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Ntiro ction

his celebrated collection of hıstoriıcal-critical studies entitlie:
Augustinisme el theologie moderne, HenrIı de aCc aAarguCs that the atten-
t1ve hıstorı1an of eology should be able detect the NTLOUTS of the the-
O102Y of the modern per10 LE the per10 from the Councıl of Irent

the Second Vatıcan Councıl In Leuven’s theology Taculty and ıts
surroundıngs pr10T the Baılus affair One of the mMoOost important fea-
ures of thıs modern atholıc eology 1s ıts recognıtion of the ex1istence
of the possı1ıbilıty of of DUIC nature The present iclie 11l sketch
the genesI1s and evolutiıon of the theory of ‘pure nature’ in Leuven?.

T10T the Second Vatıcan Councıl, ıt Was gener  Y accepte:
that the eOTY of ‘pure nature’ W ds 1Irs formulated by Bel-
larmıne (n hIıs polemic agaın Miıchael Baılus), from IC fact the the-
OL Y borrows ıtfs authorıty. In the context of the discussion surroundıng
Henrı de Lubac’s Surnaturel (1946) and the "nouvelle theologıe’,
Pıeter mulders publıshed icle in 1C he demonstrate that the
CONCceptL of ‘pure nature’ W as already be oOun Leuven
theologıians before Balus and lıkewıise before elilarmıne mMulders

UBAC, Augustinisme el theologie moderne (Theologıe, 63), Parıs, Aubıer,
1965, 183 ° Des vant l’affaire balanıste, dan: mıheu meme de Ouvaın quı

fut le theätre, L’historien qavert1 discerne les premi1ers Iıneaments de la
theologıe quı devalt, Joıte celle de Cajetan el de SON ecole, s’epanOouIlr VCIS la fın

orlentation dessine ”.
du sıiecle chez Molına, Banez ei Suarez. Avec Jean Driedo, VEn Ruard Tapper, uUnNc

For the hıstory of the Faculty of Theology ıIn Leuven SCC the bıblıography
included in EJ VAN UL ed.) Facultas T’heologiae Lovanıenstisal
Contributions SON histoire 45), Leuven, Universıity Press, OT: supple-
mented INOTC recently Dy KENIS LAMBERIGTS N L’Ancienne faculte de
theologie de OUVAILN &l Bıbliographie des ANnees ın LAM-
BERIGTS (ed.), L’augustinisme l’ancıenne faculte de theologie de OUVAILN
1343 Leuven, Unıiversıty Press, 1994, recenTt OVerVIeWws of the hıstory
of the Faculty of Theology the CVC of the Councıl of ren 1S also found in

IELIS, Leuven theolog1ians opponents of Erasmus and of humanıstic theology,
In, Bıblical Humanısm and Scholasticısm IN the Age of Erasmus, ed Dy Erıka Rum-
mel, Leıden, rıll (expected wınter Further hıterature Can be found In the DIb-
lıographies of ese documents. For clear presentation of the Varlıous levels of
appoıntment professor al the Faculty of Theology SCC EJ VAN EUL, De theol-
ogische faculteit Leuven In de XVe Te eCeUW Organitsatie opleiding, In VAN
UL (ed.); Facultas I’heologliae, -
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points OuL, nevertheless, that the Leuven theologı1ans in question maın-
taıned dıfferent understandıng of the CONCepL than that of Cajetan, for
example hıs ea hım 18 number of theologıca conclusıons,

them the belıef that de 1 ubac’s eology 0€eSs NOT er ade-
to the problems which °modern‘ atholıc eology

ıth ıfs Varıo0us theorı1es of ‘pure nature’ had g1ven rse).
ase'‘ OUT OW research into the avaılable SOUTCCS and

accounting for the lıterature that has appeare SInNCe de aC and
mulders, the 0al of thıs study 15 establısh 11CW synthetıc
OVerVIEeW of the genes1s and evolution of the eOTrY of ‘pure nature’
in 16th CENTLUrY Leuven. We hope investigate the theologıca implı-
catıons of the atter, such the condemnatıon of de I1 ubac’s eology
of and the discussıon ıt engendered, In ater publıcatıions.

We 11l focus OUT attention in the followıng three the-
ologıans partıcular John TIE| (ca. 1480 representatiıve
of the generation of polemical theologı1ans who Was ftor the Key 11g-
UTC In the entire STOTY, namely Michael Balus, and INaYy ave contributed

the form of Augustinianısm that Was ater condemned 4S Balanısm;
Michael Balus (1513-1589) hımself and Bellarmıne (1542-1621),
who taught for number of VYCals al the Jesult College ] euven where
he became acquaımnted ıth the eology of the Leuven School Hıs
understandıng of nature and STACC clearly bear Iraces of the latter.

John Driedo

The eology developed Dy John Driedo* the question of
and nature> 1Ss particularly vıdent in work publıshed after hıs

MULDERS, De OOFSDYONS Van de theorie der zulvere NALIUUF. ergeten
Mee. der Leuvense school,; Bıjdragen (1949) 105127

IELIS, Johannes Driedo. Anwalt der Tradıtion Im Streıt muıt Humanısmus
und Reformation, ın JUNG WALTER Theologen des Jahrhunderts.
Humanısmus Reformatıion Katholische Erneuerung, Darmstadt, Wiıssenschaftlıche
Buchgesellschaft, 2002, 135-153;: BAIER, Driedo(ens) Johannes, in Biographisch-
Bibliographischen Kirchenlexikon, ME (2003), Herzeberg, Spalten, 280-284;
CT the websıte Verlag raugott Aautz (www.bautz.de), ınk Biographisch-Bibli-
ographischen Kirchenlexikon Online, ‘Driedo(ens)’, where addıtional hlıterature
be found, in partıcular FRANCOIS, Aug2ustinus als 'onweerlegbare vertolker Van de
theologie’. Johannes Driedo Over Schrift, Aug2ustinus de katholieke Tradıtie (d353%);
in VAN BEST VAN ORTs Augustiniana Neerlandıca. Aspecten Vn

Augustinus spiritualiteit haar doorwerking, Leuven, Peeters, 2005, &E
rTIedo Augustinianısm.

On Driedo’s doctrine of in De gratia SC GIELIS, L’Augustiniısme Aantı-
erasmıen des premıers controversıistes de OUVaLN Jacques Latomus el Jean Driedo,
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eg by colleague al the Laculty of eology, uard Tapper®: De
gratia el libero arbıtrio. TIhe two-volume publıcatıon 15 polemical In
character, althoug the tone it maımntaıns 1S consıistently respectable and
matter-of-fact. W as wrıtten d refutatıon of three dıfferent ere-
S1eS: Lutheranism’, Pelagıanısm and anıchaelsm. Whıle the fact that
the hon’s chare of the author’s attention 1S gıven 1{0 the contestatıon of
Pelagıanısm m1g SCCIMN unusual, ıt 15 mportant 110 remember that the
alledge heresy In question W ds NOoTt ıng of the past in Driedo’s
day On the CONn{irarYy, he argue that ONMNC of hıs contemporarı1es, SOTIINC-
OIMC who had CVCNMN 1ve in the SaIille Cıty of Leuven for tıme, W ds
eiender of Pelagıanısm, namely Erasmus.

er much hesıtatıon, Erasmus had seit about wrıting OCU-
ment entitie‘ De liıbero arbitrio® in 1C he rejecte Luther’s eOl-
OSY The reformer responded ıth hıs vehement De SECTIVO arbıtrio. The
WaY in IC FErasmus approached free ıll In hıs pamphlet, however,
dıd nNOT engender immediıate enthus1asm AI ON the Leuven theologıans,
the maJorıty of whom had already maıntaıned Ser10us objections
humanıstıic eology of renewal for consıderable per10 of time?.
WOU aADDCAT from the reports sent Dy ırk Heeze the Roman
(urıa concerning hıs 1ssıon 18 sılence the theolog1ans of Leuven

the question of Erasmus, that the former consıdered the atter’s

in |LAMBERIGTS (ed.), L’augustinisme, 9-61: cf. HANIS, L’anti-pelagianisme
dans le De captıvıtate el redemptione humanılı gener1is de Jean Driedo, in Revue ’hAiLS-
toıre ecclesiastique 51 (1956) 454-4 70

FABISCH, Ruard Iapper (1487-1559), In SERLOH (ed.), Katholische The-
ologen der Reformationszeit, Vol (Katholısches en und Kırchenreform 1m
Zeıtalter der Glaubensspaltung, 47), ünster, Aschendorff, 1987, Y

FRANCOIS, The OUVAaILN theologian John Driedo the (Jerman Reformer
Martın Tuther. And who could IMDOSE theır Iruth in OEVE, ‚AMBERIGTS,

RRIGAN S I’heology and the Ouest for TIruth 202), Leuven, 2006,
-6()
For Tasmus’ ideas free 11l and hıs sStance Augustine SCC G3

BURGER, Augustinus’ hetekents (9179)8 FASMUS’ opvattıng Van de vrıJe WIL, In VAN
ORT (ed.), De erkvaders In Reformatıe Nadere Reformatie, Zoetermeer, Boeken-
centrum, 1997, 21-34

Tasmus’ MmMOst vehement er1ıtic In Leuven W as the Carmelıte Nicolaus ‚Z2mon-
danus, who spoke of hım In the MOSsT condescending terms NASTASE T.-PAUL,
Baechem d’Egmond, In HGE (1954) col IS / ES and OURKE OYLE, Nıco-
Iaas Baechem, In IETENHOL| DEUTSCHER (eds.), Contemporaries of Eras-
NÜ.  S Biographical egıster of the Renaıtssance and Reformation (Collected Works
of Erasmus), Toronto Buffalo London, 1985-87, Vol I’ 81-83 Jacobus atO-
I1US Was sımılarly dedicated In h1Is rejection of TASMUS?’ TELIS, Latomus, Jacobus,
In Nationaal biografisc. woordenboek, Vol 1 , Belgıan Royal Academy, Brussels,
1996, cols. 475435 On the relationshıp between TAasSsmus and the unıversıty Nal

AUWELAERTS, De unıversıteit Van Leuven het Humanısme, In Onze Ima
Mater (1980) 104-109
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understandıng of free 1ll be C VE LNOTC heterodox than that of
Luther!®% If OMNC WeTiIC 18 follow Erasmus in the opınıon that the ıberum
arbıtrıum IS capable of ee that bring ou ıfs OW salvatıon,
then loses 1ts s1gnıfcanNcCe, ıts pPrImaCcy and prior1ity Thıs
W as unacceptable the Leuven theologıans.

Driedo Ilıkewıise rejecte Erasmus’ eachıng free ll and
9 arguıng that ıt inclined owards Pelagıanısm. The aCCusatıon In
question urne: around the humanıst’'s recognıtion of the poss1ıbılıty of
omng g00d ee that ave merı1tor10us character wıthout reference

pr10r gift of oraGe*, such that the of God 15 ascrıbed only
lımıted role. FErasmus eIleVve!l it W as possıble for people acquıre sal-
vatıon wıthout havıngz recei1ved DIACC through the Sacraments Accord-
ng riedo, however, ıt remaıned MYSteETY of divıne election that
non-believers and cANılaren who had died pr10r baptısm COU 1a(011
acquıre eternal salvatıon, In spıte of the fact that they WEeIC NOoTt pPCI-
sonally responsıble for theır sıtuation.

23 Creation and original SIN

Driedo’s identificatıon of Pelagıanısm In Erasmus’ work CECIl-

tres around the former’s OW understandıng of creation and the fall of
humanıty in IC the interpretation of Rom 312 played crucı1al
role!? According rı1edo, Man y theologıans WECIC inchlined inter-
preit thıs In INannNer that avolded the striıct CONSCQHUCNCECS of the
doctrine of or1ıginal sin‘>, objecting the 1dea that newborn infants

Letters wrıtten Blosius and (nberti: BALAN, Monumenta Reformationis
Lutheranae, Regensburg, 1884, 552-563:; N CSP. 562 ““quae ratio sınat uft falsa
ef pernıt10sa 1910)  — amnentur ın Erasmo? Anımamus homınem ad serıbendum
Contra Lutherum; sed timeo quod longe mehus esse Ceu dehortarı quU1cCquam
vmn scrıberet, n1ıS1 forte omn1a el SYNCCIA SSC credimus QUaC de lıbero
arbıtrıo scr1ps1sse cerniıtur .

11 eel that determinatıve of the ultımate salvatıon of the human CISON,
and thereby bearıng °*mer1tor10us’ character, such that the human CISON Caln be
understood respons1ıble for hıs her OW) salvatıon.

The Vulgate version of thıs passasc reads: Propterea sıcut pPCI UNUuIINN homınem
hunc mundum intravıt el PCTI peccatum INOTS el ıta in INNECS homiınes PCI-

TrTansııt in qUO peccaverunt slıghtly contrived interpretation of thıs
' the word quo 15 understood relatıve PrONOUN referring Adam, through
hom SIN had OMI into the world Thıs WAas consıdered be sStrong scrıptural Arg U-
ment ın Support of the doctrine of or1ginal SIN consıderable number of scholastıc
theologı1ans 1kewıse consıdered the Vulgate’s ‘Poenitentiam agıte! (Convert!) be

reference supporting the sacrament of CNANCEO.
RIEDO, De gratia el Ilıhero arbitrio, 103v 115v ""OCcCto difficultates

Paulo de or1gınalı peccato ; SCC CSD 103 v ‘ Amplıus autem el hıc CONSYy-
derandum. nonnullos solennes SC SACTAC theolog1ae interpretes, tam vetustiores QUam
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should be burdened ıth SIN There be lıttle ou that Erasmus
W ds AINONS the theologıans In question. The latter W dsSs unable detect

immediate scrıptural foundation for the doectrine of or1g1inal SIN in
the form of nherited SIN In the Romans texi For Erasmus, the SIN of
CONTteEMPOTATY INnen and Was INOTC of "imıtation’ of am s
fıirst SIN Driedo COUuU 1a(0)1 ave disagreed INOTE am s SIN had caused
the fall of all humanıty. Everyone Was thus born 1n of SIN and
In eed of hrıst’s redemptive 1{8 achleve hIs her or1ıg1inal
of rıghteousness alleceW

Ihe dıfferences between Driedo’s perspective and that of Eras-
INUS become all the INOTE Vldent when OMNC examınes theır dıfferent
notions of CONCUPILSCENKLIA. TIE: ins1ısts that INanYy theologıan of hıs
day followed elagıus Dy approachıng CONcupIsScenCce dS natural phe-
NOMENON and NO ASs havıng ıts In or1g1nal sin!+. He quotes ON of
Erasmus’ early works the Encomium Matrımonlıil publıshed in Leuven
by ırk ens in 1518 word for word wıthout makıng reference 10
hıs specıfic SUOUTCEC, although he o0€es make explıcıt UuUsSsc of Erasmus’
NaMe, otherwise sıngular In the Leuven theologıan’s extensive

hu1lus temporIs, quı locum hunc Apostolı ıta interpretantur, quod eodem concludı
1ON possıt, parvulum 19010). natum, ullum habere peccatum, auft nascCı in Ira el indıgna-
tiıone dıvına, 104v * Sımıilıbus QqUOQUEC interpretationibus INN1x1 SUnt NON-
nulı hu1lus temporıs interpretes quı aut aut sılentio0 praetereunt interpretationem

Tum quı interpretantur Apostolum In hoc I10C0 1oquı de propagatıone
peccatı ; 104v nonnullı S1IC interpretantur, uft hac ApostolIı doctrina ad
ıllorum mentem interpretata, NON relınquatur locus probandı ullum SS5C ın parvulıs
or1ginale peccatum ”; 116r vulpes subıintrolerunt in De1 Ecclesiam, UUaC
Varıls ei peregrinis ınterpretation1bus demoluntur vineas, scr1ıpturas SdadCTIdsSs adulter-
antes, eit antıquas haereses renovantes, YJyuUC el supradıcta scripturae testimon1a all0r-
Su ita interpretantur, e1s PDITOTISUS fundarı NON possıt ullum SSC In parvulıs OT1g-
inale {  ]„ 127 ° Hanc QUOQUC Pelagıl interpretatiıonem imıtatı SUnt
quı hoc tempore putantur solennes SACTAC scrıpturae interpretes, volentes Orsıtan occul-
tas haereses sem1inare de parvulıs NON baptızandıs ”.

RIEDO, De gratia, 162r *“Ht hanc sententi1am VIS1 SUnNtT approbare qu1-
dam hulus temporIıs amatores voluptatıs, et1am ICI UMMM inventores, quı SIN-
gularıtate sclıentlae gaudentes perturbant omn1a, UJUaC tradıdıt nobıs veneranda antı-
quıtas, cCensentes Carnıs NOstrae prur1ginem, Vener1isque stimulos natura, NON

pPeCCAaLoOo profiC1SC1, quıbusdam mot1 ratiıonıbus: ‘Prımum, quod qUu! Deus q
natura qu1cquam facıunt frustra. eus genitale membrum condıdıt, el VIım gıgnendiı
addıdıt Deıinde matrımon1 ODUS sub innocentlae SCUu ante culpam, SINEe hıs stimulıs
peragı NON potu1 Amplıus autem, el in CaeterIis anımantıbus tales stimulı natura,
NON pPECCAaLO proficıscuntur. OstremoO addunt, 1105 huluscemodiı prurigines Carnıs
NnOstrae eddere ıimagınatıone NOSITa foedas, UJUaC Ssuapte natura pulchrae SUnt el hones-
tae  »” 132r “ Argumenta CiIl) solutionesque COTUM, quıbus haereticı Conantur
probare, cConcupıscentiam Carnıs, stimulum Veneris, SCH prur1ginem lıbıdınıs, SSC
naturale bonum ; infra patebunt in secundo 1brı secundı ”.
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writings‘>. According Erasmus, the sexual instincts of the uman
PCISON continued be g00d ın themselves, 6CVOCMN er the falll® Kras-
mMus lıne of reasonıng harks back the ancıent 1dea that (G0d
0€Ss anythıng by mıistake ıf God reated the uman PCISON ıth SCH-
tal D ıt SOCS wıthout sayıng that the latter also ave PUTDOSC.
TIE: Wäas inclined follow Augustine’s argumentatıon in thıs regard,
however, maıntamıng that CONCuUpPILSCENLLIA Was OIlC of the negatıve COMN-

SCQUCNCCS of the fall, characterıstıic of the sStTate of human
nature when ıt 1S deprived of For Drıiedo, the phenomenon 15
thus essentially evıl and he refers O ıt explhicıtly °  evıl’ CONCUPIS-
, in spıte of the fact that Augustine recognısed the posıtıve UuUsSCcC

hereof, namely In the Ontext of marrıage and procreation“. Driedo’s
6® of DTACC, ogether ıth hıs idea of ‘pure ature’, must be under-
sStO0d Nneve  eless agaınst the background of hıs eachıng creatiıon
and the fall

The Doctrine of Grace

Historical-theological backgrounds: TOmM the Doctor Gratiae the
Doctor Angelıcus

As MoOSstT theologıans In thıs CONLTOVEISY tend do, TIE. refers
the works of Augustine In vırtually part of hıs ar  u

RIEDO, De gratiag, 66v 67/r “Ad UJUaC ad roborandum Pelagı1
heresim adııcıuntur In argument1s sentent1l1a FErasmı docentis, prur1ıginem Carnıs
stimulosque Veneris NOMN peccale, sed natura profic1scl, Tacılıs eis respons10 %  v  ®

ERASMUS, Encomuıum matrımonll, ed F ARGOLIN, ıIn Opera OMNLA
Desideri Erasmı Roterdamlı, I9 57 Amsterdam-Oxford, North-Holland Publıshing
Company, ‚p 398-400, 183-186 and 190-195 u[ S1 merI1to, velut adagıon1s
1Ce ubıque decantatum, Ju' deum qu' naturam qu1cquam frustra facere, CUuTl haec
membra trıbuit, CT hOos stiımulos, hanc g1gnendı1 Vım addıdıt, S1 coelıbatus laudı duc1-
tur? Nec audıo quı mıh1 dıcat foedam ıllam prur1ıginem ei Veneriı1s stimulos 1L1OMN

natura, sed peCCaLO profectam. Quıid tam dıssımıle ver1? Quası VEeTO matrımon1um.,
CU1US UNU: sıne hıs stimulıs peragı nequıt, 1910)8! culpam precesserit. lam In caeter1s
anımantıbus unde Il stimulı? natura peccato? Mırum nı natura. Ostremo
1105 ıimagınatıone foedum reddimus, quod suapte natura pulchrum Sanctum est  02

ERASMUS, Apologıa DFO declamatione matrımonlil, In ERASMUS, Opera OMNIAG,
Leıden, 1706, 109 ratıonıbus undıque petit1s ICI dAYO, quod 301 est ıllud,
quod alıcubl1 dıctum, stimulos g1gnendiI NOMN peccato, sed natura profectos, CU

agatur de 11S stimulıs, quı ration1ı 11OMN repugnant .
Augustine dıd NOT deem ‘concupIıscentla’ Ser10us SIN, but consıdered it

rather 'peccatum venılale’, Nrı LAMBERIGTS, Critical Fvaluatıon of Critiques
of Augustine s 1ew of Sexualıty, in ODARO AWLESS (eds.), Augustine and
A”iLSs Critics. SSAYS In honour of (rerald Bonner, Londen, New York, NY, Routledge,
2000, M ONNER, Concupiscentia, AYER (ed;); Aug2ustinus-
Lexıkon. Vol Aaron-Conuers1o, Basel, Schwabe CI 6-19' cols. LO
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Augustine’s basıc idea Can be summarısed d ollows the human DPCI-
SO  —; or1ginally en]jJoyed posıtıve relatıonshıp ıth the Crealtor, but
because of or1gıinal SIN, humanıty d ole has een confronted ıth
the loss of the ıt 19107a had In paradıse (natura vıfıata). hıs
implıes that generatıon er generatıon 15 born in of SIN, and
that the human PCISON 1S incapable of achieving the g0o0d unaided!®
Human free 11l 15 181011 enough allow human PCISONS lıve aCcCcord-
ng the commandments of God SINCEe ıt 1s lıkewise obscured Dy the

of SIN (J0d sent Hıs S5on, however, 1Derate umanıty by
offering them hıs redemptive grace”?, Ihe SOUTCE of CVETIYV mi1isfortune
15 the hold exerted Dy or1g1inal SIN humanıty. CONSCYUCNCE of thıs
convıctiıon 15 the aDsolute necessity of baptısıngz children 18 SaVC them
for eternal ıfe In the that they should dıe premature death?9

hıs eology of 15 further specıfied ıIn the scholastıc
per10 Dy Ihomas Aquiınas, others21. For Thomas, the ee of
those who ave acquıred of through baptısm and ave
een influenced by the ıberum arbıtrıum AT “de condigno’ merI1tor1-
OUS deeds?22 er medieval theolog1ıans SaVC INOTE credıt fallen
humanıty than Ihomas W ds inchlined 1{0 do Ihınkers such 1ıllıam
ofam and the Nomuinalıst School recognised that the human PDPCI-
SOM had the abılıty perform ee‘l ıth posıtıve moral character
under theır OW d ıt WEIC, GE that WECIC also mer1tor10us
from the viewpoınnt of salvatıon. In Coniras Augustıine, Ihomas
Aquımnas Was prepared aCcCcept that the human PCISON W as capable of
morally g00d ee ıIn spıte of hıs her Ttallen state, still he efused

aCCept the suggestion that such eel WEeIC merI1tor10us when ıt Came
eternal salvatıon. hıs ultımately mplıed that the human PCISON Was

unable nng Ou hıs her OW salvatıon, and TIThomas maın-
taıned opposıtıon between the natural order and the order of grace*,

18 (At the debate ıth Juhan of Aeclanum, ‚AMBERIGTS, Iulianus (Tulianus
VOonN Aeclanum), in Realenzyklopädıe für Antike und Christentum (1999), 48 3-505

RECOLL, Gratia, In AYER (ed.) Augustinus-Lexikon, Vol 3! asel,
Schwabe, cols 182.9722409)

ARMLESS, Baptısm, In FITZGERALD, Augustine hrough the Ages,
Eerdmans, Grand Rapıds M{ Cambrıdge, 1999, 84-91

21 See KORS, FEA Justice primitive el le peche originel d’apres T’homas.
Les SOUFCesSs La doctrine (Bıblıotheque thomıste, 2 9 Kaıln, 022

ater theologıans (especılally durıng the per10d of baroque scholastıcısm)
insısted, however, that VE those In of WeIC ın need of actual imme-
dıate (*gratia cooperans ) In order aVO1d SIN

ANNESTE, Le ‘De prımı homints Justitia‘ de Balus, In ‚AMBERIGTS (ed.),
L’augustinisme, 123-166
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The Nominalıst School, the er hand, maımntaiıned that the PCISON
who dıd everythıng in hıs her {O lıve ethıcal ıfe ase‘
equıty and reasonableness COU contriıbute posıtıvely hıs her OW

salvatıon. Such ıfe W as understood mer1tor10us “de CONZTUO’ . At
the eve of the doectrine of predestination, thıs ead the notion of
‘praedestinatio pOost DFraeVvisa merıita ‘: dıvıne prescient
owledge, God 1S AWAaIiIC of the potentıial meri1ts of the human DPCISON
ascrıbe: exclusıvely hıs her moral actıvıtıes and 1S thus able

the sa1d indıvıdual hıs and favour posıtıve ‘salvıfıc" PIC-
destinatıon.

Erasmus’ thınkıng in thıs regard be understood in lıne ıth
that of Nomimnalıst theology““. Bearıng mınd that he lımıted the influ-
CN of or1gıinal SIN Occasıonal and indıvıdual inchinatıon SIN,
it remaıned poss1ıble for uman PCTISONS Cooperate In bringing OUu
theır OW salvatıon the basıs of theır morally COTTECT eel hıs
implıed that non-belıever who had remaıned faıthful the natural
law Wäas capable of performıing mer1tOor10us ee‘ wıthout being AWAAaTC

of ıt

Grace versus moral deeds
IThe Nomiuinalıst/Erasmıan lıne of argumen places ogıcal

emphasıs the personal responsıbilıty of the uman PCISON for hıs
her OW salvatıon. T1edO, however, ste rejects thıs rather moral-
1St1C V1Is10N of the Chrıistian ıfe If ONC 1S z the fall ser10usly, he
claıms, it makes aAarguc that fallen humanıty 1S capable of
earnıng? salvatıon the basıs of ıts OW ee! 'Ihe eology of CIC-

atıon hes al the heart of Driedo’s doctrine of At the moment of
creation, the uman PCISON W ds g1ven both 1C4SOI and ıberum arbı-
trıum. urthermore, in the paradıs1acal S  E} the human PCISON had
rece1ved the gıft of and W ds free irom Concupiscentia. Accord-
ng T1ed0, the Iirue nature of the uman PCISON pr10r the fall W ds

It cshould be noted in thıs regard that the “SOUTCES’ of TaAasSsmus thought dICc the
fOCus of considerable debate Authors such Bouwsma, for example, AIc inchned
describe h1is thought renaıissance-lıke neo-sto1icısm (W.J BOUWSMA, The 71 wo
Faces of Humanısm. StOLCLSM and Augustinianısm INn Renaıissance Thought, in

BERMANN RADY Itınerarıum Italicum. The Profile of the Ital-
Lan Renatssance In the Mırror of Its uropean Transformatıons. Dedicated
Kristeller the Occasıon of hıs ZOth Birthday (Studıes In Medieval and Reforma-
t1on Thought, 14), Leıiden, Brıll, 1975, 3-60), whıiıle Burger ins1ısts the influence
of Hugolinus of Orvıeto (C.M BURGER, De receptie Van Augustinus’ genadeleer.
Gregor1us Vd.:  > Rıminl, Hugolinus Van Orvieto, FYFASMUS Luther (tot in VAN

EEST VAN OoRT S Augustiniana Neerlandica, 420-422)
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ONE of intactiness and integrıty, free from 1VC CONCUDLSCENLLA free
from suffering and ex er the fall however humanıty W das sub-
Ject SIN and human PCISONS WeTC natura filı irae  29725 As far he

concerned therefore humanıty orıgıinally g00d nature had een
corrupted and thıs had [WO IN ımplıcatıons the loss of human-
ILYy orıginally rıghteous sStTate and the l0ss of the
of the ıll towards God er the fall humanıty W d> inchned evıl
and thıs COUuU only be undone Dy hrıst gıift of

According TIE: the loss of the of rıghteousness 1ke-
WISC deprived human PCTISONS of the poss1bıilıty of performıng g0o0od
works g00d work gıift of God hıs 1U10N under-
standable when ear mınd that or1g1nal SIN for Driedo deter-

everythıng For thıs ICason Driedo prefers speak of fallen
humanıity rather than tfallen human beings the indıvıdual
eing of humanıty collective mphıes eing born LDSO AaCLO

of SIN It makes dıfference ıf the indıyvıdual has sinned
under the influence of h1ıs her OW ıll of PITIMNAaLYC

realıse that wrath all human PCTSONS of the
fact that indıvıdual PCISON InNaYy not ave sıiınned by hI1s her OW
free ıll In TIE ODINMON human nature had een corrupted Dy
or1g1inal SIM such extent that CVCN the possı1ıbılıty of aclıng morally
had een undermıined ere Ihomas W as able to aCCepL that fallen
INeN and WEIC capable of performıing morally COrrect ese
albeıt wıthout salvıfıc value TIE takes matters Step further The
yel be Justifıed’ human PCISON Was that the performance

of morally COrrect ee had become transparently impossible“® Whıle
there Can be lıttle ou that Ihomas and me OPDOSC ONE another

thıs regar! the latter OppOS1ıt1o0N the Ockhamıiıst tradıtıon and
Erasmus CVCnN LINOTC manifest?/ diıscussion of the COrrectiness of
Driedo interpretation of Augustine VISION of moralıty WOU z  @

DRIEDO De gratida /79v °Homo pOstL lapsum Ade tılıus 11aCc Natus
el peCCato COIICCP[US 119v Caput [ YJUO demonstratur DarVU-
los Mnl0s 114AC vinculo damnatıonıs obstrictos The termınology here DOT-
rowed irom Ef It interesung NOTte that the CAPDICSSION also found the
Decretum de iustificatione Cap dated January 1 3° 1547 from the sıxth SCSS1011 of
the Councıl of ren! See enz 793

RIEDO De graliid R ° Arıstoteles phılosophı ı1gnorantes De1
VeTrTam 1ustıit1am peCcCato lıberantem el gratificantem ad VıLlam aeternam ON

Sunt aSsSequulı ef 1dcırco alıter 0CEe fıdes Christiana In the MAaArgiNS: “ Justıitia De1l
onge dıversa 1ustitia moralı .

oth the Nominalısts and TAaSsmMus recognısed the poss1bilıty that unjustifıed
people could perform MEeTITLOT1OUS eel {hıs moralıstic 151010 W ds NO al home AMONS
Driedo Augustinian ideas
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beyond the boundarıes of the present contrıbution. 1S mportant
note, nevertheless, that Driedo considered himself be supported

Dy the doctor gratiae.

Driedo and DUU NALlur«a

The Concept of PUIC nature stemmiıing from the eology of the
16 CeNTUrY 1S both WE  oOWn and dısputed In equa. CasuTe Ihe
CONcept takes 1ts po1nt of departure from the followıng question: could
(G0d ave created humanıty in exclusıvely natural order, in which
ıt Was NOoTL destined lıve accordıng the oıft of and ook TOTr-
ward the ultımate beatıfıc V1IsS10oNn of God, but 1mıted rather 118

merely immanent inalıty? ome theologıans WEeEeTC inclined respond
thıs question by posıtıng the ex1istence of {[WO strictly 1SUNCG 1nal-

1t1es ıth respect uman ex1istence: natural finalıty the ON

hand, In proportion the capacıtıes of human nature, consıdered PUTIC
In itself and thus etfache: from the uman person s eed for
(brought abut DYy orıginal S1n), and supernatural Inalıty the er
hand, ; (64PT' free enhancement of human nature

Ihe development of thıs idea Tan Counter the medieval notion
that the sıngle inalıty Was be OUnN! in the 1na VLSLO beatifica
ase‘ the desiderium naturale. The propose separatıon of finalıtıes
scr1iıbed [WO dıfferent sSTates humanıty, 1C WEeEeTIC elated ONe

another in hiıerarchıcal WAdYy hıs tradıtiıon has clear In Caje-
tan’'s ıdea ıf dıvisıon between the order of natural moralıty and the
order of ccordıng broadly accepted hypothesıs, maıntaiıned
Into the mıddle of the last TY, the first make mention of NAIUFAa

DUFd Was eilarmıne In the context of hıs dıspute ıth Balus.
I0 hat extifent dıd Driedo already maıntaın notion of DUra

natura? In order thıs question hıs eology of
creatiıon In which he Inquıres inductively whether God c<hould nOTt be
consıdered un]Just when he condemns human beings for au they
themselves dıd nNOTt commıt. He responds hıs OW question mMmOdo
hypothetico Dy noting that God could A reated wıthout or1ginal
Justice, and thus wıthout the Mg the VLSLO beatifica®®. In er

28 RIEDO, De gratiag, 119v Q S1 Deus prımum homınem alem COMN-

dıdısset qualıs MNUNC esu 1d estT, mortalem, secundum TONUM cConcupiscere
adversus spırıtum, ei NON praedıtum or1ginalı lustıitla, quUa omn1a sub SUO

domi1n10, iunc In carentla or1ginalıs justitiae nulla esse‘ culpa qu1a 1OMN esse ]la
carentla {um facta ulla transgressione voluntarıa . parallel texti be found in
another of h1Is works: DRIEDO, De concordia, 13v 14r B? for the fext SS

MULDERS, Oorsprong, 113 and ‚UBAC, Augustinisme, 184
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words, God COu ave created human beings accordıng COIMN-

pletely dıfferent order than he de facto dıd, 1.e in STate of immedi-
ate fallenness Such L  unfallen human WOU Imply that ere
W ds Pr10T vilolatıon of commandment. YIE makes refer-
CI1CC the poss1bilıty of DUTC natural order in De gratia el lıhero
arbıtrio ell 4S De Concordia liberi arbıtri. el praedestinationis  29  .

By hypothesıisıng creation of humanıty accordıng purely
natural order, Driedo Was endeavourıng to solve problem that W as
close hıs heart, namely the fate of the multitudes of people who had

eecn g1ven the chance 116 become Chrıstian and recelve baptısm
The problem in question Was raısed Dy number of theologıans of the
V1a moderna’ and by humanısts such A4S Erasmus. They as them-
selves whether God should NOoL be cConsıder unjust when he punıshes
people for SIN they dıd NOT commıt, SIN commıtted in fact by e1Ir
forefather dam Driedo’s hypothesıs of creatiıon of umanıty
accordıng {O dıfferent order thus ADDCAaIS ave the Samllle 0al
those who defend °rational’ theologıca. anthropology e the ully-
fledged eOTY of DUIC nature and wofold Mnalıty), namely O er
answWeT the problem of eodıcy OT the ‘Justifiıcatiıon of God’
Driedo’s ANlSWeT 1S that (10d 1S free g1ve ose he has already
granted the essing ofe lıfe, the CVCMN greater essing of
eternal lıfe, 1C 15 supernatura g00d

hıs ANSWeT Serl1ous problem, however, OIlC 1cC. de
aCc has already alluded*®. According 18 r1edo, the hypothetically
DUTIC natural of the human PCISON 1S equa the In which
the uman DCISON 1S NO born, the of sınful) Ttallen nature Bear-
ng In mınd that the human PCISON (theologıcally speakıng) 15 ult1ı-
mately Treated Dy (G10d In order be appY ıth Hım but 1Ss unable 18
achleve thıs 0al when eft his her natural POWCLIS, he che 1S
thus of necessıty unhappy when abandoned hıs her natural POW-
CS Such Can only ead hell and damnatıon. For thıs ICAaSOTI,
ıt 1s dıfficult imagıne that God WOU create human PDCISONS In

In 16 human ıfe 15 ultımately meanıngless and absurd One
claım In lıne ıth riedo, therefore, that unhappy and INCAanNn-

ngless uman ex1istence In such natural 15 blessing and should
be understood d gıft of (10d Human nature Can only be understood

‘grace’ ıf ıt 15 NOT absurd In lıne ıth 1n Luther and the er
maJor Augustinian theologıan of hıs day, Driedo insısts 1delıty

Ihıs work Was also publıshed posthumously Dy uar: JTapper
‚UBAC, Augustinisme, 184-185 "L,’hypothese imagınee pPar Driedo

ACCUSEC U1lle pensee PCU reflechıe, inapte CONCEVOIT la lıberte, meme dıvıne, sSınon
SOUS les formes de |’arbıitraire .
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Revelatıon, which eaches that human pPCETSONS NOW longer
the Samle God wanted them to be al creatiıon. When he endeavours

CONnNcelve of PUTC nature be characterised 200 (as oTaCEe),
he only thınk of fallen nature in ıts present state (*natura Ul UNC

est‘), ın spıte of hıs efforts make SIN abstraction. Such under-
standıng of human nature o0€eSs not solve the problem, rather it relo-

ıt. nstead of questionıng the rıghteousness of God who PUN-
ishes people aCCoOount of the SIN of eır forefather Adam, he 1S 110

forced fo question the goodness of God who creates InNnenN and
only hand them NOr hell and damnatıon.

It 1S mportant ear in mınd In thıs regar that riedo’s
approach 1S striıctly theologıcal. Hıs eOTY of nNatlur«a DUa avo1ds the
aDSTITraCc and speculatıve philosophıcal dimens1on oun for example,
In Cajetan (and also ın embryonıc form In Thomas?’). Driedo’s evıdent
aversion the OVEIUSC of phılosophy has 1ts in Augustine, who
branded phılosophy aSs en1a of the realıty of or1g1n SIN,
16 impınges uman 1C4SOIl TIeE 18 thus oblıged adop
radıcal, calvation-historical point of departure. As theologı1an, he 1S
interested in the of human naltlure both in the present and pr10r
or1gınal SIN It 15 only agalnst the background of ese theologıcal COMN-

COINAS, whereby the notion °‘human nature‘ 1S approached
aDSTTacCc CONCEPL, that Driedo 1S able distinguısh between the [WO
natures Hıs reflections the ıdea of NALIUFra DUFd rooted UugusS-
tinıan creation-theologıical preoccupatıons. In thıs Driedo’s doc-
trıne of PUTC nature dıffers radıcally from that of Cajetan. For T1edO,
the suggestion of double (posıtıve) finalıty ıth respect uman
ex1istence 1S unthiınkable f human PCTSONS 187011 oriented towards
God, they face eternal damnatıon.

iıchael Balus

Michael Baijus** W as born in 1513 1ICcAal the CIty of Ath, obtaıned
hıs egree in the and eology al the universıty of 1 euven and
W das appointed professor roya. (professor re21US) in Sacred crıptures

31 V ANNESTE, Saıint Thomas el le probleme du surnaturel, in FEIL (1988)
348-3°70

ROSSI, AJus, ichael, In Theologische Realenzyklopädıie, Vol V 1979,
133-137; BAUTZ, Bajus Michael, Biographisch-Bibliographischen Kırchen-

exikon, and (1990), 349-350; SCC a1sSO the websıte Verlag Iraugott Bautz
(www.bautz.de), lınk Biographisch-Bibliographischen Kirchenlexikon Online,

AJus, ichael.
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in 1549 yYCar er hıs appomıntment, he became presıdent of the
ope’s College where he demonstrate: h1ıs skaılls 4S both presiıdent and
teacher ı1l1e continumng 18 be actıvely involved In pastora. work. Ihe
governmen valued hıs abılıty COunter the claıms of the Reforma-
t1on and appomnte hım roya COomMMIsSsSIONer for the ‘general

93don In thıs capacıty, he enjoyed the 1{8 amneSLY
behalf of the government OSe who had compromı1sed themselves
ıth the doctrines and teachıngs of the reformers.

3.7 The condemnatıions of Batus
spıte of Balus’ INan qualıities, number of hIis colleagues

the faculty AI ONS them uard Tapper and Josse Ravesteyn““ WeTC

SUSPICIOUS of hıs aVers10n scholastıcısm, 1C had inspıred hım 118
develop hıs OW conceptu framework. rooted for the mMoOst in the
Church Fathers and alıen the maJorıty of scholastıc theologıans. TOM
the 1560’s onwards, Baıus Was subject ( consıstent critique wıth respect
118 hıs hıghly Augustinian eology. Ravensteyn sSolate fifteen COIN-
estabile proposıtions from [WO of Bal1us publıshed works and sent them

the unıversıties of Cala and Salamanca where they WEeIC condemned
in 1565 and 1567 Dıvısıon of thıs kınd AMONS Catholıc theologıans Was

thorn In the flesh of Phılıp U, SINCE it appeared 18 weaken Catholı-
CIsm’’s posıtıon. For thıs 1CaAason he insısted that Rome provıde solution

order bring speedy end 18 the dıspute er colleagues al the fac-
ulty of eology WEeEeTC ıkewiıise of the opınıon that Balus had SOUNC 11078
far and invıted the kıng 1{6 submıt the matier fo the Roman authoriıties.
Phılıp agree theır requestT, dıd Archbıshop Tanvelle of ecne-
len On October lst’ 1US promulgated bull inspıred Dy the CCEMSOI-

shıp actıvıtles of the Spanısh inquısıtıon entitie Ex Oomnıbus a  iction-
1IDUS IC of Balus’ proposıtions WEIC condemned.

The Dbull Wäas 1IrSsS presented Balus in PCISON and then
closed of professors al the faculty of eology. Balus’ immedi-
aftfe submiıssıon 0€Ss 1a(811 suggest that he consıdered hımself ave

Detaıuled informatıon Can be found in SOEN, Geen pardon zonder paus!
Studie Over de complementariteit VE  - het koninklıjk pauselijk generaal pardon
(1570-1574) OVer generaal INQULSILEUF iıchael Balus (1560-1576) (Verhandelın-
SCH de Koninklıjke Vlaamse Academıe Vall Belg1& VOT etenschappen Kun-
sten), Brussels, in preparatıon.

I ROXLER, Ravesteyn Josse, in Bıographisch-Bibliographischen Kırchen-
lexikon, and VII (1994), N also the websıte Verlag raugott Bautz
(www.bautz.de), lınk Biographisch-Bibliographischen Kirchenlexikon Online,

Ravesteyn, Josse’; and LAMBERIGTS, Ravesteyn, Josse, In Lexikon für The-
ologie und Kırche, and VIIN (1999), col 862-863
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een unjustly reated He nevertheless addressed letter of protest
1US Na who swered In 1569 that the Leuven professor cshould 1CC-

oncıle hımself ıth the sıtuatiıon. Once agaın Balus submitted. In the
SaIlle VCAalL, the faculty publıshed the bull In endeavour {O
LUIMNOUTS that the entire faculty of eology had een subject COIN-

demnatıon. In spıte of ıIfs uDs and downs, Balus’ Carcer o€eSs nOoTt SCCI1H

18 ave suffered firom the affaır In 1575 he became dean of the chap-
ter of St Peter’s Church

When Gregory 111 promulgated the condemnatory bull for
second time In 1580 (included word for word In hıs Provisionls NOS-

trae), Ba1lus and the faculty submıiıtted for AT time. 10 COUuNtTter the
STl lıvely TUMMOUT mıll, the faculty charged OIC of ıts SeN10T profes-
SOIS, Johannes Lensaeus®>, ıth the task of compiılıng Corpus Doc-
trinae°°, ntended determıne the posıtıon of the faculty the dıffi-
cult questi1ons of STACC and nature, predestinatıon and free ıll The
manıfesto W as approved unequ1vocally Dy the entire faculty in 1586
and remaıned free of condemnatıon Dy Rome another theologıca
faculty Michael Baılus dıed three ater and W as burıed In the
chapel of the ope’s College, of which he W as presiıdent tOo the day of
hıs ea In the followıng 111 TeV1I1eEW SOITIC of the COTITC

aspects of Baılus’ hought

The Doctrine of (irace: Protestant an Pelagian perspectives?  7
hıs book Surnaturel°, Henrı1 de aCc ACCUSCS Balus of devel-

opıng overly legalıstic eology. Hıs critique MNSS immediıately
the VE COIC of the Ba1lanıstıc conceptual WOT De Lubac’s ACCU-

satıon 15 elated Baılus’ doectrine of Justiıficatıon, INOTC precı1sely,
h1is descrıiption of the human PCISON In iustitiae, elaborated

in hıs De prımı! homıiınıs IuUStLLLA and De vırtutibus IMDLOFTUM. Baılus
interprets the CONCcepL Iustitia In the first instance AS °the uman sStTate
of obedience the law and strıct observance of commandments

TELIS, Lensaeus (de Lens) Johannes, in Lexikon für Theologie und Kırche,
Vol (1997) col 813

Ihe Corpus doctrinae has ıts TOOLS In Pope Gregory 1Il’s determınatıon
settle the Varıous dısputes surroundıng alanısm. Ihe PDODC encouraged Johannes Fran-
CISCUS Bonon1, nuntius of Cologne and Johannes Hauchıiın. Archbıshop of Mechelen,

involve themselves in the atter and they In {U:  S exhorted the faculty compiule
theu See E.J VAN EUL, 1 CONLTF: louvanıste AULOUr de la gräce el du
lıhre arbıtre la fin du VIe sıecle, in LAMBERIGTS ed.) L’augustinısme, 245

C(*T. ANNESTE, ature el gräce dans la theologıe de Baılus, In EJ VAN
K ed:) Facultas Theologiae, 27735}

‚UBAC, Surnaturel. Ftudes historiques (Theologıe, 8 9 Parıs., 1946
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ıth 1G charıty ultımately coincıdes’. Both before and er the fall
supralapsarıanısm and infralapsarıanısm thıs po1ın ıIn

°BaJanısm) IustLtLa proprıie dicta consısts of the meticulous fulfıl-
ment of the commandments. The human PCISON only be Justifıed
and hereby attaın salvatıon Dy observing the commandments In the

of the Creator. In lıne ıth Augustine, Balus maiımintaıns that
such meri1ts only possıble dıvıne gıft of9 whereby
the ıhberum arbıtrıum 15 brought iInto armonYy ıth the dıyıne ıll
One Cal only speak of 1UStLtLGa the basıs of priorı gıft offered
by (G0d In the ast analysıs, therefore, the human PCISON needs the

of T1IS the condıtio SIne GUd NO  D for human merit. Up
thıs po1nt, Balus WOU be 1ıkely fo recelve the approva. of all atAholıc
theologıans. Neve  GIESS; Balus maımntaılns hat uman nature has een
n]ured and weakened by the fall 1{8 such degree that ıt also needs

behave 'naturally’ (ethıcally, humanlıy, ıth 1gn1ity
He thus cCreates the impress10n that the uman PCISON has Ng the

NCCCSSaALY aCT accordıng hıs her nature and that (10d
(Creator of the sa1d nature 15 oblıged, ıt WETIC, such
For de ubac, the ıdea that the human PCISON Can Jlay claım
and has the rıght salvatıon (as completion of hıs her nature) 15
ONC of the MOST objectionable elements of Balus’ theology”.

Balus’ ıdeas concerning human meriıt and human treedom aAIiIc
e surprisıng certaın extfent and only be correctly understood
wıthın theır antı-  rotestan polemical CONTeXT, 1C 15 partıcularly
nuanced where Balus 1S concerned. stead of being of the hrong
of theolog1ans who diısmıssed the ideas of Protestantism MASSE, Balus
exXxN1ıDItS genume desıre enter into the debate and CVOCIN aCCEDIS
number of Protestantism’s basıc intuıt1ons. Hıs eology 1S endeav-
OUT to Augustinianısm, followıng thus in the footsteps of
TIE| He nevertheless rejects the idea that the ıberum arbıtrıum had

De Lubac Vn reSUrreCts the old aCccusatıon that Balus Was Pelagıan. the
human CISON, accordıng °classıcal Pelagıan, aSSe hıs her rıght sal-
vatıon before G0d the basıs of hıs her O W works, which have mer1ıtor10us char-
acter wıthout Dr10T sanctıfıcatıon Justificatıon by God, then the SaLmlle human DCTI-
5SOI, accordıng the ‘Juriıdicısıng' pelagıan Baılus Can asserTTt hıs her claım
salvatıon because God 15 oblıged CINISUTC that human nature maımntaıns ıts integrity

has it restored. On the other hand, de I1 ubac hımself W d> accused of Pelagıanısm,
SINCEe he challenged the doctrine of DUIC nature De Lubac ins1sts, however, that there
18 question of claım emanatıngz from the human CISON such, but rather “"eX1-
M dıvıne’, the fulfiılment of claım whiıich (G0d 15 oblıged hımself and nOoTt
the human CISON. The present authors would be inclined include Baılus here It 15
thus clear that according Balus so-called claım the of the human PCI-
SOM d| and salvatıon cshould be understood ın partıcularly restrictive
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the capacıty keep commandments CVENn after the fall (n spıte
of the consuetudo peccandı stemmiıng from the SIN of Adam) He

the asıs of the and the Church Fathers thus sharıng
STOUN! ıth Protestantism al the eve of methodology that uman
nature 1S truly and radıcally (5E ıts roots) ıts fallen STAl  s
the ıberum arbıtrıum 1S longer able 10 do g0o0d of itself*®.

Baılus also dıffers ıth Protestantism, however, especlally ıth
respect the potential restoration of fallen humanıty He consıdered
the Protestant 1dea of the non-ımputation of SIN after Justificatiıon be
inadequate“*. In hıs opınıon, and Christ’s that should
be understood aSs genulne gift, the capacıty do x00d W as effec-
tively restored. For Protestants, LuStificatLio Was separate irom Sanctı-
ficatio, ıle for Baius they coincıded. Salvatıon for Balus thus ICD-
resented INFEFINSLIC Justificatıon. hıs must alsOo be understood
correctly. For Balus, dıd 1a(0)1 ave ontologıcal character (as
Was the Casc ıth respect the scholastıc doctrine of ıth ıts
dıstınction between gratia increata and gratia Creala ell STUA-
f1a sanctificans). Bajus understands rather d Aanımı
which Can also be described adıutorıum

Balus an DUUFE nalure

What 18 the sıgnıfıcance of Balus’ understandıng of for
OUT understandıng of DUIC nature ? Balus clearly aADTCCS ıth TIe
the extent that he takes dam or1gınal SIN the departure pomt of
thıs theology oth theologı1ans then adjommn the necessity of redemption
Dy hrıst It 1S NOTt surprısıng, therefore, that Balus refers in the pref-
A hıs De DECCALO OFLZINLS ugustıne, accordıng whom uman
hıstory 1S emDboOodıie: in the narratıve of [WO people ONC through whom
al people ave een placed under the yoke of SIN and OIlC through
whom all people ave een lıberated from sin®. The theologıca

““Quod lıberum arbıtrıum homin1s, quale 1UMNC est, qu' bonum facere
possıit,u tentatıonem ullam superare. ” Quoted accordıng ANNESTE, Nature el

gräce ans la theologıe de Baıus, 337
41 At the rısk of generalısıng, OMNC could describe the 'Oftestan! VIS1ON changed

attıtude ıth respect the human CISON. Ihe latter remaıns sinner
nevertheless.

Ihıs offers g00d example of the dıfference In termınology employed In the
scholastıc theologıcal discourse and that employed Dy Baılus, who borrowed hıs COMN-

irom the reflections of the Church Fathers, in partıcular Augustine.
43 AUGUSTINUS, De gratia Chrıisti el de DeCCAaALO originali, H.24 ..  1in duo-
homınumuPCT UNUuM venundatı sub peCCAalo, PCI alterum redimımur

peccato .
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status of the CONteMPOTAaTY uman PCISON resolutely determined Dy
the adıcal change brought about human nature Dy or1ıgınal SIM

change that TNgS Ou aDSOolute eed for When read
Baılus should understand CVCIY sStatement about relatıon 1{0
the fall and 1{0 redemption lıke ashıon that of TIE: Balus the-
O1l0gY of radıcally salvatıon hıstorical conception““

When CXUaIMNeE Baılus explanatıon of orıgınal Justiıfication al
closer quarters restoration and the COrruption of uman nature WOUuU
ADDCAT be correlated Reference restoratiıon

of ITu  10N and ITuU 1fs u  - engenders e  n
of Legıtimate allusıon the COIrruption of human nature
PT'  S that ere 15 irue evıl TIhe fall has 118 be en ser10usly
hıs exactly hat Baılus 18 do when he defines the VILLUM

naturalıum bonorum hıs definıtion of crucı1al
ımportance Balus definıtion of the VıiıLLUM naturalium DTti-

bonorum mplıes that the orıgınal supralapsarıan Justiıficatiıon
of the human PCISON Was NOT supplementary erTre be

of and addıtional gıft of eSsStTOWE: uman nature
Ifs paradıs1aca CONSCYUCNCE of 1C or1gınal SIN 1Sap-
peare Wıth thıs mınd 1l becomes poss1ble make abstraction
of and speak of PUIC human nature exclusıve of the addıtional
gıft of In er words thıs WOU eOTY of NALluUra DUFd
TOM thısp Balus eacliıon agaınst Pelagıanısm 1164
W as elated agaınst the dıstinction between nature and
the supernatural generally accepte post- Irıdentine Catholic e0Ol-
OSY becomes 19910)8% accessıible If ONMNC consıders the of the
unfallen ate be supplementary, addıtional already intact
uman nature and maıinftfaıns that the latter disappears ıth or121n
S11 then OIlC Can Arguc that uman nature ICH1a11S intact CeVCN after
the fall Sın 15 NOoTt taken ser10usly, and CONSCYUCNCE the CONCepPL
of IeINAaINSs m box

For Baılus thıs mplıes de facto Pelagıanısm the e_

YUCNCES of the fall mınımalısed such VIS1ION 18 the loss of SUOTMIC-

thıng that the uman PCISON 0€Ss nNOoTt eed be complete“* For the
Leuven by orıgınal SIM Wäas authentic 0_
SUS whereby human nature Was Iundamentally damaged Balus had

See thıs regarı ROSSI, Peccato FaZld nell antropologia dı Baılo,
Augustinianum (1968) 69{fT.

Balus alludes “nudam lustitiae or1ginalıs, QquUa naturalıter Deo condıtı
U  Uus, prıvatiıonem ”. (Iir. ANNESTE, Nature el d dans la theologie de Baılius,

334
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exhıbıited the Samlec antı-Pelagıan CONCETNS AS hıs teacher TIE in hıs
antı-Erasmıian Yet, al the Samnmıe time he rejects the NALluUr«a DUFa
doctrine Pelagian“®. In thıs 9 he dıstances hımself remarkably
enough from TIE: In CONTTra: other scholastıcs, TIE: had arrıved
al thıs doctrine of PUTIC nature the basıs of bıbliıcal and Augustinıan
proposıt1ons rather than philosophical speculatıon based Arıstotelian
entelech1sm In addıtıon, however, he maıntaıned the old hypothesıs of

sıngle, un1ıque fınalıty In 1: both nature and oriented
towards the VLSLO beatifica. 15 nOoTt Imposs1ıble that Balus consıdered
thıs be contradıctory. Bajus 1ıkewılse took bıblıcal and Augustinian
conceptual frameworks dS hıs pomt of departure. Indeed, In terms of
methodology he W as GV INOTC adıcal than hıis eacher and rejecte
elements of his eology 1C he eiecte CONCESSIONS 18 form of
Pelagıanısm that must ave een ?nherent 118 scholastiıcısm.

Balus’ theological anthropology and the Catholic tradıtiıon

To0 conclude OUT brief study of Baius 111 endeavour eter-
mıne the SOUTCEC of the radıcalıty ıth which he developed hıs theo-
ogıcal 1deas. Vanneste poımts Ouft that COrrect understandıng of
Balus’ Christian anthropology“” requlres see1ıng ıt A4S radicalısatıon of
the Augustinıan 1idea of the NAtUFra viciata®®, and thus of the classıcal
hypothesıs that SIN MNZS Oou egree of INJUrYy in the human PCI-
SOM hıs completely legıtımate Chrıstian 1DI1Ca hypothesıs acquıres

dısproportionate ımportance in Balus’ SyStem. He radıcalıses ıt In
wofold first Dy makıngz the idea of DEr human
nature the basıs of h1s eology, and second by introducıng such far-
reachıng definıtiıon of cCorruption. hıs be iıllustrated the basıs
of closer consıderatıiıon of the ıberum arbıtrıum.

For Baıus, the free 11l of the en uman PCISON dıffered radı-
cally from that of Adam Adam oranted NALUra SUNd al creation and
possessed, dAS ‘pal_t’ ereo(f, free all that W as capable of inducıng g00d

See thıs regard M.W STONE, Michael Baıus (1515-1589) and the Dehbate
‘Pure Nature’. (Grace and Moral Agency INn Sıxteenth Century Scholasticısm, In

KRAYE S AARINEN s Moral Philosophy the Threshold of odernı
(Ihe New Synthesıs Historical Lıbrary, 579 Juwer, Dordrecht, 2005, 51-90

In spıte of ıts aAYC, VAN OOREN, Michael Baıus. Zın leer Over de Mens

(Van -OTrCcum ’’s theologische bıblıotheek, 29), Assen, Van GOrcum, 1958, continues
be informatıve In thıs regard

anneste note that Baılus holds Incorrect interpretation of Augustine’s
natura vıtıata, arguıng that OIC would do the classıcal hypothesıs LLNOTC Justice by
accepting that cCorruption 18 the CONSCHUCHCC of S1IN, which remaıns secondary Human
nature 15 injJured hereby and human TrTeedom 1$ reduced.
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works. Adam had remaıned thıs ©; he WOU ave een able LO
lay claım salvatıon and reward wıth Justification, but he dısobeyed and

of uman became dSs result order uman
nature d such, Balus maıntaıns, SIN dıd NOLT bring Oou the loss of SOINC-

incıdental It WOU be aArguc, for example, that chıl 1S
born of SIN Rather ONMNEC mMust Sa y that chıild iInto the
WOT ıth priorı nature Balus’ goal ere 1S the formal COIMN-
firmatıon that CVECIY PCISON 15 Tundamentally sınful For Balus, Dy COIMN-
$ uman nature d ıt Was before the fall dısappears and tTeedom In
its entirety 15 ost hıs opını0n, SIN not only brings about the loss of
somethıing uman nature, but also the agıngz of uman Te

such (privatio naturalıum bonorum). Thıs demonstrates Nce agaın
that ONMNC Cannot speak of NALluUra DUFd regar (0) Baius*?. The ICU-
larıty of hıs posıtıon 1Ss be found the adıcal extent of the corruption
IC ature 18 hable aCCoOount of SIN

Robert Bellarmine

Bellarmine> W ds> born In Montepulcıano In the talıan
reg10n of Tuscany October 4th 1542 er the guldance of hıs
uncle, (CCardınal Cervını, he W ds introduced the Latın and 1 D a clas-
SICS and he COomMmmenced h1is study of the in 1560 al the Jesult IUN
Roman College One of hıs professors W ds Frans of Toledo, who Was
assoc1ated ıth Molınısm. er studyıngz the Bellarmıne inter-
rupte h1ıs currıculum in order fınd hıs WaY in everyday ıfe TOM
1567 1568 he taught rhetoric al Mondovı1, where he tarted
explore eology autodidact

Bellarmine an LeuvenY

In the mıddle of the 16 CENLUTY, the Jesunts establıshe': res1i-
dence In Leuven that enjoyed the SuppoOort of professors such dS uar‘

ANNESTE, Nature el gräce dans la theologie de Baıius, 337 "Pour qu’’'ıl
alt vrale corruption 11 Tfaut qu«eC la nature alt perdu SOM integrite, la perte d’un suraJoute,
meme tres prec1euX, suffit pas Une nature quı CONSeTVE sante el bonte
naturelles n est pas UuUllec nature COrrompue .

ALEOTA, Belarmıino, Roberto, In O’NEILL DOMINGUEZ (ed.), Diccionarıio
historico, Vol I’ 387-390; AUTZ, Bellarmin, Robert, Bıographisch-Bibli-
ographischen Kırchenlexikon, and (1990), 473-4 ]4; Na also the websıte Verlag
I raugott Bautz (www.bautz.de), ınk Bıiographisch-Bibliographischen Kırchenlexikon
Online, ‘Bellarmın, obert‘

51 ( EYSSENS, Bellarmın el Louvaıin, In LAMBERIGTS (eAX L’augustinisme,
170205
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JTapper and artınus Rythovıus. eilarmıne W as sent Leuven in the
spring of 1569 er completing hıs IT yCal of eology in Padu32
and quıickly ettled into hıs 11CW ome where he Was g1ve essons

the 1 euven esuılts and complete hıs OW tudies He also estab-
lıshed somethıng of Nanlece for hımself preacher. The Jesult
rece1ved the tOnNsure, the mInor ordinatıons and the sub-diaconate in
sıngle ebruary 9th 1570 in 1ege hree weeks ater he
W as ordaıned deacon and priıest Dy the bıshop of en Cornelıus
Jansenıius (1568-1576). Luttle Can be sa1d ıth Certıitude ou the
remaınder of hıs theologıcal formatıon in Leuven, beyond the fact that
he ollowe classes al the Collegi1um Irılınguae ıth 1e6W sharp-
eniıng hıs classıcal anguage skalls

When Bellarmıne arrıved in Leuven, Michael Balus had already
een branded theologıan suspected of heterodox OpIn10ns. The papal
pull Ex omniıbus afflictionibus had een promulgated, and 1ı1e the
cContent hereof Was ST1 unknown, the turbulent sıtuatiıon al the faculty
of eology would noTt ave slıpped hıs notice. Whıle ıt 1S probable
that elilarmıne already dıstanced hımself in hıs OW eology classes
from the pos1ıt1ons maintained by Balus, there indıcatıons of
direct CONTTOVETISY between the two>® urıng hıs STaYy in Leuven:; Bel-
larmıne ave een particularly Augustinian in hıs thınkıng,
nOot ıffering degree from the theologıcal pos1tions of the
Leuven School SE he vehemently dıisagreed ıth theolo-
g1ans who maımntaıned ‘aux1ıl1ıum sufficıens’, which became "Qra-
f1a efficax’ in conformıty ıth the ‘Ilıberum arbitrium *. hıs 1S
entirely In lıne ıth Augustine, and GCVEeEnNn exhıbıts element of kın-
shıp ıth Ba1lanısm. It would that eilarmıne immersed hım-
self from the outset in the Augustinian atmosphere that domiıinated in
Leuven. In 1I5)3. he applıed hıs V1isıon for the fırst time the pDOSI1-
t10ns that WOUuU later be consıdered Jesult eology. TIhree YCaLS later,
Bellarmıne eft Leuven 19le o agaın er planned SLay of VYCAars
It W ds only after hıs departure from the CIty that he Calllc dıstance

On Bellarmıine’s earher theologıcal traınıng and the development of hıs 1deas,
SCC IERSACK, Inıtıa Bellarmiınıana. Die Prädestinationslehre hei Robert
Bellarmıiın his seiner Owener Vorlesungen O4 (Hıstorısche Studıen In
Auftrag der Hıstoriıschen Kommıissıon der Wiıssenschaften und der Literatur Maınz,
155 Stuttgart, Steıiner, 98%9

See BIERSACK, Bellarmın und die '“(’AUSA Banl In |AMBERIGTS (ed.), AA
Qustinısme, 176 ‘“ Bellarmın kam nıcht nach Löwen Balus streıten.
Zumindest dıe OÖwener hatten keınen Eiındruck VON eiıner polemischen Haltung des
Jesulten S1e

BIERSACK, Bellarmıin und dıie ‘C’AuUSa Baıll’, EL
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hımself INOTEC openly from the devıant Augustinianısm of Baılus. hıs
ater rejection of Ba1ıanısm ıll constıitute the focus of the following
paragrap

Bellarmine’s polemic wıth Balus
Bellarmıine’s rejection of Ba1janısm dıd nNnot hark back the

moderate V1Is1ıon of the Nnatura VICLALA, accordıng 1C human
nature 15 only COTITUDL certaın degree (alıquo MO In NLrastT,
the later be canon1ısed Bellarmıne provıde hıghly systematıc
analysıs of the supernatural character of orıgınal Justification. In hıs
best known work De ControversilLs christianae fidei which should
be sıtuated In the Contex{f of antı-Protestant polemic in lıne ıth the
works of Balus Bellarmıne clearly states hat he belıeves be
the Catholıic posıtıon ıth regard [WO heres1ies, namely Pelagıan-
1SmM and Lutheranısm °Catholıic theologı1ans dIc cConvınced that
dam W as granted INanYy supernatural g1 2R creatıon. Through
am s S1nN, however, all humanıty experienced degradatıon. Never-
heless, 111e the supernatural g1 WeIC lost, free ll and the er
natural g1 remaıned intact”>>. Bellarmıiıne endeavours CSCADC
both heterodox posıtions Dy statıng unequıvocally that orıgınal Jus-
tiıfıcatıon W as supernatural gıft that W as ost In the fall, eavıng
humanıty In STate of degradatıon. umanıty s natural possıbılıties,
however, remaıned unaffected Bellarmine clearly adopts COM-

pletely dıfferent sStance to that of Balus the extent of humanıty s
COrrupt brought Oou by am s SIN Where Balus radıcalısed
the Augustıinıan notion of the NnAaAlura ViıCcLıata iın wofold INAaNNCT,
Bellarmine deprives the latter of all content The only corruption
be spoken öf 1s the loss of supernatural Safts. Ihe PAasSSarc ave
examıned, therefore, 1S NOT only agamlnst Protestantism, but equalliy
agaınst Baılus. hıs becomes vident al the en of the sa1d chapter of
De Controversıils christianae fideli where ellarmıne quotes the papa
bull of 1567 the letter

BELLARMINUS, Controversiae: °° Porro Catholicı Doctores, quı multis supernat-
uralıbus donıs prımum NOSsStIrum parentem inıt10 creation1s ornatum fulsse 1ON dubıitant,
duos ullos CITOTES (Pelagıanısm and Lutheranısm) sıne ulla dıfficultate declinant.
Docent en1m, PCI Adae homınem VCIC deteriorem SSC factum; el
amen 1CC lıberum arbıtrıum,u alıa naturalıa dona, sed solum supernaturalıa PCI-
dıdisse”. ( $ ANNESTE, Nature el gräce dans la theologie de Baıus, 347

According Bellarmine: “ supernaturalıum bonorum prıvatio”. According
Baılus, OMNC cshould speak of “naturalıum bonorum privatio”, whereby human nature
became completely and fundamentally
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Bellarmine and the NALIuUr«a DUFUa
It 11l be apparent irom hat ave sa1d far that Bellarmıne

aCCCDIS the notion of NALUr«a DUra As mMatier of jacT. he describes the
STa) of orıgınal Justificatıon terms of surplus of hıs OpInN-
10N, only thıs surplus W as ost result of or1g1nal SIN In rejecting
Baılus, he explicıtly PF  S that G0od COU ave created humanıty
for goal ther than the beatıfic VIS1ON order demonstrate that DTACC
1S ‘supernatural ' gift Bellarmıne thus speaks thıs regar of PDUIC
natural S  C} ; e en]oys only hypothetical character and
exısted realıty. For hım CI 1S only OMNC genumne order and that 1S the
supernatural order, SINCEe humanıty Was reated realıty be appYV in
and ıth (G0d As CONSCYUCLICC, humanıty 15 be characterised the
basıs of 1ts ‘desiderium naturale Aad VviıSsLıONeEM beatificam. Bellarmıne
thus remaıns lıne ıth the Leuven augustinı1an School>/

In hıs reflections the saıd of DUIC nature, however,
Bellarmıne points Ouf that thıs also be compared ıth the sıtuation
of non-believers: 11 ONMNC makes abstractiıon of SIN itself (and thus of
ograce!), the uman PCISON in of fallen nafture o€es NOT dıffer in
anı y WaY from the human PCISON in of PUIC nature in UsS«cC

Bellarmıine’s image, they dıffer from ONEC another d na PCISON
dıffers irom PCISONM wh has een robbed of al] hıs clothing?®.
Bellarmıne thus consıders hımself oblıged explore the s1ıgnıfıcance
of the ıfe of non-believer who has NOTL rece1ved sanctiıfyıng STACC and
consequently o0€es NOTL chare In salvatıon. ellarmıne 15 of the opınıon
that the ıfe of PCISON cshould NOT be consıdered absurd because (10d
has wıthheld the NCCCSSALY achleve the eatlılıc vision>?. As
ıth Cajetan (and ultımately Ihomas ') such ıdeas locate ellarmıne s
image of the human PCISON IMNOTEC in the philosophical WOT. than the

(M. RONDET, Le probleme de la nalure DUFE el la theologie du VIe sıecle,
In Recherches de SCLENCE religieuse (1948) 481-521; 516 Accordıing Rondet,
Bellarmıine Was ..  trop augustinıen CEINCOTC DOUI faıre uUunc aute ıdee d’une fın DUIC-
ment naturelle. 'OUr lu1 l’esprit definıt SOM rapport VCC Dıeu possede face
aCe  2

BELLARMINUS, Controvers1ae, V, ..  non magıs dıffert STatus homiınıs pOStL
lapsum, QUaMı dıfferat spolıiatus nudo: qu' deter10r est humana natura, S1 culpam
or1ginalem detrahas, qUu' magı1s ignorantıa, el infırmıtate laborat, QUamM essel, el
aboret In purı1s naturalıbus condıta. Proinde COrrupt10 naturae, 11OMN alıcuyus don1ı
naturalıs carentla, qu alıcuyus malae qualitatis ACCCSSU, sed sola don1 SUPDCI-
naturalıs ob Adae amıss1ıone profluxıt”.

BELLARMINUS, Controversiae. De gratia prıml! homüinis, ‘Aequum OmMNnNınNO
fulsse ut eus homını ad talem finem tam sublımem ordınato, media necessarl1a NOMN

negarel; amen nıhıl absurdum SECULUTUM, S1 negasset”. C: RONDET, Probleme,
515 and UBAC, Augustiniısme, 191
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theologıcal WOTr. By incorporating thıs philosophical perspective in
hıs doectrine of PUTIC nature, he succeeds In solviıng the problem that

dSs result of Driedo’s hypothesıs of PUIC nature
Bellarmıne  N theologıca anthropology 15 subject consıderable

ens1i0on because ıt endeavoures combıne several tradıtions. certaın
places he descr1ibes the uman PCISON aASs he che NO 1S, eıng ıth

wounded nature that 18 characterised Dy natural desıire SCC God
In other places, however, he spe of the of PUIC nature, 1C
he VIEWS from phılosophical perspective and INOTEC less equales
ıth the sıtuation of non-bellievers. hıs efforts COunNnter Lutheranısm
and Pelagıanısm, Bellarmine thus places hımself In ° Balanıst) 1g
maintainıng posıtion that 0Ug 10 be described Pelagıanısing”.
Bellarmıne’s stance 1kewıise accords ıth the work of riedo, specıf-
1cally where the latter dıffered radıcally from hıs tudent Balus,
namely In hıs formulatıon of the hypothesıs of the of DUTC nature

ase. OUT analysıs of the reception of TIE bDy Baılus and
Bellarmiıne, ıt miıght be plausıble aAarguc that the onflıct between
these [WO theologians®” already had ıfs In nucleo In rTI1edo’s
work. In reaction Erasmus’ (sem1-)Pelag1anısm, Driıedo developed

eOTY the ate of DUIC nature and thereby TEW crıtical attention
the problem of the salvatıon meanıngz of the ıfe of those who fınd

themselves outsıde the order of Hıs tudent Baıus rejected the
doectrine of DUTC nature, but W as eft ıth dılemma strıct ugus-
tinı1anısm, in 3C uman nature 1s SCCH that 1t becomes

{Oo consıder non-belıevers condemned hell, and I11Cc  <
form of Pelagıanısm in IC humanıty 1S consıdered capable of
demandıng salvatıon fIrom (G0d in order OT restiore the
integrity of human nature ellarmıne solves the problem Dy integrat-
ing Cajetan’s phılosophical understandıng of the human PCISON into
riedo’s doctrine of DUIC nature In O1ng, however, he took
ımportant Step In the dırection of the eology of the modern per10d,
IC recCogNISseESs dual finalıty for uman exIistence.

Conclusions

An inıtıal conclusıon be drawn from OUT research 15 that al
lovanıenses certamly irom the time of the Students of T1an of

More informatıon In thıs regard Can be found, for example, In GROSSI, Due
interprefti dı San Agostino nelle questionı del sopranaturale. Michele Baıo, Roberto
Bellarmino, In Augustinianum (1966) 037975
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Utrecht atomus, riedo, Tapper) aAapPCAaL HCT agaın to share SIN-
gle characterıistic feature: passıon for Augustine and correlatıve
qavers1on 18 Pelagıanısm, ıth which each of them contended ın hıs
OW INanneT. hıs Augustinanısm ead TIE'| 18 criticıse scholastıc
eology ıth ıts Arıstotelı1an FTOOTS Spurred by hıs eacher drıan,
TIE: revealed preference for LNOTEC ‘modern‘’ posıtıve eology,
ıng the crıptures and Augustine ıts po1ın of eparture and 1fs
theologıca SOUICECS 1le Driedo nevertheless made 1OOIINN for the
scholastıc tradıtion in hıs Augustinian theology, however, Balus PICS-
ents ıth eology ocused one-sidedly Augustine. Rooted in
hıs Leuven background, Balus’ maJor crıtic Bellarmıine W as

also extremely Augustinıan, althoug he allowed for the Inpu of
scholastıcısm ECVCN greater degree than Driedo hıs ead 118
LNOIC alance eology, which alıgned ıtself seamlessl ıth Leu-
en s “doctrina augustiniano-scholastica’, ıt Can be oOun In
Johannes Lensaeus’ Corpus doctrinae, for example

second conclusıon 15 that noTt all Leuven theologıans are'
sıngle interpretation of Augustine s ideas. On the basıs of hIs OW

interpretation, TIEe| W as able aCCcept the eOTY of hypothetical
DUra NnaAtlura Hıs tudent Baılus, the other hand, opposed TIE:
the VC 1ssue of the NALIuUr«a DUFd, which Was Neve  eless Oll0Wwe by
elilarmıne The latter assoc1lated the notion of hypothetical of
PUTIC nature In 34 God COU ave reated umanıty but dıd noL,
ıth the phılosophical speculatıons of Cajetan ULLY In lıne ıth
Ihomas Aquınas the possı1bılıty of the uman PCISON DUrI1S nat-
uralıbus’, consıdered from the perspective of hıs OT her nature alone,
efacnhe: irom an y T1sti1an theologıca perspective. In O1Ng, the
doctor of the church Bellarmıine adopted posıtıon that Tan

radıcally CoOunter that of Michael Balus.
As ına conclusıon Can observe that eOTrY of ypothet-

ical PUTC nature dıd NOoTt or1g1inate In ellarmıne s opposıtıon Balus,
but rather In Driedo’s crıt1ique of Erasmus. hıs has far reachıng COIN-

SCQUENCECS for the interpretation of the eOTrY In question, 16 1US
XI eiende agaınst de I1 ubac’s ideas® in the encyclıcal Humanı
gener1s in 1950
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