde sit malum et ali-  ud est quaerere unde redeatur ad pristinum vel ad maius perveniatur bonum; c£. Lössl  (n53) 3380324332  5 Simpl. 1.2.18 (CCL 44, 45.561-63): sed dilexit in eo non culpam quam delebat,  sed gratiam quam donabat.  ” Cf. Simpl. 1.2.18 (CCL 44, 45-46).aliud est nım nde Sıl malum el alı-
ud est nde redeatur adpristinum vel ad MALUS pervenlatur bonum ; CT OSS
(n 33) 0-32; 2307

56 Simpl. Y CCL 44’ sed dılexıt In on culpam GUUHL delebat,
sed gratiam GUUF donabat.

5 / Sımpl. 1D CL 44, -4|
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NOL only for ONGC, but for [WO 1C4SONS Fırstly, it 15 merely g00d and
PIODCI that VUSsd In contumeliam ATic VUSd Lrae, vessels of wra
hated’:;: for SIN 1s eval: and hate SIN 15 g00d econdly, God has
(g00d) PUITDOSC ın makıng (or allowıng) thıs tO) happen, namely
demonstrate h1s W the better AY/AN and the cCorrectio of those
whom he ntends SAaVC from ımpLietas by instillıng ın them EtLIMOr
dominı.°®

(G0d CCascs create bona;” SCVECn er umanıty becomes
peccaltı, lump of SIN and gu1 (originalis reatus). Only 19{0)

God °re-creates’ umanıty In such WdYy that he indulgently .  cuts
those whom he ntends SAaVC °  out of thıs ump hereby savıng
them (Ecclesiasticus 373 13- 14) 111e eavıng the rest Justly e1r
(well-deserve and self-ınflıcte punıshment, eternal damnatıon.°
The fact that G0d AaCTISs iın thıs WAaY must nOL, OT indeed cCannot, be
questioned Romans It certaınly Cannot be en
indıcatıon that Gcd 1S ın aMn Y WaY wıcked Romans 9:14) TOM the
poımint of 1e W of the saved (electi) thıs Ole of ffaırs 1s MoOst
certamly 200d ın INOTEC than ONEC WaY, for CVCN the punıshment of the
damned 1S for the PUTDOSC of the CN greater (proficıan of
eIr (the electi’s) salvatıon;° for ıt remıinds them that eır salvatıon 1S
NOTL ase theır meriıts but Komans L5)

hus whoever 0aSs should do ıIn the ord
Corin  1ans KSl) hat 1s the understandıng of (intellectus
gratiae) demonstrated DYy Paul and the example of the Lustificati.°
Human reedom lot (plurimum valet). It ex1Iists ın an Y CascC,
but 1t 1s severely 1mıted under the present condıtıon of human
sinfulness.® ere 1s struggle go1lng between CUYO and SDLFLEUS,

58 ANnYy 1$ agaın quashed ıth reference Romans 9:20; ci. Simpl. BUE
C4 9 46.592); for critical assessment of thıs ‘logıc of terror‘ cT. FLASCH,
Logik des Schreckens (Maıiınz: Dieterıich, “1995); for Fllasch ct. Drecoll
(n e

59 Sımpl. 1 0 (L 44, 7-9 ftunc facta est UN|  © OMNLIUM, venliens
de traduce peccatı el de O  HF mortalitatis, GUAMVILS deo formante el Creanlte QUAE ho-

SUNL; An ftraduxX peccatı ct. Drecoll (n 233 206 and 34 210
SImpl. 1: 2 26) FEL 44, 52)
Simpl. 2.20 GL 44?

62 N,Augustine of Hippo London Faber aber, 359 1HIGceE apUly
commented thıs DASSaLC follows: ‘Paul had spoken; Augustine had understood.
hat should be enough.’

64 Sımpl. 1.2:20 CCL 447 sed In venundatiıs sub HeECCALO quid
let? The eXpress1on venundattıs sub DECCALO alludes Romans SCIMUS Nnım
quod lex Spirtitalis A CO autem cCarnalıs S UFL, venundatus Sub peccato). Augustine’s
rhetorical question that under the condıtiıon of SIN tTeedom 1s actually orth
nothıng.



DA

Creedom alone, wıthout the help of Cannot WIN (Galatıans
AThe humanl 1s NOT able mot1ivate se It needs outsıde

attractıon (delectare), Just the intellect, LOO, needs outsıde St1mu-
latıon In order gel gomng.® hıs outsıde mpulse ıth electio,
the nıtıal att of God previo0usly described AdSs (misericor-
dia/misereri).” It 1S hıdden (occulta), nOoTt obvıo0us; there AI
outsıde crıteraa, 1ke intellıgence OT learnıng, that WOU indıcate who
IS motivated Dy inıtial and who 18 NOot Indeed, accordıng

crıpture, G0d en choose the intellectually and morally weak,
the infiırma mundı and the stulta mundıi, confuse the StronNg.

Yet that, LOO, 15 crıteri10n. G0d 1S inscrutable Komans
The question 1S NOL who 1S, OT who 15 noL, chosen and hat happens
those who AIC, wh dIc nOL, chosen, but how 0€Ss the salvatıon
DIOCCSS work. Augustine’s AdNSWEeT In Iimp 1S, hrough >
wıthout preceeding works, gratu1tously, d somethıng that nables the
sınner respond posıtıvely call and do g0o0d works, that
Justifies and hus the ethıcal focus of CAD. C (Gal 1s retaıned,
but Augustine makes it clearer than GVT that al 1ıke works, 1S
preceeded and inıtially caused by Hıs focus 1Ss NnOTL gratia
fidei, but inıtium fidei gratia. As CONSCQUENCE dıvıne praescientia
1S longer ımportant CONCepL previıously explaın hOow the
human reedom of the 1ll remaıns intact under ese CIrcumstances.
er the condıtıon of S1IN, Augustine NO aAargucs, human freedom,
though it ST1 eX1sts, 1Ss x00d for nothing (but CeV1 TIhe Concept INEeIC-

1y SCIVCS demonstrate that umanıty, NOTL God, 1Ss ame for evıl.
1S of UuUsc explaın hOow the transıtıon takes place from SINe
gratiam ONEC sub gratia. Of COUISC, NCE 15 operatıve (In those
In whom it 1s operatıve, in the electi), Iireedom, LOO, Can be saı1d be
actıve towards salvatıon, o1ift of The electi AIc liberatti.
Freedom involves them In salvıfıc work. Augustine therefore

denıies ireedom, he only qualifies ıts dıfferent functions iın the

Sımpl. 19724 WE 44., 53).
65 Sımpl. k 209 (L 4 E} 55.7/94-97): sed voluntas LDSA, ANLSL aliquid OCCcurrerıt

quod delectet Invıtet anımum, mover. nullo MmOdo postet. Hoc Uulem Ul UVr-
ral, NO  - est In hominLis potestale.

In the lıght of thıs analogy developed in the Juncture “intellectus gratiae‘ al
the beginning of 24 1s nNnOoL accıdental, margınal, d5, LO Drecoll (n 240ff.
and especlally 243 D 'Das Gnmadenhandeln ist eben nıcht UTr als Verle1-
hung VON Eıinsicht beschreıibbar’ How true! For it 1S ‘ Verleihung VO  — Eıinsıicht’,

it 1S nOot wıthout Verleihung VON Einsicht Grace CCUTS (occurere) the intellect
and the 111 and Jomtly motivates both faculties rough delectare. If it does nOL, ere
1S nothing. Delectare has opposıte.

G7 SImpl. 192272 (CC1 447 54.768-71).
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dıfferent salvıfıc states in 1C human beings fınd themselves er
the condıtion of SIN ıt SE V Es damnatıon, under the condıtion of

1t SCIVCS salvatıon, ıle nothıng eImnıte Can be saı1d Ou ıts
OrTZ21Ns in the transıtional AIcCca between election and reprobatıon; for in
thıs AIca ıt has fırst be (re-) defined:; and ıt 15 G0d who (re-)
CONSüuUftfESs and (re-) defines 1t, Dy renderıng the liberi Iliıberati.®

By ınkıng gratia and electio in thıs WdYy Augustine remın1ısScCes
CONcept domiınant In h1s early hought, namely that of God 1MM-

mutable, omn1potent and omn1ıpresent.® It 1$ atter of CONLrOVEeTSY,
whether thıs constıitutes Trea 1ıth culmınatıon of h1s eachıng

between 3073 and 397, in 4C he explaıned predestinatıon
ıth the help of the CONCepL of dıvıne praescientia.” Be that ıt INAaY,
it Augustine Was nNnOoTL entirely satısfıed ıth that earher teaching,
whıle, after expressing only few nıtıal doubts, he SOONMN WwNole-
heartedly subscr1bed the argument of Simpl. 1 and clung ıt
for the rest of h1s ite

6 1st (n 425 One Can neıther 5SaYy that in Sımpl. Augustine denıes the
human Teedom of the wiıll, NOT, Uurns (n 42) 43-_-44 has argued, that he reconcıles

relates (n the CONcept of vocatıo CONZrUG) free decısıon fOr faıth the Ssinner ’s
part 1ıth gratultous act of od’s part which DUuts the sinner into of

in which he che fiınds faıth For Augustine only the second aspect 1Ss relevant
for the ınıtıum fidei For structurally VeC) sımılar 1CAaSONS ONC CannoTLt Sa Yy that Au-
gustine develops doctrine of ‘double predestination’ (gemina praedestinatio) in
Sımpl. Strictly speakıng only savıng actıon 1$ somethıng of whiıich ONEC Can

spea in Augustine’s 1eW. Reprobatio OL, let alone, praedestinatio In peccalum do,
strictly speakıng, NOT (as such) They merely aSPECIS of electio, ıt takes
place in sıtuation in 1C humanıty 1S peccati; cf. already ROTIMAN-
NER, Der Aug2ustinismus. Eine dogmengeschichtliche Studie (München: Lentner,

1/7-18
69 ( the iıdea of “"CThe One’ in erd rel.; Löss!I, TIhe One (n 42); the doectrI1-

of (10d and the soul in De heata Vita; C Drecoll (n 27-49 Ihe posıtıve influen-
the development of thıs motif that W d> Neo-Platonist ONI1S the

gatıve impulse Was antı-Manıchean antı-Dualıst). In 30 7/ the antı-Manıchean aspecCt
W das still relilevanı! Against Flasch (n 58) Simpl. Cannot be saıd mark return

Manıcheism: ct. ING, Bruch oder Entwicklung ım Gnadenbegriff Augus-
Hns? Kritische Anmerkungen Flasch, 0g1 des chreckens Augustiniana
(1994) 1-1 37-69

the discussıon in Drecoll (n A Ihe maın proponent of the ‘break-
theory’ 1s Flasch (n 58) Yet Drecoll pomts Out that Flasch does nNOL sufficıently-
nıse the continulty between the earher Paulıne exXxeges1s and Simpl. regardıng the
CONCcepL of ‘lımıted Teedom As early in CAD, DVOD. Rom 8 E Augusti-

argued that In nobis AaAnfte gratiam NO  - est 1berum arbitrium, UTl ANün CE-
MUS, sed fantum ul peccare nolimus, whıle In Simpl. Cr 44, 35) he still ma1ın-
taıns Uf velimus nım el UUM AYS voluit el nNOSLTrUM, UumM vocando, nOsSIrum SEQUEN-
do For Flasch (n 58) 28 / hımself nOostrum 18 here the ecrıter10n.

( F 373 CL 44, 4.26-31) Sıimpliıcı1anus datıng from the Samne YCar
Simpl.
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Apphicatiıon Confessiones (ca 400)
The exıstential dımensıon of the of Simpl often

underestimated It W as nOoTt Augustine Aa1l1ll present Ssystemaltıc
account”* solve SOTIIC exegetical rıddie Augustine dıd nNnOt intend

hıs readers instıl them terITror the face of God who
has unıversal salvıfıc wıll” and DFIOTLE decıded condemn the

of human beings {O hell Nor o0€eSs Augustine want
frustrate anı y thıcal effort the part of human beings relatıvıse
the value of human beings Justify theologıcally the development of
the church of hıs iiıme INtO increasıngly I1Nass
18 agıtale agaınst the Jews of hıs ıme 75

None of thıs Augustine mınd when he 1IrsS applhıes the
indıngs of Imp the N of hIs OW ıfe his Confessiones
thus InılaUung the receplon PTOCCSS of R doectrine of predestinatıon
Already the tıtle of the Confessiones publıshed around 400
thıs Augustine ınk his confess1ion of his sinfulness ıth hıis
oratitude caused DY, d he belleves and for God I7 hıs 15 why
arge swathes of the Confessiones are structured PIraycCI (a
1alogue ıth God) ila the work 15 al the Sa’Imne i1ime exhortatıon
(protreptikos) addressed Nniende audiıence It 15 Augustine

I2 the discussıon Drecoll (n 245 JR
73 hus Rottmanner (n 68) Flasch (n 58) cf Flasch’s suggestion that Au-

gustine works Out logıc of eITOTr which antıcıpated that of western eITOTr ICO1MCS
‚ Ver sımılarıly, though ıth the intention of defending Augustine ING
Die pastorale Intention Augustins Simplicianum de diversis quaestionibus

CHELIUS (eds Homo SpIrLtalis Festgabe für Luc Verheijen
SELNENM Geburtstag (CCassıcı1acum 38 (Würzburg Augustinus Verlag, LL

whou that Augustine ıth pastoral intentUOnNs employed rhetoric of eITOTr
Augustine introduces the motif of ım: dominı (cf above 58) only iıllustrate the

effect of the deserved and self inflıcted CeCauUse Aase! theır nNOT God
WIll) punıshment of the reprobati the elect] hus salvıfıc 111 still uUuN1VeI-
sal It exXxerts eifec OSse hom 1{ reaches whiıle lımıted Dy the 111
of OSse who I1CINAalN hardened

74 As mentioned earhıer (cf above 43) Augustine does NO C1te Mt ()I-
der OPDOSC multı andd but electi and VOCcCalı

75 the discussıon Drecoll (n 2) 249-5 E Rıng (n 69)
76 CIs INOTC precisely, -M HOMBERIT, Nouvelles Recherches de Chronologte

augustinienne. Etudes auguslunıcNNes. Serie Antıquıite 163 (Parıs Institut Etudes
augustinıennes, -23

17 On the sıgnıfıcance and yel prelımınary character of thıs observatıon cf Drecoll
(n Za As Confessio/confiteri Aug2ustinus Lexikon IS (1994)
119292 PO1NIS Out confiter!i al the SaImne i1ime TAalsC and confession of SIN

IS CT Confessiones Augustinus Lexiıkon //8 (1994) 1134 03
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comıng ave D  {A and rece1ving SAC  Ium (baptısm) which 15
18 ENCOUTALC the addressees NOTL despaır Ou eIr NO  \9 theır
being infirml, but wake In misericordiae Iuae el dulcedine
gratiae [UdE, which makes boni,9people able do g00d, Ouft
of infirm.””

in UuUsc Nne’s  7 OW ıfe tO defend certaın theologıical
Stance 15 old mMoOol of Karly Chrıistian apologetics.® In fact, ıt SOCS
back aın Paul (Galatıans 1-2), whom Augustine ave
had In mınd MO for h1s aCCoOount of hIis OW lıfe ®! TIhe auto-
bıographical aspect of Conf. also adds the plausıbıilıty of the ar
corollary’ of Augustine’s doctrine of predestinatıon. The Augustine of
Conf. I ACTOSS N reprobatus. Due hI1s superbia he 15 ıIn
deep Ou Just everythıng that matters, especılally hıs OW
siınfulness,* but also Ou (J0d and human nature; and SINCE God 1s
Oomn1ıpresent, thıs 1S. accordıng 18 decree (praecepto), paın
dolor) hım.® Only in hındsıght Augustine Caln SCC thıs past MILSErLA

salutary. God acte hım in such WaY that he became of
the extent of hıs MILSErLA, and prepare recelve orace ” When
God Converts® hım Dy eachıng hım about h1ıs true nature®® and

The 'intended audıence) does NOT only include “friends’ and "loved ONECSs (1n Chrıst)’,
but also outsıders (insıde ell outsıde the Church) hom Augustine wants
OuC ıth the 0} of hıs STOTY.

79 Conf. 10.3.4 CUCE 2 E} 5-3
x() For brıef hıstorical u} cf. Drecoll n —

On thıs aspect ct. FREDRIKSEN, aul and Augustine: Conversion Narra-
t1ves, Orthodox Tradıtions and the Retrospective Self. Journal of IT’heological Studies.
New Series (1986) AL  X

82 conf. CL 2 $ 6/7.6-11) adhuc nım mıihL videbatur NO RAAYS NOS,
qul amUs, sed NESCLO GUUM alıam In nobıs DECCUAFE naturam el delectabat superbi-

Meam extra culpam AYS el257  AUGUSTINE ON PREDESTINATION  coming to have fides and receiving sacramentum (baptism) which is  to encourage the addressees not to despair about their non posse, their  being infirmi, but to wake up in amore misericordiae tuae et dulcedine  gratiae tuae, Which makes boni, potentes, people able to do good, out  of infirmi.”  To use one’s own life story to defend a certain theological  stance is an old motif of Early Christian apologetics.® In fact, it goes  back to Saint Paul (Galatians 1-2), whom Augustine seems to have  had in mind as a model for his account of his own life.® The auto-  biographical aspect of Conf. also adds to the plausibility of the ‘dark  corollary’ of Augustine’s doctrine of predestination. The Augustine of  Conf. 1-6 comes across as a reprobatus. Due to his superbia he is in  deep error about just everything that matters, especially his own  sinfulness,* but also about God and human nature; and since God is  omnipresent, this is, according to God’s decree (praecepto), a pain  (dolor) to him.” Only in hindsight Augustine can see this past miseria  as salutary. God acted on him in such a way that he became aware of  the extent of his miseria, and prepared to receive God’s grace.* When  God converts” him by teaching him about his true nature® and  The ‘intended audience’ does not only include ‘friends’ and ‘loved ones (in Christ)”,  but also outsiders (inside as well as outside the Church) whom Augustine wants to  touch with the power of his story.  7'Conf. 10:3.4 (CCL 27, 156:1535)  ® For a brief historical survey cf. Drecoll (n. 2) 263-67.  *' On this aspect cf. P. FREDRIKSEN, Paul and Augustine: Conversion Narra-  tives, Orthodox Traditions and the Retrospective Self. Journal of Theological Studies.  New Series 37 (1986) 3-34.  ® Cf. conf. 5.10.18 (CCL 27, 67.6-11): adhuc enim mihi videbatur non esse nos,  qui peccamus, sed nescio quam aliam in nobis peccare naturam et delectabat superbi-  am meam extra culpam esse et ... non confiteri me fecisse ... et excusare me amabam  et accusare nescio quid aliud...  ® Cf. conf. 2.2.4 (CCL 27, 19.36f.): qui fingis dolorem in praecepto et percutis, ut  sanes, et occidis nos, ne moriamur abs te; on the meaning of dolor in this context cf. J.  LÖSSL, Dolor/dolere. Augustinus-Lexikon 3 / 4 (1999) 581-91.  4 CL conf: 669 (CCL/27, 79:6-10); 61424 (CCL 27; 89.19-24)  ® Cf. conf. 8.12.30 (CCL 27, 132.52): convertisti enim me ad te; and conf. 8.7.16  (CCL 27, 123.2): retorquebas me ad me ipsum (for the consequence of the latter cf.  below n. 88).  ® Cf. in detail Drecoll (n. 2) 275-313; for the epistemological and hermeneutical  dimension cf. also Lössl (n. 4) 213-45. The profound understanding of God and grace  caused by grace (intellectus gratiae) is as, if not more, decisive for the salvation pro-  cess as the psychological and moral effects of grace.1n confiteri me fecisse257  AUGUSTINE ON PREDESTINATION  coming to have fides and receiving sacramentum (baptism) which is  to encourage the addressees not to despair about their non posse, their  being infirmi, but to wake up in amore misericordiae tuae et dulcedine  gratiae tuae, Which makes boni, potentes, people able to do good, out  of infirmi.”  To use one’s own life story to defend a certain theological  stance is an old motif of Early Christian apologetics.® In fact, it goes  back to Saint Paul (Galatians 1-2), whom Augustine seems to have  had in mind as a model for his account of his own life.® The auto-  biographical aspect of Conf. also adds to the plausibility of the ‘dark  corollary’ of Augustine’s doctrine of predestination. The Augustine of  Conf. 1-6 comes across as a reprobatus. Due to his superbia he is in  deep error about just everything that matters, especially his own  sinfulness,* but also about God and human nature; and since God is  omnipresent, this is, according to God’s decree (praecepto), a pain  (dolor) to him.” Only in hindsight Augustine can see this past miseria  as salutary. God acted on him in such a way that he became aware of  the extent of his miseria, and prepared to receive God’s grace.* When  God converts” him by teaching him about his true nature® and  The ‘intended audience’ does not only include ‘friends’ and ‘loved ones (in Christ)”,  but also outsiders (inside as well as outside the Church) whom Augustine wants to  touch with the power of his story.  7'Conf. 10:3.4 (CCL 27, 156:1535)  ® For a brief historical survey cf. Drecoll (n. 2) 263-67.  *' On this aspect cf. P. FREDRIKSEN, Paul and Augustine: Conversion Narra-  tives, Orthodox Traditions and the Retrospective Self. Journal of Theological Studies.  New Series 37 (1986) 3-34.  ® Cf. conf. 5.10.18 (CCL 27, 67.6-11): adhuc enim mihi videbatur non esse nos,  qui peccamus, sed nescio quam aliam in nobis peccare naturam et delectabat superbi-  am meam extra culpam esse et ... non confiteri me fecisse ... et excusare me amabam  et accusare nescio quid aliud...  ® Cf. conf. 2.2.4 (CCL 27, 19.36f.): qui fingis dolorem in praecepto et percutis, ut  sanes, et occidis nos, ne moriamur abs te; on the meaning of dolor in this context cf. J.  LÖSSL, Dolor/dolere. Augustinus-Lexikon 3 / 4 (1999) 581-91.  4 CL conf: 669 (CCL/27, 79:6-10); 61424 (CCL 27; 89.19-24)  ® Cf. conf. 8.12.30 (CCL 27, 132.52): convertisti enim me ad te; and conf. 8.7.16  (CCL 27, 123.2): retorquebas me ad me ipsum (for the consequence of the latter cf.  below n. 88).  ® Cf. in detail Drecoll (n. 2) 275-313; for the epistemological and hermeneutical  dimension cf. also Lössl (n. 4) 213-45. The profound understanding of God and grace  caused by grace (intellectus gratiae) is as, if not more, decisive for the salvation pro-  cess as the psychological and moral effects of grace.el amabam
el NESCLO quid alıiud.

84 conf. Au CEeL 2 E 19.36f.) qui fing1s dolorem In pPraecepto el percutis, Ul
N  p el OCCLdLS NOS, mMmorıiamur abs fe; the meanıng of dolor in thıs Context ci.
LOSSL, Dolor/dolere. Augustinus-Lexikon (1999)A

conf. 6.6.9 (CCL 2 9 79.6-10); CECL 2 9 89.19-24)
X55 conf. CCL AF 1I5252) convertistı nım ad te:; and conf. 8.7.16

(CUL 2Y- retorquebas ad LDSUM (for the CONSCYUCNCE of the latter ct.
below 58)

86 (ST. in eta1ı Drecoll (n 2475:3043: for the epiıstemological and hermeneutical
dımension cf. also OSS (n The profound understandıng of G0d and
caused by grace (intellectus gratiae 1S dS, ıf 1a(011 INOIGC, decılısiıve for the salvatıon PIO-
css the psychological and moral effects of



258 LOSSL

revealıng hım hOW bad thıngs could ave turned ut,87 Augustine
nOoT only begıns love God and the WaY in IC he has ea ıth
hım throughout his lıfe, he also hates hımself 1ke God hates Esau
accordıng tO Simpl (Romans he ates h1s (past)
sinfulness.® TIhe ‘psychology' of the CONversiıon 1S the Samnmıe that
described in Simpl. 12 1314 God works through the intellect and the
wıll, refocusıng the mınd through ılluminatıio and motıvatıng the
PCISON hrough admonititio.” As CONSCQUENCC the inner PCISON 1S
attracted (10d and led tOo mystıca. ]Journey, HE the ethıcal
eve concupiscentia 15 gradually suppressed and iInfirmitas 18 replace
ıthfirmitas.” And it 1S indeed God who 1S al work ere The human
PCISON for his her part, whıle hıghly motivated and intellectually
and morally actıve, 1S that nothıng of thıs 1S hıs OT her merı1t. ”
nstead of tryıng and wıllıng and runnıng hıs her OW aCCount
the human PCISON turns God in PrayCel, and ıt 1S iın thıs cContext that
Augustine utters the famous phrase da quod ıubes el ıube quod VIS,

? 93‘g1ve hat YOU ask for and then ask for hat yYOUu want

8 / conf. 5.9.16 (CULL Z7. 5-6 the SLOTY of Augustine’s 1NCcCAal fatal IlIness In
ome 1in 383 he had dıed, he would have been eternally damned ad inferos, be-

of the vinculum originalıs peccatı, QU O In Adam OFIMUrF. ote that here,
LOO, Augustine only cıtes Corinthians PFa ın Support of hıs doctrine of or1ıginal SIN
Romans 1S still Conspicuously absent (cT. above 49) Yet ci. the remmin1iıscenCESs
of Gen in the STOLY of the theft of PCAaLs conf. 249 (GEL 20 Feldmann (n
78) 1169; Lössi (n FA The scenar10 of or1ginal SIN agaınst the background
of which Augustine develops h1is doctrine of predestination becomes already much
LIOTIC elaborate In conf. than it had been in Simpl.

88 (* conf. 8716 (CCE ZT 123.5-9) ef videbam el horrebam Ul Invenırem InN-
Lıquitatem Meam el Odissem.

x For thıs eXpress1on In thıs cContext cL. Drecoil n 231 201
9() (F the conclusiıon of the e  garden scene‘’ in conf. CC 2' C 6-

38/132.45) statım quıppe cum fine huilusce sententiae quasıi Iuce securıtatis Infusa
cordı Me:  S dubitationis tenebrae diffugerunt258  - KÖSSL  revealing to him how bad things could have turned out,” Augustine  not only begins to love God and the way in which he has dealt with  him throughout his life, he also hates himself like God hates Esau  according to Simpl. 1.2 (Romans 9:13b), i. e. he hates his (past)  sinfulness.® The ‘psychology’ ® of the conversion is the same as that  described in Simpl. 1.2.13-14. God works through the intellect and the  will, refocusing the mind through i/luminatio and motivating the  person through admonitio.° As a consequence the inner person is  attracted to God and led to a mystical journey, while on the ethical  level concupiscentia is gradually suppressed and infirmitas is replaced  with firmitas.” And it is indeed God who is at work here. The human  person for his or her part, while highly motivated and intellectually  and morally active, is aware that nothing of this is his or her merit.”  Instead of trying and willing and running on his or her own account  the human person turns to God in prayer; and it is in this context that  Augustine utters the famous phrase da quod iubes et iube quod vis,  293  ‘give what you ask for and then ask for what you want.  87 Cf. conf. 5.9.16 (CCL 27, 65-66) the story of Augustine’s near fatal illness in  Rome in 383. If he had died, he would have been eternally damned ad inferos, be-  cause of the vinculum originalis peccati, quo omnes in Adam morimur. Note that here,  too, Augustine only cites 1 Corinthians 15:22 in support of his doctrine of original sin.  Romans 5:12 is still conspicuously absent (cf. above n. 49). Yet cf. the reminiscences  of Gen 3 in the story of the theft of pears conf. 2.4.9 (CCL 27, 21-22); Feldmann (n.  78) 1169; Lössl (n. 4) 215 n. 22. The scenario of original sin against the background  of which Augustine develops his doctrine of predestination becomes already much  more elaborate in conf. than it had been in Simpl. 1.2  83 Cf. conf. 8.7.16 (CCL 27, 123.5-9): et videbam et horrebam ..., ut invenirem in-  iquitatem meam et odissem.  ® For this expression in this context cf. Drecoll (n. 2) 231 n. 201.  % Cf, the conclusion of the ‘garden scene’ in conf. 8.12.29/30 (CCL 27, 131.36-  38/132.45): statim quippe cum fine huiusce sententiae quasi luce securitatis infusa  cordi meo omnes dubitationis tenebrae diffugerunt ... tali admonitione firmatus...  Note that the intellectual state is reached prior to the moral state, something that con-  tinuously escapes Drecoll (n. 2) 321-24. Also, the intellectual conversion is of course  not some kind of conveyance of additional information that would enlighten Augusti-  ne, but a profound re-orientation of his intellect that removes any ambiguity and  doubt from his mind. Drecoll (n. 2) 322 notices that for a moment, but this does not  influence his general understanding of “intellect’ in this context, which is very diffe-  rent from that of Augustine; cf. in contrast Lössl (n. 4) 221-25.  9 Cf. conf. 10 (CCL 27, 155-93), especially 10.30.41-42 (CCL 27, 176-77); Dre-  coll (n. 2) 340-42.  ” Cf. Augustine at the moment of his conversion, conf. 8.12.28-29 (CCL 27, 130-  31)  E Cf. conf; 10.29.40, 31.45; 37.60 (CCL 27, 176:2, 179:52; 188.3);Simpl. 1.2:21  (CCL 44, 53-54): petere iubemur ut accipiamus, et quaerere ut inveniamus.talı admonitione firmatus...
Note that the intellectual 18 reached pr10r the moral somethıng that CON-

tinuously CSCADCS Drecoll n SAlso, the intellectual CONvers1i1on 18 of COUTISC

nNnOoL SOINC kınd of CONVCYALCC of addıtıonal informatıon that would enlıghten Augusti-
8{ but profound re-orj]ientation of h1is intellect that L[LECINOVCS an Y ambıigulty and
Oou TOM h1s mınd Drecoll (n 3772 notices that for moment, but thıs does nOoL
influence hıs general understandıng of “intellect’ in thıs Context, which 15 VE dıffe-
rent irom that of Augustine; cf. 1n COnfTtrast Lössl (n ®

conf. KZ 155-93), especılally CL 2' E 176-77); DDre-
coll (n K

92 Augustine al the mMmoment of hıs CONVvers10n, conf. 12.28-29 (CCL Z 130-
31) 93 C: conf. 10.29.40, 31.45, 3’7 _ 6) (CCL Z 1L76:2. Simpl. 13 D
( X 44, 3-5 petere iubemur Ul ACCIDLAMUS, el ul INvVvenLAMUS.
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Reactions an FeSPONSES: Pelagius, Julian of Aeclanum an the
Massılians

Towards the end of hI1s 1fe Augustine remembers that it Was

especlally agalinst thıs senNntence that elagıus Teacted, when he first
read the Confessiones.” hat Was around 405 decade ater, when
thıs CIas of theologıical op1inı1ons” had erupted into maJor doectrinal
CONLrOVETSY, Augustine accused elagıus chiefly of denyıng

NCCCSSaL y for salvatıon and of eachıng that ONC COU easıly
keep the cCcCommandments and reach free of S1IN, 1T ONE only
relied HNe S  L natural moral powers.” Yet in De natura,” hI1s 1rS

(8 Augustine, Pelagıus eritic1sed hat had CCn INOTE

margınal 1Sssue in Augustine’s earlıer doctrine of9 the teachiıng
that human nature 1S corrupted Dy SIN, and that maınly for thıs ICasSson

15 NECCCSSaALY for salvatıon.” When Augustine responded De
NnaALlura In De NnaLlura el gratia,” thıs margınal 1Ssue had become INOTE
entral hIs work, especlally SINCE he had egun ınkıng Romans
5 l Corinthians Üa

dono EFSEU. 53 (PE 4 E datıng irom 429 ferre NO  x potuıt; and
OHR, Pelagıus’ Schrift "De natura’;: Rekonstruktion un Analyse. Recherches
augustinıennes (1999) 5-94, 291 140; c1. also LOÖSSL, Julian vVon Aecla-
/Ü Studien seinem Leben, seinem Werk, seiner Lehre un ihrer Überlieferung.
Supplements Vıgılıae Christianae 6() Leıden: Brıull, 4.256-59

95 Ar the beginnıng 1t Was indeed NnOoTt INOTE than Just that, also Caelestius, who
Was condemned iın 418 together ıth Pelagıus for denyıng or1ıgınal SIN and» IC-
marked hıs first trıal 1ın 411: cıted Dy Augustine, Q2ral, DECC, OF12. AL 4 E
69) licet quaestionts NN sSıt LSTG, NO  > haeresis; sımılarıly Pelagıus al the SyNOo al
Dıiospolis in 415 hen asked condemn those accused of the charges made Dy hıs
OoOpponents, cıted by Augustıine, gestT. Pel 6.16 4A2 69) anathematizo QqUuası
stultos, 1Non Quası haereticos, siquidem NO  - est dogma; CT LössI]i n 94) 254

J6 CT geslt. Pel. 35 61 42, 115-16); for deta1jled analysıs of thıs Passasc in
ıts CONTtexXT cf. RMELINGER, Rom und Pelagius. Päpste und Papsttum (Stutt-

Hıersemann, 108-116
x ITradıtionally, De NAlura has been dated 414, into the early stages of the first Pe-

lagıan CONLTOVEISY (:  1-41  ' INOTEC recently ıt has been argued Pelagıus WwTOTte it
around 405; for INOTC detaıls cf. the tıtles lısted under

0X According Augustine Pelagıus held that am s SIN W d> striıctly am s onlyEverybody else sıiınned Dy ıimıtatıng Adam Human nature, substance, Cannot be
corrupted by SIN; ct. nNaL. gral. .10 and 60, 238.247)

xx Dated 4435; CT BONNER., Natura el gratıa, De, 1n FILTLZGERA LD
(QSA (ed;). Augustine through the Ages. An Encyclopedia (Grand Rapıds: kerdmans,

O
For the first time iın 406 in De genesı ad litteram 9-10:; ci. Au-

gustine the I’heologian (New York Herder Herder, 265.316 Yet it 18 mat-
ter of CONtLTOVeETrSY whether thıs colncıdes ıth the or1g1n of Augustine’s "mature’ doc-
trıne of or1g1inal SIN Some, e. Original SIN, 1n Fıtzgerald (n 99) 607-
614, 608, 8 for earlıer startıng poıint, others, lıke SAGE, Peche originel.Naılssance d’un dogme. Revue des etudes augustinıennes 13 (1967) for later
ONC (41 1/2) also above 49



260 LOSSL.

elagıus aAargUuCS ın De NnNAaALlura that human beings ATC by theır
VC nature A creatures  101 able do X00d; human nature Can-

not be COITUDPtL,; sinfulness 1s merely ack of goodness; ECVOCNMN Uugus-
tine held thıs 1e W ın De libero arbıtrio. In De NAtlur«a el gratia
Augustine responds {O thıs that human nature, created X00d, 15 COITUD-
ted Dy SIN Everybody has sınned iın dam umanıty 1S
damnata, unable fOo contrıbute anythıng {O ıfts salvatıon from thıs
sıtuation, for i S ONC else Can be blamed than each indıvıdual
human eing hım- herselftf. The damnatıon of all WOU only be Just
If SOMMC elected vessels of9 it 1S because of act of sheer
dıvıne9 IC gratitude 1S the only meanıngful response. ‘”
Augustine chows that Pelagıus’s readıng of De libero arbitrio 15
select1ve!®® and that he has ascr1ıbed aln y salvıfıc W 18 human
freedom, an Yy abılıty do g00d and evıl. hıs abılıty, he
had always heId; WAas, 11 al all, constituted exclusıvely by

He NO INOTC than in Simpl and Conf. that thıs
1S the of Christ bestowed in baptısm, ” wıthout which

ONMNC Can be saved. He also elaborates INOTIC than in hıis earher works
that salvatıon 18 salvatıon from orıgınal SIN 1n Adam' } hıs

of emphasıs 15 partly due the fact that Augustine has defend
hıs doectrine in the context of controvers1ies.!% He 1S challenged the
questions of the state of human nature and of the abılıty of human
beings 1{8 respond call Hıs oppOonents (Pelagıus and after 418
in partıcular Julıan of Aeclanum) Contest the notion that human nature

101 Bonner (n 96) ‘Pelagıus indeed spoke f, but essentially in terms of
created nature, that the abılıty aVO1d SIN hes NnOT much in the of cho1lice

in the necessity of nature, whose author 15 God FoOor INOTC detaıls Pelagıus’s
teachıng of i Gnade als konkrete Freiheıt. Eıne Untersu-
chung ZUT Gnadenlehre des Pelagius (Maınz Grünewald,

102 nNAaL. gral,. 4  ' 60, 235-36); OSS (n 246
103 nNaL. gral,. 68.81 60, 296); liıb arb. (CCH 29, 304-305).
( the quotatıon of Romans 3:14 conf. GLE Z 1 51) cıted by

Wetzel (n 54-5 7, 5 though Out of Context (cf. in Contras above 90); and nNAaL.

gral. 60, 236)
105 He needs NOT have done thıs Simpl. that it would have been sulffı-

c1ent pomnt the inscrutabıilıty of Jjudgment (Romans Justify God’s
COUTSC of actıon, have ıth SOINC (Romans 9:13) and allow others remaın
hardened Romans 18) hat ground NT

hıs applıes already for the YCars between 30') and 41 19 when Augustine deve-
loped hıs doctrine of or1ginal SIN in the COUTISC of the Donatıist CONLTOVETSY; cf. thıs

SIMONIS, Heilsnotwendigkeit der Kırche und Erbsünde hei Augustinus. Theolo-
Z21€ Un Philosophie (1968) 481-501:; 1  ° Anlıegen un Grundgedanke der Gna
Adenlehre Augustins. Münchner theologische Zeitschrift (1983) HKOat
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15 corrupted, human reedom 15 g00d for nothing (but eV1 and that
(e in aptısm has therefore nothıng u1 0) uma-

nıty has nothıng (8 contrıbute the salvatıon PTOCCSS. However,
Augustine’s opposıtıon of SIN in dam and ‘salvatıon In Christ’
should also be SCCH In the Context of h1s continummg efforts revıive
Pauliıne theology ın ıts OW rıght, from 1ts OW princıples, agaınst ten-
dencıies to dıistort ıt ıth assumptions drawn from other tradıt1ıons In
thıs respect the continuing influence, In affırmatıve ell negatıve
[CIMS, of hıs Manıchean, antı-Manıchean and eo-Platonist past and
present 15 of partıcular importance.

hıs ast pomint 1s ell iıllustrated Dy the discussıon between
Augustine and Julıan of Aeclanum oOu the allegedly Manıchean
epistula ad Menoch.‘“ Julıan cıtes thıs tex{i in hıs Florum, pole-
MI1C agaınst Augustine’s De NUpPTLLS el CONCUPLSCENTIA, In order {O
demonstrate the Manıchean nature of Augustine’s eachıng
The author of C ad Men Argucs that in order be saved (splendida
reddi) ONEC mMust tiınd Out ne s  7 or1g1inal (qualiter prius fueris), the
kınd of soul from1 ONC has emanated (ex GUO SCHETE anımarum
emanaverıs). ”® Followıng John he princıpally thınks of [WO inds,
spırıtua (spiritalis) and carnal, corporeal.'” (10d 15 the AUCLOr of the
former, the eVI of the latter.!!® He 15 AUCLOF DCT CONCUPLS-
centiam. Concupiscentia 1s the Ix070)1 of al] evıl Tımothy 6210):) It
11ghts agalnst the spırıt hrough the body, the SCHNSECS (Galatıans
O TOmM the body only evıl (Galatıans 519 from the soul
only g00d (Galatıans Ol an Therefore physıca procreatıon 1s evıl
Romans Y:1  ON HON est volentis, 1t 1S one AanımoO nolente; cT.
Romans L 19) Ihe ev1ı 1s the that (accordıng Romans
1%6) CauUscs CONCuUPILSCENKIA. TIhe law eX orbıds the SUS of evıl,
of CONCUPLSCENKA. It elps those who dIC from God, but NOL OSse who
AaIic from the eVvV1i In the latter SIN 1s revived Romans 79 and they
AL ılled.!® ED ad Men thus dıstıingulishes anımae spirtitales

107 (ST: Tul. ImMp. S72 8I/1, 473-90): for erıitical edıtion of the eDLS-
tula ad Menoch cf. N’ Epistula ad Menoch. Manıchaıica Latına (Opladen:
Westdeutscher Verlag, for discussion f the CONLTOVETISY between Augustine
and Juhan f Drecoll (n 8-92; Löss] (n 38W) and 5-9 Ihe CONLTOVETISY
between Juhan and Augustine took place in the 4720s

|1US Tul. IMpD. a 372 8I/1, 473.5-6)
Iul. IMpD. STA 89/1, 473.5-6/9-12); John quod NAaSCItur de

CUTO est el quod nascCıtur de spiırıtu SDLFLIUS esTL.
110 Iul. ImMpD. 3 174 8I/1, 475.7-10).
111 Iul. IMD. A N 89I/1, 475.4-5.10-11)9; C1. above
112 c. Tul. IMpD. Al ] 89I/1, 477)
113 SE Iul. IMD. 3.186 8I/1, 484)
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bonae) voluntates, who or1ıginate (emanate) irom (G0d and certaın
be saved, and 1serae anımae, who eır liıbido AanımoO

nolente, arec defined Dy Concupiscentia malum naturale, and OFL-
gıinate (emanate) from the eV1 (who 18 conce1ved another God).‘“

Augustine, in hıis ONSC, O€es 19(011 recognıse thiıs text Manı-
chean:? dısagrees ıth ıts understandıng of John ıt 15 ou
physıca bırth and spırıtua. re)  1 1a(011 [WO spırıtual princıples OPDDO-
SINg each other‘!!® and outlınes h1s posıtıon: The NALIura vıtıata of the
1Irs Ial 1S that of al] humanıty through natural propagatıon. 15 19(011
the nature of second Lype of umanıty reated by second ternal
God (of darkness).” (GJalatıans 5 15 nNnOot about the struggle between

g00d and evıl substance, ‘but of (good) substance ıth 1c@€
1C that substance has contracted irom the SIN of the ITS INan

hrough generatıon. 118 Both, Pelagıans and Manıcheans deny the irue
nature of evıl, the former by rejecting the CONCcepL of NALUra vıtıata,
the Jatter DYy declarıng it substance.‘”

114 Tul. IMD. A 8l 85/1, 486-87); ad Men. here also dıstinguıishes
peccaltum actuale which takes place COFDUS, and Concupiscentia malum ALuU-
‘ale which exX1Ists 15 close connection ıth COFDUS (accordıng Corinthians 18b
qul autem fornicatur, In COFDUS UU peccat); ct. Ste1in (n 107) ATa TE and 0’/-98

115 Tul. ImMp. R 85/1, 3-1 SZ dicam fibi ıstam Manichael ePLS-
tulam OMNINO nNeESCLFE, QUAMVILS dicam, OMNINO NO  > credes el VUNd,
ul soles loquacitate contendes. For the credıbilıty of thıs remark ci. Stein (n 107) and
Drecoll n 187/ 106 Stein doubts not much the honesty of Augustine’s remark

the authenticıty of ad Menoch Manıchean document, let alone wrıting
TOM Manı's OW hand In Contrast, Drecoll doubts Augustine s sincerıty and Ser10US-
1y holds Manı’s authorshıp possıble. Julıan claıms that the ork ciırculated 1in
Constantınople 420

116 Tul. IMpD. 211474 85746-1 (G0d 18 the ONly, g00d, creator of
bodies and souls.

117 Tul. IMD. 3173 8I/1, 474-75) dic, S1 potes, quomodo 1non adıuves
Manichei verba sacrilega de CONcCupiscentia CAarnıS, GUUAM Propterea Sa de
IUra prımı homıinıs praevarıcatıone Vıtıata In nostram natluram Jutura propagatıone
descendere, Ul CC putetur Ile deo COaeTlernae teneb-rarum gent rectiıssıme deputare.
Insıpıentissıme quıppe ef iımpudentissime abs negZaltur malum, QUO 'UTO CONCUPILSCIE
aAdversus spirıtum...; cf. above and Al

113 Tul. Imp. 3 175 85/1.3-1
119 Tul. ImMD. Blr 85/1, 3-56): 3 183 482-83). Ihe dAsSCcC iın p-

int 1s marrıage and procreation. IThe Manıchees advocated NO make uUuse of ONCU-

piscentia in thıs WaYy al all For Julıan, Concupiscentia wıthın marrıage W ds g00d
FOor Augustine 1t mean putting Vice go0od uUSsScC In hıis VIEW uhan’s posıtion Was

dualıstic the Manıchean ONGC, Iul. Imp. 3 185 8I/1, 483-84) numquid
apostolus Concupıscentiae carnalıs SUM vituperat qul dicıt. et Z acceperis
UAXAOTENM, on peccastı el, Z nupserıt VIr£0, AON peccat‘ Corinthians ErSO Ma-
nichaeus, quid Loquatur, Lenorat. sed NEC [U, quid loquaris, intellegis, qul alıud
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in refute the Manıcheans W ds already Augustine s a1mM In De
lihbero arbiıtrio. ere he wanted 18 csShow that the sole of evıl 15
ıberum voluntatis arbitrium, and that ere eX1Ists NALIUFAa malı
reated by God SUOUTICEC of evıl for 16 human beings AT nNOTt
respons1ble.'“* er introducing the CONCEeDL of ıberum voluntatis
arbitrium In book he demonstrate: (in book that God Was forma
Aaetlerna el ıncommutabilis of everythıng, who also SOVECINS everythıng
hrough providentia.‘“ As result he ace In book $ the question
hOow the ıberum voluntatis arbitrium Can turn AaWaV from God, the
ıncommutabile bonum, In voluntary acft of SIN (motus voluntarius). If
G0d Causcs everythıng hrough providentia and knows everythıng
hrough IR Omn1scI1enNcCe, 1f he foreknows everythıng that ll
happen in the future (praescCIus omnıum futurorum), 0€Ss he then 181011

human beings Sın 7122 Augustine’s ANSWET 1s No (G0d GauRSecC®S
voluntates ex1st, but he merely foreknows how they aAIiIc g0o1INg
AT The 111 tself, Dy definıtion. CannoTt be determined, forced, by
anythıng EXCEDPL itselt.' 1S fırst God Causcs ıt function In
thıs WAaY. And hat applıes {O an Y free aCT, applıes S1IN, 00 (J0d
foreknows that AiIc g01ng SIN, but he o0€es not (determiıne,
necessiıitate) SIN If, when, SIN, SIN voluntarıly. '

hI1s applıes CVECN then, Augustine AI UCS, when SIN LENO-
rantıa and necessitate, difficultate . Augustine introduces ese
eXpress1ons ıth 1Ca referenCces.!*® The references relatıng
nNECESSLILAS, Romans A Bn and and Galatıans SE AIc the SdIlle
those Oun ın the C ad enoch, where they AI sed refute the

SLENLIÄCASSE apostolum qUUam CAFNLS CONCUPILSCENKLAM..., GUU Ul UYO CONCUPLSCAF Ad-
Versus spiırıtum (Galatıans E} prım! hominıs praevarıcatione descendere...

| 20 retractl. 1.9.1 (G©CE; 58 22-23 and above under section
121 Lib arb 2.9.26 CCEH 29, 254); for further detaıls ct. the discussion in Drecoll

(n .0
122 Lib arb. C SE (CCL 2 E 2174-76); ci. LössI (n 53) 345
123 ıb arb CEL 29, 304)AUGUSTINE ON PREDESTINATION  263  To refute the Manicheans was already Augustine’s aim in De  libero arbitrio. There he wanted to show that the sole cause of evil is  liberum voluntatis arbitrium, and that there exists no natura mali  created by God as a source of evil for which human beings are not  responsible.'” After introducing the concept of liberum voluntatis  arbitrium in book 1 he demonstrated (in book 2) that God was forma  aeterna et incommutabilis of everything, who also governs everything  through providentia.' As a result he faced, in book 3, the question  how the liberum voluntatis arbitrium can turn away from God, the  incommutabile bonum, in a voluntary act of sin (motus voluntarius). I£  God causes everything through providentia and knows everything  through his omniscience, i. e. if he foreknows everything that will  happen in the future (praescius omnium futurorum), does he then not  cause human beings to sin?'” Augustine’s answer is No. God causes  voluntates to exist, but he merely foreknows how they are going to  act. The will itself, by definition, cannot be determined, or forced, by  anything except itself.'” It is a first cause. God causes it to function in  this way. And what applies to any free act, applies to sin, too. God  foreknows that we are going to sin, but he does not cause (determine,  necessitate) us to sin. If, or when, we sin, we sin voluntarily.'**  This applies even then, Augustine argues, when we sin igno-  rantia and necessitate, or difficultate.'” Augustine introduces these  expressions with Biblical references.'® The references relating to  necessitas, Romans 7:18 and 19 and Galatians 5:17, are the same as  those found in the ep. ad Menoch, where they are used to refute the  significasse apostolum quam carnis concupiscentiam..., qua ut caro concupiscat ad-  versus spiritum (Galatians 5:17), ex primi hominis praevaricatione descendere...  20 Cf, retract. 1.9.1 (CCL 57, 22-23) and above under section 4.  2ı Lib. arb. 2.9.26 (CCL 29, 254); for further details cf. the discussion in Drecoll  (n. 2) 192-93.  ' Lib. arb. 3.1.1-4 (CCL 29, 274-76); cf. Lössl (n. 53) 345.  '3 Cf. Iib. arb. 3.18.50 (CCL 29, 304): an ... cogit invitum? Augustine’s response  to the question of Julian of Aeclanum: et quomodo potest ese voluntas libera, si bo-  num semper velle cogatur? Cf. c. Iul. imp. 1.101 (CSEL 85/1, 118.8-9, 119.23-24): si  enim cogitur, non vult.  ED arb: 336 (CCL 29 278) /ef Lossl:(h:53) 346.  '# CfRb: arb: 8A8 S1(CCL29; 305:12/16): 3:18:52 (306.51).  ”6 ] Timothy 1:13 (misericordiam consecutus sum, quia ignorans feci), Psalm  24:7 (delicta iuventutis et ignorantiae meae ne memineris), Romans 7:19 (non enim  quod volo facio bonum, sed quod odi malum, hoc ago), Romans 7:18 (velle adiacet  mihi, perficere autem bonum non invenio), and Galatians 5:17 (caro concupiscit ad-  versus spiritum...); cf. above nn. 64, 111, 117 and 119.cogıt Invıtum? Augustine’s

the question of Julıan of eclanum el quomodo potest CC voluntas libera, SI ho-
U SEMDET velle cogatur? Iul. IMD. 1701 89/1, S .23-24): 7
nım COgItur, AhNoNn vult

124 Lib arb 336 CL 29, 2H8) ct. OSS (n 33) 346
125 (T b arb (ECE 29, 305.12/16):; 306.51)
126 JTımothy 113 (misericordiam CONSECCULUS 5U quia LENOFANS CcEr Psalm

24 *7 (delicta IuventutLis el LenOrantiae NMEAdeE meminerts), Komans l B, (non nNnım
quod volo facio bonum, sed quod Odı malum, hoc a20), KRomans (velle adıacet
mihL, perficere Autem bonum NO  > Invenl10), and Galatıans 5 (caro CONCUPILSCIE AaAd-
Versus spiritum...); c1. above 64, 11L H7 and 119
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reedom of the ıll Augustine INaYy ave known!?’ that the Manı-
cheans sed ese VOeISCS for thıs PULTDOSC and responded accordıingly
by ul  ıng them into hıs defence of reedom ın Lib arb hıs has
CONSCYUCNCES. In CXD DFYOD Rom, CAD C Gal and he had
plaıned NeCesSsSLtas Irom the u LEB NOow, in Lib arb: he
explaıns it fIrom the Fall and ıts effect, CONCUPLSCENTA: °In thıs
IHNan 18 NnOT good and 0€Ss nNnOTt ave ıt in hıs W be 200 129

Igenorantıia and difficultas, he concedes, ATC not striıctly speakıng
natural.!° Nor Aare they therefore strictly speakıng sınful Rather, they
result from first SIN Only that Was strictly speakıng commıtte
entirely voluntarıly, lıbera voluntatis arbıitrio . Yet ıIn certaın
LenOorantia and difficultas ine natural;'** for under the condıtiıon of the
Fall natural ıberum arbıtrıum faciendi 1S purely hypothetical.

15 ırretrievably ost 0Ug the FallL®® and only recoverable hrough
9 althoug certaın abılıty °to C be 200 (Studiis) remaıns.!*
It ex1sts, speak, AaSs kınd of neutral mıddle ground between the
stultitia of the culpably damned and the sapıentia of ose predestine

salvatıon.! However, ıt 1s NOL sufficıent For salvatıon. 1 here{fore.,
CVENn though the wıll ack of do go0d results firom the

127 Not necessarıly from the ad Menoch (e above FIS): but from another
SUOUTCE

|2® (T above in the first and second sectlon. Ihe [WO explanatıons, from the
<ub lege and TOmM orıgınal SIN, do, of COUTSC, nOoTt exclude each er. The dıfference
1es merely In the dıfferent emphasıs.

129 Lib arb. CC 29 7-3 UNC Aautem quia 1ta eST, I!homo ] NO  > est
honus Nec habet In potestate Ul hbonus SIL.

1 30 Lib. arb (L 29,
131 Lib. arb KL 2 9 3-25 TIhe dıfference between SIN and punısh-

ment for (or1g1n; SIN 18 less sıgnıfıcant here than ıt mıght AaDDCAaTr at first glance; fOr,
1st (n 1) 472°) nOotes, accordıng Augustine °all actıon 15 done wıllıngly unwiıl-

lıngly, and all unwillıng actıon 1S done after CONSCIOUS struggle in hıch the Indıviı-
dual 15 overborne Dy external physıcal!] hus iın the moral AIcCca SINS COIM-
mıiıtted through unthinkıng acCceptlance of the of one’s upbringing eNVIrOoN-
ment always deserving of punıshment. SIN 1ın psychological sense | ““auto-
matıcally” 1e DYy actıng Out OUrTr (sınfu. nature], SIN wıllıngly;’ ct. Iso Drecoll (n

196 130
137 Lib. arb (l 29,
1353 Lib arb. CCr 2 E 6-57

Lib arb. (LE 29, 312:948) inde InCIpLE AaAnıma proficere.
135 Lib. arb. S A1//3 CL 2 ' 7-8 medium quod neutirum dicı

potesfT; cf. MANN, Augustine vıl and orıginal SIN, in Stump-Kretzmann (n
40-48, 4 E Augustine free will, 1ın Stump-Kretzmann (n s
öl However, Mann and Stump do NOT cConsıder the fact that Augustine moved
TOM thıs posıtion.
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punıshment of SIN SUOTMCOIIC else has commıtted, *”® the lımıtatıon thus
put the 11l 0€Ss NOL result in ıts elımınatıion. IThe fact that ıt 1s nNnOoTt
free do g00d O€s NOoTt I1CAan that ıt SINS ınvoluntarıly."””

Therefore, 1ke the author of the A ad Menoch, Augustine 1n
Lib arb knows SINS commıtted necessitate, underpins thıs ASSUMD-
t1ıon ıth Romans /7:18/19 and (jalatıans S AdSSUuMEesSs that CONCUPILS-
centia 1S the underlyıng [CAasSON for thıs cırcumstance, and 1n CU-

piscentia 18 natural procreatıon be able call it. in certaın
natural. Yet unlıke the author of the C ad enoch and later

Julı1an of Aeclanum! Augustine O€Ss 19(011 AdSSUMeE Concupiscentia and
ıts CONSCYUCNCCS be created state, but punıshment for or1gınal
SIN be redeemed Dy

urıng the last few YCAars of hıs 1fe Augustine has
defend thıs readıng of Lib arb 191011 only agaınst outrıght OppOnNents
1ke elagıus and Julıan of Aeclanum, but also agaınst such a_
ratıvely rıendly interpreters the monks of Hadrumetum and
arseılle.! In hıs the latter in De praedestinatione SUNC -

of 4728 he admıts that in h1s Paulıne exeges1s pri10r Simpl 1
especlally In CXD DFOD Rom, he; LOO, had erred iın sıimılar WdYy
they (similıter errarem) for he: LOO, had held that al Was NnOTt u_.
1tOus, but aCT merı1tor10us the part of the PCISON commıiıtting ıt
(nostrum proprium), though ıt COUu NOoTL be commıtted wıthout pr10r
Stimulatıon irom external admonitio, 1ıke the proclamatıon of the
GGospel:!” However, he po1ints OuL, SINCEe Simpl 397/) he has
moved NOw, he9 it 15 the Massılı1ans who , ıf they
do NOT chare hıs He  S posıtion"”” and continue hold that ıt 15 (part of1)

1 36 SIN SOTNCONMNC eise; Adam, has commıtted actual SIN ater AB-
gustine 11l >Sd y that 1n dam all have commıtted thıs S1IN, NOL dASs actual SIN ,
but or1ıginal SIN } cf. Rıst, Augustine. Ancıent Thought Baptised Cambrıdge
Cambrıidge Universıty Press,

137 Wiıll (voluntas) here understood identical ıth the human CISON, cf. 1st (n
4272

| 3 ( UTH, The Hermeneutics of ‘De libero arbıtrıio 11L Are There Iwo
Augustines? Studia Patrıstica (1993) for the Massılıan controversy);
WEAVER, Dıvine Grace an Human Agency. Study of the Semi-Pelagıan Contro-

Mercer Universıity Press, and Lössi (n 288-309
139 Praedest. (PL 43 964) In the 1g of the evidence laıd Out above

der section and Augustine’s admıssıon that he Was 201 1s Jargely gratu1tous. He
probably COUuU have gol AWaY Dy sayıng that in hıs wrıtings pr10r Simpl. hıs d1-

gument concerning the Inıtıumfidei W as SIMPLY not yeLl clear, but SOomMewnal muddled
140 93 praedest. NC 48 (’ 45; 965); cT. DJjuth (n 138) 283; for the eXxpress1on

pOossibilitas honiı in thıs Conftext cf. ıb passım.
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human nature be capable of o1ıng good’l4l that the human free-
dom of the ıll has natural pDOosSsSibilitas bont“ wıthout IC ONC
COUuU nNnOtL CeVCNMN properly respond {O Cal wıthout which
ONEC COU nOoTt CVCMN Oormulate workıng CONcept of

Augustine’s discussion of the relevant of Lib arb in
hıs Retractationes of 4727 cshows why he dıffered irom elagıus, Julıan
and the Massılıans. CIr interest had een {O establısh the natural
constitution of the reedom of the ıll Augustine had een interested
in the or1g1n of xo0d and eviıl. In Lib arb he had nOoTt yel worked Ouft

clear Concept of the xo0d ıll and ıts nature Therefore ıt W as

poss1ıble mistake his idea of the of the wıll, 1fs W aCT,
ıth the posstbilitas bonl, ıts abılıty do g0o0od Yet from the Context
of h1is reflections the Fall and the necessity of In Lib arb 3,
and CVECN INOTEC ıIn the CONtemMporary exegetical works, ‘“ ıt W dads

Taırly clear where Augustine W as headıng owards When elagıus
argued in De NALuUr«a hat the pDOosSSLbilitas ONl W ds part of human
nature and COu be lost, Augustine Was qu1c 18 respond that
elagıus denı1ed or1ıgınal SIN (1 the vVC in Augustine’s VIEW,
in 1C ıt Was in fact os and, consequently, the eed for redemp-
t10Nn hrough the of Chriıst (gratia Christti) esSstOoWe ıIn bap-
t1ism. ” Seventeen ater, In {O the monks of Hadrume-
(um, he reıterates thıs VELY po1n The CONSCYUCNCEC of the fall 15
precısely °the 10ss of upright 111 that depends uDON the pOSSESSI1ON
of the DOSSLOLLLIAS ON The DOSSTOLLIAS ON that elagıus
attrıbutes reated human nature, though 116e placed in am s
nature gift of divine generosıty, perıshe: iın the fall266  1 ÖSSE  human nature to be capable of doing good,'“ i. e. that the human free-  dom of the will has a natural possibilitas boni,'“ without which one  could not even properly respond to God’s call,'® i. e. without which  one could not even formulate a working concept of grace.  Augustine’s discussion of the relevant passages of Lib. arb. 3 in  his Retractationes of 427 shows why he differed from Pelagius, Julian  and the Massilians. Their interest had been to establish the natural  constitution of the freedom of the will. Augustine had been interested  in the origin of good and evil. In Lib. arb. 3 he had not yet worked out  a clear concept of the good will and its nature. Therefore it was  possible to mistake his idea of the potestas of the will, its power to act,  with the possibilitas boni, its ability to do good. Yet from the context  of his reflections on the Fall and the necessity of grace in Lib. arb. 3,  and even more so in the contemporary exegetical works,'“ it was  fairly clear where Augustine was heading towards. When Pelagius  argued in De natura that the possibilitas boni was part of human  nature and could never be lost, Augustine was quick to respond that  Pelagius denied original sin (i. e. the very event, in Augustine’s view,  in which it was in fact lost) and, consequently, the need for redemp-  tion through the grace of Christ (gratia Christi) bestowed in bap-  tism.'® Seventeen years later, in a response to the monks of Hadrume-  tum, he reiterates this very point. The consequence of the fall is  precisely ‘the loss of an upright will that depends upon the possession  of the possibilitas boni  . The possibilitas boni that Pelagius  attributes to created human nature, though once placed in Adam’s  nature as a gift of divine generosity, perished in the fall ... What  '* Which in the late Augustine’s understanding includes the embrace of faith; cf.  above section 2.  * Cf. Djuth (n. 138) 285: According to Pelagius’s De libero arbitrio and the rela-  ted Hadrumetan and Massilian positions ‘the possibilitas boni pertains to the necessi-  ty of voluntary nature, that is, to its essential makeup.’ In other words, a will that can  only sin, is not really a will, because it is not free, i. e. it is not free not to sin; cf. on  this also Julian of Aeclanum in Ad Florum 5 apud Aug. c. Iul. imp. 5 (PL 45, 1431-  1506); T. D. J. CHAPPELL, Aristotle and Augustine on Freedom (London: Saint  Martins Press, 1996) on the innovative character of Augustine’s concept of mala vo-  luntas. Julian of Aeclanum held it to be a Manichean concept (cf. above Julian’s cita-  tion of the ep. ad Menoch as a proof of that).  *3 Cf. Djuth (n. 138) 284 n. 13. Unconquerable grace is not really grace, because  it does not enable the elect to choose (between accepting and rejecting) the good.  '# Lib. arb. 3 dates ca. 396, exp. prop. Rom 393/4, exp. ep. Gal ca. 394/5, qq. 66-  68 396 and Simpl. 1.2 397.  '# Cf. nat. grat. 2.2-3.3 (CSEL 60, 235); cf. above at the beginning of this section.What

141 Which In the late Augustine’s understandıng includes the embrace of faıth; c1.
above secti1on

142 DJjuth (n 138) 285 According Pelagıus’s De libero arbıtrio and the rela-
ted Hadrumetan and Massılıan pOos1t1ons ‘the possibilitas boni pertaiıns the neCcess1-
U f voluntary nature, that 1S, 1ts essentıial makeup.‘ In er words, 111 that Can

only SIN, 15 NnOoTt really will, because it 15 NOTL iree, it 1s NOL iree not SIN; ct.
thıs also Juhan of Aeclanum in Florum apud Aug Iul. ImMp. PE 4 $ 1431-

Arıstotle and Augustine Freedom (London aın
Martıns Press, the iInnovatıve character of Augustine’s CONcept of mala VO-
Iuntas. Julıan of eclianum held it be Manıchean COoNcept (er: above Juhan’s cCıta-
tıon of the ad Menoch proof of

143 DJjuth (n 138) 284 Unconquerable 1S nNOTt really» because
1t does nOoTt enable the elect choose (between accepting and rejecting) the g00d.

Lib arb ates 396, CAD. DVOD. Rom ECXAD. Gal 66-
396 and Simpl. 397

145 nNaLlL. gral. ED 60, 233 cf. above al the beginnıng of thıs sect10n.
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elagıus |and NO the Hadrumetans who reıterate h1ıs alAUGUSTINE ON PREDESTINATION  267  Pelagius [and now the Hadrumetans who reiterate his argument fail]  ... to realise is that liberation [through grace] implies the bestowal of  the possibilitas boni on the fallen moral agent so that he [or she] may  effectively choose good.’ '“ The word ‘effectively’ is important here.  For Augustine it is one thing to say that a person lacks the possibilitas  boni, i. e. that he or she cannot effectively choose between good and  evil, and another thing: that a person is free to choose. A person may  well be free to choose, but not able to put his or her choice into  effect.'” Already in De spiritu et littera of 412 Augustine called the  mere freedom of choice !iberum arbitrium and the effective form, put  into effect by grace, libertas arbitrii;'“® and he was never to deny the  existence of that mere freedom of choice.!® It was the creational rest  in the fallen sinner, and as such the presupposition that grace would  work in those cases in which it was bestowed; for ‘if choice is [even]  possible in the absence of grace, so, too, it is [a fortiori] possible in its  presence. *. Copgr velle 1s unthinkable in the elect as ıt ıs in the  damned. This does not affect the inability of either, saved or damned,  effectively to resist God’s will, i. e. to be predestined or not. The  former, by the power of grace, consent to and work along with God,  the latter make choices against God’s will, but cannot resist it either,  because God uses their negative choices to ‘bring good out of evil’.'”  '° Djuth (n. 138) 286; cf. De correptione et gratia 12.37-38 (PL 44, 939-40), espe-  cilally: subventum est igitur infirmitati voluntatis humanae, ut divina gratia indeclina-  biliter et insuperabiliter ageretur; cf£. Rist (n. 1) 435-36.  7 Cf. Djuth (n. 138) 287: ‘Unlike the possibilitas boni, which is separable from  human nature, the power of choice [liberum arbitrium] is not.’ Augustine spends the  first eight books of De correptione et gratia to develop this point in order to argue that  it makes sense to correct wrongdoers, and he already held it against Julian of Aecla-  num in Contra duas epistulas Pelagianorum 1.2.5 (CSEL 60, 425-26);} cf. Lössl (n. 4)  315-16.  '# Spir. Litt. 30.52 (CSEL 60, 208-209); cf. Lössl (n. 4) 193.  * Cf. e. g. corr. 10.27, 14.45 (PL 44, 921.943); praedest. sanct. 16.33, 18.37 (PL  44, 973.987-88); De dono perseverantiae 13.33 (PL 45, 1013). Lössl (n. 4) 294-  95:308 n 526  0 Djuth (n. 138) 288; on the irresistability of grace and the use of Proverbs  8:35LXX (praeparatur voluntas a domino) in this context, cf. Rist (n. 1) 435-37; cf.  above n. 146.  BICf£. corr. 14.43 (PL 44, 942); Lössl (n. 4) 295. According to corr. 13.40 (PL 44,  941) God’s will has already fixed the (limited!) number of those who are saved. In  corr. 15.44-49 Augustine attempts to square that with 1 Timothy 2:4 (vult omnes ho-  mines salvos fieri). This verse, Augustine argues, applies only to the elect, and  since in this life we cannot yet distinguish the elect from the reprobate we have to ap-  ply it in such a way that we hope and pray and desire for all to be saved.realıse 15 that lıberation Ithroug grace| mplıes the eStTOWa of
the possibilitas ONl the fallen moral gen that he | Or she] INaYy
effectively choose 200 146 TIhe word jeMeCHVELN: 15 ımportan ere
For Augustine ıt 15 ONC ıng Sa Y that PCrSON acC the possibilitas
bonli, that he OTr she CannoTt effectively choose between g00d and
evil. and another ıng that PCISON 15 free choose. PCISON INaYy
ell be free choose, but 1a(011 able (8 put h1s her choice into
effect.!“* Already ın De SDILrIEU el ittera of 412 Augustine called the
INeTE reedom of choice ıberum arbıitrıum and the effective Lorm. puL
into effect Dy9 ıbertas arbıtril; and he W as deny the
existence of that INeEIC treedom of choice.!” W ds the creational rest
in the fallen sınner, and such the presupposıtıion that WOU
work in ose in C ıt Was bestowed; for giE choıice 1Ss leven|
poss1ıble in the absence of9 S  , LOO, ıt 1S [a fortiori poss1ıble in ıts
presence.. 150 Cogi velle 1S un  ınkable in the eiec ıt 1$ in the
damned hıs 0€s NOT affect the inabılıty of eıther, saved damned,
eftectVely resist wıll, 18 be predestined nO  z The
former, by the of9 cConsent O and work along ıth God,
the latter make cholices agaınst wıll, but Cannot resist ıt eıther,
because G0d SCS theır negatıve choices rıng g00d Out of evıl) ”'

DJjuth (n 138) 2806; ci. De correptione el gratia 12.37-38 PE 44, 939-40), CSDC-
clally subventum est Lg1itur infirmitati voluntatıis humanae, Ul dıivina gratia indeclina-
hılıter ef insuperabiliter agerelur; cT. 1st (n

147 DJjuth (n 138) 287 "Unlıke the pDOosSsSLibilitas boni, W 7 @d 1S separable from
human nature, the 9} of choice |liberum arbıtrıum| 1$ not Augustine spends the
first eıght books of De correptione el gratia develop thıs pomnt in order AaTrQUuC that
it makes COTTECTI wrongdoers, and he already held it agaınst Juhan of eCcla-
19108 ın Contra UaASs epistulas Pelagianorum K 60, 425-26); ci. OSS n
%s

148 SpILr. lıtt. 30.52 60, 208-209); ct. Löss] (n 193
149 OTT. 1OZ% 14 45 (PL 449 921.943); praedest. an 16:33. 18.37/ (PL

4 E 973.987-88); De dono perseverantıae 13.33 PE 45 OSS (n 294-
526

150 DJjuth (n 138) 288; the ırresistabilıty of and the USsScC of Proverbs
O ] BDD (praeparatur voluntas domino) in thıs CONTEXT, ct. 1st (n ct.
above 146

151 HF: 1443 (PE 447 942); ‚OSS n 295 Accordıng GOLtT: 13.40 (PE 44,
941) od’s 111 has already f1xed the (lımıted!) number of those who ATC saved. In
CO 15.44-49 Augustine SYUUaIC that ıth Tımothy Vu ho-
MINES Salvos fieri) hI1s verse, Augustine ArgUuCS, applıes only the elect, and
SINCE in this 1ıfe Cannot yel dıstinguıish the elecC TOM the reprobate have
ply it In such WaY that hope and pray and desire for all be saved.
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What 0€Ss 15 {O restore ıIn the eieC am s orıgınal rıghteous-
ecs$5 and SUrCDASS lt„ 152 though not in thıs hfe, yel, nevertheless,

153necessarıly.

Conclusion: Consequences for the reception
hether thıs fınal vers1ion of Augustine’s doctrine of predes-

tinatıon 18 inspıred Dy °“StO1C compatıbılısm, such A that Ooun in the
hought of Seneca and Chrysıppus,’ 154 15 matfter of Judgment. Some,
though havınz described 1t in siımılar yu ave hesıitated
usıng the term. ” Others ave described ıt dıfferently and efuted the
idea that ATIC dealıng ere ıth SOTINC form of compatıbılısm, but
then agaın BAHHE sımılar conclusıion.  156 hIs conclusıon 1S that 1f
there 1s nothıng in humanıty that Cal respond the call of
9 1t 1S difficult tOo establısh the value of in human terms In
princıiple, Augustine 0€Ss hold that IO exIists such somethıng in
humanıty, BVn after the Fall: namely the 8 e reedom of choice
(powerless in terms of o1ng x0o0d rather than bad), yel in practice that

ıttle: for before Can become effective, the
do X00d, includıng In of assumıng al has 18 DE, to

speak, swıtched 0) the reedom of the 111 {O do (rather than only

152 For comparıson of the nature of Adam’s orıgınal rıghteousness and the help
gıven after the Fall cf. ONTT. D(P} 44, 935-37)

153 De perfectione ıustitiae homintis 11004 AZ. 4-2 of where
Augustine STITESSES the need of requent (daıly) DIayCl, especlally the Praycr nNOTL be
led into temptatıon (Matthew 13):; ci. Lössl (n Sespeclally 2441

DJjuth (n 38) 288, based the ACCOUNLT of provıdence in De Civıtate deı
. N 190-211 Dombart-Kalb); cfi. Iso Kaß Stoicısm and Augustine s Doc-
frıne of Human Freedom after 396, iın SCHNAUBELLNL;, VAN
RENsAugustine: Second Founder of the Faith Collectanea Augustinıana
(New York Lang, 387/-401; Kırwan, Augustine (London Routledge,
®

155 1st (n Ect. 1st (n 36) 130.185
156 ump (n 135) 175 ul that Cal descr1ıbe Augustine’s doectrine ‘lıber-

tarıanısm, though hen che COMPATCS Augustine’s theory of the 111 in De Iıhbero aArYr-

hıtrıo ıth that in h1is later works (PP 137-39), che has her doubts On 1472 che COIN-

cludes that ° _ unless Augustine 1S wıllıng aCcCcept that S1VINg of 1s
respons1ıve somethıng In human beings, Ven 1f that somethıng 1s not g0o0od WOT-

thy of merit, do NO SCC HhOW he Can be saved irom the ımputatıon of theologıcal de-
termınısm ıth all ıts infeliıcıtous CONsequences;’ cf. Iso O’Daly (n 902-97 When,
In De Spırıtu el ıttera 34 .60 60, 220 ‘Augustine aSSEeTTS that “t0 CONSsSeENT
0d’s call268  J: LÖSSL  What grace does is to restore in the elect Adam’s original righteous-  ness and surpass it,'” though not in this life, yet, nevertheless,  153  necessarily.  7. Conclusion: Consequences for the reception  Whether this final version of Augustine’s doctrine of predes-  tination is inspired by ‘Stoic compatibilism, such as that found in the  thought of Seneca and Chrysippus,’ '“ is a matter of judgment. Some,  though having described it in similar terms as Djuth, have hesitated  using the term.'® Others have described it differently and refuted the  idea that we are dealing here with some form of compatibilism, but  then again come to a similar conclusion.'* This conclusion is that if  there is nothing in humanity that can respond to the call of God’s  grace, it is difficult to establish the value of grace in human terms. In  principle, Augustine does hold that there exists such a something in  humanity, even after the Fall, namely the mere freedom of choice  (powerless in terms of doing good rather than bad), yet in practice that  means little; for before God’s grace can become effective, the power  to do good, including in terms of assuming faith, has to be, so to  speak, switched on; the freedom of the will to do (rather than only  ' For a comparison of the nature of Adam’s original righteousness and the help  given after the Fall cf. corr. 11.32-12.35 (PL 44, 935-37).  '3 Cf. De perfectione iustitiae hominis 11.24 (CSEL 42, 24-25) of 415/6, where  Augustine stresses the need of frequent (daily) prayer, especially the prayer not to be  led into temptation (Matthew 6:13); cf. Lössl (n. 4) 250-51, especially n. 211.  > Djuth (n. 138) 288, based on the account of God’s providence in De civitate dei  5.1-11 (190-211 Dombart-Kalb); cf. also M. DJUTH, Stoicism and Augustine’s Doc-  trine of Human Freedom after 396, in: J. SCHNAUBELT, O. S. A. & F. VAN FLETE-  REN (eds.), Augustine: Second Founder of the Faith. Collectanea Augustiniana 1  (New York: Lang, 1990), 387-401; C. Kirwan, Augustine (London: Routledge, 1989),  117-19.  ' Rist (n. 1) 422-23; cf. Rist (n. 136) 130.185.  1% Stump (n. 135) 125 argues that we can describe Augustine’s doctrine as ‘liber-  tarianism’, though when she compares Augustine’s theory of the will in De libero ar-  bitrio with that in his later works (pp. 137-39), she has her doubts. On p. 142 she con-  cludes that ‘...unless Augustine is willing to accept that God’s giving ofgrace is  responsive to something in human beings, even if that something is not good or wor-  thy of merit, I do not see how he can be saved from the imputation of theological de-  terminism with all its infelicitous consequences;’ cf. also O’Daly (n. 1) 92-93: When,  in De spiritu et littera 34.60 (CSEL 60, 220), ‘Augustine asserts that ‘“to consent to  God’s call ... is the act of one’s own will ... he is proclaiming his own brand of deter-  minism, a determinism which he believes to be compatible with human freedom.’18 the act of one’s OW 11l268  J: LÖSSL  What grace does is to restore in the elect Adam’s original righteous-  ness and surpass it,'” though not in this life, yet, nevertheless,  153  necessarily.  7. Conclusion: Consequences for the reception  Whether this final version of Augustine’s doctrine of predes-  tination is inspired by ‘Stoic compatibilism, such as that found in the  thought of Seneca and Chrysippus,’ '“ is a matter of judgment. Some,  though having described it in similar terms as Djuth, have hesitated  using the term.'® Others have described it differently and refuted the  idea that we are dealing here with some form of compatibilism, but  then again come to a similar conclusion.'* This conclusion is that if  there is nothing in humanity that can respond to the call of God’s  grace, it is difficult to establish the value of grace in human terms. In  principle, Augustine does hold that there exists such a something in  humanity, even after the Fall, namely the mere freedom of choice  (powerless in terms of doing good rather than bad), yet in practice that  means little; for before God’s grace can become effective, the power  to do good, including in terms of assuming faith, has to be, so to  speak, switched on; the freedom of the will to do (rather than only  ' For a comparison of the nature of Adam’s original righteousness and the help  given after the Fall cf. corr. 11.32-12.35 (PL 44, 935-37).  '3 Cf. De perfectione iustitiae hominis 11.24 (CSEL 42, 24-25) of 415/6, where  Augustine stresses the need of frequent (daily) prayer, especially the prayer not to be  led into temptation (Matthew 6:13); cf. Lössl (n. 4) 250-51, especially n. 211.  > Djuth (n. 138) 288, based on the account of God’s providence in De civitate dei  5.1-11 (190-211 Dombart-Kalb); cf. also M. DJUTH, Stoicism and Augustine’s Doc-  trine of Human Freedom after 396, in: J. SCHNAUBELT, O. S. A. & F. VAN FLETE-  REN (eds.), Augustine: Second Founder of the Faith. Collectanea Augustiniana 1  (New York: Lang, 1990), 387-401; C. Kirwan, Augustine (London: Routledge, 1989),  117-19.  ' Rist (n. 1) 422-23; cf. Rist (n. 136) 130.185.  1% Stump (n. 135) 125 argues that we can describe Augustine’s doctrine as ‘liber-  tarianism’, though when she compares Augustine’s theory of the will in De libero ar-  bitrio with that in his later works (pp. 137-39), she has her doubts. On p. 142 she con-  cludes that ‘...unless Augustine is willing to accept that God’s giving ofgrace is  responsive to something in human beings, even if that something is not good or wor-  thy of merit, I do not see how he can be saved from the imputation of theological de-  terminism with all its infelicitous consequences;’ cf. also O’Daly (n. 1) 92-93: When,  in De spiritu et littera 34.60 (CSEL 60, 220), ‘Augustine asserts that ‘“to consent to  God’s call ... is the act of one’s own will ... he is proclaiming his own brand of deter-  minism, a determinism which he believes to be compatible with human freedom.’he 18 proclaımıng hıs OW Tan! of deter-
M1In1sSm, determınısm 1C he beheves be compatıble ıth human ireedom.'
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choose) g00d has be made effective be able respond
a11 157
Augustine’s doetrine of predestinatıon, worked Out in detaıl d

ıt WAas, OoOWnN to the VEeLY number of the saved, has had Strong appeal
throughout the hıstory of hought Its deceptive elegance has attracted
INan y mınds, other PapcCIS In thıs volume INaYy attest Yet INan y
ave also een repelle Dy G already in Augustine’s ıfe time. At 1Irs
glance thıs 15 surpr1isiıng, SInNCe Augustine took such paın explaınıng
hımself, and SInNCe much of hIs work remaıns extfanft One WOU
AdSSUuIlNle that OMNC WOU quickly COM terms ıth 1t, 1f ONE only tried
O understand ıt from the WaY and the ontext ıIn 1C ıt emerged Yet
thıs 1s rarely one en tudıes focus SOTIC wrıtings,*® CVCHN
but One,159 yeLl Taw the MOSstT OMeEeNLOUS conclusıons:; they ook al
the work whole, but the 1SSUEeSs wıthout sufficıently
relatıng them ONMNC an-other. !° Neve  eless, CVCNMN f ıt 1S tudiıed ıth
sufficıent CaIC, Augustine’s doctrine ST1 In iıtself CNOTINOUS

potentıial for confusıon and CONtrOVerTSY.
Take: for example, Augustine’s CONCEPL of reedom of cho1ice

(liberum arbitrium). Is ıt tTeedom of spontaneıty, °  not much the
abılıty do otherwise, the abılıty aCT free of compulsıon OT
restraiınt?’ 161 Augustine WOU ave dısagreed. Even SINE gratia 1ts

157 Yet agaın, vVen In the fallen human treedom 1S, of COUTSC, respONnS1Ve, but
nOoTt od’s call, but CONCUpPISCENCE. Trahat SUd GQUEMGUE voluptas, Augustine O0-
vingly quotes Vırgıilıan phrase, Iractatus In Iohannem 26.4 GCEL 3 C} 261)i cT. Löss]
(n 176 "We recall the equalliy NOtOr10USs StO1C lag, ata volentem ducunt sed nolen-
fenm trahunt. It 18 nNnOot surprisıng that i the voluptas 18 provıded Dy dıvine, people
have been tempted Sa Yy that for Augustine thıs 18 ırresistible. Leavıng Jansen
[ OT, for that atter, Calvın Jonathan Edwards:; cf. O’Daly (n for modern
cholar, INaY observe that eter Brown has recently commıtted hımself sayıng
that accordıng Augustine .. INan 15 capable of allowıng hımself be drawn aCT Dy
the sheer ırresistible pleasure of the object of hIis love  27 Icf. quwn (n 62) 374| But Au-
gustine SsSCcs the ord ‘““ırresistible” in thıs SO  - of cContext, and must remember
that “t0 be compelled wıl1” h1s 1e6W makes sense.‘ 1ıst (n 423

15$ 1ke Drecoll (n Z who describes the development ofAugustine’s doectrine of SId-
Conf. and 1$ VC] reluctant be drawn nto debate OU! the ate Augustine.

159 ıke Flasch (n 58)
1ke Mannn (n 139), Wetzel n f and Stump n 1355 ci. also 104 and 156

Mannn evıl and orıgıinal SIN wıthout lookıng at the development and the reception
of the doectrine of predestinatıon, Wetzel dıissolves rather than solves the problems
raısed by the doectrine of predestinatıon Dy pomting the christological dımens1ıon.
Stump largely 1gnores the soteri1ologıical dımens1ıon.

161 UO’Daly (n 96 1st (n 44() DULtS it thıs WaYy aln 1S pPuppeLt, free in the
only of being arranged aCT 1n WaY which 18 nOoTt subject external PTCSSUTCS.,

All ICN are thus “free”; the elect ATIC TEeEC TOM Ser10us SINS, the damned TrTee from
viırtue. Ihe elect slaves of Carıtas, the damned dIC slaves of CUPLAdLLAS.'
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only restriction W as not eing able do g00d It COUuU ST1 choose
between dıfferent evıls. Yet how Can thıs be understood In unda-
mental phılosophıcal terms? Is nNnOoTt C6 VEn the abılıty do ON evıl
rather than the other pOosstbilitas boni? Or, in turn, 0€Ss nNOT the SCPDa-
ratıon of the DOSSLOLLAS ON irom the concept of reedom amount

denı1al of reedom d the abılıty do otherwıse? And 1S nOotL in that
Casc Augustine’s CONCePL of reedom CONCeEePL of reedom 5SPON-
aneıty after all? elagıus and Julhı1an of Aeclanum certamly hought
SO,162 and the reception ollowe them, nOL Augustine. For instance.,
I uther ollowe Augustine ın allowıng spontaneıty human actıon.
yel he dıd NOoTt follow hım In callıng thıs spontaneı1ty reedom On the
other hand, Catholic authors, startıng from Erasmus, ® ollowe
Augustine in callıng hıs CONCepL CONCcepL of freedom, but concluded
that In thıs Casec ıt must the abılıty do at eas SOTMNNC g0o0d In
the fallen, wıthout9 reedom INaYy only be good for evıl (ad
malum SUfAEL) E but In certaın CVCIl thıs evıl amounts SOINEC

g00d; *® for ıt SCS X00d, ireedom, and 11l ıtself be sed Z00d,
d punıshment of the SINNers for the UsSCcC of the saved.

What about ‘double predestinatıon’ ? We Sa  < that in Imp
Augustine dıd NnOL ye speak of predestinatıon of the damned In fact,
111e abandonıng the CONCepL of dıvıne presciıence ın the Casc of OSse
predestine 18 salvatıon he retaıned that CONCepL for the damned
aVO1d the impress1o0n that they AICcC In an Yy WdYy drıven SIN Dy God:;
and he reıiterates thıs 1eW in De ONO perseverantıae at the end of hıs
ıfe Yet In the meantıme, in De anıma el e1us orıgıne of 419/420, he
O€Ss speak of predestination eternal ea 1True, he qualifies thıs
eXpress1ion Dy addıng that by thıs he O€es NOTLt INCcan that God actıvely
determınes the sınners SIN In order punısh them Rather, he
punıshes them because they dIC sinners. !° ater. in De gratia el libero
arbitrio, he adds that (J0d 0€eSs NnOT actıvely harden theır hearts

162 Julıan ‚VCI cıtes the early Augustine In hıs SUPDOTT; cT1. Juhan, Florum apud
Augustine, Tul. IMD. 1.44/78% 85/1, cıtıng Augustine, De duabus ANl-
mabus 2514 70) pDpeccatlum est voluntas retinendı vel ammlittendi, quod
Iustitita el nde liberum est abstinere. However, in HIS Augustine 1INS1S-
ted that 1n De duabus anımabus he had spoken of Teedom pr10r the Fall; cTt. LÖöss]
(n ia a 360; Lössl (n 94) 14  146.207

164 Or, for that atter, Aquiınas; ci. Stump (n 1339 140
Corr. 11.31 (PE 44, 936)

165 (T 1st n 4724
166 An Or12. 4.16 60, ‚..qU OS praedestinavit ad aeternam IMNOT-

fem. which includes, Augustine 0€Ss noL faıl add, unbaptısed infants, propter
originaleum

16 / 1st n 4728
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Romans F8); he merely allows them fOo be ardene  1 evertine-
less, Augustine’s slıp 15 revealıng. It OCCUT'S agaın In h1ıs Encheiridion
de fide SDE el carıtate datıng from the early 420s Here he speaks of
(10d makıng g00d UuUsSsc of evıl Dy the damnatıon of Ose whom he has
predestine punıshment; ” and agaın he clarıfıes hıs posıtıion by
sayıng that Dy thıs he °the foreknowledge and acCceptlance by
God of the fact of calamıtous $nı NOL (G0d determinıng, OT Causıng,
sıInners ( SIN hus 11€ Augustine ST rejects the CONCEDL of
predestinatıon eternal punıshment and ea actual evel. he

already usıng it termınologıcal eve He FEJeCIS 1t, because
in hI1s 1e W ıt WOU question the Justice of the punıshment, 3 70 1S
only ascertaıned, f the sınners AL oui1lty Yet in Augustine’s 1e W the
Ssinners guilty, because they culpably partıcıpatıng ın the Fall,
and because they AIiIC really iree, GVn er the Fall Once ese
assumptions AT less strongly held, In the arly odern reception
of Augustine, the endency parallelıse predestinatıon eternal
salvatıon and predestinatıion eternal punıshment and {O drop the
artıfıcıal distincetion between predestinatıon and presciıence in the &NI

of the reprobate becomes In Tar dS, ave SCCHI, the
ınk between the doctrines of orıgıinal SIN and predestinatıon 15 less
StroNg already ın Augustine than 1S often assumed., thıs endency Can

already be felt 1in Augustine hımself. In anı y CdSC hI1s choice of
language 15 revealıng, and ıt 1S NOL surprisıng that in dıfferent
contex(t, ıth dıfferent CONCeEDL of ireedom, ” Augustine’s doctrine of
predestination COU easıly be developed urther into doctrine of
double predestination and indeed Was

When Augustine set Out develop HIS doctrine of predest1-
natıon, he already had notion of preceeding and in SOTINC

O VEN ‘preparıng' the human wıll, externally hrough
admoniıitio. Yet al that early S he also SII CHEeve that it lay iın
human an accept {O reject er. hıs he egan
consıder CITOIL. ıthın few he developed theory of

iırresistible. He hıimself oun ıt iırresistıible tfollow that path,
take AaWaVY irom creation all for salvatıon and hand them VeCeTI

God, who alone WOUuU employ them rationally, JustlLy and SeCUTEN.

16X De gratia el lihbero arbıtrıo 23:45 (PL 44, 910-11)
169 Encheiridion €CE 4 9 103.6-7) ene el malıs LANQUAM

bonus, ad damnatıonem qUOS ıuste praedestinavit ad OECENAPM.
1 /0 1st n 4729
171 C e. g above in the Prev10uUs paragraph Luther’s understandıng of the COMN-

CEeDL.
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(G0d alone, he oun W ds safe bet: creatıon, CVERn though it W as

creation: and 200d, Sal macked LOO0 much of the nihil, from
1Cc it Was created: the Fall W ds the MOST Oobvıous proo of hat _!
Yet SOONMN Augustine had {O defend thıs posıtıon agaınst OppONnNents and
clarıfy it those, VED hıs Supporters, who "m1isunderstood’ it

denı1al of human treedom He hereby inıtı1ated reception PITOCCSS
hat continues the present day, ıth CHOTIINOUS CONSCYHUCNCCS.

0OSEeE SSL.

W, Rıst n L)


