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Romans 916 od| has uUuDON whomever he W1  s and
he hardens the ear of whomever he WIHS.. 15 plece of Scripture,
referring the ardenıng of Pharao he  z iın x 10 E that has caused
generations of Christians ask whether ir God predestines SOTINCONEC

be evıl, that PCISON ( ST be held responsıble. In hıs Exposition of
SOMe propositions from the Epistle the Romans, Augustine solves
the problem ollows ‘]Pharao| COU NO be blamed for the fact that
he dıd NOL obey al that time, SINCEe ıth hardened he.  Z he COU NOL

obey, but he had become hable punıshment because h1s heart had
een ardene: Dy hıs earlhıer unbehlief” Jansen1us, the staunch eien-
der of strıct Augustini1anısm agaınst SCHNOlAaSsStiICs and Jesuılts, descr1ibes
how thıs 1S sed agaınst Augustine, “because he Pharao) W as

27hardened and deprived of sufficiıent
10 understand thıs, must take o0k al the medieval dis-

secting 1C the relatıonshıp between (1J0d and human
beings Was Cut into neatly arranged DIECES. odern theolog1ans eed
SOI guldes 1ıke Dıekamp obtaın INaD of thıs abyrınth.“ Meta-
physıcs and psychology WEeIC combıned and applıed the analysıs of
inner human changes that in the Ontext of CONversion and
sanctıfıcatıon. hıs led far reachıng dıifferentiation of the a_
t10ns of hat almed O spec1fy the 1DI1Ca and patrıstic language
ou humanıty's 191  < creatlıon. The road salvatıon Was hought of

wındıng along chaın of operatıons of« interacting ıth
human act1ons.}

One ımportant dıstiınction ecre W ädas hat between. actual
and habıtual The former 15 incıdental, the latter 15 permanent.
In he elagıan CONLrOVETSY, Augustine W as maınly preoccuple ıth
hat Was later be called actual Therefore h1ıs oOpinı1ons about
actual chiefly interest the hiıstorian of his herıtage in Jansen1ısm.
Indeed Jansen1ıus has nothıng much Sa Yy the subject of abD1ıtua
grace.” One aspect of actual 1S the palr sufficıent and
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efficacıo0us TIhe former grants 18 human eing the capacıty of
eing saved, the latter makes that capacıty effective.

Now In hıs chapter Pharao’s ardene: eart, Jansenius
begıns by showing that certaın people who seekıng undermine
Augustine’s authorıty uUse the from hıs Exposition of SOMe

Propositions from the Epistle the Romans {O demonstrate SuUD-
pose ack of Og1C the part of the iM  a church father he
ATSUC, they SaY, that the SINS of OSe who AIe hardened, that 1S the SINS
of ose who arec epr1ıve of sufficient9 Aic nNOT the kınd of SINS
that Can be cons1ıdered Causing gul hıs COUuU only be the CaSC,
they SaY, ıf ese people ack the W: avo1d ese SINS and e_
quently AIc NO free. But it 1S absurd that people who aAiIc ardene and
blınded should be unfree and not gu1llty In the evıl aCcts they Commlıt,
because they Cannot be blamed It 1S absurd thıink that they should
be deprived of sufficiıent SO ONC cshould NOTt follow Augustine
here., they conclude.

One DCISON who interpreted and diısmissed Augustine In thıs
WAaY, Jansenıius SaVYS, W as the Jesuıt Gabriel Väazquez.’ Other people
1ke Bellarminus WeIc NnOoTt far off the mark and in an Y ( they
WEIC COoNcerned that Augustine should NOL SGCCIH be eachıng
somethıng absurd But the words of thıs pPAasSsSasc INCcCan somethıng else
than they ADPDCAI S4 Y, Jansenius SayS 1IrsS of all, the hardened do
indeed ave complete ack of sulfficient But that 0€6Ss nNOTt
INcan that theır evıl CC AdIC NOT SINS and that they Cannot be held
responsıble. In Augustine’s eachıng ıt 15 unheard of, SaysS Jansen1us,
hat AaNVONEC should ACT wıthout SINNINS. In nother work, On the
Profit of Believing, Augustine clearly states thıs "Every deed that 15
NOTt one MNg 1S Sın ® FeOPIE who AT ardene because of IT
infıdelıty and impIlety, hereby egın Cal punıshment and continue

aCT Dy that punıshment. In fact In hıs Exposition of SOMEeEe

propositions from the Epistle the Romans, quoted In hıs Revisions’,
Augustine already emphasısed role In the PTOCCSS:! those who
AI chosen Dy (GJ0d recelve the gıft ofal and those who damned
Dy (G0d develop infıdelıty and ımplety But thıs 1S Augustine’s earher
posıtion: Impiety punıshment hrough 1fs un  1ef, an har-
dening completes thıs Dy actıng InfTıdelity first

( 5 SERLOH, GLAZIK, DIN, Handbuch der Kirchengeschichte LV,
Freiburg 1985, 56 /
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punıshment and hardenıng another. In everal 00 Augustine
stressed that the ardene and blınded ruly earned punıshment,
Jansenıius SayS

In hıs On Nature an Grace, diille Just ON other work,
Augustine o1VES example that 1S comparable that of Pharao
Jansen1ius SaVYS ° After hıs book On the Profit of Believing),
Augustine irequently stated explicıtly that the ardene and the
bliınded do really and properly SIN For In the book On Nature an
Grace, when he had sa1d hat the PCISON who 15 1N!| because the 1g
of Tu has eserte‘: hım, Talls T1HNOTIC than 15 nNeceSSary * IC 1S
nothıng else than hat he had sa1d about Pharao, °that he COUuU NOT
obey he ımmediately adds, .  and yel Dy thıs VEIY punıshment that
1S, Dy theır blındness of heart, 1C SUDCI VELCS the wıthdrawal of
the 1g of wısdom they fell into INOTEC ST1eVOUS SINS 114° L er
several IMNOTEC quotatıons, Jansenius concludes: ”Thus there should be

ou al al] that Augustine regarded OSse ee‘l 1C PCISONS
who deprived of AfIC condemned, ASs rıghtful punısh-
ment for eır hardenıng and blındness, AdSs genumne SINS.

He wh understand hıs DASSasCc properly, Jansenıius
5SaYyS, mMust be remınded of certaın princıples. TIhe irst, taught CONS-

tantly Dy Augustine, 15 that dam W as created ıth the hıghest free-
dom of ıll and indıfference towards g00d and evıl. In that he
COU remaın x0o0d ıth the help of sufficıent9 wıthout IC he
COU do nothing And thıs W as avaılable 118 hım at INeIC wınk
of hıs 11l S1ince hıs 1l1 W as NOTL yel attacKe Dy CONCUPISCENCE, hıs
“velle” mplıed hıs “DOSSE . But after the Fall, do nNOTL ave that
experlence al y INOIGC, Jansenıius SayS And he refers hıs OW fırst
book the of the fırst INan and of the angels (the fırst book of
the Augustinus), for urther explanatıon.

Jansen1us’ second poIn 1S that Augustine, he admits hımself
iın On the Predestination of the Saints, had een ın concerning
the doctrine of grace:? hıIıs W as the Casc when he the 1spute

plus NECCECSSC est cadat; the quotatıon 1S imprecı1se. Ihe CoOontext reads: mater1am
peccatı dicıt SSC vindıctam, S1 ad hoc peCCAaLor infiırmatus est, ut plura peccaret, 1CC

cogıtat praevaricatorem leg1s YUaIn dıgne lux deserat verıtatıs; UUa desertus ut1que
CaCCUs plus NCCCSSC est Olfenda ef cadendo vexeltur VEeEXalus YJUC 1ON Surgat, ut
1deo tantum audıat VOCCIl leg1s, YJUO ammoneatur ımplorare gratiam salvatorIıs.
Cap Z 24, CSEL 60, p 2409, lıne 1}

Augustine’s Exposition of some propositions from the Epistle the Romans
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DaAsSSasc ın hıs Exposition of SOME proposıitions from the Epistle the
Romans: 1ıke the ater em1-Pelagıans he hought that al Was NOTL
much o1ift of human achlievement that needed the INeTEC
assıstance of dıvıne take effect ese [WO poıints AT indı1s-
pensable for COrTTECT interpretation of the PasSsSasc. In the Samle work
Augustine SayS “HFree 11l Wäas in the first INan in perfect WAaY, but
before ere 1S free 111 in nNnot 18 SIN, but only want NO

SIN  27 12 The 111 itself 1s inefficacı10us. Humans INOTEC OT less ave the
"velle‘. but they eed {O attaın the “pOSSE. SO ave the
reedom want and beheve, but not ımplement. Here the words
of Romans relevant: “It 0€es NOTL depend the ONC who wiılls
0)8 who TUunNs, but God who has MEeTCY .. ome people 1n that Paul
professes the complete removal of free 111 ere hat 1s NOT >
Augustıine SaYyY>S the 111 only needs the assıstance of The
example Öf: Pharao adverse example of thıs For that man’s
he  Z Was ardene: that he dıd nOL, and indeed COUuU nNOL, obey the
cCcCommandments of (G0d OWeVver thıs Was nNnot the result of an act o1]
hI1is free wıll, but ıt W dads punıshment for hI1s preceding 111
unbeliever, whiıich Wäas ewarded by the incapacıty 18 obey in the SAaJInle

WaYy the 11l 18 belıeve IS rewarded| Dy the W aCcCt The
choice between al and unbDbelıe 18 the key 1Ssue the ouftfset

But sald, Jansenıius continues, Augustine Was In CITOT ere
He reduces the ole of x00d works ONC ıng that he regards

meriıt of OUT iree wıll, namely al and he reduces the of
evıl works unbelief. He regards ose g00d and evıl works g1ifts
and punıshments of (G0d respect1ively, CONSCYUCNCCS of
ardenıng, but NO dAS ee of OUT OW

Now let us o0ok al the 1spute PASSsasc agaıln, Jansenıius SayS
The [UNS 1ke thıs “[Pharao COU not be blamed for the
fact that he dıd NOT obey al that tıme, SInNCe ıth ardene 297 he
COU not obey, but he had become hable punıshment because hıs
ear! had een hardened by hıs earher unbelhet” Hıs SIN W as nNOTt the
dısobedience, but the fact that he had made hımself unfree want the
g00d hıs 1Ss hat it' SayS Jansen1us, but Augustine revised thıs
earlhıer opınıon ater, when he held that er the Fall, the human ll 1s
equally unfree behleve aCT, and that he needs recelve both
the motivatıon and the Aet from the Spiırıt of al and love.
Both the prev1o0us unDelıe and the hardenıing dICc 1910)] CC}

|2 | ıberum. arbıtrıum perfecte fuıt in pr1ımo homine, in nobıs autem ante grati-
1O  — est 1berum arbıtrıum, ut NON 3001  9 sed tantum ut ECCAIC nolımus, SEL

54, S, lıne 18
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CONSCQHUCNCECS of orıginal SIN And it clear that Jansen1ius regards
the ater Augustine the irue and OrthOodoxX Augustine.

In thıs chapter, Jansen1ius SEISs Out defend Augustine’s autho-
rıty VeCTI agaınst Jesult theologıans 1ıke Väazquez, who do 19(011 want the

father be the sole authorıty in al and especılally morals.
er IC frequently mentioned AIc olına, Lessius and
Suarez.'® Jansen1ius 1STS everal poss1ible lınks between them and the
Pelagıans. Thus Suarez 1s sa1d “hallucınate gravely  27 about Pela-
g1anısm the ONC hand'*, and SME of em1-Pelagı1anısm hımself.
olına urn the 1e princıples of Augustine’s doectrine agaınst the
Pelagıans upsıde own.'® Vazquez rejects Augustine s eachıng
human nature and the propagatıon of or1ginal SIN and he behaves 1ke
elasıane On the subject of9 Lessius hallucınates INOTEC C1NOT-

mously than the em1-Pelagıans CVCI
The DA of the 1Irs part of the AUu2ustinus dIic devoted

hıstorıical study of the elagıan heresy, in fact of Pelagıanısm and
the doctrine of the Massıl1ıenses OL Sem1-Pelagıans, [WO chools of
hought that AT nOoTt connected hıstorıcally but 1Ie both object
number of Augustine s cConvıctlons. In the practice of systematıc
eology both cCurrents WGIE INOTEC less reated ONC, the allle

“Sem1-Pelagıans” indıcates. hıs alnle 1Ss 1IrsS Oun in the Formula of
Concord of ST Pelagıanısm and Sem1-Pelagı1anısm ALO elated
each other ollows

We reject also the CITOT of the elagıans, who taught
that Nan Dy hIıs OW DOWCIS, wıthout the of the Holy ost. Can

{u  s hımself God, belıeve the Gospel, be ODedıiıen from the he  z
Law, and thus meriıt the forgıveness of SINS and eternal ıfe
10] We reject also the CITOT of the em1-Pelagıans, who eaCc

that InNnan Dy hIs OW DOWCIS Cal make beginnıng of hıs Convers10on,
but wıthout the of the Holy(CannotTt complete 1ıt.

15 CUr10USs that thıs term of utheran or1g1n should ave een
adopted in the CatANOolıc CaInp ell hıs appene in the early
1580s.? obvıo0ously Was useful eXpress10n.

13 IL,
28150

15 1,.208
16 11,34
| / i} 15l TE 8 C 91-953
18 UL, RX
19 JACQUIN, S quelle date apparaıt le erme ‘demiıipelagıen ?”, RSPhIh 1,

1907, 506-508
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Now Pharao’s hardened he  z We fınd al eas [WO
works that AdIC attrıbuted elagıus that OCCUDY themselves ıth the
question, namely On the hardening of Pharao heart and h1s Com-
mentar'y Romans. Jansen1ius dıd NO diıscuss the first work because
it Was only publıshed ıIn 194 / But he Was ONEC of the first scholars
ıdentify the paulıne OmMMentary elagıan.“ The first work, On the
hardening of Pharao heart, 1S NO longer ascr1ıbed elagıus. So

{u  S the Commentary Romans. Here read:
For concerning Pharao the Scripture SayS Aave ratised YyOU

up for thLSs VE DUFDOSE, show W In YOU, and proclaim
UMeE In the Ole earth 7 hıs passSascC... 1S explaıned by dıfferent
iınterpreters in [WO WaYysS FEıther Sınce each ONEC 111 be punıshe
when the Ca”dSsuTe and 1mM1 of h1s SINS 15 complete, AdS In the Case of
the inhabıtants of om and Gomorrah (cf. Gen 19:24-5). Pharao
accordıingly had already exceeded hıs lımıt and God wıshed make

example of hım for the others, of ONMNC already doomed dıe,
that the people of God m1g COUHIE {O NOW Justice and W  9
and neıther are {O SIN 1NOT fear eIr enemıles. The SdaIlnlle SOTIT of ıng
that appene: Pharao happens when doctor, seekıng the CaUuUscs of
siıckness, discovers remedy ıIn the COUTSC of torturıng SOTITNCONC

already condemned (l for INanYy crımes; 0)8 when Judge, though
he COUH punısh ou1lty INan ımmediately, afflıcts hım ıth Varıous
Orments the fear of all Or He Was ardene by
patıence, for after plague irom God en Pharao became harder.
and a  0Ug God NECW that Pharao had nNnOTt repenfed:; he wıshed
nevertheless cshow hıs forbearance EVCn towards hım

We ote that there 1S question of predestinatiıon Dy God, only
of h1s foreknowledge. Of these [WO interpretations, the first ONC SOCS
back Ambros1ı1aster*! and the second ONEC UOr1igen“ whom elagıus
had read ell If that the PAaASsSasc Ou Pharao in Romans 1s
In fact about kınd of predestinatıon, Urıgen managed {O turn the
interpretatiıon around ioreknowledge. Greeks 1S11ıke predesti-
natıon. SO dıd elagıus. Indeed, accordıng Jansen1us, rıgen 1S the
or1g1n of Pelag1anısm.“ hı1ıs cCOonvıctiıon 1S worked Out 1in several
chapters. irst. Jansenıius eXxpounds Urıigen’s opınıon iree ll and

M) SOUTER, exXis and Studies L 1, Cambrıidge [931.
D SEL XXI, 325 819
»” HAMMOND BAMMEL, Der Römerbriefkommentar des Origenes, uch

/-10, Freiburg 1998, 624,116-131: cf. OXD. “Orıgen Pharao’s arde-
ned heart  2 Texte Un Untersuchungen 9 9 Studia Patrıstica N: 1: Berlın 1966,
434-447)

23 I 45,46,48,63,75,83 rıgenes tot1us eITOTrIS fons), 8 © Ul
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1ts “natural poss1ıbıilıty”. uole Jansen1ıius“: .. all OSse who
precede elagıus Oun er archıtect of the ole elagıan
heresy than Orıgen, who Was of much UuUsc the ancıent interpreters of
the holy Scrıptures and defenders of the al not because of h1s
productive SeNIUS, but because of hıs unbrıdled reedom of reasoning
severely damaged the purıty of the doectrine of the Churc

For hrough hıis wrıtings, especlally perı archön, rıgen W as the
or1g1n of everal heresies that HIGSIE the Church few centuries after
hıs ea hus he COU indeed be called cesspit of But ere
15 ONC that he dıd 191011 only sketch, but alsoO shape and CADICSS INOTEC

exactly ın nearly al] drafts and colours, than the elagıan heresy. YOu
111 nNOT fınd it al al] CaS y fınd sıngle ogma IC elagıus and
Julıan hurled al the Church WI1 ONC eXxception), single inter-
pretation of Scripture 17 thıs heresy, rıgen has g1ven
it ıts inıtıal shape, much that they sometimes uUuse the SdIlle words
1{8 prejJudıce the TU Because thıs incredible 18 INan y people
and understand the secrefts of thıs CELOT it 15 of importance and
worth ıle WE thıs bıt longer. In order nNOT spen L[O0
much time the collısıons between indıvıdual po1nts of elagıan and
rıgenist doctrine, ave educed all thıs {O five chapters, Jansen1ius
SayS the free ll and ıts natural poss1bıilıty; the law of nature and
hat of Moses:; On and merit: On predestinatiıon; &© On the
corruption of Scripture].

Key CONCEPL iın the fırst chapter 1S “freedom)’”. Urıgen often
addresses thıs quality and csShows hımself admırer of the phılo-
sophıca CONCEPL of reedom Jansenıius i1l1lustrates thıs ıth quotations
fIrom perı archön and hıs arYy Romans and concludes that
the Pelagıans ave theır Op1n10Ns thıs atter irom Urıgen.
Passage from the Ir chapter 1S revealıng: 1S INOTE

deadly and kıllıng for 9 than that ıt 15 g1ven to human |acts|]
IC precede In the 00 erı Archon rıgen ventilates the meriıts
of human actıon ATE arl agaınst9 and al g1 of (J0d depend
free will” Only 0OSse who AdIc worthy, those wh ave earned IC
recelve the sanctıfyıng of the Holy pırı

But where dıd Orıgen gel h1is ideas Iirom? TOom phılo-
SOpAY "Althoug 0Ug we1g the elagıan Dy ıts OW

weıght, and reduce ıt {O the first SUOUTCE firom IC it Springs, yOUu
111 understand that it has een concocted from nothing else than from
the doctrines of the phılosophers. And the outfıt of the ole
heresy 1S nothıng else but DUIC and clear pythagorean, StO1C and

24 1,149 eicCc
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arıstotelıan phılosophy, Tertullıan HCC saı1d oOu heretics SCNC-
rally and ONC Cal Sa Yy about people IMNOTEC truly, ıth Jerome, than
OoOu the Pelagıans: °the phılosophers ATIC the patrıarchs of the
heretics’. It 15 not dıfficult {O demonstrate thıs irom the indıvıdual
hinges of the elagıan C171 OT The 1IrSsS doectrinal opınıon that elagıus
preache by 10 he egan dısturb the Church Was that Oou
reachıng perfect Justifiıcatıon, includıng sinlessness and apatheia. VE  2729
Jansenıius Iraces thıs back pythagorean and StO1C phılosophy.

TIhe second poin 18 that they want aın all virtues by the
sole poss1bılıty and indıfference of the free ıll hıs Stems from the
phılosophers 00 ('1cero and Seneca aAIiIc quoted. The latter S
°“"There 1S ONC g00d 1ng, 10 1s the and Support of appY
ıfe belıeve ıIn oneself”. Sn Statement summarızes the ole

of elagıan implety”, SaVY5S Jansen1us. ° HOr thıs phılo-
sophıca basıs the ole hulk IFeCiEe agaınst TISUS has een
constructed’”. Naturally, Jansenıius ollows Augustine here, who iın h1s
epistle 186 WTrote “Tha they do nOot tumble VeCT the stumblıngE
for example by defending nature and iree 111 ıth much rhetorıic, Just
1ıke the phılosophers of thıs WOTL. who TIEe hard be consıdered

cConsıder themselves effectuate appYy ıfe for themselves Dy
eIr OW {17ı

Ihe thırd poin 15 orıgınal SIN Here elagıus bases hımself
1STOotLle ere 1Ss question of the transmıssıon of SIN from parents

offspring, for elagıus and Julıan wanted 18 1Derate lıttle cANılaren
irom al] gul and punıshment.

The fourth poin 1S that of PUIC nature, DUra NnNALIUra hıs
CONCepL Was invented in the sıixteenth CenNtury ANSWEeEeT the question:
iın hOow far 1S the siınful human eing S{T1 able do hat 1s morally
g00d wıthout the help of grace? TIhe term “pure nature” indıcates
fictit10us of umanıty before the Fall, in 1C human beings
WEIC created wıthout or1ıg1inal rıghteousness partıcıpatıon ın dıvıne
nature Jansenıius CC the Pelagıans the or1g1nators of thıs
cONcept:” TIhe Louvaın theologıan uar‘! apper and In hıs traıl Jan-

25 L1354 eic
26 offendant in lapıdem Ooffens10n1s uelut defendendo naturam e

berum arbıtrıum YUCIHN ad modum phılosophı hulus mundıl, quı uehementer egerunt, ut
putarentur uel putarent 19)| beatam ultam ulrtute proprıae uoluntatıs eifficere, CSEL
5 E 11, II lıne

27 1,147-148
28 €T. SCHRAMA, “Ruard JTapper und cdıe Möglıchkeıit gutle Werke verrich-

(CH,; ..  Nnon omn1a D' homiınıs mala  2927 in LAMBERIGTS, L Augustiniısme an-
cienne faculte de theologie de Louvaın, 1 euven 1994, 63-98, CSD 8I-RZ
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sen1us“ explaın it ollows it °that the state in C human
beings AIc NO born 1S ı1Tieren from the State of PUIC nature than
SOMNMCONC who has een strıppe dıffers from OINCONEC who 1S naked:
the latter 1S obvıously wıthout the Jothes he had, the former had
them, but he ost them For ıf YOU only substract SIN, whereas 1ın aC
the integrity of the first and supernatural make W ds lost, YOU gel the

of PUTC nature nstead of the in IC afec actually
born. > ure nature 1S in which ere 1S .. natural possı1ıbıilıty
treedom of cho1ice between g0o0d and bad®)

Jansen1ıus SCCS dırect connection between the doetrine of PUIC
nature and the posıtıve VIEW, especılally of Julıan, desıre u_

piscence ıf ıt WeTC natural g00d.* According to algrave, he
hımself regards the lıhbido 1C accompanıes sem1ımnal em1sSsS1ONS
sS1gN of the corruption of human nature.° The word cConcupiscentia
Stems irom Romans 6:192 and and the Epistle of James 1:14 the
term liıhido firom Cicero: and Hortens1ius quoted Dy Uugus-
tine. er AdIiIc Cupiditas, voluptas, delectatio.“ Concupiscence
Can be subdıvıded in desıire of the flesh, desıre of the CYCS and PIder”
In an Y CasSC, Jansen1ius derives the Concept of natura DUra from the
influence of phılosophy also. Odern research en 1n
hat both Augustine and elagıus make UuUsec of phılosophy: the former
of neoplatonıc dualısm and the latter of StO1C Concept of freedom.*

What OUTICCS dıd Jansen1ıus UuUs«c for h1s desecr1iption of Pelagı-
anısm ? No ou hıs maın SOUTCEC Was h1is OW readıng of the works of
Augustine. But the 1ssue of Pelagıanısm had of COUISC en contI1-
nually alıve In the Augustinıan tradıtıon. Jansen1us mentions lıttle
secondary lıterature; C Bellarmıinus 15 ONE of Tew authors only
And certamly Protestants Yet maJor work wriıtten durıng the
Armınıan CONLrOVerSY Dy CGerardus Johannes Voss1us, forI that
author hımself gol into rouble, appeare in 1618 (a revised edıtıon
W as publıshed posthumously ın Hıstoriae de controversiuils,
qUAS elagius eIUSUE reliqguiae„ librı septem, Lugdunı

29 1,148 E1
4() Idem 7 L Augustinus de Jansenius”, in VAN el
SCHRAMA, Jansenius el le Jansenisme dans les Pays-Bas. Melanges Lucıen

Ceyssens, Leuven 1982, 27-38, CSD. UE
1,97

42 1,154
374 C
34 1L, 170140}
35

36 Greshake, Gnade als konkrete Freiheılt, Maınz 1972, 230f.
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Batavorum: excudıt Joannes Patıus, 1618.” The yCal before, INOTE
modestly s1ized book entıtle: De Pelagianis el Semi-Pelagianis had
appeared. The author Was ONC Joannes Latıus Jan de Laet: who 1s
regarde the first cholar who attempted gather together the
iragments of elagıus’ WOT Latıus book Was publıshed Harderviıcı:

off. Henrıcı 1ImMp Jansonı1l, 1617 It 1S WOT investigatıng
whether Jansenıius had read ese ooks, especıally Voss1us, whose 1s
the INOTE Oroug work. In hıs OW work, he wrıtes rather scathıngly
Ou Calvın and the Calvıinists. F6 they happen ıth ugus-
tıne, ıt should be accepte the ru 1f they dısagree, theır
0Ug 18 be corrected.”

In fırst chapter, Latıus Q1ves bıo-bıbliography of Pelagı-
anısm. Secondly, he discusses five scriıptural arguments of the Pela-
g1ans agaınst orıgıinal SIN and, In all h1ıs chapters, Augustine’s
replıes them Thırdly he o1VESs fourteen arguments of the Pelagıans
ase‘: ICason Oou COTMNC S1X SUCCESSIVE poımts of “the perverte:
eachıng of the Pelagıans agaınst orıgınal SIN  27 AIc the Op1IN10Ns
of the Pelagıans free ıll 1X fıve arguments of the Pelagıans
for free ıll Seventh, ree Op1ınıons of the Pelagıans 1g
Tee arguments of the Pelagıans In favour of eir oOpınıon. Nıne, four
po1nts human perfection durıng hıs ıfe |as taught by the
Pelagı1ans]. en SOTINEC INOTE arguments of the Pelagıans. Thıs CON-
cludes Book ÖOne:; Book Iwo 1s about the Semi-Pelagians and
followed Dy SOMME CSSaVYyS Pelagıanısm. Latıus trıkes d SOIMNCONE
very methodical, who 1s cConcerned g1ve FTIe systematıc CADO-
sıt1on of the elagıan V1S-A-VIS the strıct Augustinian posıtion
especlally and nature, predestinatıon and or1g1ınal SIN It

lıkely that he thıs book in connection ıth the rel1g10us
dıspute in the Netherlands ın those days

Voss1ius’ book 1S much larger, but ST1 nOT by far COMPTIE-
hensive dS Jansen1ius’ Augustinus. What strıkes ımmediately, 1Ss that
Voss1us quotes much wıder varıety of. TE and atın, church
athers than Jansen1us, who only quo(tes Augustine and 11O and
then nother atın father VOssi1us’ dossier 1S indeed veC rich. Unlıke
Jansen1us, VOss1iıus C discusses the Tact that 1ın the matter of PIC-
destination, ıt W ädas the er Augustine who eparte from the
sStandar:': TrTee tradıtion. But Vossius sıdes uncondıtionally ıth
Augustine and h1Is definitions of the warrıng partıes dIe Sal

47 (B LOSSL. Julıan vVon Aeclanum, Leıden 2001, DArg
35 CD LOSSL, Üp.cıt., D.2
39 H.2553
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formulated vVeLYy much from Augustinıan perspective. hıs 15 how
Vossius describes the elagıan conflict: CONLrOVeErSY W as

properly thıs, whether ANyYyONC by h1ıs natural POWCLIS Can ulfıl! the
Law, be Justified and obtaın salvatıon, elagıus held, whether he
only tOo bellıeve Dy h1ıs OW POWCLIS and begıns do g00d
works, Julıan lof Aeclanum | hought, OT Mnally, whether hrough
h1s natural9 Dy the begınnıngs ofal and imperfect desıre of
the g00d, he dısposes hımself for the first [bıt of] 9 (CCassıan
and the dem1-Pelagıans bel1ieved’”.“9 Elsewhere, he categor1zes the
dıfferent partıes ollows ere AI ose wh deny aDSOlIuTte
predestinatıon, but recognize prevenient hen ave the
Sem1-Pelagıans, who deny prevenıent9 but preach that eed

such. hen the Pelagıans, wh 1n that 1s nOoTt
NCCCSSALY, but nevertheless useful ° HOr the Pelagıans WEeIC not
Pelagıans because they denı1ed the aDSOlIute decree and prevenılent
9 but because they denı1ed the necessity of The em1-
Pelagıans dIc called that, 191011 because they resist aDSOlute PIC-
destinatıon, but because they do nNnoTt recogn1ıze prevenıent STäcCe In
theır OW day, the Pelagıans WEIC proscrıbed Dy imperı1al authorıty,
but the em1-Pelagıans WeTiIC regarde d catholıcs and WeTC permuiıtte

teach the people
Fınally, how do Jansenius and Vossius compare ? Jansen1ius O€Ss

NOTL SCECIN acknowledge an Y help from Voss1ius’ book He had h1ıs
OW dossier of quotations, mostly from Augustine, but hardly from
other church athers certamly nNnOot ofTathers Moreover, he 15
somewhat scathıng about the efforts of the Calvınısts understand
elagıus. Remarkably however, Jansenıius SCS much wıder varıety
of patrıstic quotations in hıs CONLrOVErSY ıth Voetius“ and In hIs OW
Commentarıes crıpture.“ hıs raises . the question whether er al]
the Augustinus 15 NOT rather work of CONLTOVEISY about the Doctor’s
doctrine of than work of posıtıve theology.“”

4() 'OSSIUS 627
Idem, 646-647

472 Cp Lamberıigts, “ Voetius VEeISUS Jansen1ius”, in VAN ORT 1 1 De
bekende Voetius, Kampen 1989, 148-16 /

41 Cp Tetrateuchus 1Vve Commentarıus INn SAncCcIa Jesu Chrısti Evangelia, edit0
ultıma, TuxXxellıs 1L7/S3: the preface the Commentary Matthew alone refers PaS-

ın Papıas (1n Eusebius), Irenaeus, Athanasıus, Cyrıl of Jerusalem, Augustine, Je-
roMmMe, Ep1phanıus, Theophylactus, John Chrysostom whiıich sShow that Jan-
SeEeNIUS Must have had extensive knowledge of both the Greek and atın athers

Ihe thesis that the Aug2ustinus W as Oork of posıtıve theology has been defen-
ded Dy Ceyssens.



158 )ARMENTIER

Jean Orcıbal in hıs Jansenius ’Dres (1585-1638) Say>S “Rıen
n ’ ındıque qu’1 alt les de l’armınıen Gerard Vos-
S1US. 409 And hat Was Voss1ius’ mot1ivatıon wrıte hıs book Pela-
S1US and hıs followers? In hıs er 18 the reader”, wrıtten in 1618,
he spe of the ..  sad schıism * and the “controvers1ies OoOu predesti-
natıon 16 ave SPIuNs in the Netherlands  47 Accusatıons of
Pelagıanısm and Sem1-Pelag1anısm WTG hurled from pulpıts and
ecterns.“ Vossius’ book 1S attempt tOo clearly define the dıfferrent
pOS1t10NSs and then demonstrate that he and h1is COmpan1ons WEIC

neıther Pelagıans 1910)8 Sem1-Pelagıans.”
I1wo seventeenth CENTLUCY key tudıes Pelagıanısm WCIC

wriıtten Dy utchmen ÖOne, Gerardus OSSIUS, protestant of Armıiınıti-
convıction, WwrTrote demonstrate that he W ds nNnOoT elagıan OT

Sem1-Pelagıan. The ©]  eT. Cornelıs Jansen1us, Catholıc, WTOTle
demonstrate that hıs maınly Jesult OppOonents WeIC (Semi-Pelagıans.

Neıther of them read the er man’s work (unless Jansen1ıus dıd read
OSSIUS and neıther admıts ıt NOT SCS the WOTr. Yet both WeTIC
condemned for eır 00 DYy the highest authorıties of e1Ir chur-
ches.

Hılversum artıen PARMENTIER

45 Parıs 1989, nNOotfe
Epistola ad lectorem [ 1

4 / Idem H4
48 Idem HD
49 Idem 16]


