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Abstract
Pelagıus’s contrıbutions the CONLTOVETISY urvıve only frag-
mentary and incoherent selection, probably chosen Dy Augustine Support
hIs cCarıcature “ Pelag1ıanısm. ” Ihus the etters of Prosper (ep 225) and 1llary
(ep 226) invaluable, for revealıng both the coherent doctrine of and
free 111 propose by hıs ““sem1-Pelagıan ” opponents and for theır pomting

hıs OW early antı-Manıchaean wrıtings, and especlally lih arb., d theır
SOUTCEC and inspıratıon. er SUOTIIC attempts 118 refute thıs claım, Augustine In
fact fınally acknowledged hıs part (n praed. ,7_49

anıchaeism of Augustine s time and place Was promoted the
because Pauline Christianıty; thus the antı-Manıchaean posıtion of Augustine’s
reaction W as the nalve defense of free all Dr10T takıng aCCount of
or1ginal SIN, A he 1kes to suggesl, but carefully consıdered defense of
mMIınıMUum of free 11l the face of or1g1n SIN (see lib arb 111,20,56). By the
time of Peter Lombard and IThomas Aquınas, ıt had become the maın alterna-
tiıve to hıs antı-Pelagıianısm, and arguably the only WdYy fto reconcıle DIACC and
free wıll As late AS SDIF. el hitt 3357 {t. he pose clearly and nearly wıthout
1AaSs the fundamental question about the iInıtıum gratiae, whether unıver-
sal gift of free ll in Creation (as all version of elag1anısm, including hıs
OWNn) OT Recreation HIS (as in hıs antı-Pelagi1anısm). Only thereafter dıd
he gradually en hıs choice of Recreation vıa hrıst’s the destruc-
t1on of free ll in the ungraced Hıs dec1ısı1on defend hıs OW bıshops
appe: the trial of Caelestius, infant damnatıon probably contributed I1NOTC

thıs iu  z than hıs9YCaIrs earhıer, the quest1ons of Simpliclanus.
10 SCC that elagıus W as also ollower of Augustine’s OW sem1-

pelagıanısm requıres earnıng read Augustine critically. Though that PTO-
Ject 111 requıre the facıng of SOTITIIC unpleasant truths about hıs polemical
methods, beyond them there rewards. IThe apparen ack of impartıal but
OrCeIuU crıtical referees mean that the intellectual quality of the Pelagıan
controversy W as far lower than ıf should ave een Fortunately, Call make

of that l0ss Dy eritical readıng.
oday Call decıde C Augustine preierT, rather than eing

obsessed Dy the question of 16 15 the real Augustine, the ““sem1-pelagıan ”
OT the antı-Pelagıan. Ihe real Augustine 1Ss he whı Can be credıted for the
Tlourıshing of the CONCepL of Chrıstian far beyond the bounds
of theologıca controversy.

Key or

of creatiıon Lib arb 1L, 20,56 Spir el litt. 34.,60 infant damnatıon
reprobatıon
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Eleonore ump, in her recent study “ Augustine ree
Wiıll, ” es her startıng poın the “remarkable ” 9 In the
scholarly lıterature, of VIEWS Augustine’s aCCount of free ll “lt
1S sometimes difficult beheve they ATIC readıng the Samıe texts. ”!
hıs 1gnore the question of whether Augustine C VEl

destroyed free 111 In OSse who AdIcC gıven 9 and confine the
question LO the sSTate of those denıed 9 both because it W ds PI1-
marıly that question that the Pelagıans WEeIC concerned 18 ODDOSC
Augustine and because ıt 15 probably much the 1L11OTEC relevant and
interesting question Just at present, engagıng MOST relıg10ns, not Just
Christianity.

Augustine 15 thrıce-over the ° Doctor of Grace, ” ounder of al]
three doctrines of most In CUITENCY Oday, and noTt only of the
famılıar antı-Pelagıanısm that 1S usually assumed be vırtually the
Samıe hıs OW posıtıon. He 15 also, Just Prosper’s “ sem1-Pela-
g1an ” OppOonents claımed, the or1g1natıng SOUTCE an perhaps the

,inventor of “ sem1-pelag1anısm, and nol posıtıon he UPPOSCS.
Even oday there AT SOTIIIC COomMMentators wh SCC1H LO thınk that ıf

Just ook hard enough Caln fınd SOTNC WaYy LO ave the best of
both, A4Ss In hıs antı-Pelag1anısm and free 11l In hıs early)
sem1-pelagıanısm. But the ultımate WCaDON (infant damnatıon) he
inherıted, K N 1f reluctantliy, Irom Caelestius’s Judges In Carthage
PUts into ou the valıdıty of hıs continumg LO ımpute free 111 IO
the ungraced. Ihe sharp sensı1t1vıty he W as LO ShoOow from then LO
charges that he had destroyed free 111 that he W as hımself
ell of the problem.“ Fınally, hıs credıt inventor of sem1-
pelagıanısm has een obscured by hıs IT ınvention, Pelagı1anısm, ”
that 1S, hıs carıcature of the pos1ıtions of hıs Tirst opponents perhaps
devısed In attempt hıs OW sem1-pelag1ıanısm). These
statements above l requıre redefinıtion INOTE precise definıtion
of all of ese terms

Almost everythın Augustine SayS In the SUMMAAT'Y of elagıan-
1Sm In Chapter 8 of De haeresis needs {O be examıned critically and

] Pages 1T7R2127 of Eleonore Stump and Norman Kretzmann, eds:, The Cam-
bridge Companion Augustine (Cambrıdge: Cambrıidge University Press,
Thıs Y, stimulating that ıt 18 almost iırrelevant how far OIlIC ıth . 15
Iso avalılable onlıne al https://sıtes.google.com/site/stumpep.

That thıs doubt 15 110 wıdely acknowledged al least in the Englısh-speakingworld 1S suggested Dy [WO recent collections, the ONC cıted in the prev10us nNoOote anı
Robert Dodaro anı George Lawless, eds., Augustine AAan Hıs Critics (New ork
Routledge, Most of the CSSayS whiıch deal ıth the question dIC INOTEC concerned

COrTECT than defend Augustine Tee ll
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much of ıt Can be accepte only ıth qualifications, sometimes radı-
cal Hıs character1ı1zatıon of the Pelagıans, for example, ‘“ enemiles
öl grace ” 1s al best begging of the question, ACCUTate only ıf YOU
accept Augustine’s OW quıte controvers1al antı-Pelagıan eOTrY of
Srace.” In fact, ONeC Can SaVYy the Same of mMoOst of Augustine’s antı-
Pelagıan arguments.

He sometimes inadvertently CADOSCS hıs OW misrepresenta-
t10ns, in the followıng sentfen!: “Ihey claım that 19818 do nol
reCcCeLlve these (spiırıtual o11ts) from God (haec NO ab 1LDSO accıipere)
but acquıre them by themselves, for they SaYy that the of God by
1C AIiIC lıberated from mpilety ES gıven (dart) In for OUT

meriıts ” aer (We c<hall later observe Augustine hımself dıs-
tinguishing these [WO posıtions ere confused, refute the first
Dy appealıng o the second.) Except that ıt 1S rather Augustine wh
insısts that an Yy human preparatıon be called merit, the second of these
formulatıons 1S reasonably AaCCUrate and g1ves the he the first state-
ment, IC 1s hıs central charge agamınst “ Pelagıans ” that they Sa y
LE achleve theır OW and SAaVC themselves and 1G unfor-
unately usually apPCAIS elsewhere wıthout the correcting self-contra-
diıction.

Sımilarly, charge that ..  they negate the praycCrs of the
Churc 15 belıed by Augustine’s earlhıer sStatement in thıs VeErYy doc-
umen (and elsewhere) that Pelagıus claımed that nables us

“do INOTEC easıly hat Can do wıthout SO S o far that,
ave probably all smiıled al Pelagıus’s cshallowness revealed in that
“more easıly. ” But when smiıled, dıd thınk Augustine’s antı-
elagıan alternatıve: that the ungraced ave free choice al all,
eXcept CHOÖLCE hetween evıls? In fact. that 1S Just hat the
senNntence quoted in the Prev10us paragraph “ merı1t” for the
anti-Pelagıan Augustine includes an y g0o0od 111 pr10r It W as

hıs OW insıstence agaınst the Pelagıan eachıng of requıred

Ihe character1izatiıon would be falsehood, ıf mean!' sOometimes taken,
suggest that Pelagıans WCIC professed enemI1les of» but, be alr Augustine,
it must be admıtted that haer. in effect defines the phrase “ friends of ree 11l (n
the ungraced).

*“ Haec qu1ıppe 1910)8| ab 1PSO accıpere, sed Se1pSsI1Ss homiıines habere contendunt,
gratiam De1 qUua lıberamur ab impletate dicentes secundum meriıta nNnOsIira darı  27 Irans-
atıons TOM Augustine’s works aATrc mıne, but have been carefully compared ıth
others translatıons, iın the ser1es of The Nıcene and Post-Nicene Fathers, The Library
of Chrıistian CIassıcs, The Fathers of the Church, and The Works of r Augustine.
The Latın used AIC TOom the onlıne Nuova Bıhlioteca Agostiniand, avaılable Z

WwWwW.augustinus.1t.
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preparatıon for that an Y such preparatıon 1S merıtiıng of
that forced hım agaınst hıs OW observatıons of 1116e,

ou into affırmıng in effect “total depravıty. ” As SCC In
due tıme, the sentence quoted ıIn the ast paragraph but 0)01> also
CXADOSCS the other maJor mi1srepresentation: that the Pelagıans Sa Y
that the unıversal gıft of human nature In the act of creatiıon 1s
per10d. But fırst must observe Augustine showıing them how o
SAaVeC free ıll by startıng ıth the of Creatiıon foundatıon
for the of Recreatıon.

Augustine the Founder of Pelagianism
Augustine’s dubıious Nts of Pelagıanısm also obscure hıs

OW part In inıtlatıng developıng the doetrine he later turned agamst.
An accusatıon OUnN! not Just in aer. but often elsewhere 1S that Pela-
S1US invented ..  NECW heresyi” Quite the conitrarYy, ıf hat the Pelagı-
ans held W ds indeed LICW heresy, agalnst acceptable CVCN

commonly held seit of assumptions of the day, then Can fınd ıts
ONg1NSs far earher in Augustine’s OW wrıtings than In Pelagıus’s.
should define terms What Augustine invented an hat has
always een the real alternatıve ate Augustinianısm and therefore
hat 1S CONMNCETN 1S hat 1S Was usually called “ sem1-Pelagı-
anısm. ” Almost certamly Pelagıus Was sem1-pelagıan, SCC,
and probably Caelestius Was LOO, al least by the time they WCIC —
municated. They INa Yy ell ave had INOTE adıcal followers who Just1-
f1ed Augustine’s carıcatures, but fo explore that possıbılıty WOU be
LO leave the maın road of hıstory for obscure and probably trackless
by-ways At an Y rate, ıt 1S probably impossı1ıble define Pelagıan-
1SmM  79 1sUıinc from “ sem1-Pelag1anısm ” HCO subject Uugus-
tine’s carıcatures LO erıticısm.

I put sıde early Augustine, the sem1-Pelagıans
esSCT1DE: In the etters of Prosper and Hılary, Ihomas Aquınas, and
probably the maJorıity of modern academıc theolog1ans, and sıde

ate Augustine, Luther, Calvın, Jansen, and SOTIIC “ conservatıve”
theolog1ans (one m1g they aATC miıinorıty Cven In the churches
of Luther and Calvın), the maın motives controlling the theology of

and the methods of realızıng those motives CINCTISC clearly
enough. Ihe maın motive of sıde 1s unıversalısm., the Judgment that
condemning an yONC, of an Yy time anı y place, LO the fires of Hell,
wıthout that person s havıng free choice of avoldıng such fate,
CannoTt be reconcıled ıth the Justice of God hıs 1S the maın thesıs
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of Augustine s antı-Manıchaean wrıtings So far ıts applıcatıon 18

pagans, SCC Porphyry’s question and Augustine s answWer in C 102
Contra DAganOS., hıs interpretation of the maın motive 15 1a(011 the
only poss1ıble ONC, and ONMNC of the PUTDOSCS ın hat ollows ıll be

recommend and Support ıt
On sıde through Ihomas al east, the key method of PIC-

serving both Justice and human free 111 wıthout invokıng meriıt
pr10r 1Ss locate the beginnıng of the preparatıon for
ıt in the gratu1tous gıft of unıversal human nature As eier Lombard
has it, in the Sentences, Book 1 wo, Dıistinction natural DOW-
6eTS also dIiICc from,belongıng certamly 18 that of (G0d g1ven

(naturalıa gratia [sunt/] ad generalem quıppe DeL gratiam
pertinent.) In I1 Sent., 26 T 1E ad 1, Ihomas restiOores the
Girace of Creation Just ose VEeISCS Augustine had wrested the
Grace of Recreatıon by readıng into them the word 200d, in Context
assumıng ola perversıty, VEeISCS such Jo  SB ° Wıthout
yOU Canl do nothın  27 and Cor

On sıde A, the other hand, ave in Augustine’s ate wrIıt-
Ings the repeate: insıstence that ıf ecre 1Ss anı y WaY of salvatıon EXCEePL
Chrıstian faıth and/or baptısm, then ° Chrıs died in vVvaın.  373 See ugus-
tine’s ANSWCTI 18 Porphyry in C 102 (Contra pPaganos) reinterpreted
In Retractationes and ın De praedestinatione SAaNCLOrum If ONMNC wıshes

read Augustine critically, instead of sımply takıng hıs version al
face value, and succumbıng passıvely hıs manıpulatıons, it 1S
essential that ONC understand and always keep ın mınd the maın
motives eıther sıde and understand further that Augustine W as NC

thoroughgoing sem1-pelagıan and ECVECN the inventor of pelagıanısm.
make UsSCcC of ese anachronistic terms, both 118 invoke the ole

hıstorıical context of the CONTrOVerSY and {O help cleanse the terms of
accumulate: prejJudıce, but forego CaDS when referring fo UgUuS-
tine’ vers1o0n.

The essential text for revealıng both of these pomnts 1S De lıhero
arbitrio, o0k Three, apters 1870 (H1,18,52-20,58). In fact, MoOst

revealıng 1S {O start ıth Augustine s three demals In hıs ater wrıitings
of the obvıous sem1-pelagıanısm of thıs early work: ıt 1S these den1als
above all that ave caused the confusıon OUu free ll in Augustine
eferred Dy Kleonore ump, ese and the fact that he oO€es nNOoL in
lib arb insıst exphıitly that free ll 15 be attrıbuted also 18 11O11-

Nat el 9,10, for example. As chall SCC, however, Augustine ruled
out the salvatıon of VIrtuUOUS He 15 rather intent definiıng all salvatıon
Christian.
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Christians. hat latter Step he l take only er ecıdıng that all
salvatıon 1S ı1stlıan

He CVOCN claıms in reitr. that lihb arb efuted Pelagıanısm before
ıt ex1isted (8,4 and 6) Note thıs aCKWAar:' admıssıon of hıs OW pPr1-
orıty In each of these denı1als, he correctly pominted Out that in Iib arb

he had affırmed the necessity of for full restoration of
reedom of the ll 1S twıst emergıng abruptly an retrospecC-
tıvely? al the end of hat had seemed unqualıfied unıversal VIN-
dıcatıon of free ıll agaınst the Manıchaeans).

However, he 0€Ss not acknowledge that hıs repeate: formula
for the fallen STate 1s thoroughly (sem1-) pelagıan: "1gnorance and
dıfficulty.” And in all three he faıls LO acknowledge the sem1-pelagı-
anısm that ollows ımmediately In apters 19-20 In De NAtLur«a el
gratia 61081 he O€eSs ole the beginnıng of hıs sem1-pelagıan STLate-
ment Tom ’  ’  9 and then brings hımself and the mMoment to ıfe

the Pasc by yıeldıng human mpulse Just 1ke OUT OW
overlook Inconvenılent Tu useful instance {Oo set the tone of OUT

study, long Judge ıt rıghtly or1ginal SIN, YCS,; ola perversıty,
er the still somewhat inconclusıve words: “ You AT Judged

guillty not because yOUu aAaTC gnorant agaınst VOUrTr wiıll, but because yOUu
neglect {O search for hat YOU on’t KNOW, not because VYOU do 187011
bandage YOUTF wounded members. but because VOU 1gnore the ONec wh
ants 18 heal them,  77 he S, Just before the ex{i and elling SCI1-
enee ° hese aAicC personal SINS of YOUTr OWN  27 (ista [UG propria DeC-
Cala sunt).' And he SOCS al the en! of 111,20,56 make
almost perfect sStatement of the 6SSCHNCE of sem1-pelagıanısm:

These revealıng paragraphs In reitr. should be studied closely. They do rule
OUutTt sem1-pelag1anısm, but al the OSsT of denyıng ree 111 the ungraced (unless ONC
devises ad hoc definıtion of “free wıll” aVO1d such esult) What they really
OV!  9 then, 15 (1) Augustine Was quıte that the Pelagıans” wWere really sem1-
pelagıans, for otherwıise there would be need take such dangerous posıtion
refute them, and (2) hıs OW) posıtıon in ıb arb W as sem1-pelag1ıanısm, since it po1int-
ediy TV Tee ll in the yel ungraced, shall SCC hat 18 exactly the thesis
of vA In addıtiıon the [WO den1als noted in the LEXL, SCC DEFSEU, 1,26-27 In
2 x Augustine nNnOotes that SOTTNIC of h1s opponents have accepted h1is version of tradu-
cClanısm, but stil] do NOT E° that infants MUuUst be baptızed order aVvO1d damna-
t1on He professes be puzzled Dy thıs, but Can easıly recogn1ize the ‘“Pelagıan ”
and antı-Manıchaean insiıstence Tree wıll xYy for the Justice of od’s
dealıngs wıth mankınd. Note Iso that sem1-Pelagıans would nNnOot necessarıly reject
or1gınal SIN traduce,; eXcept accompanıed by total perversıty infant damnatıion.
Recall in thıs cContext that the OppOonents cıted Dy Prosper an Hılary openly appealed

theır OW groundıng In Augustine’s antı-Manıchaean wrıitings.
&; 110  —_ tıbı deputatur ad culpam quod inultus 1gnoras, sed quod negl1ıg1s

quod 1gNoras; qu illud quod uulnerata membra NON collıgis, sed quod
uolentem contemn1s: ista (ua proprla peccala sunt. ””
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Ignorance |of what 15 rıght] and dıfficulty 1ın o1ng 1t| all not be
punıshment of SIN for SroWw1Ing souls, but warnıng to become better
and wI1ser and startıng pomnt toward perfection. For pr10r meriıt
whatever for go0od works, it 15 enough that the soul has rece1ved irom
nature the W of udgıng, prefer w1ısdom 1gnorance and
tranquılıty LO dıfficulty, thus acquıre these go0od thıngs by ıts efforts,
though lackıng them al bırth If the soul 1S unwiıllıng do all thıs, ıt
111 wıth Justice be held guilty of SIN, Just W ds> the ONC that dıd not
UuUsScC ell the talent ıf had rece1l1ved. For althoug the soul 15 born In
1gnorance and dıffıculty, it 15 noft constraıned Dy anı y necessIity
remaın ıIn that In 1C ıt W as born

It 15 probable that elagıus took hıs posıtıon from these
concludıng chapters, at least after havıng een charged ıth heresy,
and vırtually certaın that the sem1-Pelagıans pointed Dy Hılary and
by Prosper dıd (see C 2254 especlally). Accordıing 18 1lary, they
appeale relevantly and effectively al least LWO of Augustine’s early
works, includıng Iib arb We not ave 18 discuss ese [WO
etters in detaıl, but they dIC Key evidence for the argument for Uugus-
tine the orl1g1natıng SOUTCEC of sem1-Pelagı1anısm. They ATIC short and
easıly avaılable In ugustine s etters Then, ıt 15 CaS Y fOo firom them
fo eier Lombard and IThomas Aquımas. In the er dırection, the
““ sem1-pelagıan ” Confifexti defined ere 111 make f the other-
WIse incoherent and fragmented aCCount of Pelagıus’s eachıng that
CINCI SCS from Augustine s wrıtings. In short, both Pelagıus and the
“sem1-Pelagıans” WCIC followers of the antı-Manıchaean Augustine.

Indeed, several tiımes, In praed. San 3,/-4,8, Augustine
openly contradıcts h1ıs OW den1als the begınnıng of 4’ D} he
acknowledges GE havıng held the SAallılc posıtion and free
ll that attrıbuted 1{8 ese ına opponents, and SUCS LO acknow/l-
edge In the Samnle secti1on that he urne agalnst free 111 only ater, In
wrıting the much cıted Siımplicıianum. What he acknowledges, that
he NC belıeved that al 15 ..  OUr OWN,  29 SCS further in pelagıanısm
than hat the sem1-Pelagıans Thomas (and CVEen Pelagıus?) eed

110]  —_ erıt nascent1ibus anımıs 1gnorantıa el dıfficultas supplıcıum peccatl, sed
profic1end1 admonıit1o, ei perfect1on1s exordiıum. Non Nnım nte OTINNEC merıtum bon1
Oper1s arı est accepIisse naturale ludıcıum, qUO sapıent1am praeponat erTOT1, ei

quietem dıfficultati, ut ad haec 1910)8! nascendo, sed studendo peruenlat. Quod 1 S!
noluerit, peccatı 1Ca 1ure tenebitur, tamquam QUaC NO  - bene uUusa sıt facultate QUam
accepıit. Quamquam nım ın 1gnorantıa el cAifficultate nata s1t, 19(0)  — amen ad PCITNANCIL-
dum In quod nata est. alıqua necessıtate comprimiıtur. ” See 111,16,4 for “Pre-
VIeW ” of thıs general of nature being the al before Tree all Someone
might object that thıs ““sem1-pelag1anısm ” apphıes only 1f souls newly created for
ach indıvıdual: but SCC the “preview ” Just cıted and 143, 5-6 Supplicium peccatı
15 probably reference ON peccatı, the term for or1gınal SIN
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claım, the former [WO al least gomng further than OUTr “ askıng, seek-
Ing, knocking  >9 (ep

By placıng early Augustine In the context of the “ sem1-Pelagı-
anls described by 1lary and Prosper WI1 SOTNC attention Caeles-
t1us and elagıus between those [WO points) and then gomg LO the
scholastıcs of the 1ddle Ages and especılally Peter Lombard and
Thomas Aquınas, Caln easıly SC that hat ave al the end of
Iib arb 15 nNnOoTLt merely few thoughtless remarks free ll made In
the absence of an y cons1ıderation of 9 but ell worked Ouf
attempt LO mınımum of free ll In the face of> PCTI-
haps In fact the only WaY of reconcılıng the tWO IThe question of
Augustine’s poss1ible predecessors AaSs inventers of pelagıanısm be
eft mostly the sıde: all] of the others Just mentioned started from
early Augustine.”

Vıttorino TOSS1I’S thought-provokıng Y “Il peCCAalo or1ginale nella cateches1
dı Agostino prıma della polemica pelagıana” (Augustinianum 325-359,
458-492) shows that there [WO rather dıfferent influences the Varlous poss1ble
aCCOUNTS of STACC, though both attrıbutable aul One of COUTSC 15 the amılhar diırect
commentary the hıstory of INan TOmM Adam Christ, especılally In Romans. RBut
he cShows (338 1T.) that Augustine and others preparıng candıdates for baptısm Iso
went back the narratıve tself, In the Old JTestament, of od’s Proviıdence VCT and
love for INan, startıng of COUTSC ıth the Creation and the dısobedience of Adam and
Eve and g01ng present in SUMIMATY form the SLOTY he W as later elaborate In
detaıl in De CLvitate Dei, includıng repeated backslidings followed Dy healıng punısh-
ments It of COUTSC included the SLOTY of the unjust well, and In the work
Augustine indeed suspected that the hıstory of the cCıty of the Just W as NOL Continuous,
sometimes Japsıng for time Still, ONMNC would gel rather dıfferent anı less DESSIMIS-
tic Impress1on of the force anı the nature of or1ginal SIN TOM thıs STOTY compared
1th the direct Commentary of Paul, especlally interpreted by Augustine. hıs
remıinds that Paul’s influence Chrıstian theology and the doectrine of
Was far wıder and LLLOTIC amb1ıgu0us than miıght ASSUMeC, Judgıng only TOM the
direct Commentary fallen INanl, des1gned promote the exclusionary theme of
Jesus hrıst the only mediator. On the other hand, it 15 the Samnec aul who sanctions
the Jewısh scrıptures of the sacred SLOTY, the Old JTestament Contract. Ihe
saılnts of the Old Testament LOO saved and NOT only those after the promıse
Abraham, nOoTl ‚VCNMN only those after the wriıtten LLaw g]1ven Moses, but those Iso
who dıd “by nature ” what the Law requlres and therefore be saıld have had the
law wrıtten theır hearts For hıs Augustine shows that the Cıty of God starts
ımmediately after the fall, ıth Abel Pelagıus’s aCCOUuUntT of or1ginal SIN and9cıted by Augustine in el DEeECC. 11,24,28 (see below) derıve TOM thıs
less provıncılal context, and be sımılar Augustine’s antı-Manıchaean vers1ions of
them. Further, ‚VM after gommg OVCTI, whether abruptly SIımpl. INOTC gradually,the ““sem1-Manichaean” aCCOouUnT Romans, Augustine deemphasıizes but does not
abandon the aCCount derıved TOM the Old Jestament, including the salvatıon NOT onlyof ancılent Hebrews but of SOTITNC pagans He CannoTL, because aul has establıshed that
AaCCOUNtT “tact.
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hıs aCCOUNT fıts perfectly ıth eier ombard UuUsScC of ugus-
tine. He prudently continues fo Tea Augustine the 2T' doctor of

and elagıus heretic, but he SOCS {O UuUsc Augustine’s
requent lapses, CVCII ate In hıs lıfe, into hat WOU call sem1-
Pelagı1anısm vindıcate freel agamınst the antı-Pelagıan Augustine.

And see1ıng early Augustine sem1-pelagıan dırects n_
t1on the ambıgu1lty ambıvalence of hıs antı-Pelagıan wrıtings If

let Peter Lombard sharpen OUT WAaren«ess of openıings for human
free 11l priıor and CVCNMN al notice that the larger
part of hat miıght call the GCONGreie applıcatıon of hLSs OW. (#2°)
doectrine of (as agamnst the antı-Pelagıan eOrYy in ıts aDSLIrac
form), EeVECN In the antı-Pelagıan wrıtings, 15 sem1-Pelagıan, in that
the fundamental assumption of that CONcreie appliıcatıon 1S that
cshould ask and pray for More than that, SCC that especılally
al the beginnıng of hıs campaıgn agaınst the Pelagıans, he vacıllated
between {[WO V dıfferent strategles: attackıng them ‘Pelagı1ans”
from sem1-pelagıan perspective and attackıng them sem1-Pelagı-
ans from antı-Pelagıan perspective. One of the most sıgnıfıcant

of thıs applıed sem1-pelagıanısm r1ses agaın the eVve of
explıicıt theory (nat el SE and 1S sed define by on

Pelagıus’s posıtion Dy distinguıishıing and setting agaınst each other
the [WO posıtions that, al the beginnıng of thıs 9
Sa Augustine delıberately confuse in aer “Al’l el istam | sapen-
1am qu1squam abrogare audet gratiae De1 eit Ca superbıssıma
uanıtate pon1 In homiınıs potestate ? Cur CrSO Oratur ut acc1ıplatur, S1
ab homıne est ut habeatur? ” (Who WOU are selze Wısdom aAWaY
from the of God and ıth aın and SUPTCEME priıde place It
wıthın human power? Why then do pPraYy that recel1ve It ıf ıt
1S irom INnan that It 15 be had?)”? elow, cıte another Us«c of
thıs SAalnıılc sem1-pelagıan argument, irom F el Iib arb 4..9: SC also
praed. 20,41

We must be clear the followıng pomn hat separaltes the
antı-Pelagıan Augustine irom hıs sem1-Pelagıan opponents, includıng
hıs earlıer self, 1s not acceplance rejection of orıgınal SIN in ıtself,

he 1kes IO claım, over-simpliıfyıng thıs poimnt, 1ıke much eise.
eıther/or For Pelagıus or1ıgıinal SIN, SCC the Passasc from SE el

DEeECC 11,26,30 cıted eI0W fact, SOTIIC of the opponents escr1bDe
Dy osper accepted or1gınal SIN traduce. actually go1ng beyond

We fınd the SaImnlec sem1-pelagıanısm turned agalnst the carıcature ‘“Pelagıan-
1SmM  27 VE VE late, in DETSECU. Cr autem perseuerantla ista poscıtur Deo,
S1 NO  —_ datur Deo‘?”
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hat VEn the antı-Pelagıan Augustine l 1rm. It 1S rather total
perversity inherited from dam, In whatever WdY, that 1S requıred Dy
hıs rejection of the pelagıan preparatıon for and also probably
needed help infant damnatıon oWnN wıthout indıgestion. But he
surely dıd 13{011 really belıeve In ola perversıty; wh' COU eXcept
compelled Dy iıdeology?

Fınally, thıs 15 perhaps the place tOo paYy 118 Augustine hat
admıttedly m1g al first glance ook lıke back-handed complıment:
that hıs OW wrıtings ave one far LLLOTIC advance the Pelagıan

whether defined narrowly by potentıial extensiıion LO such
posıtions de1sm, than all of the writings of the Pelagıans, and nNnOoTt
only because those wrıtings ave urvıved maınly In hıs OW hıs
sıtuatiıon 1S indeed partly function of hat ıll turn Just elow,
the obvıously and extremely DOOTI qualıity of SOTIIC of the arguments he
W as forced 18 make agaınst the elagıan appeal {O free ıll 111e
eıng constraıned 18 deny that he W as destroyıng free ıll In the
ungraced. But LLOTC STIreSsSSs should be put the admırable ıf terrible
honesty ıth which he presented the horriıfyıng parts of hıs antı-  ela-
g1an posıtıon, such reprobatıon and above all infant damnation. The
monks of Hadrumetum and Marseılles go0od examples of the dou-
e-edge effects of Augustine’s antı-Pelagıan ” wrıtings, perhaps
reflecting suppressed ambıvalence hıs OW part But COu thıs
undercutting of hıs explicıt posıtıon be entirely inadvertent ? hıs hon-
SSTYy 1S especılally Impressive compared ıth the over-refinement of
recent supporters, who, ıke Alexander ope’s * oOTT Dean..
mention ell Cars polite: /

By the time reach Ihomas, the posıtıve contrıbutions of
Augustine’s OW sem1-pelagıan school COTINNC the fore.

Readıng Augustine Crıitically
15 remarkable that after mıllennıum and half, prejudıce

agaınst elagıus, even those 1kely LO ıth hım, and eVvVen
in WOT sıtuatiıon that should be favorable 18 hıs rehabılıtation, 1S

| 1 Thus, pagc 378 of the %d mentioned in nNnoTte 0, Vıttoriıno Gross1ı conde-
scends the Pelagıan ratiıonale for Gfial Massımo, facılıtare la voluntä ne] voler
H! bene|” wıthout anı Yy hınt of the c V problems raısed by gomng beyond that 1L1LAX -
imum. Suppressing the eal PUTDOSCS behind the pelagıan posıtıon (including Augus-tine’s) 1S faıl in interpreting accurately and thus undervalue NOT only theırs but
Augustine’s wrıitings.
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only 19(0)  - Just beginnıng LO relax ıts gT1p, and maınly speclalısts
the controversy.*“ The problem ıth the fact that Augustine

W ds ONC of the world  S asters of polemical rhetoric. Hıs attacks
Pelagıus ATC nOoT only effective but CAXfTeEME; in theır PUTDOSC

(excommunicatıon) and iın theır methods (of stretchıng the that

.supporters of Augustine m1g VeC naturally ave SOTNC anxıety that

Vıttorino Gross1ı beg1ins h1is CS55Say u11 pSCCAalLo or1ginale nella cateches1ı al
Agostino prıma della polemica pelagıana” 1ıth gratultous because nearly iırrelevant
aCCOUNLT of ““pelagıanısmo ” whiıich turns Ouft be skiımmıng off of the old famılı1ar
Jıbes TOM Augustine s CcCarıcatures. One mıght have thought that the prec10us few
cıtat1ons of Pelagıan wrıtings saved in Augustine’s would demand attention from
scholar of h1ıs standıng, but Perhaps encouraged Dy Augustine’s Teedom of inven-
t10n, Gross1ı SOCS ‚V further, being especlally fond of chargıng Pelagıans ıth ..  nat-
uralısmo, ” ıf an YyONC ‚VCTI beheved humans could make theıir OW heaven and make
theır OW WdYy there Augustine hımself W as content ıth charge of softness
infant damnatıon, when, in el DEeCC. OFr H5D he cıted Libellusel Romae for
Caelestius’s rationale for baptısm, qula ULFES naltlurae NO  > habent [regnum coelorum|[,
conferrı neCessarium est DEr gratiae lihbertatem. Gross1 allows hostiulıty *natural-
1Smo ” suggest InV1d10us words, umanlzzare ıl divino which remind ONC of
the anecdote of the p10us student al Chrıstian ollege who leapt before he looked in
belıttlıng ancıent Greek paganısm for showing god OMC down walk the earth.
More the pomnt, that belıttlıng phrase poıints the aspect of Christianıity perhaps
MOST dear Augustine. The lazy scholarshıp In thıs brief opening PassSsasc 15 CSDC-
clally telling ıts wıth the iImpress1ıve work shown in the eal subject of the
‚Y , cıted above. In fact, Gross1 DULS cshame INanı y antı-Pelagıans ıth hıis ACUuTte

acknowledgment 346 8 of the difficulties of explainıng satısfactorily the Justice of
the imposıtion of or1ginal SIN, whether taken ımputed ouilt, disabılıty which
makes Nne’s  A OW SIN unavoldable. He could have been VCNMN INOTC forthright, Dy cıting
lıh arb 11:49:53: for Augustine’s OW carpıngs agalnst the Justice of
or1ginal SIN ° Recte nNnım ortasse quererentur, S1 erTOrIs ef hıbıdinıs nullus homınum
ulctor exı1isteret: CUu uUCIO ubıque sıt C  , qu1 multis modis DCI creaturam <1b1
Domino serulentem AUCTSUIMN UOCENl, doceat credentem, consoletur sperantem, dılı-
gentem adhortetur, cCoOoNantem adıuuet, exaudıat deprecantem; 110  — t1bı deputatur ad
culpam quod Inu1ltus 1gnoras, sed quod neglig1s quod 1gnoras; qUu' illud
quod uulnerata membra NO  - collıg1s, sed quod uolentem SAanaIic contemn1s: ista {ua

proprla peccala sunt.  27 hat brings back the Old Testament or1ginal SIN and
The prejudice of 0OSse nNOT antı-Pelagıan 15 perhaps VEeN INOTC s1ıgnıficant: ‘I ’he

theology of Pelagıus W as the theology of de1sm: hıs ethıcs WEeIC the eth1ics of natural-
15  27 John Burnaby, Tans.., Augustine: Later Works Lıbrary of Chrıistian Classıcs,
vol (London: SC  Z Press, 192 Burnaby aAappCars be good example of
modern sem1-Pelagıan (De SpIrItu el ittera 15 hıs favorıte of the books agaınst the
Pelagıans) who, perhaps maımntaın hıs diıstance TOM “NePeSYy. . retaıns LOO much
of the prejudıce agalnst Pelagı1anısm instilled skallfully Dy Augustine. If call
Pelagıus de1ist shall probably Iso have HS© the term of Augustine, hınted
above and chal]l SCC below On the other hand, Burnaby 15 be credıted fOor
recogn1ziıng al least early the work cıted (see r that the critics of
late Augustine described Dy Prosper and Hılary WEIC VE close early Augustine
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eginnıng 18 ou the faırness of Augustine s charges risks reactıon
agalınst hım

But CVON er allowıng for thıs, ıt must be admıtte: that partıal-
ıty for Augustine 15 al WOTS pardonable (Pelagıus sımply Canno COT-

pete interesting and or1ıgınal wrıter) and al best in INan y Ways
Justified; yeLl modern scholarshıp, al eas SOT1IIC of 1t, must set ıtself
agaınst such partıalıty and attempt {O SCC the CONLTOVETISY In ıtself ıt
really 15 ere 15 huge backlog of COoMMEeE  TY and Vn translatıon,
sometimes partıal be untrustworthy, in the ate 1 91h CeNtUrY
translatıon commonly known oday “"CThe Nıicene and Post-Nıicene
Fathers EKEdıtion ” that 1S ST1 much consulted onlıne and that IS STL
admıttedly, quıte useful otherwıise.

Wıth the partıal exception of De spirıtu el ittera, Augustine’s
contrıbutions WeTC not OPCH and disınterested eXchanges the theory
of, but first shut the mouths of Pelagıans and then
LO drıve them irom the Church ere 1s UuUse measurıng out polıtı-
cally COrrect ame oday, for hat appene long ADO and In
sıtuatıon Canl only partly enier into; the er hand, allure to

OUT OW morals and anneTsSs hınkers Cal endanger them
ugustine’s WOTS arguments Can SCCINHN insults to nNne s ntellı-

9 recogn1izıng rather than suppressing ne s  4 al that Can

promote catharsıs and reconcılıatıon ell usefully
sharpen wIıts and 111 for rev1ving the = interest and importance of
the questions raısed by thıs ancıent CONLTOVETISY, V1a readıng Augustine
critically. It Can also greatly enhance the interest of readıng the antı-
elagıan tracts, whose obsessive repetition, otherwıse nearly insuffer-
able, Can MmMoOost useful for crıitical readıng. The ack of
ımpartıa. crıitical referees (though Rome fo ave trıed to play
such part) that the ıntellectua quality of the debate 15 far
lower than ıt should ave een Fortunately, Can make of
that l0ss DYy crıtical readıng.

Ihe eed for erıtic1ısm of Augustine’s polemical methods 1S
eas]ıest illustrate V1S-ÄA-VIS De gratia Chriıstiı el de DEeCCAaALO ortginalı.
On ONC hand, Dy 110 ugustine In addressiıng Pelagıus’s followers
W as holdıng the atter’s testimonYy in Palestine MO of ortho-
dOoXYy (though of OCOWTSE noTt of sıncerty!). On the other hand, Dy the
time he Was as 18 respond LO doubts about Pelagıus’s heresy, it W ds
11870 ate for Augustine LO contemplate anı y SO of Compromı1se
retrealt, for the Church, al hIs OW prompting (and agaınst ıts OW bet-
ter Judgment”), had 1ssued ıts OTITICcC1a condemnatıon and Augustine
W ds locked into hıs ACCOUNLT of elagıus heretic (and thus into hıs
OW posıtıon ASs antı-Pelagıan). It 15 orth studyıng closely ook ÖOne,
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Chapter Has there 6GV61 een LNOTEC IngenUOUS ratiıonale for mMI1S-
readıng?

But let ST el DeECC ’  9 major transıtıon in the
argumen

“Qul CUMTIe. [Pelagıus] Inquıt, ‘“ ad Dominum, ei ab reg]1 cupıt,
1d SE uoluntatem SU anl e1lus uoluntate suspendit; qu1 e1 adhaerendo
Jugıter, uUunus, secundum Apostolum, Cu fıt spırıtus, NON hoc 151
de arbıitrı1 fficıt hlıbertate. ” Vıdete quantam 1111 dixerıt NON efficı 151
arbitrı1 lıbertate: PCI hoc SsIne acdıutor10 De1 NOS Deo ex1istimat
adhaerere; hoc est en1m, “nonnis1ı de arbıtrı1 lıbertate ”: uft Cu adhNae-
SserImus 1910)8| adıuuante, tunc 1lam quon1am adhaesımus, et1am adıu-
uarı

h1s 1S translated by Peter Holmes, in the NPNF edıtiıon, ollows

man, Say> he, ..  who hastens 118 the Lord, and desıires be
directed by Hım, that 1S, wh: makes hıs OW ll depend upon S;
who cleaves closely the Lord become (as the
apostle Says ne spirıt’ wıth Hım, O€es all thıs by nothıng else than
by h1s reedom of aua Observe HhOW gre. result he has ere stated
o be accomplıshed only Dy OUTr reedom of wull;: and NOW, fact, he

us cleave God wıthout the help of God for such 15 the
force of hıs words, “by nothıng else than Dy hıs OW reedom of wıll. ”
So that, after ave leaved to the Lord wıthout Hıs help, BVn

then, because of such adhes1on of OUT OW.  9 deserve be assısted.

Augustine’s interpretatiıon reSsSts hat 15 by the
only, and probably nOoL the most obvıo0us, meanıng of NO NLSL; ıt
Cal introduce NCCCSSATLY but NOL sufficıents ‘thıs 1S not eTTieCclie:
eXcept Ouf of reedom of cholice. ” As ıt happens, COMMEeENL of Ugus-
tine’s OW: in Na  —+ el er P6r20ß prayıng for help aVO1d future SINS,
neatly iıllustrates thıs other meanıng: “Quod lıcet NOoN fat, 1S1 uolun-
tas adsıt: ame ut fıat, uoluntas sola NON sufficıt. ” (See also the fıirst
sentence of A 2ER623) If the quoted COomMmMent 15 irom Pelagıus’s
Pro Ilıhbero arbıtrıo and wrıtten er the CONLTOVETISY had egun, ıt 1S
noTt cred1ıble that Pelagıus WOUu ave handed hıs enemıles such obvı-
OUS ammunıtion Augustine claıms, certamly not if he WEeIC clev-
erly devıo0us Augustine paınts hım

And in fact, In s of ST el DEeECC Augustine had already
quoted Pelagıus complamıng agaınst exactly the misrepresentatıon
made in 2224 that 1S, eing en fo attack because he insısts

free wıll, 6 @ put ıt another WaY, o claım he beheves free 111 1S
the whole of because he Say S ıt 1S the beginning of9
agaln, LO Sa y that he denı1es the of recreation because he insısts
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the of creatiıon (as dıd Augustine’s early account of grace
° hbecause SaYy that Can Dy perfect holiness In
wıthout OUT W1  S: f God of Hıs WOUu command somethıng
and WOU not g1ve the a1d of Hıs {O oOse O whom he had g1ven
commands, that hat INCH WCIC commanded LO do through free
choice they m1g be able ultfıl! INOTEC easıly through grace.  »13

Even translatıon favorable LO Augustine should al least INECN-
t1on such Strong 1C4SONS for oubting hıs interpretatiıon of Pelagıus’s
COMMEeENT Innbut Peter Holmes, In the PNF translatıon, o0€es
noTt merely faıl LO do In eifect, he conceals the problem by 1IMpoS-
Ing Augustine’s tendentious and dubious interpretation Pelagius’s
OW. words quoted: “does all thıs by nothing else than Dy hI1ıs
reedom of wıll. ” RBut ame eier Holmes question hıs lan-

skalls 15 rısk fallıng victım ourselves 18 the mıllennıum and
half of profoun an uncrıtical prejudıce agaınst elagıus, an

affecting CVCNn those nOoTt partıal Augustine (as Holmes certamly
Was).

esp? also iıllustrate another of Augustine’s fallacıes,
which ıll Just mention ere but not take demonstrate, sIınce
ıt 1S COINIMMNON In the antı-Pelagıan tracts that an yONC Can easıly
observe iıt the eıther/or fallacy: when interpreting Pelagıus, ıt 1S
question of eıther 111 Man’s wiıll, whereas when presenting
hıs OW theory the [WO Can comfortably CoOexXIst.

ere 1S CVCMN INOTEC that COMMEeNTLaftoOors ave faıled to point Out
Gr el DeECC 1:22.23:24 AT © transıtional chapters; they egın the
accusatıon that elagıus that meri1t through rıght uUse
of free all (see the PAassasc Just above from 220 2A that started W1
But In ook One untiıl ese chapters Augustine had sed aAargu-
ment (continued from nal el 2r.) quıte al odds ıth thıs 191  S charge:
that, accordıng elagıus, 158 uman nature ıth free ll ere
IS: ave SCCIL, MO hıch Shows how ese otherwıse
mutually contradıctory pos1itions Can be made LO fıt together: the paSs-
Sasc Irom Augustine’s OW Iıb arb above 1identified the perfect
definıtion of “ sem1-pelag1anısm. ” poss1ble motive then for ugus-
tine’s present mi1srepresentation m1g ave een LO obseure hıs OW
credit ounder of pelagıanısm.

° Hıc 1105 imper1t1ssım!ı homınum in1url1am di'uinae gratiae facere, quladicımus Cd} | gratiam ] sıne uoluntate NOsITa NCYUAaAQUaAIM In nobıs perficere sanctı-
quası Deus gratiae SUuac alıquıid imperauerit, el 110  . iıllıs quıbus imperauılt,

et1am oratiae SUa€e auxıl1um subminıistret, ut quod PCI lıberum homiıines facere i1ubentur
arbıtrıum, facılıus pPOSssent implere PCI gratiam.  27
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10 be SUTC, the CONLEXTIS of Augustine ’s exhıbıting the [WO
‘“heretical ” halves of sem1-pelagıanısm usually keep ose [WO halves
ell separated irom each o  er,; but the less kılled Case agaınst Pela-
o1US In Palestine, reported In Augustine’s De gestLSs Pelagıi 14:30;
yanks both of ese mutually contradıctory teachıngs from cConftext in
Caelestius and yokes them face face together: “In 10 capıtulo
SCT1pS1SSEe Coelestium: °CGiratiam De1 el adıutoriıum NO  —_ ad sıngulos
AaCTIUS darı, sed In lıbero arbıtrıo CSSC, uel in lege doctrina.‘’ ID
ıterum: ° Del gratiam secundum meriıta nOsIra darı, quı1a S1 peccatorıibus
am det, uldetur CSSC In1quus. ’ ” Sınce these EeXITaCTts irom Caelestius
WeiTC probably araphrased (see $  9 Can only al hat
Caelestius’s or1g1inal miıght ave sald.

empted 18 SaY that the obvıous self-contradıction of these
[WO charges and, INOTEC ımportantly, the obvıous directions Prosper’s
C O hOowWw 18 put them back ogether, 0Ug to ave alerted SCNOI-
arshıp the eed for crıitical readıng But must confess that it W as

long into proJect {O read Augustine crıtically before noticed these
°“ obvıous” po1nts, such 1S5 the of prejJudıce agaınst Pelagıus,
CVEeEnNn the part of OSse noTt dısposed agaınst hım

In SE el DEeECC Augustine’s IS 18 atomıze Pelagıus’s
whole ACCOUNT of into ıts component parts: AAy free wıll,
the Law, the eachıng example of Christ, forgıveness of past
SINS, and yel 1s somethıng meriıt through free 11l We Nar

the Samnle In De gratia el liıbero arbıtrıo of SOTINC

ater, perhaps because ıt 15 Augustine s {Oo the charge that hıs
aAaCCOUNT of has destroyed free wıll, that he trıes ere, perhaps
for the ast time and not VETY successfully, OCCUDY the sem1-pela-
g]an posıtıon and thus has deny ıt the elagıans. Ihe fundamen-
tal fallacy of Augustine’s method of Iragmentary quotatıion COu Cds-

ıLy be demonstrated Dy 8  ıng through hıs OW wrıtings, rıght
the end, for evidence that he W as elagıan heretic Ihe resulting
evidence WOU be overwhelmineg: for example, SC EFSECU. 2
Scholarshıp 0Ug LO ave een alerted much SOONECT the dubious-
([ of ugustine s aCCount of Pelagıanısm, by ıts VE incoherence.
The value of Hılary's and especlally Prosper’s etters (ep 205
and 226) 1S that they ShOwWw that coherent whole, and they TACE ıt
back LO Augustine hımself.

eturnıng 18 er el DeCC WE should ote that ugustine’s
In ’  ’ that the letter Demetrias promote the idea that

meriıt faıls {O hold; che had een aptıze: (see Pelagıus’s
etter. 19..1) and Was accepte: belıeving Chrıstian; Augustine s
OW remarks the “iınclusıve” preachıing of in DEFSECU. 2258
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together ıth hıs concept of cooperatıve 9 make it plaın that he
11070 WOU ave urge her to merı1t increase of In fact, UugusS-
tine hımself notes thıs possıble ın 20004 and hıs reply ıt
es back the beginnıng of thıs section and the misınterpretatiıon
of NO204  MOWBRAY ALLAN  together with his concept of cooperative grace, make it plain that he  too would have urged her to merit an increase of grace. In fact, Augus-  tine himself notes this possible response in 22,24, and his reply to it  takes us back to the beginning of this section and the misinterpretation  o ROR SE  The transcript, in gr. et pecc. or. 11,3,3, of the inquisition of  Caelestius at Carthage prefigures the technique of Augustine’s own  procedure in this very book in its brusque brushing aside of meaning-  ful nuances so as to force oversimplified questions on the opponent.  Caelestius in Carthage replied to the charge that he had said that  Adam’s sin harmed only himself and not the human race by replying:  “Dixi de traduce peccati dubium me esse.” (That is probably a good  example of the disparity between what Pelagians really said and what  they are reported to have said.) But the crucial distinction between  original sin per se and original sin via traducianism implied by that  comment was ignored.!* Again, when asked if he had taught that  infants at birth are in the same state as Adam before his transgression,  he almost certainly asked for a definition of Adam’s moral and psy-  chological state before his transgression (for example, good but able  to sin). This question, if answered fully, would almost certainly have  embarrassed his inquisitors and revealed profound differences among  them and between some of them and Augustine. But the questioner  refused to let the definition go beyond whether Adam was mortal or  not before sin (even to this oversimplified question, Augustine’s  answer probably would not have agreed fully with his fellow bish-  ops’). Caelestius again tries to say that what he is against is traducian-  ism and that it is a matter of debate and not of heresy — and so it  probably was, in the Church as a whole, at the time of the Carthage  trial. Like the first, this second attempt to get things right is brutally  brushed aside.'>  ar  14 Even today this crucial distinction is often brushed aside, as in the article on  “Original Sin” in Augustine through the Ages: An Encyclopedia, ed. Allan D. Fitzger-  ald (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans,1999). It begins with this definition: “a sin inher-  ited from Adam by way of propagation.” To be sure, this is an encyclopedia on  Augustine. On the other hand, we know that Augustine never committed himself to  traducianism.  15 Marcellinus, on the other hand, got it right, as reported in pecc. mer. IL,1, in  whatever question it was he asked about those who deny ex eius peccato quidquam  ad eius posteros propagando transisse. Had he consulted “Pelagians”” as well as their  enemies? Or was he responding to Augustine’s offer in pecc. mer. 11,36,59 to discuss  tentatively and with open mind, among other questions going to the heart of the con-  troversy, whether we could avoid judging God Himself author of the very guilt requir-  ing the redemption of baptism, especially if He created souls “de traduce.” In’any/ AA

The transcrıpt, In DF el DeCC H35 of the inquisıtion of
Caelestius al Carthage prefigures the technıque of Augustine’s OW

procedure in thıs VE book In ıts brusque brushıing asıde of meanıng-
ful NUAanCcCcesSs {O force oversimplıfıed questi1ons the
Caelestius in arthage replıed LO the charge that he had sa1ld that
am s SIN arme: only hımself and not the human TAaCEC by replyiıng
“ Dix1 de traduce peccatı dubium esse.” 1S probably g00d
example of the dısparıty between hat Pelagıans really saıd and hat
they dIiIC reported ave Sal' RBut the cruc1al dıstiıncetion between
or1ıginal SIN PCT and or1ıgıinal SIN V1ıa traducı1anısm implıed Dy that
COmMMeNntT W ds ignored.!“ Agaın, when as ıf he had taught that
infants al bırth AdIiICcC in the SAailılc sTate dam before hıs transgress10n,
he almost certamly as for definıtion of am s moral and PSY-
chologıcal sSTate before hıs transgression (for example, good but able

sın) hıs question, ıf answered UL, WOUu almost certamly ave
embarrassed hıs Inquıs1ıtors and revealed profoun dıfferences
them and between SOTIIC of them and Augustine. But the questioner
efused tOo let the definıtiıon beyond whether dam Was mortal
nOoL before SIN (even thıs oversimplıfıed question, Augustine’s
answWeT probably would not ave agreed UMNLY ıth hıs fellow bısh-
oPS Caelestius agaın tries Sa y that hat he 1S agaınst 1S traducıan-
1SM and that ıt 1S matter of debate and nNOL of heresy and ıt
probably WAas, in the Church 4S whole, al the time of the Carthage
trıal Laıke the fırst, thıs second attempt 118 gel thıngs rıght 1S brutally
brushed asıde. !

Even today this cruc1al distinction 15 often brushed asıde, In the artiıcle
““Or1ginal Sın  29 in Augustine through the Ages: An Encyclopedia, ed Allan Fiıtzger-
ald (Grand Rapıds, MI Eerdmans, 1999). It begins ıth thıs definıtion: - SIN inher-
iıted TOM Adam Dy WdYy of propagatıon. ” To De SUTC, thıs 1s encyclopedia
Augustine. On the other hand, know that Augustine commıtted hıimself
traduc1anısm.

Marcellınus, the other hand, goLl 1t rıght, reported ın DEeECC INE|:  S HET iın
whatever question it W ds he asked about those who deny 1145 pDeCCalo quidquam
ad 1US$ posteros propagando [ransısse. Had he consulted ““Pelagıans” ell theır
enemı1es? Or W as he respondıing Augustine’s offer In DeECC INe  < 11,36,59 discuss
tentatively an ıth OPCH mınd, ONg other questi1ons go1ing the heart of the COINl-

TOVEeTrISY, whether could aVvOl1d Judging God Hımselrf author of the VE ouilt requir-
ing the redemption of baptısm, especlally ıf He created souls “de traduce. ” In an y
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hat Pelagıus owıngly decei1ved hıs questioners ın Palestine
could be truthfully sald only the assumption that he W ds> UulLy AWAiIC

that the Church (not merely Augustine SC VENn the Afrıcan Church)
consıdered traducı1anısm the only poss1ıble orthodox doctrine of Or1g1-
nal SIN On the contrary, by Augustine’s OW testimonYy in SE el DeCC

11L5:5-6:6; Caelestius had een completely OPCH In hıs book pub-
lıshed In Rome and in the church proceedings ere, declarıng that
pe: traduce firmare... longe catholico alienum est

ugustine quotes Caelestius eTe that hat Caelestius stated
openly 1s hat elagıus belıeved but Was .. i ing' 27 f nstead of paS-
sıvely allowıng ourselves be manıpulated by Augustine, read
critically, SCC nstead evıdence that PIOVCS much LLOITIC dırectly and
fırmly that in 4A17% In Rome al east, ere W ds CONSCHSU that tra-
ducıanısm W as the only OTtNOdOX doctrine of orıginal SIN Indeed,
recent ACCOUNTS of /7osimus’s attıtude fo the charges agamınst elagıus
and Caelestius e 116e Augustine s ACCOUNT of hıs condemnıng Caeles-
t1us’s doctrine though charıtably refraınıng from excommuntıcatıon

In fact. ASs KNnOW, Augustine hımself COU NOL alilırm TAadu-
clanısm In the full of generatıon of the soul from the parent(Ss),
and had fall back round-about and dubious arguments for
orıgınal SIN As late 418, he {O ave felt ıt NECCCSSALY impart
(8 S1xtus basıc educatıon In antı-Pelagıan doctrine, includıng the
nsSKYy double-edged argumen for orıgınal SIN needed vindıcate

Justice fo infants that he had sed in DEeECC Me  — ” (see
below); SCC ep.194,10,46: ‘ Audeant CISO dicere quod 1usto Deo
innocens condemnabiıtur, S1 nu ulınculo peccatı or1ıg1inalıs innect1-
tur. Augustine certamly dıd not ack C} but Was wiıllıng WaYy
Ouf there in the blue

then should elagıus be accused of deceıt for nNOL anıswWel-

ing questions accordıng doctrine of or1ıginal SIN he dıd 181011 hımself
hold and IC hıs eastern questioners probably dıd nNOL belıeve, CCI-

taınly not unıformly? (nven the extremely ars anguage ugustine

asc in DEeCC Me  < H1L 10,1 Augustine explıcıtly acknowledges the question whether
the soul itself 18 produced by human propagatıon and, always, faıls take stand
which would Justify callıng Pelagıans heret1ics thıs point. There 15 cons1ıderable
evidence that Marcelliınus W as NnOT the passıve dıscıple Augustine trıes persuade
hım that he 1S; h1s early death maYy have been greater tragedy than know For
certaın there 15 loss of flex1bilıty and of mınd after De SPIFLEU el ıttera.

See Roland Teske, ed and trans., Answer the Pelagıians (Hyde Park,
New Cıity Press, E and pasc 729 of Augustine through the Ages
(see note 14)
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SCS about Pelagıus’s supposed deceı1itfulness and the Tact that ıt 1s
exactly that skallfully eploye rhetorıic that has subsequently led read-
S uncritically credit Augustine agaınst elagıus, ıt that
OUT duty, however unpleasant, 15 ralse the question of who it 15 that
1S tryıng 18 deceive In gest Pel ST el DEeECC When in’
he counsels elagıus to clear hıs ame Dy ceasıngz {O conceal impuden-
1SSLIMO pudore that he sed he heretic, cannot help remember-
ıng that Augustine al that mMmMoOoMment 1S faılıng LO acknowledge NC

havıng published doctrine that 1S heretical ıf Pelagıus’s 1s Judged
One 1S empted Sa y that Augustine succeeded In prosecuting

hıs opponents by getting AWaY ıth darıng bluff beggıing of the
question, assumıng ıth hat appeare: {O be SUPTCHIC confıdence and
unquestioned authorıty that traducı1anısm compounded by total CI-
sıty W ds the only possıble orthodox eOTrY of or1ıgınal SIN and explana-
tı1ıon for baptısm He LO ave had gre respect for the intel-
1gence of the iriends addressed in BT el DEeECC If there had een
impartıa CVCMN irıendly crıtics of greater aCcCKDOone and acuteness,
the quality of the elagıan CONLTOVErSY WOU ave een much hıgher.
Fortunately, Can E ll SOTIIC of that ost opportunıty f read
critically ourselves.

But should g1ve Augustine credıt for several times acknow/lI-
edgıng that the Pelagıans dıd nOoLt really Sa y CY dıd 187011 are to) hat
he PULS in theır mouths, such AS, that do not eed baptısm (pecc.
Me  - ’  ’ the help of (30d especılally obvıous mı1srep-
resentation that ought nNOL {O pray SDLF el lıitt 27 , A 145:8. C
175,3-4)! Rather, thıs 1S hıs OW interpretation misıinterpretation of
hat 1S entaıle: by hat they do Sa y (pecc Me  <’ interpreta-
tiıon IC In fact INa Yy be jJudged COIrTeCT only f YOU chare hıs ASSUMPD-
t10nsS. In C 186.10,34, he explaıns that Pelagıus’s belıeving that OUT

W1 AdIiIC equally capable of g00d evıl (as agaınst eing otally PCTI-
s presumably) leaves place for (Or aVerT, doubt).
These naıvely ratiıonalıstic AaCC of the human mınd do NOT SQUarec
wıth the gre. psychologıst’s sophıstıcatıon elsewhere. He certamly
o€eSs not appIy thıs eıther/or Og1C {O h1ıs OW doctrine, when he appeals

Paul’s mınd divıded agalınst ıtself, AS in free irom
thıs body of dea

aDC irom E, 6N A Vitali, hought 18 be irom about the
Saillc time the insurrection In Hadrumetum,; presents especılally
revealıng SUMIMALYy of Augustine’s argumen and hıs rhetorical STITAaL-
CSY According {O Augustine’s aCcCCoun(t, Vıtalıs Was hat WOU
call sem1-Pelagıan, claımıng for INan only the Inıtıum ldel, and he
trıes both separate hıs posıtıon from that of the OgeYV “ Pelagıans”
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and 1{8 implıcate hım in theır, the latter desceribed aCCoOord-
ng hıs OW carıcature:

THeYy [Pelagıans] attrıbute everythıng belonging to man’s ar and
P10US ıfe free ll such egree that they hınk ıf all fo be had
from ourselves and not to be as from God YOouU, the other hand,
ıf what ear 15 irue, 111 not ave the beginnıng of al |znıtıum
fidet| where also begıns good and p10us 111 be gıft of God,
but arguc that ave ıf irom ourselves that egın beheve You

however, that the other g00d thıngs of rel1210Us ıfe (G0d o1VveESs
18 those who, alreadyal (1am x fide), seek, ask, knock.!’
We ave hope that Vıtalıs W as alert enough 18 SCC the sle1ght

of mınd eing practiced hım, faıth somehow 15 passed from the
object sıde (Inıtıum fidei) of seekıng, askıng, knockıng the subject
sıde (1am e robably In the act of wrıting Augustine noticed
that otherwıse there WOUuU be dıfference from hıs OW sem1-pela-
g1an Domino esSsEe poscenda. And ave hope L00 that Vıtalıs
dıd NOL act Augustine’s challenge 18 throw off hıs pretenses and
ShOW hıs real opınıon of PrayCcCT, suggesting perhaps vulgar CVCN

obscene gesture: Fxsere CONIra orationes FEecclesiae disputationes IUAaAS

What 15 mMost ımportant 118 ote erTre 1S that, SCVCN L[WwenTtY
1110OIC after hıs OW sem1-pelagıanısm, he ST1 remembers ıt and ıts

dıstiınction from hıs OW carıcature “ Pelag1anısm, ” that ıt depends
SMa openıing for unıversal free will, and ell perhaps V all-

ıshıngly thın dıstiınction between inner and er SC the diıscussıon
of EF et Iıh arb 510 eI0W

We must learn o apprecı1ate Augustine s SUDTEINC rhetorical
skılls that become able look hrough them somethıng
closer 18 the TU hıs letter 15 go0od example of Augustine s
favorıte stratagem of suppressing hıs opponents’ pDo1In of 1e W and the
Justifyıng ratiıonale for theır posıtion and replacıng ıt ıth ONMNC i o
l 1AaS the reader agamst theır motives. He 00 al the dıspute from
within the closed cırcle of Chrıistian al that the elagıan hesıta-
t1ons about putting before free al ook 1ıke tubborn “pride,’

ingratitude 18 God, and that hıs OW. putting of free 11l under

* I11 [Pelagıan1| qu1ıppe omn1a ad fidelem plamque ultam homınum pertinentia
ıta trıbuunt lıbero uoluntatıs arbıtrıo0, ut habenda nobıs, 19(0)  —_ Domiıno putent SSC

poscenda: autem, S1 qUaC de audıo uCTa sunt, inıt1um fıde1, ubı est et1am
inıt1um bonae, hoc est plae uoluntatıs, NON u1s donum N / Del, sed nobıis NOS
habere contendiıs ut credere INnC1p1amus; cetera autem rel1g10sae ultae bona Deum PCI
gratiam SUuamnl 1am fıde petentibus, quaerent1ibus, pulsantıbus, donare consentis. ”
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question Can be 1gnored. Over and AA mMUuSst consc1ously remınd
ourselves that, the CONLTrAaTY, lookıng al the dıspute also Irom beyond
that closed cırcle, Pelagıans aTirc concerned, NnOTt ıth self-glory, but
ıth Justice {Oo those who ear‘ of hrıst and gel °°dıs
appeared ” from Augustine’s perspective. Hıs In brushing asıde
the interl10or of the Pelagıan po1n of 1e6W 15 shown by the fact that he
Can GVn afford often 18 notice that the Justice of God 15 eIr COMNICETN

(m C Z al 6,19), that he Can cıte agamınst them the potter’s snub
of the pOts

comparıson of erse {[WO WaysS of ookıng al ne’s  7 relıgıon
m1g also SCCIN 118 be useful WaYy of findıng the CO  TarYy inter-
est of the CONLTOVeTSY, long Cal take both perspectives and
Te69 them ıth respectT.

Thıs 15 also LO 5Sd y that there 15 WaYy make Augustine’s pOSI1-
tıon coherent, hıs ttacks the Pelagıans aCCUurate and candıd, and
the CONLTOVEISY relevant and VIila oday and that 15 take hıs real
objection them LO be e1Ir sayıng publiclky that for God LO COIN-
demn SOIINNC of hıs human creatures LO damnatıon wıthout theır havıng
TrTeedom LO choose salvatıon 1S Inconsıstent ıth the Justice of God
hat WOU SCCI Iımply that Chrıistianıty 1S noTt the sole path
salvatıon.

elagıus the Semi-Pelagian
Ihe eXAC posıtıon of elagıus hımself 15 probably of less S1g-

nıfıcance., far the subsequent hıstory of eachıngs 9 than
dIiIc the etters of Prosper and ılary, pomting they do back early
Augustine and orward IO scholastıc wrıters such Peter Lombard
and Ihomas Aquınas But al least early Peter Lombard elagıus
gol chosen the i1gure agaınst whom Augustine had- defined hım-
self. Further, ıt 1S hıs COmMMeNtTS elagıus that force upOonN OUT n_
t1ons the necessIity of crıtical readıng of Augustine. ] here{fore,

follow the CAasec already started In the Prev10us section that
elagıus W as “ sem1-Pelagıan, ” al eas RTr havıng een attacke:
for heresy, and probably tudent of early Augustine Irom the time
of hıs earhest wrıtings. But that latter detaıl, 1ıke the question of
whether there WEeTC adıcal followers of elagıus and Caelestius who
In fact held the VIeEWS attrıbuted by Augustine fo “ Pelagıans, ”
must LO leave asıde, however interesting, unless further facts
CINCISC. In anı y Casc they dIC departures from the maın lıne of the
hıstory of



AUGUSTINE IHE SEMI-PELAGIAN 209

Sınce ıt must answWeTr those who accused hıs doctrine of destroy-
ng free wıll, ıt 1S NOL surprisıng that K et Iıhb arb off ıth
posıtıon much 1ke hıs early sem1-pelagıanısm. Indeed, he begıns ıth
the assertion that in thıs treatıse he 15 refuting ose who make the
complementary and opposıte ANKOE from that of the Pelagıans, that 1S,
those who destroy free 111 in the alnllc of By NO of COUTSC,

know enough nOoTt gel OUT opes that free 111 shall be
extended to the ungraced. And Dy the end (22;44) he 15 arguıng that
damnatıon of unbaptızed infants reveals and clarıfıes hat (the ıllusıon
of?) adult free ıll obscures: that there 15 free 111 before 9
CVCI though the evıl must be punıshe for theır evıl all

What 15 NC W and s1ıgnıfıcant 15 that he acknowledges, 1{8 the
erıtical CVYC, that the Pelagı1ans” dIcC NO sem1-Pelagıans. We note'
in the prev10us section that Augustine’s W as 1{8 atom1ıze the
“ Pelagıans’ D doectrine into ıts parts all of which aATC of hIs OW.

cConcept of, and dICc ..  NEW heresies” only when Judged apart
Irom unıfyıng SITUCLUTE and rationale. What pomted 118 hıs fallacy
Was hıs also arguıng that they claımed that Was somethıng that

merıit, hereby revealıng that “nature ıth iree wıll” W as nNnOotLt the
ole of for them, but the startıng pomnt only, the Inıtıum fidel,
the before anı y poss1ıble merit, in hıs OW early sem1-pelagı-
anısm.

Now he trıes 16 (14,2/) for separatıng sem1-pelagı-
anısm into heretical parts; he acknowledges both parts but Sseparates
them In time. Havıng een PIOVCN In sayıng that 1S nature

the Law rem1ss1on of S1INS, they ave turned around 118 MC
account STACC 15 g1ven 191011 for the meriıts of g00d works, SINCEe those
dICc the result of9 but 1S gıven in reiurn for the meriıts of go0od
ıll "quila ONa voluntas ” Inqgulunt, “praecedit /oratiıonem|] TYTUaAN-

f1S, qQUAM praecessit uoluntas cCredentis, ul secundum aecC merıta
gratia exaudtenttis Harr It 1S ımportan 18 notice OTMIC SOI1!
fact ere that Dy NO Pelagıans dıd NOT claım faıth OUT O W, dıd
early elagıus followıng early Augustine prior the publıc CONTLTrO-
versy), but only uoluntas cCredentis, OC  S prayıng, seekıng.

Iwo of Augustine’s favorıte arguments for the function of free
ll In the PTOCCSS of aAaTic both sem1-pelagıan In tendency ( that
the PUTDOSC of the Law 1s LO teach us that Can only ultfıl! it by
prayıng for help and (@Z) that the SUI'CSf proof that IS gıft öf G0od
OCCUTS when OUT PTraycCISs for ıt aATICc answered. ese arguments persıist
In hıs antı-Pelagıan wrıtings, whether conceal hıs pPUutL-
ting fIree 111 into question inadvertent revelatıons of hıs OW
behefs and free ll In S et Iih arb 4, he rehearses these
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argumen(ts: °“ Nec sufficıt arbıtrıum uoluntatıs humanae, 151
Domino ulctorla concedatur orantı, intret ın tentationem. Quı1d CIO

eu1ıdentius Q Ua De1 ostendıtur gratla, ubı quod Oratur accıpıtur ? and
concludes that ° Homo Erg gratia LUUAtUr, SInNe uoluntatiı
e1USs ıubeatur.” hat ast could almost be quotation of Pelagıus’s
words In N el DECC 1 6 (see above).

hen in the followıng paragraph (gr el ıb arb 5,10) he attrıb-
tes hat 15 In substance exactly the Sarmlle posıtiıon 118 the Pelagıans,
but turns theıirs into heresy Dy addıng the IINGIE word merit, eVCIN whıle
acknowledging that elagıus In Palestine had censured that word (no
doubt counting the gıft of human nature the Inıtıum gratiae before
merı1t) hen in Passasc that m1g ave brought JOV to the heart of
Jean-Paul TrTe and maybe SVn smiıle hıs 11ps, he struggles
utilely LO extricate hımself irom the tar-baby of human subjectivıty.
He trıes distinguısh hI1s from the elagıan readıng of Conuertimini
ad el CONuerlar ad HOS “ Nec attendunt qu1 hoc sentiunt, quıl1a 1S1
donum De1l esse et1am 1psa ad Deum nOostra Conuers10, 1910)81 el dicere-
tur Deus uırtutum, ONUEC NOS

hıs address LO the monks of Hadrumetum ates LO after Pela-
Q1US’S diısappearance from the9 eed LO ook for earher
dırect acknowledgement. Ep 194 SIxto of 418 15 from shortly er
Pelagıus’s excommunticatıon. it advi1ıses S1xtus how deal ıth
the remamnıng “ Pelagıans,’ SOTNC Dy repress1on (coercere), SOTIINC Dy
gentler It 1S especlally valuable because ıt forearms S1xtus
ıth the arguments they dIiICc hable make agaınst thıs repress10n. He
pomts to theır answer when A4as the crucı1al question of hat
wıthout anı y preceding meriıts Pelagıus had In mınd when makıng hıs
famous ANSWCI in Palestine: “respondent sıne 15 praecedentibus
merit1is gratiam 1psam humanam GeSSC naturam In qUa condıtiı

enımaCSSCHNUS, mererI1 alıquıd poteramus ut essemus ”
(ep 194,3,8) ugustine S1xtus hOowW repPILY to thısfallacıa: such
1S not the that Paul speaks of. But it 1S Augustine’s that
1S the fallacy As ave had observe VCTI and OVCI, the gift of
nature 1S nOoL the ole of9 but only the first the ınıtıum
gratiae, the9 exactly they had replıed, SInNe ullıs praecedenti-
hus merI1tLs. Augustine’s OW oundıng statement of sem1-pelagıan-
1Sm, ıth 1C started, makes thıs plaın enough, and shows us

hOow put the present mi1srepresentatıon together ıth the er ONC

that the Pelagıans SaYy meriıt make UgusS-
tine’s perfect statement of sem1-pelagıanısm in ıb arb 111,.20,56 ulLy
explaıns Pelagıus’s AaNSWEeTS in Palestine See also Sr el lib arb.14,27
Just above.
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Gr el DEeECC L3  ’ demonstrates exactly the SAallılc fallacıous
charge of heresy Augustine manufactures by splıtting hıs OW early
doetrine of into {WO parts; thıs tiıme, such 15 hıs al sle1ght
of mınd that he Can make the unmerıted gıift of human nature 1sap-
PCAar though it 1s rıght there the Pasc before yYou

“III Hs [Pelagıus] Inquıt, “nudum el inerme est condıtion1ıs bonum ”;
In e1s dıcıt, quı chrıistianı NO  e} sunt. Deinde Cetftera contexens ‘In hıs
uüero ” inquıt, .  quı ad Christum pertinent, Chrıst1 muniıtur aux1ıl10. ”

hıs 1S that elagıus W ds deceiving when he rejecte
the merıting of grace in Palestine

Maın Motives

As quoted dırectly Dy Augustine, the ranscrıpt of Caelestius’s
trıal in Carthage, of 411-412, Qes noLt mention the word9 the
bıshops maın COMNCEIN eing baptısm the ONC CUTE for or1ıgınal SIN
and the OIC openıing 18 salvatıon. TIhey took Caelestius LO ave
denıed or1g1nal SIN and perhaps WeTC concerned to insure that the
atholıc Church, through ıts rıte of baptısm, held the Keys the Kıng-
dom.

Ihe ‘Pelagıan  79 statements brought orward by Hılary In E,
156 agaln do nOoL mention tself, but rather challenge the damna-
t1on of unbaptızed infants the grounds of theır sınlessness, and
hereby probably also suggest the salvatıon of those who dIiIcCc saıld 8
lıve wıthout SIN ere dIC also SOTIIC remarks attrıbuted {O those
sthians of Syracuse which smack of perfection1sm, hereby perhaps
reVIVInNg the trauma of the Donatıst Controversy.

Augustine s A E in answer 18 Hılary PULS the topıc of
al the cenilter; when the trial of Caelestius 1S cıted, hıs sStatements dIeC

characterızed has 1DSAS CONLIra Chrısti gratiam disputationes
40 be SUTC, ep.186,1,1, taken together ıth ST. el DeCC ’  ,  E}

that elagıus had complaıned ASs early 406 of eing g_
fully accused of promoting free cho1ice 18 the exclusıon of The
former also that, for Augustine, the charge of attackıng
refers maınly underminıng the exclusıvıty of Chrıstian salvatıon.
hıs that al thıs po1n' In the controversy, 1S being sed

“code WOrd.... Another poss1ıble 1CasSsOonNn for Augustine s focusıng
1S that he knew, Was SOON fınd OuL, that neıther elagıus

NOT CVCN Caelestius In fact denıed the eed for baptısm SCC, for CX anll-

ple, 2r el DeCC ,  L3  E
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urther poss1ıble 1CasOIl for Augustine’s substitution of
for baptısm in the terms of the CONLrOVeEerSY miıght al fırst SCCI1 pPara-
doxical: tOo PTFESCIVC openıng salvatıon, long ASs Christian sal-
vatıon, for non-Christlans. ugustine probably denı1ed the salva-
tıon of SOTINC “ vıirtuous pagans, ” though hıs antı-Pelagıan definıtion of

o€es requıre hım {Oo deny that theır havıng ear‘ of hrıs
provıdes them EXCUSC for not belıeving (see hıs remarks the
Sıdonlans and Iyrıans In praed. San and perseu.). But that SAalllc

definıtion den1ıes Chriıstians, SVER infants, also an Yy CGXACUSC for not
rece1ving In short, Augustine’s recastıng of the CONTLrOVeErSY in
terms of COUu ave een motivated In part by desıre 18 keep

balance between the instıtutional and the personal, eavıng OPCH
dırect ACCESS God

€); COUTSC, ıt W as almost inevıtable that the theme of od’s
would gel drawn ınto 1sputes ou the damnatıon of unbap-

tized infants and In fact the top1cs had ou already een inter-
Wwıne: followıng Paul Augustine hıimself 1s paınfully of the
seemıng Inconsistency of infant damnatıon ıth human iıdeals of Jus-
tice, and especlally nvoked In the Case of infants of Chrıistian fam-
iılıes. I0 hıs credıit, he confronted thıs problem dırectly, that the
appeal agaınst human merits, however dangerous, W as the only ONC of
hıs solutions that Can be taken ser10usly (see ‘“ Sem1-Manıchae1sm ”
below). He cshould aVe eft ıt at that

As ıth much else In hıs antı-Pelagıanısm, thıs den1al of
human meriıt would almost certamly ave een condemned hereti-
cal: if he had not een able skallfully LO Justiıfy ıt irom the wrıtings
of Paul See the PAaASSasc EeI0O0W from erdqd rel 14427 for hıs OW

earher ‘“ orthodox ” of hOW destructive 18 OUT ordınary WaYy of
thınkıng of ourselves and lıviıng human beings WOU be the denaıl
of free 11l and responsıbıilıty and praise and ame On the other
hand, hıs genN1US especılally cshows in hıs efforts LO make vırtue of
thıs “Heres Y He makes plausıble Case that eT “Ways” of lıfe.
whether Jewısh agan, CVCNMN of the phılosophers, AT Pelagran
In substituting self-Jjustification for justifiıcation, and that self-
Justiıficatiıon Can easıly weaken CONCEIVINZ of oneself Just rather
makıng oneself Just Still, however CasS Y al the lowest COIM-

INO  a} denomiınator of ““orthodoxy ” guaranteed by the polıceman
ther the butcher Just oOWnN the street, and ne s  E ne1ghbor, Heart
of Darkness that nOoTLt be LOO qU1C LO SCOTN it

As fınal poin baptısm, cshould ote ıts paradoxıcal role
in both sustamıng and Tinally virtually undermining antı-Pelagi1anısm.
Ihe obvıous reflection that humans know hat dispensatıon
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actually 15 surely WOU SOOMN ave ead SOTINC SO of COmMpromI1se,
WeIC ıt not for thıs seemıng proo of Hıs actıvely and openly COIMN-

demnıng souls, SOTIIC of them wıthout anı y personal SIN of theır OW

Even LNOTC troublıng, the condemnatıon applıes 1a(011 Just 18 unspecıfied
indıvıduals but 118 ole class of souls, and almost open-ende
class, unless SOTIIC WAaYy of efinıng ıts closure 1s OUnNn: The softenıng
VaguCNCSS 15 SONC that allowed to A4ASSUTMNE that there 15 SOTINC hıdden
though comprehensı1ble Justice al work In Most roublıng of all,
ıt 1s 187011 ere ıth the ANSWCTI LO Sımplicı1anus concernıng Rom 9,
question of unıdentifi1ed and hypothetical souls (except for sau), but

class of identifiable and actual souls; m1g Sa y oday, the
CWS5 has een ‘“personalızed. ”

Is ıt not here, LHNOITIC than in simpl 2 that the decısıve turn in
Augustine’s posıtıon OCcurred, and turn,9 that he W ds

longer ıIn Hrm control of? Note, In the diıscussıon of eiblerT1 s L’Altro
gZ0ostino elow, the assumption that Augustine’s antı-Pelag1anısm
entaıls the unıversal condemnatıon of pagans. Almost certamly, he

intended such implicatıon NOT sanctıoned ıt Yet ıt MaYy ave
een VeETIY dıfficult for hım 118 reject it openly. Baptısm always W ds

requırement ıth huge eXceptions, eing access1ıble hat in Uugus-
tine’s day W ds only tıny minorıty of all wh C VOT 1ve Except
insofar he got ınvolved In antı-Pelag1anısm, that fact W as real
problem for Augustine, whose posıtion always W as that (Chrıstian)
faıth remalıned the Samnlec al ıts COIC, though defined in dıfferent WaYySs
and supporte: by dıfferent ceremonI1les In dıfferent times and places,

arranged by infınıte w1ısdom.
Wıth the present virtual abandonment of infant damnatıon,

m1g it NOTL be better LO acknowledge the allure of Augustine’s antı-
Pelagıanısm be able u  =) decısıvely efmmng and cele-
bratıng hıs SUsSstLAaInable achl1evements efinmg and recommendıng
grace ? 18

The Pelagıans, of COUTSC, dıd nOoTt that they denıed
In fact, ıt 15 CasS Y SaYy that of COUTSC YOU acknowledge and pPray
for help by whatever NAaINC, that ON must ave SOTNC SYINDa-
thy ıth Augustine’s desıre LO make them paY L1NOTEC for ose verbal

James O’Donnell, In Augustine: New Biography (New York Harper-
Collıns, hıs chapter the Pelagıan CONLTOVETSY “ Augustine’s TECA|
Faıilure” and nds ıt 1ıth thıs Judgment: A take thıs late Augustine ser10usly 15
CADOSC hım erit1ic1sm that he 1S fınally unable sustaln, and hI1s partısans and
Opponents of ONMNC part thıs” But surely it 18 due Iınally Augustine
that the CONCcepL of Chrıstian Grace flourıshes far beyond the boundarıes of
learned theologıcal controvers1es.
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acknowledgments, BVn OC Judges hıs attempt enforce SINCeT-
Ity and detect lack of ıt VEILY dangerous an CVCMN pern1c10us path
tOo seft Out What both sıdes dıd W as the question of how

do Justice tOo both and free will, wıthout destroyıng ONC to
favor the other. S o long the problem 15 put that WaYy the Pelagıans,
followıng early Augustine, ave mostly WO  z ın the long term, for
they had SONC far yYOUu Cal ın favorıng wıthout destroyıng
free 111 (m the ungraced). T be SUIC, eIr victory walted s1tua-
t1ıon where the pomIn of 16 W of rel1g10Ns other than ne s  &. OW had
1{8 be recognızed. At an Yy rate, eTre 15 WaYy of statıng the CONLTOVErSY
which cshould most fruntful ıf revive interest In the Pelagıan
CONLrOVEeTSY, but only long 1mprove the or1g1ınal, Dy TE AL-

ıng hoth points of 1e W ıth respectl. What aATC the advantages and
dısadvantages of thınkıng of ne s  7 OW relıg10on the only irue ONC,

of recogn1Z1ıng that others ave equal claıms Tu al least in
the abstract?

Given then that the priıce of had be measured in terms
of other currencles, must them ell 15 s1gnıfıcant that
In DeCC Me  < ugustine not from or1ginal SIN 118 baptısm,
118 rationalıze the sacrament, ASs m1g eXpeclT, but Vice-versa, takıng
hrıst’s establıshment of baptısm the fırm fact and ryıng infer
or1ıginal SIN ıts rationale, and thıs despıte havıng LO make danger-
ously two-edged appeal the Justice of (G0d In argument for infant
damnatıon (11,25) them cast about fo fınd SOTINIC WaY of proving
ıt Just that PCISONS wıthout anı y SIN COMNIC not eternal lıfe but the
wrath of God and AdIC condemned and damned Dy (God wıthout an Yy
SIN, SaY, iıf that not only SIN of theır OW Oommı1ssıon but

5219alsoO wıthout or1ıgınal SIN
er theıir excommuniıicatıon had een accomplıshed, in SE el

DECC 414 6, Augustine rounds off perfectly cıiırcular argu-
ment by acknowledging that Pelagıans do accept baptism but not for
the rıght 164SOMN or1ginal SIN (see also HAA He NO eels
SCCHIE enough In managıng hıs readers mi1srepresent elagıans
rejecting or1gınal SIN per10d, E VEn 1ie quoting the transcrıpt of Cae-
estius trıal In Carthage and the book Caelestius .  openly submuitted

7 osımus in Rome (11,6,6), both of 1C Show clearly that hat the
Pelagıans rejected Was traducı1anısm, not ofiginel SIN PCI ave

‘ Jam NULIC uldeant 1st1, qua justıitla uel Conentur adserere 1NON ad ultam
aeternam, sed ad 1Tam De1 pertinere ei i1udıcarı diuinıtus damnarı homiınes, quı
SINE peccato sunt, S1 quemadmodum proprium ıta nullum ın e1s est et1am or1ginale
p
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cıted the latter above 18 support Caelestius claım Carthage that
or1ıgınal SIM traduce W as 1a(811 then ogma

PaASSaSC he quotes from Caelestius’ book submuıtted /.0S-
1IMUSs 15 worth cıtıng OTMNIC of the best SUTVLIVINS statements of eIr
OW of the INall mouLve of Pelagıanısm al least LO the etters
of Prosper an Hılary In S el DEeECC I1 he 15 quoted
acknowledging that nfants should be baptızed for TEINISS1ON of
S1115 nOot 118 ımply dıfferent 1N: of baptısm but ıth the PTO-
150 that those S1115 aATC nOoTLt fraduce for that WOU ascrıbe them

nature and not to ıll and ame them the Creator of
INan nature

It safe ıdentify the INalın moLIve of the Pelagıans the
CONTLrOVerSY ıth Augustine defense of free ll but such WaYy
AS to defend themselves from the charge of denyıng other
words exactly the anı Manıchae1sm SCI111 pelagıanısm of early
ugustine shall SCC hether theır interes Was SINCECIC

only part of theır self defense difficult SaYy, and better left
unworried for ave only theır words DY, and noTt Man y of
them We certamly CannotTt TUS Augustine thıs eIr interes

W as 187011 profound Augustine but whose 1s °
Almost certamly hat attracted hostile attention W ds nOoTt the

defense of free ıll ıtself unless they inıt1ated the CONLrTOVETSY, but
theır unıversalısm the implıcatıon of theır defense of free ıll that the
ustice of (J0d that all 1981501 of anı y iime place ave free
cho1ice of avoldıng damnatıon hether thıs unıversalısm W as theır
I11aln moLve only implıcatıon of theır eachıng free ll
perhaps even iımplıcatıon drawn by theır eNEINICS 15 hard 1{8 SaY,

the iragmentary nature of theır documents What

“In 1 a=}  OrK autem peccatorum baptızandos infantes 110  = 1dcırco diximus
ut peccala raduce firmare uldeamur quod longe catholico NSUu alıenum est
Quı1a peccatum 1O  - CU: homiıne NnasC1ı quod postmodum exXxercetur ab homıne qUu1d4
1910)81 naturae delictum sed uoluntatıs SSC monstratur Et illud CT SO confıter1 CONSZTUUM

diuersa Baptısmatıs CNCra facere uldeamur el hoc TaCMUNITC NECCESSAaI1UMM est

PCI mYystern OCCAS1ONEIN ad Creator1is malum antequ am Hat ab homıne
tradı dıcatur homiını PCI naturam Ihe phrase traduce does NnOL precisely f1it the
cContext of the Pelagıan CONLTOVeErSY It ell known that ugustıne though

the OC hand that the ifransmı1ıssıon of the soul TOmM the parent(s) and ultımately
TOM Adam would better rationalıze h1s conception of or1g1inal S11} the other hand
W as Wa of commıtung or1ginal S1171 that OM  ( vehicle (see for example 143

Marcellınus an 166 Jerome.) Caelestius defines traduce here well
enough for PUTrPDOSCS thıs ‚Y >‚ and note that S 111 human nature CTISUS

S11 the human wıll does precisely reflect the terms used Augustine nı Man-
ichaean polemi1cs an! presumably explains the iımplicatiıon of Caelestius remark
about Augustine present
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do ave Shows 21 desıre fo SAaVeC hosts of pagans, ıt mıght be
safer fo Sa y that theır maın CONCETN W as the Justice of God

Ihe motive of theır enemles 15 easler tOo9 ou it W ds

1a(011 the defense of Iree ıll PCI S but the implıcatıons the r_
t10NS. whichever, of the possı1ıbılıty of salvatıon outsıde of Chrıistianıty
that made the attack, counter-attack, the Pelagıans SCCII] WIN-
na  S: to degree that such complex and subjective concept

could As Augustine PULtS ıt In SE el Iib arb 13125 e ] lege
Lustitid, CYSO Christus gratis OFrTUUS est S1 natura lustıtıa, CIQO
Christus gratis MOTrLUUS est  27 Ep 186 : Paulino. L4 Iınally pPUtSs the
implications of Pelagıus’s startıng ıth the of general nature

accurately: ..  ut uldelicet aecCc intellegatur doctore 1DSO gratia Deı,
qUaAC Paganıs A Chrıstianı1s, IMp1S eft P1S, fidelibus atque nfıdelı-
bus COommunIls est  27 But must face huge paradox contradıction
here.; due {O the dıstortions in hıs doctrine of Augustine s
involvement in the Bıshops antı-Pelag1anısm caused. It 1S obvıously
far INOTEC Augustine than the caut1o0ous and orthodox Pelagıus who

salvatıon 18 both sıdes of the ast [WO diısjunctions, and probably
In the Cases of the Pagan/Chrıstian dısjunction ell

In fact, In DF el DeCC L3  ’  ’ of VYCar ater, Uugus-
tine W dads {O CEMNSUTC Pelagıus for granting SOTT of gener1Cc advantage
tOo st1ans VT non-Christlians, claımıng that amounted fo sayıng
that Christians merıted 9 though the cContext clearly Shows that
elagıus, followıng the antı-Manıchaean, sem1-pelagıan Augustine,
W as counting the of Creatıiıon the unmerıted Inıtıum gratiae.
ertre aic [WO fundamental problems ıth CONCcepL of responsı1-
ble for ese contradıctilons.

Augustine clearly understands that he cCannotTt SIımply destroy the
Concept of merit, whether agaınst the language of the agaınst
unıversal human values. He allows meriıt back in after the 1Irs
ıth hıs dıstiınction between operatıve and cooperatıve grace. Conse-
quently, hıs argumen ıth Pelagıans 0Ug fo focus the Inıtıum
gratiae. But ıth SOINC eXceptions, SCC, he sımply squashes
theır PTOCCSS of flat, gnoriıng ıts stages, rendering most of hıs
attack them, for Oose who expect hıgh standard of argument, OMNC

ast eıther/or fallacy, either merni1t.
As for the other problem, Can crediıt Augustine’s areful

analysıs ıth ralsıng thıs question: whether there 1s SOTIIC fundamental
contradıction between the concept of unmerited and the concept
of Christian STACC (at least ıf that exclusıvely Chrıistian grace)
One mMay alrly SaYy that he dıd a(011 adequately address thıs problem;
he eıther dıd not notice that it had een raısed, pretended not On
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the other hand, ave egun notice, Augustine probably
ruled out the salvatıon of ose WOU normally thınk of NOMN-

1st1ans, hıs COMNCETN rather eing define all salvatıon Christian
salvatıon. Perhaps, g1ven hıs tiımes, that 15 the most should eXpectT,
excepting of COUTSC always hıgher qualıty of argument, WO of
hıs OW grea abilıties

I here dIiICc al eas [WO substantıal in Augustine’s attacks
that do SCCIN fo c<sShow elagıus asserting the unıversalıty of ACCcess

salvatıon for ıts OW sake and noTt Just unıversal implıcatıon of
iree ll 'The fırst, Irom nal el ST 2’ E} nOoTt uolte, SInCe it 15
long and nOoTLt certamly quotatıion from Pelagıus. do ıth the
Latın texti of the Nuova Bıblioteca Agostiniana and the [WO recent

Englısh translatıons in The Fathers of the Church and The Works of
St Augustine serl1es, 16 puL quotation marks around the passasc,
takıng ıt dırect quotation from Pelagıus’s De NALIUFra But the Latın
eXIs of Patrologia Latına and of SEL ave such marks, thus
presumably ıng the words Augustine’s, though probably SUTN-

marızıng Pelagıus’s posıtıion. And the ambıgu1lty o€es not StOp etTe
The discussıon above of ugustine’s unusual argument from baptısm
18 or1ıginal SIN (rather than vice-versa), Vıa arıng that (G0d
COU noTt Justly condemn nfants ıth SINS of theır OW. unless they
WeTiIC nfected ıth or1ıgınal S1nN, and especılally the passSasc quoted from
DeECC Me  — L}  L3  E} f compared carefully ıth the PassSasc under COIN-

sıderatıon, all ShOoWwW that it COU CXPICSS Augustine s OW posıtıon.
10 be SUTC, ugustine immediately responds that ıf such salva-

t1on of those wh heard of hrıst 15 poss1ıble then °Christ has
dıed aın  99 us transformıng Hıs 1ssıon to SAVC all] LIICH into the
rationale for the damnatıon of many) But the passSasc contaıns nothıng
that Augustine 0€Ss not also 1rmMm We Cannot impute an y specı1al
credıit ame LO Pelagıus early SOUTCC of deısm: ıf
{O call elagıus “ de1st” then chall ave call ugustine (and 187011

Just early Augustine) deı1ist also. They both gel theır “de1sm, “ such
it 1S, from the Saillc safe SOUTCEC the “TACis: of the Old 1 estament ASs

interpreted Dy Paul, especılally in Hebrews and Romans. Augustine
also, and CVen after turning agaınst Pelagius, acknowledges the salva-
tıon NOT only of ancıent Hebrews, SOTIIC under the natural law, but also
of SOTNC noTt Hebrews SucC. Job, Ahazuerus /Artaxerxes,“' and the

Augustine cıtes diısprove Pelagıanısm instantaneous CONversi1ons supposedly
somewhat lıke hıs O W: in which God resisting mınd, such Paul’s
that of Ahazuerus/Artaxerxes In the addıtıons the o0k of Esther (Chapter 1 cıted
In el DeECC 1,.24,25). Let Just note in passıng that Augustine’s allegorical
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inhabıtants of Nıneveh); SCC for example, A el DeCC ÖOr 11,.24,28-
26,30 Even after turnıng agaınst the Pelagıans, for Augustine ıt 1S nol
lımıtations of time place that rule Oout 1stian salvatıon: rather,
he places ıt beyond the reach of human free 11l whatever the tiıme

place, when, that 1S, he 15 statıng hıs ultımate defense agaınst Seml-
Pelagıanısm. We could read the passagc In question Augustine s
OW posıtıon, f take it setting hıs doectrine of orıginal SIN
an the subsequent absence of an y g0o0od In human wiılls prıo0r
D these topıcs eing the subject of the surroundıng paragraphs of
Na  — el Sr

In fact, ere 1S unusual twıst here;: ıt 1S maınly after wrıting
simpl., the supposed turnıng pomnt defeating free all in the ane of
9 that Augustine publiıcly affırms the poss1bılıty of the salvatıon
of pagans, In C 102 (Contra paganos) It 1S ıf determminıng that
all salvatıon 1S Chrıstıan, that 1S, inıtiated by the of Christ,
that an y perplexı1ty of multi-cultural salvatıon 1S avolıded, IS hat
freed Augustine acknowledge the salvatıon of SOME pagans.

If fınd ıt puzzle that the early antı-Manıchaean Augustine
W as less OPCH In vindıcatıng the fIree cho1ice of salvatıon in pagans
ECVECIMN he vindıcated free choice ın general, the anıswelr May be
that he dıd not want jeopardıze the latter by pushıng ıt into dan-
SCIOUS pa In Merd rel ere 1S statement that MaYy help {O explaın
thıs puzzle an perhaps much MOTC; ıt OCCUTS ın the context of
asserting the conventional theologıcal rationale for free wıll, an
domg in the cContext of or1gınal SIN {f.) ° But although God
heals souls in SOTT of WaYy adapted tOo the partiıcular CIrcum-
STtances of the times, arranged Dy Hıs wondertful wısdom but these
AIC not be discussed, only the P10US and the perfect

readıng of Artaxerses’ sudden change of attıtude OV! iInterna er occulta, mirabiıliı
ineffabili potestate operarı Deum insens1ıble the lıterary skıll lav-

ished the A  a  C and behavıor of Ester, and perhaps her skıll, Causecs for
the change. Augustine’s argument would Iso SCCINMN require that such COonvers10ons
al least be typıcal. Thomas denies that Paul’s COonversion 18 typıcal; In fact he char-
acter1zes ıt miraculous, unlıke mMmost (ST;1a2ae; 113 10) In fact, Augustine’s
‘“ convers1on ” (ıf he be sald NT: have left Chrıstianıty, agalnst the Catholıc
Church) much closer homas’s aCCoOouUuntT of ‘“ external” habıts being gradually
internalızed anı deepened than Paul’s CONnvers1on. The dramatıc in the garden
W ds nOot CONversiıon Christianıty, but ascet1c1sm, AWAY TOM the world theory
of must be adapted ıts lıyıng CoOontexL. Augustine’s, arısıng TOmM the aDC of
adult CONvers1ons TOM paganısm, had be adapted fıt ADC such Thomas’s,
11O long thoroughly Christianızed. Our OW ASC has rendered ‘ Augustinian ” COMNVCI-

S10ONS relevant agaln, though mMan Yy of them AWaY TOmM Christianity novel fanat-
ical vers10ns of relıg10n, includıng Christian.
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nevertheless ıIn WAaY I1NOTEC beneficent dıd He sShow Car 6 for the
human 1AGE than when. the Word Wd S made flesh and dwelt
H$  27’

If posıt personal doectrine of of Augustine’s OW
in distinction from the ONMNC he proclaımed publıcly al the request
of hıs fellow bıshops behalf of the Church, anı OW OUT-

selves LO speculate about that sılent and vanıshed doctrine, ıt 15
al least poss1ble that the maın dıfference between Augustine and
elagıus 15 that Augustine believed that the interests of the
Church rule out public dıscussion of the possıble non-exclusıivıty of
ı1sllan salvation. So far that, ıf 1S poss1iıble that the eadıng Pela-
g1ans Iso accepted that caution, untıl ‘“ outed” Dy indıscreet enemles.

The authenticıty of Augustine’s dırect quotatıion of the second
“unıversalıst ” PaASSasicC from Pelagıus (1ıdentified hıs ın C Pel
EK21:39) INOTEC certaın. Its context 1s also instructive: ef

DeCC 11,.24,28 appeals the ardene: version of antı-Pelagı1anısm
WOU eXpect er the condemnatıon of Pelagıus and Caelestius.

It 15 ONC and the Samnlec al in the incarnatıon and death and UT-

rection of 1st, that 15 the only salvatıon and requıred of all 189101

(even ıf noTt offered all), CVOCIMN for the saınts mentioned not
mentioned in the Old JTestament, including anı y non-Hebrews such
Job Furthermore, the that 1S absolutely before an Yy human
merıit, not necessarıly, however, before al y human aCTSs of wıll, for
in 24,29 he repealts h1s famılıar “sem1-pelagıan ” version of the func-
tı1ıon of the Law sShow people that they could nOoLt be Justifıed by
law, whether of nature the wrıtten LaW, that they WOUu ask
God for help hıs aCCOUNT of law eadıngz the of Chrıst
before Christ probably enabled Ihomas’s “implicıt” faıth, the al
nOoTLt explıcıtly Christian but sufficıent fOo TISL1an salvatıon, and 1ıke
ıt operales far Caln tell naturally agalnst, ell A,
supernaturally. Consequently, if anythıng Pelagıus’s version (26,30),
In that before Chriıst salvatıon W ds avaılable through Hıs
dıiscıpuli, aAaDPCAaIs LUNOIC conventjonally “ orthodox ” than Augustine’s,
In “dıvıdıng the times’”:

Let us nof then, 1ıke elagıus and hıs dıscıples, dıvıde the tiımes,
sayıng that INCI had fırst 1ve'! Just from nature, then under the
Law thırdly under 9 “Irom nature, ” that IS startıng from

Sed CUu omn1ıbus modis medeatur anımıs Deus PITO temporum opportunıitat1-
Dus, qUaC mira saplentla 1US ordiınantur, de quıbus aut ON est tractandum, Aauft inter
p10s perfectosque tractandum Sst; nullo modo beneficentius consulut gener1 humano,
qU am G Verbum aAr factum est el habıtauit In nobis (16,30)
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Adam, that vVCILYy long ASC when the Law had not yel een gıven.
Ihey SaY, °° KOr then the (reator W as recognized Dy the kal of
1CaSOll, and how OC should lıve W as carrıed wrıtten In the heart,
nOTt the wrıtten Law but the law of nature But CUusStoms and morals
became corrupted, ” they M 0)  „ “when nature 110 orroded egan
not suffice, the Law W as nature; Dy 1t, as by fıle, the
Tust W as polıshe aWaY and nature restored ıts priıstine brıghtness.
But afterwards, ” thus they 9 “the of sinnınz 11878 much
prevalled, for curıng 1C the law had fOO lıttle strength. hrıs
then Came, ASs the physıcıan himself, Dy hıs OW NCC, and nOoTt
Just hrough hıs assıstants, rellieve desperate disease. 337273

The only dıfference Caln fınd between the L{WO that m1g be
ımplıed (n 15 that the Law operates through Paulıne FG GISC psychol-
OSY In Augustine and presumably straıghtforwardly in Pelagius.“ But
Anı y adequate psychology surely must include both law must operate
straıghtforwardly before ıt Can operate Dy TE VGISE psychology.

hıs MNZS {O ına point about maın mot1ives, ımportan
ONC that neve  eless mMust be reated LOO briefly: sympathıes change
radıcally ASs look al thıs CONLTOVETISY from changıng perspectives.
So long Augustine sticks the psychology of9 he mostly has
the best of ıt, especlally in appealıng Paul But when ave fo
contemplate God carefully and CVON ovıngly creating human soul

P Non 1gıtur, sıcut Pelagıus el 1US discıpuli, tempora dıu1damus, dicentes pPT1-
INU Uu1lx1isse 1ustos homınes natura, deinde sub lege, tert10 sub oratla. ExX natura,
sc1ılıcet ab dam tam longa aetale, qua lex nondum Tat data “ enım ”, alunt,
“ duce ratione cognoscebatur Creator, eit quemadmodum esse‘ uluendum, scr1ptum
gerebatur in cordıbus, 1O]  —_ lege lıtterae, sed naturae Verum ultlatıs moOr1bus, Inquı1unt,
ubı coepıit L1ON sufficere natura 1am decolor, lex e1 addıta esL, qUua, uelut lıma, fulgori
pristino detrıta rubıgine redderetur. Sed pOosteaquam nımla, sıcut disputant, peccandı
consuetudo praeualuıt, CUu1 sanandae lex Parum ualeret Christus aduenıt, el (amquam
morbo desperat1ssımo, ON PCI discıpulos, sed PCI 1psum medicus 1pse subuenit. ”
We cshould observe al least [WO addıtıional points of interest here (IHrthe reference
KRom 27-16 the gentiles who have the law wrıtten theır hearts and (2) ela-
g1US’s vers1ion of or1g1inal SIN, probably taken TOM early Augustine.

It 15 not untıl later (ep 1 6,17-18) that Augustine 11l succeed separatıng
hıimself TOM sem1-Pelagıans thıs poımnt, though only implicate hımself In sem1-
pelagıanısm LLOIC ımportant pomnt. He speculates, asserts, that before Hıs COI-

ıng the esh and indeed startıng wıth Adam and Eve, the to-be-incarnated hrıst (he
must aVO1d the implied unıversalısm of cıtıng the LOgOs here) AL11Cc down °P. spırıt  »”
ad ULrOSque /malos el bonos] admonendos, ul alıı ad salutem UUMam cCrederent, alır ad
DOECNAM Uam HO:  \ crederent, IDSE ulıque HO  > In arn  P sed In spirıtu uentebat, MULSLS
CONZFULS alloquens, qQUOS uolebat, SicCut uolebat. We Cal be much LLIOTC confident of
the Pelagıans’ desıre blame the ungraced than of theır desıre SAVC them they
WCIC Orl1genists. So Augustine’s blamıng of the unbehevıng here, and the Context
of theır faılure respond Chrıist’s admonıitıions, ımplıes that those who do heed
«10)881° merı1ting STACC, Nı h1ıs argument thıs effect in sımpl. 1,2,8
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ıth the PUTDOSC of sending ıt 18 eternal agONY, not because respecting
iıts reedom choose, but V1a denyıng ıt the reedom LO choose,
Augustine’s posıtıon becomes all but untenable, and SVn appealıng

Paul 0€Ss hım lıttle g0o0d thıs pDo1In Hıs OW and hIs followers
mpts, SvVEnNn al the COST of self-contradıction, that the
ungraced somehow meriıt em ack of vırtually acknowledge
that reprobatıon Canno be made acceptable ıIn theologıcal terms, that
IS! consıstent ıth the Justice of God, however cConvincıng irom
psychologıical perspective. TIhe abılıtıes of the Pelagıans dıd nNOL 1N1CAas-

UuUTe Augustine’s, but ıt must be admıtte: that they gradually
forced hım NnNtiOo such ground.

er Augustine s death, osper compıle [WO 1STS of charges
made Dy elagıans agamst Augustine’s destroyıng of free ll V1a PIC-
destinatıon. osper trıes, usually vaın eXcept for keeping aI-
9 to anıswer them Probably fallıng into the Pelagıans’ trap, he
SCVOCN anathematızes them, generally in introduction and specıfiıcally

SOTNC One of ese 1S that, accordıng Augustine, (GG0d SCS

SOTIIC (the ungrace ASs SC1 VE the ends of the chosen.? Despıite
Prosper’s indıgnant den1al, ıt 15 CasS Y fınd eviıdence for thıs charge,
such DETSEV. 8,18 praed. 6,32-33, and In fact early
sımpl. 1,.2,18 Prosper’s revulsıon from the 1dea, CVCIN though hıs dıffer-
CI166 from Augustine IS cosmetic, ShoOows how far ugustine Was from
winnıng the W ar GVn after the defeat of elagıus and Caelestius

But let INETIC opınıon make WaYy for the question ıtself. Ihe Pela-
g1an CONTLrOVEeTSY, revived AaSs ıt oUg to ave been, asks ese QUCS-
t10Ns: Is ıt poss1ble rationalıze reprobatıon, faced onestly and
ırectly? If nOoL, hat Ollows

Semi-Manichaeism: dam 1ed ave God irom Sın

One of Augustine s gre strengths 1S hıs facılıty In argument,
but ıt Can be weakness 118078) He shows LO0 much tolerance for self-
contradıction, fondness for paradoxX, ıf YOU prefer. ome of thıs 15
forced hım by the Ccircumstances of hıs times. Relıgi0ns nse and
develop in partıcular time and place, and when anı y of them aspıre

unıversalıty and that 1S5 taken Imply exclusıvıty In truth, apolo-
g1sts l face dıfficulties in definıng that unıversalıty. Most embar-

NSwers the Objections of the Gauls and Answer the Vıncentian Artıcles
In Prudentius De Letter, S: (trans.), Prosper of Aquitaine: Defense of SE Augustine
(Westminster, Newman, See Objection of the former.
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rassıng perhaps 15 Augustine’s repeated turnıng of Tım into the
26tautology that (G0d desıires 18 SAaVC all iINCN whom he desıires fo SAaVC

DECC Me  - ’  * he cıtes Christ’s 1ssıon SAaVC all mankınd
agaınst iıtself “ Sıne ista CI SO regeneratione Saluos ın aeternum

paruulos fer1 qU1s audeat adfırmare, Lamquam NON PTO e1Is MOTTIUUS sıt
1STUS —_- (“ Who WOU are claım that wıthout the rebirth |of bap-
t1sm| lıttle 1NCS COUu attaın eternal salvatıon, ıf hrıst dıed not for
the

Gaetano Lettier1, in h1ıs assıve and monumental 1 AHrO
Agostino, provıdes useful formula for classıfyıng interpretations of
ugustine , or1ginal SIN and free will.?’ It must be evıdent that
the present ABITCCS ıth hım In holdıng that Dy SOTIIC pomnt
change Occurred rendering Augustine’s ater antı-Pelag1anısm 1IrTeCON-
cılable ıth hat went before ıt On the other hand, thıs aCCOUNT 1N!'
much I1NOTEC continulty than he between the [WO Augustines. He fiınds
such decisiıve and definıtive Tea between “l Sscopertla della grazla
ndebiıta predestinata In Simplicianum 27 and 6Ela platonızzante
teologıa” that went before that he spends much time refuting detaıls
of the tradıtional chronology which WOU SCCI1 fo we1g agaınst
dec1isıve iu  = al that poımnt. But 1f the wrıtings pr10T fo sımpl ShOW
* arcaıca de]l ‘superfic1ale‘’ respettLo alla$ rıvoluzionarıa
dottrina grazla ” and “11 mınımMoa accenno ” 18 1t, by hat S1ZNS
dIiIC assured that sımpl 1S I1NOTC SsIncere and ser1o0us ?2S And hat
about simpl. 1,1 “ archaılc ” answer the tırst question, about Rom SE
Is noTLt the evıdence better for the trıal of Caelestius A4s forcıng eC1-
S1ION tempor1ızıng Augustine? SCVCN then, 0€Ss he not cContem-

plate compromıse ıIn SDUF. el Iatt. Are the questions involved CaS y
ansSsSWeT that cCannot understand and CVCI chare desıre LO defer

them? So far oSse who WOU make sem1-Pelagıan Ouf of (late)
Augustine, ıt 1S irue that they WOU be overlookıng h1s intentions,
unless they acknowledged eır OW part In the transformatıon. But

Prosper 1S often referred havıng broken wıth Augustine thıs cruc1al poımnt,
but al MOSst he be saı1d PUL g00d ShOowW, the tıtle ıtself: De uHOCatione
omnıum gentium. Chapters 0-12 of ook One provıde much amusementT, yYOoUu watch
h1Is futıle struggle fınd INOTC acceptable WaYy of parsıng the tautology. Ihey provıde
instruction ell Ihe or1g1nal SIN, speak, of Augustine’s concept of or1g1inal SIN
15 that, the Context of the Pelagıan CONLTOVEeTSY, it W ds invoked enforce Chrıistian
exclusıvıty, and yYOUu gel beyond that, eXcept DY. takıng 11CW Start.

Ermeneutica retorıica della 2Frazla dalla CFLSL metamorphostı del De doctrina
chrıstiana. TrescI1a: Morcellıana, 2001

For the quotations, SCC PaAsc For the argumen about chronology, SCC Chap-
fer I1wo Ihe complaınt about Augustine’s mınımal and superfic1al nods toward
sound exactly lıke Augustine’s complaınts about Pelagı1us!
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er all, ıf the Church has In effect condemned reprobatıon, hat else
in SeErlOuUs fact and in honest logıc 1Ss left of hıs antı-Pelagı1anısm? And
hat 15 the ultlımate impliıcatıon of Lettier1’s rıdiıculing of them esides
the admıtted fun of ıt)? hat the Church cshould condemn ıts condem-
natıon of reprobatıon ? ÖOr, the CONTLrarY, that ıt cshould condemn
Augustine sem1-Manıchaean heretic 729

In SUu: etiller1ı s posıtıon several points 1S perfect for
iılluminatıng comparıson ıth thıs 9 whiıichever 1S cCorrect. (T If
thıs 1S COrrect about Augustine’s acquaıntance ıth the problems
raısed Dy Paul al least d early aASs hıs time ıth the Manıchae-
ans, Lettier1 aılure recogn1ıze that, z ıt ser10usly, Caln be SCCHN

{O ead far 11978 sharp break between Augustine s antı-Pelagı1anısm
and whatever exactly it 1S that Lettier1 OPDOSCS 18 ıt €2) On pasc S47
of the ote Rottmanner, Lettier1 aAaDPCAaIS that doctrine of
Augustine s that belhlies reconcıle hım ıth sem1-Pelagıan-
1Sm 1S ““quella dell’unıversale condanna de1 paganı. ” If Lettier1 Can

demonstrate anı y such doctrine In Augustine, he should do ere
1S question that ugustine s antı-Pelagıan doctrine of O€Ss
not granit tOo pagans an y BGXACUSC for havıng ear of hrıst, Just
4S ıt 0€Ss 9(011 an y EXCUSC an y ONC how COUuU ıt, after CONMN-

demnıng unbaptızed infants? and he certamly o€es nOoTt promıse SPC-
c1al hope for salvatıon of all Virtuous pasans, Just he O€eSs not PTOIN-
1se such hope VIrtuous aNYONC. But all of that 1S far from doctrine
of unıversal condemnatıon of pagans. Unless etiher1ı Can fınd such
proof, he cshould consıder hat Gross1 remıinded of that Paul’s
inclusıon of the Old Testament in the sacred StOTY makes for rather
sıgnıfıcant qualifications of Paul’s OW exclusıonary aCCOUNT in
Romans. See ote above. And let Lettier1 COMIDAIC nal el F Q
(dıscussed al length Just above ıIn Maın otıves” ıth the end of
na  > el Sr 67,81, where he ends the Dy approvıng quotation
from Iib arb ıng posıtıon indıstiınguıshable from the OIIC of Pela-
Q1US he egan Dy findıng heretical. Is not thıs human fıgure, STrUug-
glıng, sometimes in Vvaın, organıze hıs eelıngs and make hıs
mınd, much INOTC interesting and behevable figure than unhesıtat-
ıng and infallıble dıspenser of definıtive dogma? And perhaps wI1iser
ONC, 100

The antı-Manıchaean vindıcations of Iree ıll that caused
Augustine embarrassment later WeIC NO thoughtless utterances prıor
readıng Paul OT 18 thınkıng about and ‘“or1ginal SIN  297 He WOU

dee; In L’Altro Agostino, 544-549 °“ Nota [bibliographica] Xl Contra
Rottmanner: alcune interpretazion! “semipelagiane ” dı Agostino.”
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ave become acquamnted ıth al] of the elements of hıs Varıo0ous theo-
ries of ell before eavıng the Manıchees: the later develop-
men of hıs teachıng WeTC earrangements of those elements, ın

18 frıends ell opponents (ıf could define 1C
WEeTC which!). In fact {[WO of those elements aATC almost certaınly

the Varıous motives 1C led LO hıs Conversıon 88 Man-
ichae1ısm. One would be the question of the nature of God, especılally
in the context of accounting for the ex1istence of evıl, theır clearıng
God of an Yy responsıbilıty for evıl eing attractıve ıf short-sıghted
solution. And then ere 1s hıs lıfe-long fascınatıon ıth the mınd OT

ll divıded agaınst tself, both attracted but rebelliıng agaınst the
g00d the Law hıs atter, the COrnerstion! of Western psychology,
1S perhaps the 6ESSCIICE of the uncontroversial contrıibution Chrıstian-
1ty of the elagıan CONtroOVerSY.

Augustine’s in written ttacks 1S 0)  en, but 18(011 always, to
Manichaeı1sm rıval relıgıon to Christianıty, and not

sect of Chrıistianıty, but al least LWO of hıs Manıchee opponents, FOr-
unatus and Faustus, strongly resist thıs attempt and instead portray
theır relıg10n the irue because Paulıne version of Christianıity, the
ONC 1C accurately reflects Paul’s ‘“rejJection ” of the Law and of the
601d’7 Jestament and hıs explanatıon for the SOUTCEC of evıl in the
‘Old” “fl Sh_ly” man  S, chall ave {O leave {O eXperts in that 1e
18 g1ve authorıitatiıve aCCount of the versıion of Paul ugustine Was

lıkely tOo ave goltten both before and er hıs Conversion LO Man-
ichae1sm, but it 1kely that under the Manıiıchees he WOU
ave goltien thorough-gomng privilegıng of VT free will; that
would S©ER1IMN follow irom hIis almost single-minded emphasıs
theır destroyıng of free wıll, in hıs reaction agaınst them

ugustine s break ıth the Manıchees requıred hım LO fınd
alternatıve SOUTCC for evıl, neıther independent force of Darkness
1OT in the good Creator (hıs Manıchee opponents claımed-that 1S the

These themes mi1ght SCCI1I antıcıpate the millenarıan interpretations of aul
durıng medieval Christianity and durıng 17 cCentury England, and in Wılliam lake
So far “ Christlanızed” version of Manıchae1sm, al least in North Afrıca, Gross1’’s
discussıon of the stages of inıt1atıon into Christianıty, vıa preparatıon for baptısm,
iıllustrated In the wrıtings of Augustine, reveals the UsScC of SOINC of the Samnec terms
in Manıiıchae1ism, such ‘ Audıtors” and ‘“Elect: SCC pagc 331 of the referred

above. Ihe artıcle ‘“ Manıcheism Augustine through the Ages asserTts that
recent research NO points Chrıstianıty the maın influence Maniıchaelsm.
Augustine does force h1is anıchee opponents ONTIO the ground of theır NOMN-

Chrıistian mythology, such theır theologıcal dualısm, but Fortunatus almost
unfamılıar ıth the matter, and aAapPCars aft the en! promise CONvert Catholicısm
it hıis super10rs CcCanno Augustine’s objections.
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explanatıon Catholı1ics eft wıth) had be the uman wiıll, and
fact, to SCpar. ate clearly from theır conceptions both of and of God,
ıt must be the umanfree all When, nearly of cen later,
Augustine decıded {o sanctıon and tOo rationalıze the appeal of the
Church al Carthage that complex of salvatıon exclusıvely Chrıs-
tıan, of or1gınal SIN, and of infant damnatıon, the trıal of Caelestius,
that leaves Adam ASs the only uman exemplar of free all priıor fo STACE

hıttle knowledge of Augustine’s antı-Manıchaean wrıtings Can
throw 1g not only hıs sem1-pelagıan reaction agaınst them but
hıs partıal reC Manıchae1sm reactiıon agamnst the Pelagıans, Just

the latter charged He W as rıght denYy thıs charge in that he dıd
not re Manıchaean dualıstic eology, but they WeIC rıght in that
he dıd re in effect, to Manıchaean dualıstic anthropology, ıth the
exception of the T1e Oments of am s innocence and free choice,
before hıs fall, thus putting immense (more than it Can SUS-

taın?) thıs vanıshıngly short beginnıng of human hıstory. Can that
fleeting moment Justify God in washıng Hıs an of responstbilıty
for savıng those who Canno be saved wıthout Hıs help and saved from
Hıs OW imposed them, for SOTIC elIr only sin?>!

Before rnıng hıs attempt deal ıth that hard question, let
look al hat m1g be the most endurıng of Augustine s posI1tions
9 the ‘“ sem1-pelagıan ” interlude before hıs return 18 “ sem1-

Manıchae1i1sm. ” Hıs attempts refute the Manichees dıd noLt INCAanNl that
he rejected elIr appeal Paul’s crıtique of free ıll and hıs teach-
ng of the of Christ A the only remedy for CONSCQUECNCECS of
am s SIN He does, though, put ıt carefully, refute Manıiıchaean
interpretations of Paul that totally destroy free wıll, EVCN in the
ungraced, that, in er words, insıst total perversity otherwıse
put beyond the free choice.  32 Experts Ca  - probably tell

31 f Augustine does decıde deliberately, instead of casually and ad hoc, aban-
don or1ginal SIN traduce and totally PETVEISC, in hıs cCOommMent the Tyrıans and
Sıdonlans in h1is last wrıitings, in favor of resting all God’s predestinatıon, maybe

glımpse the poss1bıilıty that backıng AaWAY firom Manıchaean anthropology risks
returnıng Manıchaean dualıstic theology. It mMay be eas]ıer accept God’s leavıng
SOTIIC in of total pervers1ity that 1s hıs OW) OCHA, than accept Hıs damnatıon,
before they had chance of avoldıng 1t. of those 1a(0)! entirely despicable. See
’  „ for Augustine’s OW! reasoning l thıs effect.

Granted, the recognıtion of the problem that he W d SOOIMN call ‘“or1ginal SIN  27
15 abrupt the early lıb arb suggest later addıtion. But in the almost COIMN-

temporaneous erd rel he invokes OMO Helius el exterıor el erren (26,49) the
early debate ıth Fortunatus confirms that erso duo ınt enNneErq malorum, DeC-

el (91  H peccatı (13) In short, Augustine the antı-Pelagıan could plausıbly and
‚Ven rightly ]1aım certaın consistency TOom beginnıng end in hıs doectrine of»
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whether eıther the Manıiıchees ugustine 1le under theır influence
OT in fact later, d sem1-pelagıan, held orıgınal SIN be traduce.
But aASs noted above, GVEen In DEeECC HÜCF baptısm Was sed
or1ıginal SIN, not 1C@e And al the least Augustine o€es noTt in the
early wrıitings TEa or1ıgıinal sSinN d settled theologıca. doectrine wıdely
enough accepted 18 preclude the eed for interpretation and expla-
natıon ase human EXPENENCE:

Perhaps the most interesting and sıgnıfıcant, iın influencıng
sem1-pelagıanısm, includıng Ihomas’s of these early treatments of
or1ıgınal SIN 1S In Fort The amılıar order of first and then

1s reversed. 1Io be SUTC there 1S “or1gmal” aspectT,
eXCESSIVE love of pleasure and Consequent endency {O form a
habıts, but the actual loss of free all to bad must be actıyvated
by personal SINS aCTts

3€ NaMqyUcC in nostr1s actıonıbus consuetudıine alıqua
implıcemur, 1berum habemus arbıtrıium facıendiı alıquid, ue] 110  —;

facıend.i. Cum ista lıbertate fecerimus alıquıd, ef factı 1PSIUS
enuerIt anımam pern1c10sa dulcedo eit uoluptas, eadem 1psa SUa CON-
suetudine SIC implıcatur, ut postea ulncere 11011 possıt, quod S1bI Ipsa
peccando fabrıcata est.

The sımılarıty modern theorles of addıction 15 obvıous. hıs
versiıon of or1ıgınal SIN, unlıke hıs antı-Pelagıan vers1ıo0n, clearly SParcs
free 111 the ungraced and CVCIMN allows them be blamed, obvı-
ously and straıghtforwardly, for IncurmmnNg od’s poena.  53 In sımpl.

but analysıs has made clear, that claım 18 NO entirely g0o0d faıth, not
untı! in the last [WO IraCcts he admıtted that he had OMNCEC held the VIEW of an
TEeE 11l NO hıs sem1-Pelagıan Ccr1tics held.

On PaAasc 347 of the work cıted iın note 9’ Vıttorino Gross1 regreit that
his research has not been able Improve much contemporary dısproportion In
treatıng or1g1inal SIN s’insıste sull’aspetto dommatıco del peccato or1ginale,
qualcosa quındı che trascende l’aspetto fenomenolog1co. ” I hose interested ın
nuanced conception of or1ginal SIN instead of doctrinal absolute Can fınd INOTEC of
interest In these early wrıitings. DFOD Rom 38,45, he explicates Paul’s lex DeC-
atı ‘*carnalıs consuetudo. ” More interestingly, in sımpl. BEK he descr1ibes the
O  Fl imposed Adam’s PIOSCHY mortalitas quası secunda nNnatlur«a causıng CON-

CupisCcentia Carpe Diem? which 1s then mole Consuetudinis roborata. Could the
explanatory s1gn1ıf1ıcance of mortalitas be reference, indırectly if nOoTt dırectly, the

PDaASSsasıc In which Arıstotle explaıns reproduction (1n all lıyıng beings including
nts and plants) the aspıratıon of the mortal for immortalıty and the mMoOost ..  nat-

aCT of lıfe, apparently Ven LLLOTEC than nutrıtion, presumably because anythıng
has achleve .. certaın magnıtude ” ere of duratıon) be s1gnificant; Nr On the
Soul, IL, 23 8)? rather hope nOot; it would be sad carıcature. It 1S NOotL
surprisıng that rıght after the appeal infant damnatıon Caelestius’s trıal, Augus-
tine cshould have dıfficulty adjusting TOM nuanced conception of or1gınal SIN adapted
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L1 13, he cıtes S5ap 15 hat Can take o CÄPDICSS ell hıs
versıon of traducı1anısm, or1g1inal SIN passed oWnN Dy the body and not

directly by the soul and probably the eOTrY of or1ıginal SIN held by
Pelagıus and eVECN Dy Caelestius: Corpus enım quod corrumpitur
ag2raua anımam. robably ıt 15 the version of or1gınal SIN he would
ave retaıned, eXCcept for needing reject Pelagıanısm. aybe ıth
close readıng, could EeVCN tınd evıidence he dıd retaın ıt, al least ın
prıvate. In short MaYy SaYy that Augustine’s early conception of
or1ginal SIN 15 “ Pelagıan, ” 1C INAaYy sımply be Sa Yy that Pelagıus
defended hımself out of early Augustine, er eing attacked;
certamly SCCII be able TAC hım al] VE Augustine’s early wrIıt-
Ings. In the absence of an Y actual knowledge about C of ese
L[WO had priority, Cal be confıdent that ıt 1S Augustine wh. W ds

clearly the or1ginal thınker, 6SVOCMN fo the pomm of being the potential
heretic

Before turnıng, ASs promised, evaluatıon of Augustine s
that hıs antı-Pelagıan aCCount of or1gınal SIN o€Ss

1a(011 destroy free wiıll, ıt 15 approprıiate reCOgNI1Ze, 1r 11078 briefly,
recent attempt render Augustine’s arguments 1ın terms of contempo-
rar y eology and philosophy, Paul Rıgby s 1CI1e; ‘Orıginal Sin,  297
Augustine through the Ages.” It Cal be hıghly recommended
supplement, antıdote, whatever, the present C for several
rCasSONS, ONMNC eing that it 0€Ss not 1mM1 iıtself strictly the Pelagıan
CONLTOVETISY o0€s the present Ove all, ıt Call be —
mended g00d startıng pomt for reviıving and Improving the Pela-
g1an CONLrOVETSY, though perhaps it 15 1NOTC successful In reviıving
interest In Augustine’s thought than In elucıdatiıng 1l al least for ose
who requıre SOTI1IC vVert S12NS of crıtical dıfference between the PCI-
specti1ves of interpreter and interpreted, in order fo be UuLLY satısfıed
that elucıdatıon has Ooccurred

Rıgby's for-and-against-at-once Casec for free ıll ın the context
of or1gınal SIN OW:! somethıing, ırectly indirectly, LO Sar-
tre’s paradoxıical fusıon of ethıcal perspective ıth ıts aDSOIute
demand for free 11l In actıon ıth psychological anthropological
perspective rendering Iree l impossı1ble, nearly And indeed.,

adult Tree wıll the NC W doctrinal absolute. In FST Ilarıo, S P Paul’s law
of SIN and death, he catch himself in m1d sentence ..  Quae amen n1ıs1ı mala
postea consuetudıine roboretur, facıll1us ulncıtur, 19(0)  — amen nıs1ı oratia Dei ” In fact he

abandone: tryıng blame the ungraced for theır OW lack, however Incompat-
ıble ıth the NC W conception of or1ginal SIN pr1or wıll

Rı Dy, ‘“Or1gıinal Sın  29 in Augustine through the Ages: An Encyclopedia,
ed Allan Fitzgerald (Grand Rapıds, MI Eerdmans, 607-614
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ıf nclude the ..  nearly sSo  27 thıs m1g SCCIIH faır statement of the
human condıtıon both sıdes all sıdes, eXcept IO anı y wh WOU
reject ıt ‘“ sem1-Pelagıan. ” Indeed, possıble reservatıon ou
Rıgby s Casc 15 whether 1S ıt sem1-Pelagıan antı-Pelagıan. In sayıng
that OTIC of the dimens1ons of Augustine’s °“ mature ” conception of
or1gınal SIN 1S that ‘baptısm 15 the of salvatıon for
all, includıng iınfants ” (p a), he WOU al eas entaıl that
the real ‘““turnıng pomit  29 1S better be found iın the dec1isıon rat1on-
alıze the bıshops condemnatıon of Caelestius than 15 simpl. Sınce
nfants do nNnOotL ave actual free wıll, or1ıgınal SIN WOU ave be
doctrinally defined penalty mposed by God: the er hand, SOIIC

of the “phenomenologıical” aspects of orıgınal SIN 18DYy appeals LO,
in order ame the loss for free 111 human nature, SCCI1 18 refer
back or1g1inal SIN in Augustine’s early antı-Manıchaean days
But maybe 1gDY ANSWEIS ese quest1ons In hıs fuller treatment In
book form

Perhaps the SAadi1llc Call be saıd of another question absent from
the encyclopedıa artıcle, but absent unfortunately almost always, in
discussions of orıgınal SIN adequate recognıtion that unless YOUu
start ıth comparable Vers10ons of unfallen states of nature VOU do 8{011
ave comparable vers1ons of or1g1inal SIN So far thıs problem 1S
solved al all, ıt 15 by letting Augustine Impose hıs vers1ons, but that
solution 11l not work ıf AT revive interest In the Controversy.
Furthermore, thıs question about the unfallen MmMaYy return In hat

ave really een about all along, the state of beatıtude
On the ONC hand, Augustine’s conception of unTiallen human

nature wıthout an y TACEe of cConcupIiscence certamly o€es vindıcate hıs
argumen that only Vıa dıvıne ıntervention 1S fallen nature LO be V_

ered. On the er hand it S1VvESs alıen Adam, ıth whom
CannotL identify, al least In Casec of the male, and unless Vıagra W ds

the unforbıdden fruınts. ugustine’s startıng pomt 15 MPpILY LOO

1d10syncratiıc {O unıversal. AnYy real comparıson between
ugustine and Pelagıus or1gınal SIN 1S probably precluded by thıs
factor

1g not the classıcal definıtion of INan the rational
anımal ave en better vers1ıion of the startıng pomnt? It 1S certainly
OPCH fall into "or1g1inal S1IN,  29 problem ere At an y rate ıt WOUu
enable somewhat 1L1O1IC warmly human version of Innocence
regalned. ere 1S of COUTSC dısputing tastes In beatıtude, but ose
who tfeel that Augustine has eft Ouf rung [WO of the Platonıc lad-
der of love COU iu  =! 1B Chartreuse de Parme, OUT gu1de back 18
Dante and Boccaccı10 and others the summıt of Chrıstian culture,
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and especılally 18 the greq in Chapter At party al Count
Zurla’s, for INOTE than hour, those [WO magnıficent9 the
Duchessa and Cleha ont1, contemplate, en]JoYy and reflect back the
S1gNSs of passıon in each other, surrounded Dy cırcle of otherwıse
sılly courtiers 110 transformed into the blessed Love of the human
capacıty love 1Ss the first rung above the lımıtatiıons of CONCUPIS-

and towards ıts transformatıon and transcendence. Those eed
not be drıven bDy iindıng au ıth concupiscence ıtself that WOUuU
only increase ıts fascınatıon, Augustine ell NC W but by the
vastly greater and wıder tOo love 118 be OUnN:! in the spırıt
compared ıth the POOT weak body, ıts love being (relatıvely) unshar-
able, 1ke all lesser because mater1al g00ds See the exposıtıon in Pur-
gatorl10, 1 44-75, Vırgıl  S, interestingly.

Ihe 1S greater still: ıt contaıns the seeds of the fall irom
Innocence: the [WO do nOoTt know yeLl they AdIiIC in love ıth the
Samne INan, 87011 CVCI Clelha quıte knows ıt yetl SO aATC al earth,
but ıth glımpse of the goal, aA4Ss in the ending of Passage Indıa,
and everywhere In Chekhov

hıs 1S the OCCcasıon {O mentıon briefly profoun problem
behıind OUTr subject, but wıthout an y presumption 18 solve ıt, ıf indeed
it 1S5 solvable, beyond sayıng that ıt LOO ouches tastes IC arec 1a(011

be 1sputed. Rıgby and Lettier1 chare ACCOUNT of Augustine
108 emphasızes the .. dark’ 29 the AATaOie, the °  mystery, the ..  antı-
ratıonal,’ though whether because that 1S theır aste L00 do 1a(011
know TIhey AdICc certamly 1a(011 inventing thıs aspect of Augustine. We
miıght generalıze and interpret thıs theme by referring ONC of the
best known of 1t, Ehot’s preference, al eas in the first
after hıs cConvers10n, for “hard” God m1g put 1 M  st the
1ger  29 (a reference Blake’s VYger,  27 burnıng bright in the
forests of the nıght and seemımingly from dıfferent Creator than the
am  S One that such God has the advantage of noTt
seemmıng i1gment of human wısh-fulfillment, much ASs Ehot’s hAtrac
tıon paın might be A disproof of solıpsısm. hI1Is in relıg10n
m1g also be compared the preference for the ° harder” readıng in
theory of interpretation. peakıng of the latter, and perhaps of the
former, m1g wonder ıf the consıderable value in the approac
needs be balanced Dy GOATLTG not slıde into perversıty. Does not the
beginning of the gospel of Jo  E: we1g agaınst makıng 00 much of
dark and non-rationalızed God?

Clearly OIIC of the Valı 1C4SONS for revıval of or1gıinal SIN In
OUT time 1S 18 ıts tragıc hıstory We Just eed {O be
WarYy that an Y version of the doctrine of the total perversı1ty of the
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ungraced, along ıth non-rationalızed God, o0€s not tragıc
hıstory

eTre 1S ONC LINOTEC question {O be raısed, In connection ıth
1QDYV (though noTt sınglıng hım out), and recallıng Eleonore Stump’s
COMMEeEeNT egan wıth, 0) the 1(070 INan y vers1ons of Augustine
free ll the early work, the De duabus anımabus, he spends much
time wonderıng VCT and tryıng explaın hıs long aılure SC

through the obvıous and pern1C10Us Manıchaean CIT1OT of denyıng free
will, ASs help others SCcC through thıs and other sophıstıcal argu-
mMents To accomplısh thıs, he TENOUNCECS all “obscure and profoun
poımnts, such dAS, gıven the few who understand them, often g1ve rse
suspicıon of TaU! ostentation ” He SCS hought eXper1-

rather ıke rankfurt stor1es”’ (omiıtted here: but much-
mended) desıgned {O elicıt definıtions of free 11l and other recognıtions
16 “nature herself proclaıms. all INnenNn whom interrogate
wıthout absurdıty, from the yOou! 18 the old INan, from kındergarten
the Judgment seat of the WwI1Ise ” Oou Augustine’s vers1ions of
free ıll In those nNOT g1ven SIACC Dass such test‘? Or agaın, ıt mMaYy be
the resistance of the laıty the ““philosophiıcal ” versions of free wıll in
Augustine and followers that has fact INOTEC than anythıng else brought
about the near-triumph of elag1ıanısm, GVEN if NOoLt Namnle edesiimna-
t1ıon W as almost mentioned and when mentioned Was explaıne:
AWAaY ASs foreknowledge in the Presbyterianısm of you Southern
Presbyterianısm al that! Much LLIOTC recently ave heard Francıscan
T1ar tell students that predestinatıon 1s .. Protestant problem  29

16 W of these questions, ıt approprıiate ere to make
un and direct CaAascC possıble, in the spırıt of hıs OW. test,
agamınst Augustine s claıms that he dıd noTt destroy free ıll hen
Can SCC hat Can be saıld in ONSC, hereby al least gainıng SOTIIC

clarıfıcation.
When he undertTIOO defend and ratıonalıze in the-name of
hıs fellow bıshops appeal orıgınal SIN traduce, especlally

ASs proved by the damnatıon of unbaptızed infants, Man y all Judge

“Qu1squamne ista traclantem, possel dıicere, ın rebus obscurıs abdıtisque
uersar]ı, ubı propter intellegentium paucıtatem uel fraudıs uel Ostentat1on1s SUSPIC1O
nascı solet? ” We need nNnOoT be quıte SUSPIC1OUS of the motives behind the UuUsc of
specılalıst Jlanguage NOT quıte confident of the truth-tellıng of “natur Janguage

that Augustine, lıke Orwell’s 1984 anı lıke that spoof “ scJ1entific ” in
deconstructlionist jargon accepted for publıcatıon, Q1Vves faır warnıng here

° Haec CU iın omnıbus hominıbus, JUOS interrogare ON absurde,
ul qu ad I1  n Iudo Iıtterarıo qUu| ad sol1um saplent1is, natura 1psa PTO-
clamet.
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that ıt became ımposs1ble for hım reconcıle ıth free ll In
the ungraced, all but ımpossı1ble, Sa y The embarrassment
caused Pelagıans by thıs d1abolical argument, to Augustine’s greag
satısfactıon, hıd the SCVCIN LNOTEC amagıngz embarrassment ıt W das

to hıs OW reason1ıng, CVCIMN ıf he W as able hıde that from
hımself and untıl recently from others. He could lean OUT ordınary

that humans aTC respons1ıble for theır evıl acts, and he Was CaIic-

ful not contradıct that, SCVCN hıs eOTY of and of meriı1t
undermiıines the ordınary ratiıonale for that ordınary

unmıstakable s1gnN of the real dıfference between hıs sem1-
pelagıanısm and his antı-Pelagı1anısm aAaPDPCAIS the question of1
15 PT10T, foreknowledge predestinatıion. By the time of the ast
CSSaYyS, Augustine Was NOL ON O confront hıs opponents best argu-
ments, ıf they SaVvVC hım bad 11CS SaVaSC. In praed. the Ja[6>

subhtle ıronıst and humorist infhıcts upOon ten tedious of loud
raılıng al the stupıdıty of INeNnN who, PTFESCIVC free wıll, hold that

predestinatıon W ds based uDON Hıs foreknowledge. Not Ontent
ıth that, SCVON 111e sayıng he 15 shamed 18 be hought take theır
argumen ser10usly, he TESUNCS hıs rebuttal in ten SCVCN 1L110OIC edious

DEFSEV., and thıs despiıte the fact that Hılary had pominted out
hım (ep that ese 199101 had appeale hıs OW arguments
thıs effect.?/

ome followers of Luther and alvın, and perhaps of ugustine
hımself, SCCI1I acknowledge implıcıtly the danger of re
sem1-Manıchaean dualıstic theology by attempting to soften predesti-
natıon vıa dıstinguıishing dıfferent CONCEePILS of ıt and choosing the ONC

1C makes God responsıble for all the g00d of the graced but for
[0)81% of the evıl of the ungraced, and Augustine hiıimself certamly tries
18 take such posıtıon. But, CVCOCI ıf yOoUu Judge that such posıtion 1S

paradox and NOL sımply self-contradıction, the attempt 15 futile, for
he has hımself the 1IrSs step In hıs eachıng defined or1g1inal SIN

penalty,9 identify {[WO 1N! of SIN, peCcCCaltu el

peccatı, ıth the latter eing pomtedly dıstinguıshed firom personal SIN
of nNne s OW commiıtting.

robably the best COMMEeENntT thıs attempt 118 soften predestina-
tıon by blamıng the ungraced 15 ugustine’s OW argumen In sSimpl
L2.6 . where he acknowledges that LO ame Esau for not rece1ving

entaıls ascrıbing merıt aCo Ihe method in thıs of

Ex DFOD Rom 52,60 PUuts (God’s foreknowledge (of faıth) PT10T, in time and
u  P predestinatıon, ıth the explıcıt PUTDOSC of NOL destroyıng Tree ll

he apphıes sımılar argumen! whole Aa9CS
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ra1sıng objections from hıs earher attempts {O free ıll
(especlally ıIn DFOD Rom.) and then countering them head-on 15
much 111OIC candıd and searching than hıs ater reconcıle

and free ß that mMUust ıth hıs later assessment that
ıIn simpl WO Out VeT free wiıll, lıterally. But the result 15
““unacceptable, ” SaVY, that hıs later fudgıng reflect
nNOL only COMNCECIN not Rome but of 1018 deep wıthın
himself.*°®

The vVeLYy number of dıfferent explanatıons of how the fallen Caln

be saıd 18 ave iree 11l faılıng that, hOow (God Can be absolved
of injJustice for condemnıng 18 eternal torment ose wh had
free choice of avoldıng damnatıon aAargucs that Augustine hımself,
hıs credit, dıd nOoTLt fınd them vVvalı

Augustine often appeals 118 hat SOTIIC readers 111 consıder
inadequate definıtion of free wıll, ASs the absence of external compul-
S10N, that ıf YOU do somethıng because YOU desıre LO do 1: YOU do
ıt ireely. But how 0€es thıs dıstıngu1s the human irom the anımal?
Can being capable only of evıl oughts acts be saıld 118 ave free
wWıll, context where that 11l INCcCAan eternal torment, agaınst ‚the
fates of those capable of the alternatıves of good and evıl? Uugus-
tine’s OW attempt that there be free cho1ices wıthout ere
eing alternatıves (nat el sr 46,54 and has apparently een
revived Dy SOTIIC modern thinkers.°? ıthout professing tO be able
thoroughly LO SO the grain from the Tan thıs interesting puzzler,
ONC Can poımıt the obvıous fact that, OCR 1f, OC hand, VYOU take
eXceptions to that absence of alternatıve 0O€es noTt In iıtself
necessarıly rule Ouf free wıll, the er hand, those exceptions CCI-

taınly do not that alternatıves AdicC NCCCSSaAL Y for LO Judge
that there 1S free all hat 1S surely matter of Judgment g01Ing far
beyond Og1C

hen there 1S the argument (seemmıng acknowledge the utılıty
of the pPrev1o0ous one) that hıs descendents dıd ave free cho1ice ıth

alternatıve 111e ..  1n dam  29 ıthout dismıssıng thıs OMNC imme-
dıately and definıtively, OC INa Yy suspect that OSse wh appeal ıt
wıthout facıng ıts dıfficulties do because they SE that otherwıse

One probably should Sa y that the fudging begıns wıth sımpl. ıtself. To the first
question in o0k I’ the question about Paul’s “sem1-pelagıan ” Rom 77 the mınd
dıvyiıded agalnst ıtself, Augustine’s 15 sem1-pelagıan. the long term, Augus-
tine mMay be rıght ascrıbe decisıve importance thıs book, but immediıately he

have left the [WO answerTrSs suspended In equılıbrıum.
See tump, “ Augustine Free 1La a el passım.
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“ the SaMeC 15 up But do eed SOTNC concept of ‘“or1ginal SIN  77 al
eas in the of supra-ındıvidual SIN We need a communal COIMN-

fessıion of generI1C human aılıngs powerful and comprehensıve
that ıt transcends and renders irrelevant OUT paltry personal shames
and antıcıpates OUT harshest CriIES: such offspring and STUdenTtTsS
Besıdes, nothıng in lıterature puts ONMNC in such g0o0d humor readıng
Book of Gulliver s Travels. those days ONC eed suffer
inferl1or1ty complex

Finally, the WOTS of SE fallacıous arguments 1{8 reveal
how lackıng W ds ımpartıal critical overs1ight in those days and how
damagıng ıt absence: Augustine’s argumen that in hıs aCccount
0€eSs 1a(011 destroy but establıshes free will, openly akıng aWaY ıth ONC

hand from the ungraced hat it o1ves fo the graced, and pretends
g1ve generally, ıth the er At C 21 06258 ıt WOU fall far short
{O talk of hI1s pressing paradox the breakıng point; he Tolics In OPCH
self-contradıction. He sCcs ıt SV in hıs eas wıllful TactT, in SDIF. el
litt 30,52 We Canno belheve that Augustine himself W as en in Dy
thıs argument. Indeed, it 1S bad, AaNSWeT the eriticısm of the
Pelagıans, that must beheve that only those WEeTIC taken in Dy ıt wh
WeIC 1LLI1OIC than wiıllıng Cooperate In being en In, thus absolving
Augustine of SOTNC ame

In fact he g1ves the SaMC AaWaY al] of these Justiıfy
the (in)Justice of (God by OMNC which 15 al eas ILNOTEC dead-on ACCUrTra)
in assessıng hıs OW doectrine ıf not the ıng in ıtself: that the Justice
of (God 15 OPAQUC and hıdden from the human mınd.

In the beginnıng of antı-Pelagı1anısm, SeVECN er the ateful
appeal to infant damnatıon, ere W ds still the possı1bıilıty of acknow/lI-
edgıng the state of nfants specı1al Casc, A IThomas W as LO, and
a(0)1 the test Casc the bıshops mean it 18 be But Augustine al the
end of hıs lıfe (praed San W as far from treatıng infant
damnatıon specı1al Casec that nstead he reated (the iıllusıon of?)

free 11l the specı1al case!AUGUSTINE THE SEMI-PELAGIAN  283  “the game is up.” But we do need some concept of “original sin” at  least in the sense of supra-individual sin. We need a communal con-  fession of generic human failings so powerful and so comprehensive  that it transcends and renders irrelevant our paltry personal shames  and anticipates our harshest critics, such as offspring and students.  Besides, nothing in literature puts one in such a good humor as reading  Book IV of Gulliver’s Travels. In those days no one need suffer an  inferiority complex.  Finally, the worst of these fallacious arguments seems to reveal  how lacking was impartial critical oversight in those days and how  damaging it absence: Augustine’s argument that grace in his account  does not destroy but establishes free will, openly taking away with one  hand from the ungraced what it gives to the graced, and pretends to  give generally, with the other. At ep. 217,6,23, it would fall far short  to talk of his pressing paradox to the breaking point; he frolics in open  self-contradiction. He uses it even in his least willful tract, in spir. et  litt. 30,52. We cannot believe that Augustine himself was taken in by  this argument. Indeed, it is so bad, as answer to the criticism of the  Pelagians, that we must believe that only those were taken in by it who  were more than willing to cooperate in being taken in, thus absolving  Augustine of some blame.  In fact he gives the game away on all of these attempts to justify  the (in)justice of God by one which is at least more dead-on accurate  in assessing his own doctrine if not the thing in itself: that the justice  of God is opaque and hidden from the human mind.  In the beginning of anti-Pelagianism, even after the fateful  appeal to infant damnation, there was still the possibility of acknowl-  edging the state of infants as a special case, as Thomas was to, and  not as the test case the bishops meant it to be. But Augustine at the  end of his life (praed. sanct. 12,23) was so far from treating infant  damnation as a special case that instead he treated (the illusion of?)  adult free will as the special case!  ... tamen apud eos, qui nisi aliquid sibi assignent, quod priores dent  ut retribuatur eis, ab omni studio pietatis reprimi se putant, [omnis  haec ratio] laborat aliqguantum in aetate maiorum iam utentium uolun-  tatis arbitrio: sed ubi uenitur ad paruulos,... omnis deficit praeceden-  tium gratiam Dei humanorum assertio meritorum.  In fact, we can find the same idea much earlier, in ep. 186:  Paulino 6,19 and gr. et lib. arb. 22,44.  Not entirely without reason, some have preferred to assimilate  him to Thomas by taking his doctrine of original sin to mean no moreapud COS, quı 151 alıquıd <1b1 assıgnent, quod prlores dent
ut retriıbuatur e1S, ab Omn1ı studıo pletatıs reprım1ı putant, |omnı1s
aeCc rat10| aborat alıquantum in agetfate malorum 1am utentium uolun-
tatıs arbıtrıo0: sed ubı uenıtur ad paruulos, OMNIS deficıt praeceden-
t1um gratiam De1l humanorum assert10 merıtorum.

In fact: Cal fınd the Samnlec ıdea much earlıer, 1ın E, 186
Paulino 6,19 and r el Iıb arb Z

Not entirely wıthout rCasON, SOTIIC ave preferre assımılate
hım Ihomas Dy takıng hıs doctrine of or1g1nal SIN 1L11Call LIOTC
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than that before ere dICc possıble go0od oughts aCTts of
salvific stenificance. Ihe problem ıth that for Augustine, nNnOL for

15 that ıt dıd not rule out Pelagıanısm: that 1S exactly hat Pela-
g1ans need, g0o0od hought aCT IC O0€Ss nNOL merit, but O€eSs
PICDAIC for, In fact; thıs explanatıon for why he dıd noTL repalr
the obvıous flaws in hıs antı-Pelagıan doctrine of apphıes all
of the preceding problems and INanYy INOTC Whenever YOU SCC prob-
lem In hıs doctrine of that YOU thınk could ave een repaıred,
the probable 1S that the repalr WOU ave yıelded sem1-Pela-
g1anısm. 1Irs gel VCT prejudıce agaınst elagıus, and then yYOoUu Can

ave Augustine s OW sem1-pelagıanısm. Or agaln, for ose interested
In speculatıve experıment LO exIiract Augustine’s Yreak” posıtıon

Irom hıs antı-Pelag1anısm, ola depraVvıty 15 probably good
place start.

ou PCISON of hıs abılıtıes ave faıled 118 know that hıs WCIC

NOoL valıd arguments and that therefore OUT ıntellıgences dIiIC eing
insulted? The mMoOost ımportan question for revived and improved
Pelagıan CONLrOVerSY, and not Just for ıstianıty, 15 whether reproba-
t1on Can be Justifiıed and reconcıled ıth dıvıne Justice, ıf faced hon-
estLy an directly. If Augustine sed fallacıous arguments aVOo1d
facıng thıs question onestly and dırectly, then he COUuU be Judged
respons1ıble for bequeathıing futıle and divısıve conflict LO those er
hım

ere 1S, however, another and LLI1OTC posıtıve WdyYy, and certamly
LNOTC charıtable, LO take those arguments, CVCNMN ıf jJudged nvalıd
acknowledgıing hat he maılntaılıns elsewhere and always almost
always, that must not be understood that ıt estroys Iree a1ll
sıng obvıously nvalıd arguments Can be taken LO acknowledge that
he has not yel succeeded In reconcılıng them, but wıthout hereby
eiıther abandonıng the attempt yıeldıng Victory 18 the etT sıde,
SInNCe SUCCCSS INa Y sST1 be possı1ıble. And after all, readıng-even the
grea Ihomas’s altempts LO reconcıle and free l INdYy
OIlC suspect that orthodoxy 1S mıddle 1C Canno be formulated
between intellıg1ble but unacceptable extiremes

Short of definıtive ansSsSWeTISs LO these questions, Can falrly
COMDAIC Augustine’s OW early and ate definıtions of Iree wıll,
explıcıt implıcıt. In duab 1012 Augustine SCS SOTT of
rankfurt Story  27 18 CENSUTC the Manıchees’ destruction of iree wil1.7*90
At first ıt that absence of external compulsıon 15 the

USC, perhaps loosely, the definıtion of ump, “ Augustine Free Wiıll”,
145
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ecıdıng factor, thus eing consıstent ıth ONEC of the definıtions
judged fallacıous above. RBut then ıt appCAars that ıf the PCTSON COIMN1-

pelled had conspıred ıth the PCTISON compellıng him, hıs attempt 18

apPPCAaL innocent would faıl We must also remember that in antı-
Manıchaean context, ‘“ external” compulsıon would be refusıng

endow the PCTISON ıth “ınterna 29 reedom It WOU be moOost valu-
able 1{8 continue such inductive research into the simılarıties and
especılally the dıfferences in the CONCEPIS of free ıll In early and ate
Augustine, assumıng the reader 1s not satısfıed ıth Augustine s OW

better-late-than-never confessi1on that he had NC argue “ sem1-
Pelagıan  29 But ıt WOU z  e’} LO00 long LO do that here, let
the deductive.

The tellıng distinction between the early and late posıtions
free 11l 1s the promıinence In the early wrıting and the nearly COIMN-

plete absence in the later wrıting of hat Canl call the conventional
theologıcal rationale for free 11l (God wanted man’s love and ODed1-
E1 be unforced and thus meanıngful, and SaAaVC hım the reedom
{o wıthhold( ıf he chose. Vera rel 149247 15 most useful texTi for
thıs pomn A4Ss ell closely related points the inJustice of blamıng
oOSse who ave alternatıve and the destructive effect rel1210uUs
(and surely socı1al) discıpline of abolıshıng ame (and praıse)41

As the complementary but opposıng theme in the late wrıting,
Canz the avorıte phrase of Luther, Calvın, and theır followers

“the Sovere1gnty of whether not Augustine actually SCS the
EeXaCc phrase Sometimes the assumption LO be that (God 1S a(011
able, EeVCN ıf He desired, tO W1  TAaW Hıs make
enough for man’s free all Augustine approac such

posıtion In hıs ast wrıtings, and ıt becomes INOTEC Ser10us
argumen modern eology leans modern physıcs, metaphysıcs,

41 ‘ Defectus autem iste quod UOCAaluUr, S1 tamquam febrıs inu1tum CCU-

paretl, rectfe inıusta ol  N: ulderetur, QqUaC peccantem consequıltur, el qUaC damnatıo
nuncupaltur. Nunc UuUCTO qU' deo uoluntarıum est malum, ut nullo modo
sıt peccatum, S1 1NON sıt uoluntarıum: el hoc quıdem ıta manıfestum est, ut nulla hınc
doctorum paucıtas, nulla indoctorum turba dissentlat. uare aut negandum est DCC-
CcCatum committ1, aut fatendum uoluntate commuıtt1ı. Non autem recte
anımam, quı eit poenitendo C d cormg1 fatetur, ef uen1am poenitent1 darı, el PETISCUC-
rantem ın peccatıs 1usta lege De1l damnarı Postremo, S1 19(0)8! uoluntate male facımus,
NEeCINO obıiurgandus est OMNn1nO, aut monendus: quıbus sublatıs Christiana lex el disc1-
plına OmnN1s rel1g10n1s auferatur NECCESSC esL. Voluntate CIgO peccaltur. Et quon1am
peccarı 19(0)8! dubium SsL. hOocC quıdem dubıtandum uldeo, habere anımas lıberum
uoluntatıs arbıtrıum. Tales nım SETUOS SUOS mehores SSC eus ludıcaulit, 61 e1
serulrent hıberalıter: quod nullo modo Her1 possel, S1 NON uoluntate, sed necessıtate
serulrent.
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psychology and bıology When the indıvıdual 1Ss put In the cConftext of
the ole unıverse, ıt 1s hard rationalıze human free 141
COUITSC, SOTIIC SOTT of anıswerT LO that dıfficulty 1S that aTic nOoTLt ryıng

make the far edges of the unıverse reverberate ıth OUT claıms {O
9 ß Just yıng LO cultıvate M1ICrOSCOPIC postage m of

garden.
Most wh favor the Sovere1gnty of God, includıng Augustine,

sımply uUs«c ıt In place of the tradıtıonal ratıonale for free wıll, rather
than do hat must therefore do for them rınging the [WO into
confrontation. TIhey WCIC ou that the tradıtional ratıon-
ale LOO0 obviously WOU deconstruct the argumen from Sovere1gnty
and INa Y also ave felt that, al eas ıth lay-persons, the tradıtional
16 W WOU ave decısıve advantage, faır nOoL stonıshıng 1S the
frequency ıth which Augustine ll puzzle VeTrT the fact that God
0€Ss noTt SAa]JVC all INCH, despıte desırıng do 5 wıthout betrayıng
the least AaWaTeEeNCSsS that there 1Ss obvıous aNnsWCeTl, but thıs aılure

ou 1S due the fact that he W as only 11078 ell that the
conventional theologıca ratıonale for free 3111 1S the heart of Pela-
g1aNn1sm; KD the Letter Demetrias, chapter

Here 1s MoOst promisıng confrontation of conceptions of uman
ıfe On the OTMNC hand, the tradıtional rationale for free ıll almost
instantly deconstructs all of Augustine’s, Luther’s, and Calvın s (and

MaYy ell nclude Paul’s) theologıca challenges fo free all (n
the ungraced al least), and far beyond Just that, ıt 1S perhaps the ast
and best hope for sustaınıng “ humanıstic ” cConcept of free 311
agamst modern trends of hought On the er hand, after readıng
Augustine’s aC deconstruction of free wiıll, especılally ıf supporte
by oOse modern trends, who Can aVO1d feelıng that the OTrtINOdOX
ratıonale 1Ss rather cN11ldıs In ıts hopeful superficiality. We eed Sam-
ue]l Johnson Just al thıs turn

Ihe ole elagıan CONLrOVerSY Can aptIYy be ummarızed Dy
Samuel Johnson’s famous COomMMent Vr dınner, recorded in
oswell Life theory 1S agaınst the reedom of the wıll; all
experl1ence for e Indeed the remark, though almost certamly refer-
nng 18 contemporary theologıca and sc1entific debates free wiıll,
COUuU ell ave een inspıred Dy thınkıng of Augustine’s vacılla-
t10Nns. And Augustine’s MoOst trenchant defense of free wıll, In De
duabus anımabus, though 1a(811 concıse the ollowıng of John-
son’’s, 15 equaliy eTi1NnNıte In arguiıng from OUTrT OW experlience
incontrovertible: SI NOW OUT 11l 1S Iree, and there’s end

lt 297 If eology cannot support hat KnOoW, agaınst a}
eOTY,  29 hat g0o0d 1s theology”
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The Spirit and the Letter

ere aTec profoun! ambıiguılties In De Sspirıtu et ittera, 118
IMaYy be able clarıfy ıth certamty. Augustine fırst directs

hıs attention agaınst those who claım that it 15 poss1ible for PCISON
lıve wıthout SIN (233) hıs 1S charge made agamınst elagıans several
times In the early stages of the CONtroVerSY, but he 15 only able o
Show, In nalt el ST., that elagıus saıd that it 15 posstble, somethın
Augustine hımself O€Ss noLt deny hıs pomint 1S probably implica-
t1on of the eOTrY of SIN and free ıll (as ıt 111 be for the
Thomas). oth elagıus and the antı-Manıchaean ugustine deny that

aCTt hought 1Ss SIN unless it Cal be avolded; it ollows eOorYy
that all SINS Can be avolded, ONC by ONMNC and ıth sufficıent time
PTrCDAIC al least Nor 0€Ss ugustine hımself sShow much COMNCETN 18
refute thıs possı1ıbıilıty, unless the claım 1s that sınless 1ıfe 1S poss1ıble
wıthout Fınally, thıs charge dısappears from the later antı-Pela-
g1an wrıtings. RBut ıf Augustine’s criıt1ique of sınlessness 1S largely
dıstractiıon CVOCIMN red erring in the 1imıted cContext of the Pelagıan
controversy, ıt 1S much LOTEC SOI achlevement ın the TOAa| ontext
of Chrıistian culture.

The real probiem 1s in sayıng that rıghteousness OT CVCN begın-
nıng of ıt 1S poss1ible wıthout help (2,4) But EVENn ıle Uugus-
tine that Pelagıans hold such heresy, he admıts that
they on’t are LO Sa y 1t, avoldıng the charge by efinng thıs help ASs

human nature ıth free 111 and law prescribing how should
lıve. It 1s ımportan ote that Augustine has 18 acknowledge that
these UAıV€e€ aspects of We ave noted above Augustine’s
tactıc of 1vidıng into parts posıtıon VE close {O, CVECN COopyıng,
hıs OW. early sem1-pelagıanısm, into parts each of which alone Can be
defined heresy. 10 OSse [WO agree upOoN components, ugustine
ere adds the Holy Spirıt's pourıng love of the law into OUT eg
Dy and 9 heal or1gınal SIN, OUTr au unıshment
(uetertis hominLıs OXd But when he explaıns OUT rece1ving of
9 the only dıfference firom Pelagıans LO be whether the law
functions straı1ıghtforwardly In TE VeGEir1SC The function of the Law
accordıng {O Augustine 1S to csShow that cannot Justiıfy ourselves,
and must seek for help (69: 9,15; 10.16. ete.) Surely an y
adequate eOrY must accept both of ese functions.

Another WaYy put thıs 1s SaYy that in SDIr. el lıtt ugustine
explores refuting the elagıan challenge the exclusıvıty of Christian
salvatıon by resting it the doctrine of od’s call, AdSs worked Ouft in
Siımpl., rather than COMP. ete dısabling of the W1 of the ungraced
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by orıginal SIN, mplıed in the trıal of Caelestius, and urthermore,
Dy suggesting that the ungraced deserve theır ack of by rejecting
e even ıle also tryıng {O maıntaın that precedes free will,
that OC Can accept ıt eXcept led by God.“ But when he refers
(5%) 18 Rom invoke predestination and the call, he ollows
the 1DI1Ca (exT by putting foreknowledge Lırst, though wıthout anı y
interpretatıon, eavıng it uncertaın whether predestinatiıon fol-
lows irom Hıs foreknowledge of faıth, he had argued in the sem1-
pelagıan DFOD Rom 4ASS and especılally 52,60, nOoL, In hıs
refutatiıon of that argumen In simpl. K3 08 And SCC SDIF. el lıtt 24 ,40

But the revival/reassessment, m1g call 1t, in SDIF. el Iıtt
of hıs earher sem1-pelagıanısm needs TMOTEC Ooroug examınatıon than

Can g1ve it ere Ihe nomiınal question of Marcellınus, ıth 1C
he ItS, 1S far irom the most sıgnıfıcant and challenging question
about and free all acknowledged. ou Marcellınus hımself,
perhaps preparıng 18 referee thıs dıspute he had the Donatist d1s-
pulte, ave expressed fundamental reservatıons about the posıtıon
eached In DECC mer.°? In fact, the conclusıon {O the second book of
DeCC Me  — antıcıpates the cCompromisıng spiırı and tentatıve tone of
Spır. el litt ere Augustine acknowledged that Pelagıans do rational-
17e baptısm, Just usıng dıfferent word In place of redemption
’  ’ He offers to reexamıne the question of whether the soul 1S
created V1a traducıanısm., the body 1S, and even whether PTC-
destination ollows irom hıs foreknowledge of meriıts, and o do
tentatıvely and thoughtfully (36,59) It sounds if he had SOTNC PIC-
sentiment of the probable COST of thıs developıng debate

Or Marcellinus MaYy ave passed reservatı]ıons from others,
whether Pelagıans observers such Volus1ı1anus and hıs relatıves.
Letters such AS E, 137 Volusiano and C 143 Marcellino cshow
tone and compromıisıng spırıt sımılar {O SDIF. el lıtt and al odds ıth
MOST of the other antı-Pelagıan IraGcis At ep.143,6, he SVn Z0OES far

pomnt oOutft that In Iib arb he had NOT saıd anythıng offend those
whıi rejecct the damnatıon of unbaptıiızed infants, and 5 presumably,
or1ıgınal SIN Vıa traducıanısm. What COU poss1bly be hıs motive for
that remark‘? Is he offering back the sem1-pelagıanısm of Iib

We MuUSst impute Augustine’s eventual abandonment of thıs posıtion nOoTt its
evıdent self-contradıiction (though he must have known it be SO) the fact that
blamıng the ungraced for theır O W faılure attaın 15 the he.  Z of sem1-Pelagı-
anısm, theır ascrıbe the wıthholding of baptısm God’s foreknow/l-
edge of ‘“ future ” reject1ons of But in SDIF. el lıtt. the of thıs argumen)!
15 another 1C4SOIN for character1zing the attempt Compromıise ıth the
Pelagıans theır friends.



IHE SEMI-PELAGIAN 239

arb.°? Or 15 he blamıng the Pelagıans for startıng the controversy ? Is
there hınt TE of dıfference between Rome and Carthage the
best for converting pagans? At the VELY least he 15 expressing
reservat1ons ou the doectrinal formula aımed Dy the bıshops agaınst
Caelestius Are ese enough (along ıth the absence of In theır
formula) suggest ıt W ds>s not Augustine who devısed that ftormula?

Augustine also In A 102 Deogratiae | ‘ Contra paganos’| and
E, V3a Volusiano expressed Comprom1sıng attıtude in lalogue
ıth intellıgent pagans. Dıd he retaın from hıs Man-
ichee that hıs super10r owledge of, and ıIn marshallıng, 1DI1Ca

made ıt CaAS y for hım 18 UuLLYy fellow Chrıstians, whereas the eed
fo appeal unıversal princıples made the task much 1LL1OIC eilcate
ıth non-Christians? Whatever the mot1ives, MaYy UuUsec SpIr. el Iitt

help us 1ICCOVCI the LOTEC edifyıng Pelagıan CONLrOVeErSY that m1g
ave een had the Church In Carthage not brought Caelestius trıal,
OT, perhaps, had Marcelliıinus not een executed.

Let NO  < turn the MOoOst sıgnıfıcan question, whether raısed
by Marcellınus, Volus1anus, the elagıans, Dy ugustine hımselr.
In the COUTSC of dıstinguıishıng the old and 11ICW COvenants ase: NOL

dıfferent ‘“ Jaws” but whether ose dIC external laws wrıtten
sSTione internal laws wrıtten ea  S Augustine es dıfficulty
raısed by Rom 12-16, the eniles wh' do Dy nature hat the law
requıres and thus Can be saıld ave law wrıtten ea SpLr el
Iıtt hıs certamnly passasec Pelagıans OT Pasans WOU
UuUse tOo challenge ugustine s NC doctrine of formulated in
DeCC HRC ıt implıes that SOTIIC g00d 111 15 possible Dr10T to 9
and challenges the of traduc1anısm, ola perversıty, and the
consequent prior1ıty of9 mplıed Dy the argumen from the dam-
natıon of unbaptızed infants. In fact, elagıus fo appeal Rom

19016 ın the PAaSSasc quoted Dy Augustine (gr el DeECC 11,26,30)
LO ACCUSC elagıus of “dıvıdıng the times’” (see above).

Augustine’s ANSWCT 11l take back In INalı y WaYyS hıs early
““sem1-pelagıan ” posıtion. Therefore should ote that hıs fırst and
presumably preferred interpretatiıon 15 that these VeTITSCS refer LO Gen-
tıles who ave een converted LO Chrıstianıty and that theır “natures ”
refer LO natures restored Dy (25,42-27,4 7). In
Augustıine works outft second ınterpretatıon, ın Case the 1rs 1S
rejected. Presumably thıs alternatıve interpretation 15 permissıble, SCVCN
ıf nNnOoLt preferred.

Here the Gentiles AT ST heathen, but SOTIIC of them do ee
must aAaPDPTOVGC, however SUSPIC10US dIcCc of the ullımate PUTDOSC

for IC they do them Here, probably for the only time In ALS Aantı-
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Pelagian WFLLNZS ugustine general theoretical Statement of doc-
irıne rules out ola depravıty of the fallen oug hıs general CTrT101-
CISIE of the Pelagıans hıs early works agaınst them 15 that they ave
not advanced beyond the Old Testament that they Sa y COIMN-

the Jaw along ıth free 11l and that they OPCH salvatıon fo
ose the natural ell the wrıtten law hIs OW statement
of the (potential or al ese heathen 15 hard 118 diıstingu1s from
elagıus In rather obscure PassSasc the mıddle of 78 he

18 SaYy that the Hebrew Saılınts of the Old JT estament WOUuU ave
een saved by theeof the natural law they retaıned rational
anımals and not Dy the wrıtten Law

Augustine SOOoN ICSICSSCS famılı1ar sle1ghts of mınd actually
takıng AWAY from the ungraced the free 311 he boasts of S1VINS to
the graced and GVn generally ° I 1ıberum CI SO arbıtrıum UaCUuUamu

pCI gratiam ? S1 sed 1berum arbıtrıum statuımu 1CU
CeNM lex PCTI em SIC ı1berum arbıtrıum PCI gratiam 110  ; eUaCUaiur
sed statuıtur ” (30 52) He o0€es not acknowledge that he has COIMN-

1rme!'! hıs CT1It1CS charges he rather pretends that he has answered
them But hat really COUNTS ere Augustine acknowledgment
that he has een charged ıth destroyıng free 11l and that the charge
has hurt

fact f acknowledging the frıvolıty of that argumen al
373 Sß Augustine SOCS face 1ırectly and wıthout blınkıng the
cruc1lal question pose: Dy the Pelagıans and hıs OW early SCI1N1-

pelagıanısm determıne whether nOoL all ave free cho1ice of
the g1ift of uoluntas ılla qua credimus et1am 1DSa De1l
donum SIL Ilo naturalıter INS1LO lıbero adhıbeatur arbıtrıo ? ”
(“ Whether that aCci of 111 by 16 beheve 15 ıtself the gift of (God

results fIrom that free choice ımplante by nature”? ”) hat 15 the
central somewhere behind Just about sentence thıs
study, and 15 ONC LNOTC proof ıf an Yy 15 needed that elagıus /DY NO
Was SCI1 elagıan he acknowledges ıth unusual OPCHNCSS the
dıfficulty of wıthout destroyıng eıther free 111
atever else make of thıs mMoOost sıgnıfıcant PAassSasc Il 15 OT-
tant to ote that Il SsShows hIs perfect retirospecClLve understandıng of hıs
OW SCIN1 pelagıanısm and presumably that of elagıus that
must suspect that hIs refutations elsewhere that depend “ tallures
LO understand ar only tactıcal pretenses.

39 understand the anısWeT that crucı1al question eed
read and interpret closely long, complicated and dıfficult sentence al

hıch cCıte to nclude useful portion of the preced-
INS context
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33,59 Quae dılectio0 dıffundıtur In cordıbus nostr1ıs 1NCC PCI suffiıcıen-
t1am proprilae uoluntatıs HIC PCI lıtteram eg1s, sed PCI Spirıtum anc-
u  =] quı datus est nobIıs.
34,60 Haec disputatıo, S1 quaestion1 Il soluendae sufficıt, sufficı1at.
S1 respondetur cauendum CSS5C, qu1squam Deo trıbuendum
pute peccatum, quod admıttitur PCI 1berum arbıtrıum, S1 In C'  „ quod
dicıtur: Ouid eS quod AOoOn accepisti propterea et1am uoluntas, UUa
credimus, dono De1 trıbultur, qu1a de lıbero exsIistıt arbıtrıo0, quod Cu

CTITEAaTEMNUT accep1mus, adtendat el videat NO  —; 1ıdeo tantum istam uolun-
atem dıuino muner1 trıbuendam, qula hlıbero arbıtrıo est, quod nobıs
naturalıter cConcreatum SST, uerum et1am quod u1lsorum suas]ıonıbus agıt
Deus, ut uelıimus eit ut credamus, s1ue exXirinsecCus PCI euangelıcas
exhortatıones, ubı eft mandata eg1s alıquıd agunt, S1 ad hoc admonent
homınem infırmıtatis SUAaC, ut ad gratiam lustificantem credendo COIN-

glat, s1ue intrinsecus, ubı CI110O ın potestate quı1d e1 uenlat In
mentem, sed consentire uel diıssentire proprlae uoluntatıs est.

translate the seNtTteNCcE beginnıng 7’ SInNCe read-
ıng dıffers from of the translatıons ave far OUnNn! Ihey admıt-

ave advantage readable translatıons, SInce they Tea
thıs C(iceronıan onster that’s hat Latın 111 do YOUu into parts,
whıle shall C STay ASs close possıble the or1ginal, ıth the
eXception of needing add bracketed el Just before propterea. Ihe
dıfficulty of the senNntence eg1Ns ıth Z In and ends ıth that mI1SS-
ıng ef: and solution the dıfficulty starts ıth assumıng that
eed the [WO alternatiıves named In the central question Just pose: al
the beginnıng of 33.57 (see the prev1ous paragraph) and developed In
the remaımnder. Ihe 1ıdıom In interpret In accordance ıth the amıl-
l1ar formula for whatever 1S ..  IN us  29 nature gılt nature/gıft, and
shown In the last sentence of 3359 above A4S ell In the omıtted
parts of 338 and prefigured Dy the INSLLO in the sentence posing the
entral question al 3357 The a A4S ..  one  27 standıng In for
SOTI1IC such word homine, and take the cıtatıon of Cor hIs
avorıte touchstone definıtion for the g1fts of the Holy Spirıt cannot
resist pomting al the ambigulty of accıpere, before urryıng on) And

add the el after the cıtatıon because eed propterea 118 I1NCcAan there-
fore and noTt because, ASs In SOTIC er translatıons, and that because,
agaln, eed the alternative LO free ll produce by Chrıistian>
that 1S, free 11l d the Inıtıum fidei gratiae g1ven all creatıon.
-  at g1ves the clear alternatıves In the question introducıng thıs
part of the book, al 5357 (see above), but ıth Pelagıan  27 1aSs
the AaNSWEeT. The 1C4SOI g1ven for thıs 1AaSs 15 indeed the SaJmnııle

PaASSasc from elagıus (hıs DFTO Iib arb quoted Dy Augustine al
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S et DeCC ”  ’ explaın that elagıus hesıtated attrıbute
free ll the gift of because that might SCCIN 118 ame OUT
faılures of ll God ugustine hımself to accept thıs 1C4asO1-

Ing al SDIF. el lıtt 3154° KEven INOTEC relevantly, the VELY paragrap
BD where the decısıve question 15 raısed (SGC Just above), the Samnıılec

Pelagıan objection 1S acknowledged in slıghtly dıfferent form, Q1V-
ıng unbelievers and SsInners CN ıf they NOoL gıven

the ll beheve.
g1ve the ole of Englısh entence, SINCEe the second

half, though NOL dıfficult al all, 15 MOST sıgnıfıcant in takıng MNg
into St Ihomas

If, however, OTINCONC responds that MUStTt preclude that AaN yONC
should hınk that SIN 15 to be attrıbuted God, ıf ıt 15 commıtted by
free 111 that 15 in 111all 1ın eo| In accordance wıth the words ‘“What
do YOU ave1 yYOUu ave NOL rece1ved [LE} from the Holy Spirıt]
and|] therefore S VEn the 111 by 1C belıeve 15 attrıbuted the
gift of God In the that it arı1ses from the free ll that rece1ved
when WCCIC created, he |who responds| should observe and
understand that thıs |act O1] ll [by 1C belıeve 15 attrıbuted

dıvıne gıft NnOoTt only for the 1Cason that ıt | voluntas| Was concreated
d nature uS, but also because God brings about Dy the stimulı of
OUT perceptions that should 11l and should belıeve, stimulı eıther
from the outsıde, through evangelıcal exhortatıons in CSV the
mandates of the Law effect somethıng, ıf they W INan of hıs weak-
NCSS, for the PUTrpDOSC that he flee fo Justifyıng by belıeving OT
from wıthın, where ONEC has In hıs W what into hıs mınd
(but to CONsenNnT OT dissent from these stimulı 1s wıthın OUT OW WL1

“ Vıde NUNC utrum qu1sque credat, S1 noluerıt, auft 11ON credat, S1 uolueriıt. Quod
S1 absurdum est quıd est nım credere n1s1 consentire UuUeTUMM SSC quod dıicıtur? ( 9D:
SeNsS1O autem ut1que uolentis est profecto fiıdes in potestate est. Sed, sıcut Apostolus
dicıt Non est ANLSL Deo Quı1d 1gıtur Causae est CUT 1910)81 ei de ista |uoluntate ? |
nobıs dicatur: Oulid nım habes quod NO  - accepistl Nam ef ut credamus, eus dedit.
Nusquam autem leg1mus In sanctıs Scrpturis: ° Non est uoluntas n1ıs1 Deo” Kt rectfe
NON scr1ptum est, qula eTIUM 1ON est; alıoquin et1am peccatorum quod absıt! auCTtor
est Deus, S1 110]  —_ est uoluntas N1S1 ab illo.” The analysıs of faculties here VE
sımılar Pelagıus’s, it 15 be cıted Chapters and of ÄAR el DPEeCC. Ofiae o0k
Iwo 1t would SCCINMN acknowledge that VeCN 1f taıth 1S defined 0d’s gıft
and after all, who thınks that faıth In thıngs Nseccn depends solely OUT wılls?
Pelagıans still fınd opening for human Te6 wıll In knockıing, seekıng, iindıng,

had Augustine’s ( W sem1-pelagıanısm. At DEeECC MmMer. 11,18,29 Augustine trıes
{Uu:  =] thıs back agalnst the sem1-pelagıan prem1se that the PITOCCSS of
begıins ıth the gratultous and universal g1ft Tf TrTee wiıll, but hıs aT‘ gument depends

slıpping In the word “good” oNnd uoluntas), ıth the result that he actually COIMN-

fırms, NOL refutes, his opponents’ argument.
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Iranslated >5 thıs sentence Ssummarızes the arg (and PCI-
haps the conclusıion?) of the whole book, accordıng 1C Uugus-
tine would be basıng the exclusıvıty of Christian salvatıon a(011
dısablıng otally the free all of the ungraced (as In MoOst of the er
antı-Pelagıan tracts and implıed Dy the damnatıon of unbaptıized
infants, eiende in DeCC mer.), but the eachıng of the (exclu-
s1ıve?) call from God, defined in simpl. But etTe 15 problem
here; Augustine E} far KNOW, rules Ouf the salvatıon of
SOTINC pagan_ns, VIrtuOUS Pasgans mıght SaYy, for the 1Cason that the
Old JTestament. interpreted by Paul, cıtes of such salvatıons,
such Job and the inhabıtants of ıneveh, and the poss1bıil-
ity of yel others But there 15 CVECN LHNOTIC startlıng 1CasOonN gıven in
3338

ere he COmMpromı1se, accordıng {O IC the free
111 g1ven part of the ratıiıonal soul Dy God unıversal Creator 1s

neutral capable of eıther al infıdelıty (as elagıans ave
argued), but for that VE 1Cason needing the call of God that they
must receivel/accept in order ave al But then the startlıng
wıst, In which he o0€eSs [WO thıngs completely uncharacterıistic of hıs
antı-Pelagıan tracts ole He cıtes T1ım but straıghtfor-
wardly and nOoTLt hıs tautology that God desıres SAa]VC al] whom he
desıres SAaVC And he cıtes the conventlonal theologıical ratiıonale for
free ll “ Vul Deus homiıines saluos Her1 el in agnıt10-
191° uerıtatiıs uenıre, NOoN SIC M'  E} ut e1Is adımat ı1berum arbıtrıum,

2944qUO uel ene uel male uüutentes iustissıme i1udıcentur.
Surely thıs 15 LOO g00d be true! And In fact, Gerald Bonner

Judged that when free ıll 1S referred “ media ULS, neutral
power” In 3358 ıt 1S be understood that “or1g1inal ” free 111
granted LO dam  45 But ave shown, the maın argument of thıs
book ollows fIrom attempt fo ANSWECT the Pelagıans DYy doctrine
short of total depravıty, and EVECH reach compromıse ıth them
SOTIIC of them And the long sentence quoted Just above clearly refers
LO the human Ta ASs ole havıng free ll

Why dıd the compromıiıse al Perhaps the Pelagıans called
hıs Dy accepting it aybe the et eached them If

Note that thıs appeal the conventional lrationale for TE 11l Can be saı1d
have been already implıed Dy Augustine’s prev1ous recognition of the gift of ree wıll

essentlal aspect of human nature creati1on, 1f ask Wwhy it W as o1ven.
Bonner, “ Augustine and Pelagıanısm, ” Augustinian Studies (1993)

That INCAaYCI acknowledgment MUST noTt stand the only sıgn of the debt thıs
WeEeS the groundıng provıded by onner’s writings.
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challenged Iirom the other sıde, Augustine could ave appeale LO
ON of hıs dubious definıtions of free wıll. such o1ıng somethıng
Ireely because desıre 18 do and aTc a(011 compelled, unsatıs-
Tactory that miıght aPpPCAL, face face ıth the conventional
ratıiıonale. But the WaYy Out that he has obviously prepare: ea in
Casc he should eed ıt, 1S LO SaYy that thıs second interpretation of the
gentiles who had the law wrıtten theır ea  S, W dsSs 81011 hıs PIC-
erre readıng. Even granted that thıs qualıification LO disap-
DCAaT operatıve bracket around OUT readıng of SDIF. el (itt\ ıt 15
impossıble fo

that 15 hazard of wrestling ıth the elagıan CONMN-

TOVEISY fall into suspıicıon of eing oodwınke by devious lan-
UaALC, suspıcıon ell expressed by Augustine of elagıus, in
el DeCC .22 but for uS, susp1c1on of eing hoodwınked Dy
Augustine ell On ON hand ıt 1S ata turn ne s  7 back blındly
agaınst such SUSPICION, sShown Dy the incompatıble interpretations
of Augustine free wıll, ıth : } O egan On the er hand
unless counterbalanced, such suspicıon COUu undermıne the n_
t1al empathy requıred for readıng understand, gel insıde ”
wriıter’s mınd. For OR© 1ng, Ca  a} turn OUTrT Susp1cıon of each
wriıter agaınst hıs susp1icıon of the er ut I suggest appeal

hat Can call the Justice of influence. wriıter who exploıts
the ambigulties of words and of SyntaxX allows hIıs readers LO UuUse hım
for theır OW PUTDOSCS, whether ıth AaW aTrTeNnNCSssS nOot 1n Peter
1Lombard W as UulLy of hıs exploıtatıon of Augustine’s ambı-
guılties and ambıvalences. And that ralses questions about ugus-
tine’s intentions. aybe he dıd really INcan hat he saıd, that all
people ave free wıll, CVCN 1f he COUuU not fınd cConvıncıng WaYy of
formulatıng ıt

hıs {u  z WOU also take back tOo Augustine’s WONderTIuU
defense of “mistaken” readıng, in fad cCreed. aybe 1f he maIn-
taıned such Treedom reader of Paul, things m1g ave turned Ouft
better.

hıs 1s the pomint al 17 end the maın argument, which 15
that Augustine Was the or1g1n and SOUTCE not only for the ..  NUu-  ela-
g1an ” eOrY of revıived Dy followers such Luther and Calvın
but also for the sem1-Pelagıan ” theory, In ıts scholastıc vers1on,
agaınst 1C Luther and Calvın eacted that nowadays OMNC,
al least the CXperts Augustine, WOU decıde between them
sSımply the ground that ıt 1s - because ıt 15 Augustine’s fınal
OpInı0N, agaınst 1cC. doctrine 1Ss the better, in the indıvıdual read-
er consıdered jJjudgment. So long then, A4Ss AdIiIC areful recognıze
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that the [WO doctrines dIeCc probably incompatıble, that probably
ave choose between them. long ATIC careful acknow/l-
edge that ıt 1S who ATC ec1dıng, it 1S een that WAdaY,
suspect that Can Sa y that al present al east, the sem1-pelagıan
Augustine has argely WO  s Ouf VT the antı-Pelagıan Augustine.

The posıtıon summarızed In the etters of Proper an Hılary,
formulated by defenders of free 111 agaınst Augustine’s antı-Pela-
g1anısm but laımed by them 18 derıve fIrom Augustine’s OW
defense of free ıll agaınst Manıchae1sm, claım confırmed by
Augustine hımself rae w  >  9 whatever call 1t, 15
posıtıon ell thought out be nearly irrefutable an in the
long IU  $ irresistıble, ou thanks maınly to Augustine, ıth
SOTIIC help from Pelagıans. Most of the gen1us of ıt 15 contaıned in
the openıng appeal LO the free and gTaC10US gıft of Iree ıll Dy God

unıversal Creator, hereby setting In motion the eventual sappıngz
from wıthın of Inv1ıdıous claıms partıal unıversalıty, whether by
Chrıistianıty er relıg10n, Dy elevatıng oOse claıms into hıgher
form of unıversalıty.

There 15 much gen1us also In Augustine’s attempt refute hıs
OW sem1-pelagıanısm. But Pelagıans ave eed LO OPPOSC eıther
the fall from of Innocence 1OT or1g1inal SIN: they Can be refuted
only Dy pushıng these doctrines LO the obvıously false extireme of
ola pervers1ıty of human nalure, passed oOWN lıterally traduce,
the latter Step avoılded CVOCIMN Dy Augustine hımself. In fact, the attack

Pelagıans WOU not ave succeeded CVCN temporarıly CEXCEPL for
the appeal the dangerously double-edged instrument of infant
damnatıon.

But the allure of hıs attacks CNSALC precısely and effectually
ıth sem1-Pelag1anısm has actually een fo Augustine’s advantage,
allowıng the MOST of hıs gre. achlevements teacher of
SUrVIve quıte ell wıthout OSse daunting eXiremes, and In fact, wıthın
sem1-Pelagıanısm ıtself.

As ıth Oonathan Swiıft centurlies later, arge part of ugus-
tine’s polemi1cal mpulse W ds inspıred by horror of rel1g10uUs CONTLTrOo-

bıtter enough dısturb the of the WOT If Start by
assumıng that intellıgent mınd COUuU nNnot ave een uUuNawWware of
the obvıous fallacıes In hıs attempt lımıt desıre that all INeCN
be saved, Call take the exti step of imagınıng hım quıte content
that hıs OoOpponents, ıncluding hıs yOUNgCT self, should trıumph eventu-
ally, 108 Christianity Was fırmly established? After all, Augustine

denı1ed the salvatıon of “ vIrtuous pagans, ” but only arguments
that such salvatıon 1S uMLy merıted, 181011 Ireely g1ven.
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Augustine and Thomas Aquinas
We Can examıne thıs ast Op1C only VeC selectively and rie1ly,
18 outlıne the influence of Augustine the sem1-pelagıan. We

noted above eierT ombard’s UuUsSscC of Augustine and free ll
He prudently continues 18 TEa Augustine the doctor of
and Pelagıus heretic, but he SOCS UuUsec Augustine’s requent
lapses, CVCI ate in hıs lıfe, into hat would call sem1-Pelag1anısm
to vindıcate free 111 agaınst the antı-Pelagıan Augustine.

For example, SCC Peter’s ook IL, Dıstincetion In chapter
ıth the s1ıgnıficant “De ]la cogıitatiıone onı1 qUaC praecedit
fiıdem, ” eieTtr Lombard quotes (n edıted vers1o0n) passasc from
Enarrationes In Psalmos of salm 118 19) “ CONncupI1u1
desıderare, Inquıt, NON des1iderauli. Vıdemus enım ratiıone NONNUNG Ya
qU amı utiles sunt iustificationes Deı:; sed infiırmıtate praepeditı alı-
quando NONMN desıderamus. Praeuolat CISO intellectus, sequıtur tardus
aut nullus affectus; SCIMUS bonum, NC eleCctlal9 al CUPIMUS ut
C6

eTre 1S eal ITONY ere Peter Brown cıtes thıs ast sentence,
and SOCS call thıs ““ostens1ibly thoroughly ‘Pelagıan' Psalm  297
ıth ..  ıts statıc code of precepts ” C Augustine managed In hıs
commentary 18 turn trıumphantly hıs OW (antı-Pelagıan? UTDOS-
es We eed learn be the ookout for mınute traces of pela-
g1an free l whether for approva. blame) sharply OUT long-
AgO predecessors dıd! Almost certamly for TIhomas the or1g1n of hıs
doctrine of Was in Augustine interpreted and GHe Dy eter.
not in Pelagıus and certamly nOotL In the almost vanıshed Rufinus

In I1 Sent., 28, 1, 1, ad I d first Step IThomas restores
the (Girace of Creation Just those VeISCS OMNC had noticed Augustine

impressing into servıice {O the (Girace of Recreatıon Dy readıng into
them unstated and tendenti1o0ous word 200d, VEeISCS such a< John

‘“ Wıthout yYOUu Can do nothın  29 and COr hen INn ad he
puts into the unıversal ontext of hat Cal call Ihomas’s
Unitied 1e€ Theory of Love, accordıng which everythıng which
ex1Ists 15 g1ven motion by love of ıts SOUTCEC and C(C'reator. oOse wh
ave encountered thıs theory In Its orand Vv1isıon In Dante Commedia

Brown, Augustine of Hippo: Biograph,y, NCW ed.kBerkeley: Universıity of
Calıfornıa Press, 376 It 15 orth noting that late Summa I’heologtae,
la2ae, 9’ a 1, IThomas quotes TOM Peter paraphrase of thıs PASSascC, NOL TOM Ugus-
tine’s or1gınal. hıs ONC nıggardly reference must 810)1 be allowed misrepresent the

help have derıved TOM eter Brown’s wrıtings
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ıll perhaps LL1OTEC readıly notice ıts ubtler eXpress1ons In IThomas
The mınd OPCH tOo the inner promptings of 15 thus al:
Dy SCIISCS5 ODCH ‘“ exterl1o0r OCcasıons ” bearıng wıtness od’s love
and the love of God

We eed ote In certaın quarters the powerful motive
assımılate the [WO, whether IThomas Augustine Augustine LO
Thomas. For certaın PUTDOSCS thıs 1S quıte PIODCT, long AdIiIC

quıte of OUT OW contrıbution. but noLt for scholars, EXCepL INSO-
far the ıkeness 1S really there

ecently ON SCCS the argumen that Ihomas Aquınas DYy the
time of the Summa I’heologiae turned agaınst hıs earher sem1-Pelagı-
anısm and assımılated hımself 1{8 Augustine, thesıs that 1s probably
yel another result of unexamıned prejJudıce agaınst Pelagıanısm. See.;
for example, the nNnoTtes and COI'I'II'IICIIt&I‘Y In the Blackfriars dıtıon of
the Summa I’heologiae, Vol (la2ae, 106-1 14), edıted Dy Cornehus
Ernst, and also Joseph Wawrykow, 0od’s (ırace an Human
Action *' But Wawrykow rehes flawed r  n Dy Bernard Lon-

In hıs dıssertatıon, publıshed Grace an Freedom.®® Lonergan
that hıs ast per10d, under the influence of Augustine, Ihomas

renounced heretical because Pelagıan the wıthın nature, and
above all external events A stımulatıng preparatıon for, that he
had alfırmed in hıs early wrıtings (SEEe 24 39 LZ2. and 147 for
thıs hes1s) But thıs argumen rehes heavıly misreadıng of paS-
SdsCc Irom Ouodl.1, 4, / in effect readıng the correlatıves
AON solum. sed etiıam 4S Anon WE Despıte the iımportance Lonergan
attrıbutes 18 the PASSaLC, referring {O ıt tımes, he cıtes the
atın, g1ves full translatıon, but unfortunately only SUMMAATLY Par-
aphrases, probably from hıs ofte cards in those days before photo-
COpyıng If he had checked the or1g1nal, he WOU surely ave noticed
hıs obvıous (and most uncharacterı1st1ic) oversight:

Dıcendum est CI QO, quod OMO ndıget aux1ıl10 gratiae 1910)8! solum ad
merendum., sed et1am ad hoc quod ad gratiam praeparel; alıter

ei alıter. Nam eretur OMO PCI uırtutis, &308 1910)8| solum
bonum agıt, sed bene, ad quod requırıtur habıtus, ut dicıtur I1 Ethıc.,
ef 1deo ad merendum requirıtur habıtualıter gratla. Sed ad hoc quod
OMO ad habıtum consequendum, 110  — ndıget alıo0 habıtu,
qula Can esse procedere ad infinıtum. Indiget diıuina auxıl10 1ON

Wawrykow, Od’s Grace and Human Actıon. Merit” the I heology of
T’homas Aquinas (Notre Dame Universıty of Notre Dame Press,

Lonergan, Grace an Freedom. Operative Grace In the I hought of St
T’homas, ed Patout Burns, (New ork Herder and Herder,
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solum quantum ad exterlora mouentla, pr scılicet diıiuina PTrOU1-
dentıa procurantur homiını OCCaslones salutıs, puta praedicationes,
exempla, l interdum aegriıtudines el flagella; sed et1am quantum ad
interiıorem9pr' Deus COT homiınıs inter1us mMO ad bonum,
secundum TOU XAIL, COr reg1s In MANÜ Dei; UHOCUMQUE
uoluerit, uerltel ıllud. Et quod hoc necessarıum sıt, probat phılosophus
in quodam CapD de bono fortunae. Hoc enım agıt uoluntate; uoluntatıs
em princıpıium est elect10, eft electionıs consılıum. S1 qUaC-

qualıter consılharı inc1ıplat, NON potest dıc1 quod consılıo COIN-

sılıarı inceperIt, quia S1C in infinıtum procedere. nde oportet
alıquod exterius princıpium CSSC quod moOoueat mMmentem humanam ad
consılıandum de agendis. Hoc em oportet ESSC alıquod mehus
humana Non CISO est caeleste, quod est infra intellec-
tualem ulrtutem, sed Deus, ut phılosophus, ıbıdem., concludıt.

ave quoted LINOTC than the sentence in question, C StTart.
ıth Indiget given the interest of the passasec In the Context of
thıs Indeed the ole artıcle 1S useful

If VOU COMPATIC that passSasc irom Ouodl ıth 11 SC 28,
@ . ad e YOU ll fiınd change in the balance of internal

VeTITSUS external ““premotion. ” And that long passasc compared ıth
the long sentenc from SDIr. el Iıtt 34,60 cıted above ell summarızes
the influence of Augustine Aquınas As internal premotion,
Ihomas’s cıtatıon of T1STLOLle above remıinds that ıt operates un1-
versally, ASs ell AS Vıa Chrıistian9 and sometimes In preparatıon
for the latter. On that po1In SE also Summa Theologiae, a2ae, 109,

1 ad NC prımum CISO dicendum quod INNEC

UOCUMIYUC dıcatur, est spiırıtu SAnCTIO sicut ab infundente naturale
lumen, el OQOuente ad intelliıgendum elt loquendum uerıtatem. Non
aute sıcut ab inhabıtante PCTI gratiam gratum facıentem, ue] sıcut
largıente alıquod habıtuale donum naturae superaddıtum, sed hoc
solum est in quıbusdam eTISs cognoscendı1s et loquendis; et 1 maxıme
in ıllıs qUaC pertinent ad 1dem, de quıbus apostolus loquebatur. ” If
TIhomas had rejected the wıthın nature, hıs System WOU ave
fallen ap into [WO discontinuous halves, the discussıon of natural
vıirtues eing ırrelevant Chrıstians, eXcept perhaps in inducıng
pasgans 18 TeA them ell

er all the ogrief of and from Augustine and Pelagıus, OUT

reward 15 the unstraiıned effortlessness and VEn the Arıstotelian obvIı-
OUSI1C55 hOow COUuU ave m1issed it! of TIhomas’s solution {O
the problem of and free 11l We hardly eed ook beyond the
question ıtself of SL: a2ae, 112 S_ eXCcept confırm the sudden
insıght ave recel1ved: “ utrum necessarı10 etur oratıa praeparantı
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ad gratiam, vel facıentI1 quod In est‘? ” (“ Whether 1S NECCECSSAaT-

ıLly g1ven ONMNC who hımself for 4 LO OTMIC who 0O€s
hat 1S In her? The conclusıon of COUTSC 15 negatıve, but that NCSA-
t1ve {turns the qualification ““necessarl10o, ” al 10i preserving the free-
dom of both (God and INan and allowing {O transcend, not SUuS-

pend, dıvıne Justice Is thıs formulatıon perhaps hat Augustine always
WAas strugglıng towards, and m1g ave reached, eXcept for infant
damnatıon
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