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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The idea for this project arose in the context of 

a general survey of Augustine's political thought. I 

found Augustine's reflections upon the nature of political 

history and his insights into the structure of the human 

personality most exciting and felt them to be productive 

of further investigations. Particularly, since most of 

Augustine's ideas were easily accessible, it seemed 

strange that there would be a single facet of his thought 

that was so little understood by so many of his inter

preters as that of predestination. Being prone to assume 

that the most obscure portions of a man's thought are 

generally the most important, I thought that a study of 

Augustinian predestination was in order. 

As the study proceeded, it became immediately 

apparent that Augustine's doctrine of predestination was 

indeed central to his thought. This was, in fact, 

acknowledged even by many of those very commentators who 

either were sufficiently confused by the notion so as to 

pass over it briefly and concentrate on other aspects of 

his philosophy, or considered themselves absolutely 
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incapable of treating the subject at all. This, in 

addition to my reading many of Augustine's somewhat 

puzzling statements about divine grace and human freedom, 

only increased my resolve at least to attempt to render 

Augustine's doctrine intelligible. It seemed that such 

a central aspect of the thought of a philosopher as 

important as St. Augustine should not go untreated by any 

discipline which claims him to be an integral part of its 

own tradition. 

In addition, it seemed that some major complications 

were apparent which could not be worked out until a thor

ough analysis of Augustine's ideas on predestination had 

been undertaken. The most obvious of these complications 

concerned the question as to how Augustine could have been 

so unequivocal in his affirmation of human freedom while 

at the same time continually affirming the absolute 

dependence of man upon God. Other complications, secondary 

in nature, also emerged, such as the question as to how a 

theory of divine predestination could ultimately be squared 

with the advocacy of a policy of state coercion of heresy 

and schism, since it would seem that if the actions of 

human beings were "predestined" from the beginning of time, 

little justification could be found for coercive activities 

of this sort. 



It seemed that on these points, Luther and Calvin 

had been more consistent, first in their advocacy of 

independence from coercion in religious matters and 

second, in their denial of man's freedom in the face of the 

Omnipotent. But since thinkers of Augustine's calibre 

do not usually entertain basic contradictions at the very 

core of their thought, a comparison of Protestant and 

Catholic views on predestination was called for, as well 

as an examination of the particular notions of freedom put 

forward by the two traditions. In other words, it was my 

feeling that Augustine was not at all in contradiction with 

himself in the matter of human freedom, but rather that his 

notion of freedom was fundamentally different from that 

most familiar today. 

At least one should give Augustine the benefit of 

the doubt here, in view of the fact that he never (to my 

knowledge) uttered a single statement which could be con

strued as an explicit denial of human freedom. One should 

work empirically, then, starting from Augustine's own 

clearest statements about divine grace and human freedom, 

in the hope that a concept of freedom might emerge which 

would enlarge our perspective on these subjects, and 

perhaps provide a useful addition to the vocabulary used in 

discussion of them. Such an approach is timely, because 

one of the most pressing problems in our own day is the 



swallowing-up of individual potentialities in the com-
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plexities of mass society —the emergence of the "organiza

tion man," the "cult of commodities," together with the 

recent emphasis upon democratization and equalitarianism--

a problem which has sometimes led to an exaggerated 

preoccupation with individual "rights," and to a quite 

justifiable concern on the part of some about the exact 

nature of "freedom." 

Specifically, it might be supposed that an age so 

preoccupied with the rights of the "individual" against 

"society" is by definition an age of slavery, and it might 

then be argued that there must be something missing in our 

concept of human freedom—something which could be dis

covered through contact with a thinker like Augustine, who 

lived in an age in which the "individual versus society" 

opposition had not yet occurred, and yet who discussed the 

notion of freedom more fully than any thinker prior to his 

day. It might also be assumed that a strong emphasis 

upon one particular aspect of freedom—e.g., "rights"— 

will tend quite naturally to obscure other elements which 

might be essential to the understanding of the concept 

as a whole, as when Heidegger says that every particular 

revelation of "what-is" amounts to a concealment of "what-

is-in-totality." 



It is therefore obvious that the first step toward 

an understanding of Augustine's idea of freedom is to 

analyze the doctrine which has often been held to have 

contradicted human liberty at its very basis—the theory 

of predestination. Throughout the analysis, close atten

tion will be given to predestination in its relatedness 

to the problem of freedom, and at the same time the doctrine 

will be examined in relation to other important aspects of 

Augustine's thought. 

In chapter II, I shall examine Augustine's earliest 

thinking about divine grace and human freedom, which 

takes the form of discussions about the apparent contra

diction between God's foreknowledge and man's free will; 

discussions which are analytical and logical in tone, and 

give indication of Augustine's approach in the period of 

his life when he was most under the influence of Platonic 

and neo-Platonic ideas. Here I shall also demonstrate that 

Augustine's notion of divine grace emerges at the very 

point where Platonic theology breaks down—its lack of an 

operative theory of transformation from one state of the 

soul to another; the inability to say why the first 

prisoner in Plato's cave would ever rise and walk out of 

his own accord. 

In chapter III, I shall discuss the notion of pre

destination in relation to Augustine's ideas on time. 



eternity, and the creation of the world, and will point 

out the divergence of Augustine's thinking on these 

subjects from that of the Platonists and neo-Platonists, 

a divergence making possible a view of history which 

includes the concept of novelty and which therefore pro

vides for a fuller understanding of human freedom than had 

ever before been possible. Here I will also examine the 

distinction between "sufficient" and "efficacious" grace, 

a distinction which must be grasped if the fundamental 

divergence of Calvinist thinking on predestination from 

that of Augustine is to be understood. 

In chapter IV, I shall elaborate the most important 

attempts at reconciliation of the problem of grace and 

free will: the Pelagian (which resolves the problem by 

denying grace); the Calvinist (which resolves the problem 

by denying free will); the Semipelagian (which resolves the 

problem by making divine predestination contingent upon 

man's merits); and the Augustinian (which resolves the 

problem by making predestination contingent upon man's 

response to grace). I shall also discuss at some length 

here the debate between Jesuits (Molinists) and Dominicans 

(Thomists) concerning the nature of divine grace and the 

priorities of knowing and willing with respect to the 

divine decree, and will argue that Augustine's solution 

to the problem of grace and free will is fundamentally 



identical with the developed Molinist solution most 

commonly referred to as "congruism." 

Chapter V will bring to completion the analysis of 

Augustinian predestination as it relates to the problem 

of human freedom, and will bring to light the ontological 

and transcendental aspects of Augustine's idea of freedom: 

distinguishing between "free will" (liberum arbitrium)— 

conceived as an embodiment of the distinction between 

choosing to live either gratefully or ungratefully, and 

"freedom" (libertas)—conceived as the certain fulfillment 

of the choice to live gratefully rather than ungratefully. 

The closing section of the chapter will demonstrate the 

consequences of misinterpreting Augustine's ideas on grace 

and predestination, using as examples the works of Herbert 

Deane and Dino Bigongiari. 

Finally, in a brief concluding chapter, some possibly 

fruitful avenues of research, in light of the foregoing 

analysis of Augustine's thoughts on grace, predestination, 

and human freedom, will be suggested. Particularly, it is 

hoped that the significance of Augustinian thinking about 

human freedom in the modern world will have become fully 

apparent; for if enough light can be shed upon his concept 

of freedom to make productive reflection possible, the 

task of this paper will have been accomplished. 



CHAPTER II 

EARLY FOUNDATIONS OF AUGUSTINE'S 

THEORY OF GRACE 

The purpose of this chapter is to outline briefly 

the development of the theory of predestination as it 

appears in the early writings of Augustine, and to provide 

a detailed analysis of his own arguments with a view 

toward presenting the theory in the clearest possible light. 

This is not to say that a mere biographical exposition of 

the theory is sufficient for the goal of understanding, yet 

failure to deal with the concept in terms of Augustine's 

own philosophical background will result in serious mis

understandings later when the attempt is made to relate it 

to other concepts. In pursuance of this task, then, I 

will attempt to show how the idea of predestination grows 

out of Augustine's early way of dealing with the question 

of the relation of God's foreknowledge to man's free will, 

which will lead to a discussion of the related topics of 

divine Wisdom and divine Providence. It is my feeling that 

if these relationships are not grasped from the very outset 

of any discussion of predestination, one will end up 

handling the difficulties which invariably arise from such 

a discussion using the wrong vacabulary. 

8 



Father Portalie sheds light on this difficulty 

better than anyone else: "Most frequently these difficul

ties are purely verbal. Objections are fabricated from 

expressions taken in their actual, literal meaning. 

Briefly, for a complete understanding of his teaching, one 

must first make for himself an Augustinian dictionary, 

working not from a priori conceptions, but according to 

Augustine's own indications." The greatest danger of all 

in modern times is the imposition of a Calvinist vocabulary 

on discussion of Augustinian concepts. For example, the 

Calvinist system would seem to subject mankind to the most 

rigid form of divine determinism. But Augustine has been 
2 

hailed by some commentators as a "philosopher of freedomi" 

Indeed, Augustine saw himself to the end of his life as a 
3 

staunch defender of freedom of the will. 

This confusion derives from a misunderstanding of the 

Augustinian way of approaching the concept of divine wisdom 

and, as I will show in the next chapter, revolves around 

the relationship between God's foreknowledge and the divine 

decree which foreordains the course and development of 

world history. The Calvinistic approach to this question 

is different from the Augustinian one, but since the former 

is the more recent and better-known approach, most dis

cussions of Augustine's theory are carried forward in 

Calvinistic terms. Furthermore, the aforementioned 
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differences between Augustinians and Calvinists regarding 

the question of predestination (derived from their dif

ferent approaches to the relation between God's fore

knowledge and the divine decree) is rooted at bottom in 

the divergent notions of the nature of good and evil held 

by the two schools of thought, and demands discussion of 

the influence of Plato on St. Augustine, a task to be 

accomplished in the later portion of the present chapter. 

It seems safe to say that the foundation for the 

theory of predestination was laid at least by 388 or 389, 

4 
in De Libero Arbitrio. Book III, C. 3 of this work con
tains the famous argument of Evodius against the compati-

5 
bility of foreknowledge and free will. The argument goes 

as follows: (1) God has foreknowledge of all future events 

(2) If a man is going to sin, God therefore knows that he 

is going to sin. (3) Whatever God knows must necessarily 

happen. (4) Hence, the man must necessarily sin. (5) But, 

if he must necessarily sin, there is no free choice 

involved. (6) Therefore, man does not have free will. 

It has been held that in order to refute the above 

argument, Augustine denied the last premise (that if a man 

must necessarily sin, there is no free choice in sinning), 

therefore denying any fundamental contradiction between 

necessity and freedom. William Rowe argues that 

Augustine's argument in response to Evodius is invalid. 
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because he rejected premise (5) when he should have 
7 

rejected the conjunction of (3) and (4). 

Rowe bases his argument upon a hidden distinction 

within the third premise of Evodius' argument (that what

ever God foreknows must necessarily happen). He distin

guishes between taking the proposition as (3a): "It is 

necessary that if God foreknows p, p will happen"; and 

taking the statement as (3b): "If God foreknows p, p will 
g 

happen necessarily." It will be noticed immediately that 

(3b) appears to place God under some sort of necessity, and 

for this reason classical theology holds the proposition 
9 

to be inherently self-contradictory. It will also be seen 

that the inference from (3) to (4) in Evodius' argument 

demands that (3) be taken as an instance of (3b) rather 

than (3a)—otherwise we have no reason to believe that the 
., 10 man sins necessarily. 

Rowe apparently concludes from this that Augustine 

rejected (5) either because of his failure to see the real 

error in Evodius' argument—the inherent falsity of the 

conjunction of (3) and (4)—or because he really did not 

hold necessity and freedom to be incompatible. That the 

latter possibility is untenable is clearly shown by 

Augustine himself in the concluding sentence of Book III, 

Ch. 4: "Let us rather acknowledge that God's foreknowledge 

requires that nothing future be hidden from His view, while 
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His justice demands that sin, being a voluntary offense, 

should not go unpunished by His judgement, since it was 

not necessitated by His foreknowledge." That the former 

is also incorrect is no less clearly indicated by 

Augustine's question, put to Evodius in the thick of the 

very argument under examination: "If everything which God 

foreknows happens of necessity and not freely, are you not 

afraid that someone may counter by saying that God will 

also do whatever He is going to do, not freely, but of 

12 necessity?" 

The argument put forth by Rowe is an excellent 

example of the tendency referred to at the beginning of 

the present chapter—that of working from a priori or 

ingrained conceptions regarding the content of Augustine's 

thought—rather than empirically, starting from his own 

words. This point can be no better made than he himself 

states it in the work under discussion: "What sheer 

folly1 Why could not something happen other than God 

foreknew, if what God foreknew as a future will is not a 

will? I pass over the equally astounding assertion, which 

I mentioned a moment ago, of the man who said he was 

necessitated to will the way he did. He is trying to 

destroy the will by presupposing necessity, for if he is 

necessitated to will, how can he will when there is no 

13 will?" I conclude, then, that Augustine's response to 
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Evodius' argument is the appropriate one, over against 

those who would judge him a priori to be a determinist. 

Furthermore, it appears that Augustine is saying here that 

the will is something that is free b^ definition! As this 

notion is of great importance to the whole of this paper, 

it should be discussed more fully at this point. 

For Augustine, the only way in which it makes sense 

to speak of free will is in the sense that if X is not in 

a man's power, then the presence or absence of X is not a 

result of the man's will. This is pointed out in response 

to the answer given by Evodius when Augustine asked him if 

he could become happy against his will. Evodius replied 

that he would be happy now if the matter were in his power, 

14 for he willed to be happy, but could not achieve it. 

Thus Evodius thinks that "being in one's power" and "being 

in one's will" are two different things. But Augustine 

wonders how, if Evodius does not have what he wills, he 

can know if he really willed it? For if X is not in a 

man's power, then neither the presence nor the absence of 

X can be properly held to be a result of the man's will. 

From this reasoning, it would seem to follow that 

where X is something that does not occur, the question of 

"willing" simply does not arise. This leaves us with the 

possibility that X is something that does occur, even 

though we do not will it to occur. And Augustine in fact 

recognizes this form of necessity—using the examples of 
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growing old and dying to illustrate the point. But he 

does not see why one has to fear this kind of necessity 

15 taking away the freedom of will, for all that we have 

we must have by willing, and if we have, in fact, what we 

will, then it is in our power, and therefore free. If, 

then, a man sins (X occurs), there is no choice but to 

conclude that the man sinned willingly, and that God's 

foreknowledge of the man's willingness to sin places the 

will under no necessity. However, it would seem here that 

Augustine has contradicted himself by saying that it is 

necessary that one grow old, but not necessary that one 

sin I In both cases, X is something that occurs; old and 

dead is something that we are as much as sin is something 

that we do. 

The confusion surrounding this passage in D£ Libero 

Arbitrio has arisen because Augustine and Evodius failed to 

arrive at a clear understanding of hypothetical necessity 

in the matter of- death. To say that it is necessary that 

one die is really to say: Given certain preconditions 

(a complex of characteristics which physical bodies possess, 

such that they will self-destruct at some future time), 

one must die. Therefore, whether one dies or not appears 

to be contingent upon the existence or non-existence of 

these preconditions, and the necessity involved applies 

to the entire conditional, rather than to the conclusion 
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itself. And no number of observations will be suffi

cient to render this necessity anything other than hypo

thetical. The fact that people who do not die have 

apparently never been observed can never mean that it is 

necessary that no one will not die at some point in the 

future. It is as when Karl Popper said that having 

observed only white swans X (uncountable) number of times 

means simply that white swans have been observed X number 

of times—and nothing more. It is not therefore necessary 

that we will observe only white swans tomorrow, but only 

that if the same (or similar) conditions hold tomorrow, 

17 then we will observe only white swans. 

Augustine appears to have realized that a man's 

sinfulness could be recognized as a hypothetical necessity 

18 without ultimately destroying freedom of choice; for 

although conditions prevail today that cause a man to sin, 

the possibility that he will not sin tomorrow (that those 

conditions will not be present) must always remain, even 

if the absence of God's grace is the only precondition for 

the state of sinfulness. St. Thomas, who has developed 

this idea more thoroughly, held that God knows necessarily 

but does not will necessarily, and that therefore his 

willing any given X is not necessary. It follows from 

this, then, that X need not happen by necessity. He points 

out that the conditional proposition "If God wills X, X 
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will happen," is necessarily true, but denies that any 

necessity attaches to the consequent in the conditional. 

Thus "Although the non-existence of an effect of the divine 

will is compatible with the divine will, the possibility 

that the effect should be lacking is given simultaneously 

with the divine will. God's willing someone to be saved 

and the possibility that that person be damned are not 

incompatible; but God's willing him to be saved and his 

19 actually being damned are incompatible." 

If the aforementioned perspective is accepted, the 

argument between Augustine and Evodius is resolved, for no 

kind of knowledge (whether of past, present, or future 

contingencies) will entail anything whatsoever with respect 

to an act of willing that is to take place in the past, 

present, or future, for willing of any kind is by definition 

never subject to necessity. Knowledge of a future event 

no more causes that event to take place than memory of a 

past event causes that event to take place. And Augustine 

indeed arrives at precisely this conclusion in the dis

cussion with Evodius: "Why, then, should a just God not 

punish sins which he has not forced anyone to commit 

because of His foreknowledge? Just as you do not compel 

past events to happen by your memory of them, so God does 

not compel events of the future to take place by His fore

knowledge of them. Again, just as you recall certain 

things you remember, so God foreknows all things whereof He 
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is the Cause, though He is not Himself the Cause of all 

that He foreknows. He is not the cause of evil deeds, but 

20 only their avenger." 

And this is the real meaning of Augustine's statement 

that the will is something that is always (by definition) 

in our power, and therefore free. It is in this light that 

Augustine's clearest statement on the freedom of the will 

in De Libero Arbitrio should be interpreted. Here 

Augustine recalls the conversation about Evodius' happi

ness: 

When I asked whether you [Evodius] would be happy 
in the future against your will . . . you replied 
that you would already be happy if it were within 
your power, for you said you had the will, but not 
yet the power, to become happy. At that point I 
interjected the remark that the voice of truth was 
making itself heard in you, for we cannot deny that 
we have the power unless we fail to make our own 
the very thing we are willing. But if the will it
self is not at our disposal while we will, then of 
course we are not willing at all. But if it is 
impossible for us not to will while we are willing, 
then the will is present to us whenever we will. 
There is nothing in our power except that which 
is present while we are willing. Unless, then, it 
is within our power, our will is no will. Further
more, it is because the will is in our power that it 
is free. What is not within our power, or cannot 
lie, does not come under our freedom. Accordingly, 
we do not deny God's foreknowledge of all things 
future, and yet we do will what we will. Since God 
has foreknowledge of our will, its future will be 
such as He foreknows it.̂ -*-

That Augustine's real problem at the logical level 

in De Libero Arbitrio was his assertion of the necessity of 

dying, and not his denial of the necessity of sinning--the 
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far more important point, is further substantiated by his 

retraction of this assertion in one of his later works 

22 

against the Pelagians. Pelagius had apparently asserted 

that Adam, even if he had not sinned, would have suffered 

physical death anyway as a necessary consequence of his 
23 

being. As Augustine interprets the Pelagian assertion: 
"If he had happened to live on here longer in his natural 

body, he would have been oppressed with old age, and have 

24 gradually, by reason of senility, arrived at death." 

Yet Augustine here is unequivocal in his denial of 

the above statement. He sees, at this point, no reason to 

doubt that if Adam had persevered in obedience to God, he 

would have maintained in his mortal body (rather, God 

would have so maintained) a condition in which he would 

have grown full of years without thereby growing old and 

finally would have passed (whenever God so pleased) from 

mortality to immortality without the medium of death. In 

his own words: "even as this very flesh of ours is not 

therefore invulnerable, because there happens to be no 

occasion on which it receives a wound; so also was it not 

therefore immortal, because there arose no necessity of 

dying."25 

There is concealed in Augustine's claim a subtle 

distinction which is most often overlooked, but is never

theless basic to the understanding of Christian thought. 
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This is the distinction between the physical reality of 

death, on the one hand, and the actual experience of 

dying, on the other. Augustine certainly recognized the 

physical content of death as an inexorability of nature, 

but he also realized that the human way of relating to 

this death is not so simple. For the actual experience of 

death is not only that man dies naturally; but that man 

dies naturally, without finding death natural! 

It is in this sense that Augustine speaks of death 

as not being necessary. For if death were simply necessary, 

it would seem that it should not be so difficult to come 

to terms with it. The best way of summarizing this dis

tinction in Augustine's thought would be to say that, for 

him, death is indeed inevitable, but not therefore necessary, 

And this is also the best way of summarizing his view of 

the inevitability (but not necessity) of sin. Here, the 

obvious physical inexorability of death is placed in direct 

relation to our awareness of the fact of dying, but the 

idea of necessity is approached in relation to our aware

ness (self-consciousness) of being-towards-death (Thanatos). 

It would be remiss to overlook the obvious relation

ship implied in the above statement between Augustine and 

Greek philosophy, on the one hand, and between Augustine 

and modern existentialist thought, on the other. For 

Plato, Thanatos is conceived as one of the orienting forces 
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of the soul, that which puts its everyday existence under 

a constant threat of extinction-without-merits, and so 

acts as a goad to the attainment of a more vital exis-
26 

tence. For Heidegger, the "being-towards-death" is the 

farthest horizon of existence, an expression of the ulti-

mate possibility of the human being in his pursuit of the 

awareness of being—his "ownmost-potentiality-for-being," 

without the everyday experience of which his existence 

27 lapses into inauthenticity. 

Now, to Augustine, it is plain that we relate to 

our experience of the force of death freely. That is, we 

do not wish to die, even though we are obviously marching 

inevitably towards death. Thus we have a glimpse of 

Augustine's most general notion of free will, as a mode of 

being, relative to our experience of things encountered 

in the world, yet bearing no relation whatever to the 

actual, physical forces which bear down upon us daily, and 

which we normally group under the heading of "necessities." 

It is in this manner that Augustine's statements regarding 

the freedom of the will are seen to be so peculiarly 

infused with negativity and seem sometimes to amount to a 

tacit denial of freedom in its entirety. For what, indeed, 

is freedom if it is nothing more than the choice between 

different ways of grabbing at straws? Between different 

ways of relating to Nothing? Between different ways of 

being-finally-dead? 
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These questions are set forth here with a purely 

provisional, suggestive intent. They are, in point of 

fact, not questions which can be answered once and for all. 

But if we are to deal with the concept of freedom in the 

works of St. Augustine, we must be aware of the nature of 

the question as it existed in his own mind. More precisely, 

we must be aware that he approached the problem of freedom 

as if approaching something which was bound to elude his 

grasp at the moment of his touch, a gelatinous something 

that slips through the fingers in direct proportion to the 

pressure with which one tries to secure it, an idea which 

is concealed at the very moment of its revelation. Only one 

clue is afforded here, one that is fruitful and to which I 

shall later return: that for Augustine, freedom is never 

something that we can have; but if it is anything at all, 

it is something that we are. 

If freedom thus constitutes an ontological charac

teristic of man, it is more than obvious that God's fore

knowledge of the dispositions of man's will and his subse

quent activities can in no way be construed to negate 

this freedom. Rather, it must be seen to presuppose it, in 

the sense that if such freedom had not been granted to us 

by God, we would have remained like animals, fully deter

mined by externally-conditioned "necessities," and incapable 

of establishing an internal, existential relationship to 
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such conditioning events. It is in this way that the 

overwhelming importance to Augustine of the idea of 

historicity becomes intelligible—as the idea that inspired 

his two greatest works: the Confessions^^ (the history 

of his own soul) and the City of God^^ (the history of 

mankind.) There will be occasion in the next chapter to 

elaborate more fully upon the Augustine conception of 

history as it relates specifically to his ideas on time 

and eternity, ideas which are integrally-related to his 

theory of predestination. 

One might now ask the question that since God's 

foreknowledge does not appear to imply foreordination, why 

discuss the question of foreknowledge at such length in a 

tract on predestination? Indeed, to Augustine, foreknow

ledge does not imply foreordination, although foreordination 

does imply foreknowledge, and it is precisely because of 

this implication that a concept of divine predestination 

must include a theory of divine foreknowledge. It is the 

aforementioned notion of the relation of knowledge and 

will, central to Augustine's theory of divine foreknowledge, 

that is to become later his main defense of the theory of 

predestination against the Semi-Pelagians, who will assert 

that God predestines saints to salvation and sinners to 

damnation because of His foreknowledge of their future 
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merits (or demerits), denying therefore the gratuity of 

grace. Augustine will answer this argument with the very 

logic implicit in De Libero Arbitrio—that knowledge 

itself entails no necessity with respect to actual events; 

and most important of all, since the implications of 

Augustine's theory of predestination for the problem of 

human freedom is the central concern in this paper, and 

since foreordination does entail foreknowledge, it is 

obviously necessary to dispose of the argument that holds 

foreknowledge to be incompatible with human freedom before 

the exact bearing of the predestination question upon the 

problem of human freedom can be assessed. 

Once this is seen, the argument is resolved and 

without any further ado we can begin to deal with the 

question of ordination. Indeed, we do not even have to 

leave De Libero Arbitrio in order to begin, for the doctrine 

of predestination, while not explicitly dealt with by 

Augustine in this work, is nevertheless implied by the 

manner in which he deals with the nature of God, on the one 

hand, and human freedom, on the other. I will attempt, 

then, before leaving the discussion of De Libero Arbitrio, 

to make this assertion understandable, and in doing so, 

we will be led into the central topic of the paper. 

In Chapter 16 of Book II of De Libero Arbitrio, 

Augustine makes a pregnant assertion: "Turn where you will, 
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wisdom speaks to you by the imprint it has left on its 

works, and, when you are slipping back into what is out

ward, it entices you to return within by the beauty of 

those very forms found in things external. . . . And if 

it is now granted us to enjoy those true and certain goods 

which cast their light along our darksome journey, take 

note whether this be not the very thing which scripture 

says about the way wisdom acts towards its lovers when they 

come in search of it: 'She shows herself to them cheer

fully in the ways, and meets them with all providence'. "*̂''" 

One can sense in these lines very clearly the begin

nings of a notion of grace arising out of the Platonic 

idea of Wisdom. Yet a decidedly Christian interpretation 

of the idea has emerged in the incorporation of the carnal, 

temporal realm of existence into the concept of Wisdom, 

for Augustine does not say here that we are enticed to 

return to Wisdom by the beauty of the eternal forms as they 

exist in themselves, as the Neo-Platonist would say; but, 

rather, that we are enticed to return by the beauty of the 

forms a£ manifested in the external world, in the images 

32 which are the imperfect replicas of the divine ideas! 

And these manifestations are not merely Wisdom, but are also 

Providence, implying the addition of the realm of activity 

to the realm of contemplation. Here the Hellenic conception 

of the relation between the Absolute and the non-Absolute--
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accessible only in terms of contemplative similitude, gives 

way in Augustine to a decidedly Roman version of this 

relation—conceived as a kind of active "indwelling." 

In case one might tend to overemphasize the optimistic 

overtones in the preceding passage, Augustine a few para

graphs later asserts: 

Woe to those who turn away from your light and are 
delighted to cling to their own darkness. Turning 
their back, so to speak, upon you, they are 
enchained by works of the flesh as by their own 
shadow, and yet, even such delight as they experi
ence there, comes to them from the encompassing 
rays of your light. But while the love of the 
shadow continues, it makes the mind's eye weaker 
and less able to endure the sight of your presence. 
Hence, so long as a man prefers to pursue whatever 
is easier for his weakened condition to endure, the 
more is he encompassed in darkness. This is the 
beginning of his inability to see that which exists 
most perfectly, and he begins to judge as evil 
whatever deceives him thru want of foresight, or 
appeals to his impoverished condition or torments 
him in his state of captivity. Yet he is justly 
suffering these penalties for having turned from 
wisdom; and what is just cannot be evil.-̂ '̂  

This is an obvious allusion to Plato's cave allegory, 

and it is not merely lack of exposure to the light that will 

make the prisoner descend back into the cave because he is 

blinded; but, rather, he will never begin the ascent, for 

the force of habit will be sufficient to keep him in 

desire of his chains. His love of the shadow (his own, 

perhaps?) will increase in proportion to the duration of 

time spent in the cave, until he cannot rise of his own 

initiative to begin the walk out. Augustine leaves no 
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doubt with respect to this interpretation a few sentences 

later: "Every changeable reality must also be capable of 

receiving form. Just as we call something changeable 

which is capable of undergoing change, so I would call 

'formable' whatever is capable of receiving form. But 

nothing can impart form to itself, because nothing can 

give to itself what it does not have. . . . By this we 

may understand that all things are ruled by providence. ""̂ ^ 

I do not think that there can be any doubt that the 

foundation of Augustine's ideas on original sin, providence, 

and grace_are contained in the above passages. But if 

doubt remains, look to the final page of Book II, where 

Augustine asserts that "since man cannot rise of his own 

will as he fell of his own will, the right hand of God, 

namely, our Lord Jesus Christ, is outstretched to us from 
35 above." Immediately following these passages, in the 

opening chapters of Book III, comes the argument about 

foreknowledge and freedom that has already been discussed; 

and following these pages are passages pregnant with the 

theory of predestination. Here some of the arguments which 

Augustine will later use to defend his fully-developed 

theory against the Pelagians and Semipelagians, and some 

characteristics of his particular way of thinking about 

man's responsibility for his actions, integrally-related 

to his notion of the divine decree, begin to appear. 

X 
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For example, in Book III, Ch. 4, of De Libero 

Arbitrio, Augustine is already anticipating the Semi-

pelagian argument against the gratuity of grace, without 

even having dealt explicitly with the concept of grace 

in the first place! The argument comes about as a result 

of a discussion of God's justice in punishing sinners: 

"If he ought not to punish sinners because He foreknows 

that they are going to sin, then neither ought He to 

reward the righteous, since He foresees equally well that 

36 they will do what is right." Augustine is not the kind 

of Christian who likes his heaven without his hell. He 

knows that if there is nothing to punish, there is nothing 

to reward. The obvious implication of man's ultimate 

responsibility for his actions entails just as obviously 

a presupposition of his moral freedom. 

This thorough-going notion of punishment, which is 

so characteristic of the Bishop of Hippo, should also be 

viewed in terms of its relationship to Platonic philosophy, 

In the Myth of Er, at the close of Plato's Republic, no 

doubt is left as to the plight of souls with respect to 

their choice of a future life. As Eric Voegelin has seen, 

the souls which are not equipped with sufficient wisdom 

through love of it in their previous life cannot rightly 

choose a paradigm for the next life. They will make a 

bad choice; and upon realization of the badness of the 
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choice, will immediately begin to put blame upon every

thing but themselves, " . . . bewailing fortune, the 

37 daemons, and everything else." Yet, it is to no avail, 

and if this is a true interpretation of the myth, it is 

easy to see why Augustine would have been uncomfortable 

with it. 

It is not simply that such a cosmology implies a 

continual re-cycling of souls into and out of a wretched 

earthly existence; but that under this system, there seems 

to be no logical conclusion except that earthly existence 

itself can only become more and more wretched as time goes 

by. For it would be difficult for any reasonable observer 

of men on earth to conclude that a majority of men are or 

have ever been lovers of wisdom (at least in the Platonic 

sense); but if this is so, most men must necessarily 

3 8 
choose, at the "dead-point" of their decision between 

past and future, a worse life than before, and so on ad 

infinitum. 

I thus return to the discussion of Augustine's 

allusion to the cave allegory, where it was said that, 

without the working of something resembling grace in 

nature, it would be difficult to see how one would ever 

be able even to desire the loosening of his bonds. It 

is precisely this particular kind of movement of the 

will—that mysterious turning from evil to good, from love 
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of self to love of God, experienced as conversion—that so 

fascinates and mystifies Augustine throughout the whole of 

his life; and since this turning (periagoge) is a move

ment of the will, assumed by Augustine to be free by 

definition, it follows that such a movement can never be 

regarded as necessary. 

However, in Greek philosophy the movements of the 

will do appear to be necessitated, as Plato indicates 

indirectly in his description of the plight of the phil

osopher in this world, a description which takes place in 

the context of a passage which Voegelin has rightly con

ceived to be a prefiguration (but not the figuration it-

39 self) of Augustine's civitas Dei. Plato's philosopher 

is here shown to be placed in the midst of an impossible 

dilemma, for as has been seen, the men in the cave will not 

rise and walk out of their own accord. Yet if the phil

osopher himself descends into the cave, he will most 

certainly meet his death. He will, therefore, if he is 

wise, leave the world to its ignorance and misery; yet, 

to the fact that he does not really wish to do this, the 

whole of Plato's Republic attests. 

Voegelin has indicated the reason for the philo

sopher's ultimate unwillingness to flee the world. It is 

his realization that to do so would involve a serious 

increase in the soul's potentiality-for-losing-itself by 
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closure and reliance upon its own resources—the danger 

of falling into the abyss of pride, the most intimate 

40 danger of the Platonic soul. It is this danger which 

Christian thought has sought to overcome through its 

doctrine of the Incarnation as representative of the 

humility of God. Both the relatedness of the problem in 

Platonic philosophy to its Christian solution, and the 

perception of the rootedness of the problem in questions 

about free will, are noted by Voegelin: "The dualism of 

the Erotes, closely related to the Christian dualism of 

amor Dei and amor sui, receives its specific color from 

41 the experience of transition from one mode to the other." 

In Greek philosophy, and still less in Greek drama, 

there is no operative theory of transformation from one 

state of the soul to another. For as has already been 

seen, Plato's theology leaves one with the uncomfortable 

yet undeniable conclusion that, throughout human history, 

those few wise souls which somehow (although inexplicably) 

exist, will keep on getting wiser and wiser in lives-to-

come; while the many foolish ones will simply become more 

and more foolish (and thereby more and more evil). Life 

is thus seen to be at cross-purposes with itself, and is 

therefore tragic. Its energy is in conflict with its 

order. 
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It is this basic dilemma which Augustine seeks to 

resolve through his doctrines of grace and predestination, 

and in this light, the interpretation given to his early 

ideas on the nature of free will must be regarded as 

fundamental. This is illustrated by Reinhold Niebuhr in 

his interpretation of Christianity as a philosophy of 

history which stands "beyond tragedy." According to 

Niebuhr, the cross does not reveal life to be at cross-

purposes with itself. Rather, "it declares that what 

seems to be an inherent defect in life itself is really a 

contingent defect in the soul of each man, the defect of 

the sin which he commits in his freedom. If he can realize 

that fact, if he can weep for himself, if he can repent, 

43 
he can also be saved." 

This is the point, then, at which patristic thought 

is seen to diverge most profoundly from Greek philosophy, 

for its entire substance rests on the assximption that 

there is no cause of wrongdoing prior to the movement of 

the will itself. Augustine indeed asserts precisely this 

in Book III, Chapter 17 of De Libero Arbitrio, when the 

question arises as to what causes the will to choose 

either right or wrong. He answers by saying that any 

cause of human behavior apart from the will itself results 

in involuntary action and thus cannot be the cause of sin--

landing the whole question in an infinite regress: 
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. . . if you are looking for the cause of this 
root, how will it be the root of all evil? For 
there will be a cause of this cause and, as I 
said, when you find it, you will look for what 
caused it and there will be no end to our inquiry. 
. . . Either the will itself is the cause, and 
there will be no regress from the root of this 
will, or it is not the will, and the will is without 
sin. Consequently, either the will itself is 
ultimately the cause of sin, or the ultimate cause 
of sin is without sin.̂ "̂  

In this context, it should certainly not be sur

prising that Augustine will encounter serious difficulties 

when he tries to reconcile this notion of freedom with 

St. Paul's statement in the Epistle to the Romans 

describing the condition of not being able to do what one 

45 ought to do. These are difficulties which he faces in 

his reply to the two questions of Simplician, and which 

will be the main subject of the next two chapters. It is 

here that Augustine fully develops his theories of divine 

grace and predestination, in the attempt to resolve the 

basic dilemma of the will's freedom which has been 

illustrated in the present chapter. The movement from this 

chapter to the next will involve, then, a progression from 

the analytical treatment of free will apparent in De 

Libero Arbitrio, to Augustine's effort to deal with the 

concept in a substantive fashion. 

Before bringing this chapter to a close, however, 

one more very important aspect of the problem under 

discussion should be mentioned. Although I have emphasized 
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a major difference between the Platonic and Christian 

approaches to the problem of free will, it should be said 

that the fundamental question of D£ Libero Arbitrio 

could not even have been raised without Augustine's 

prior acceptance of one particular aspect of Platonic 

thought—the privative theory of evil. The main question 

in D£ Libero Arbitrio, of course, concerns whether or not 

man's free will is responsible for the evil in the world. 

The Platonic conception of evil as being a deprivation of 

the good (rather than as something existing apart from 

good—as in the Manichaean system) affords at least the 

opportunity for man to take responsibility for the evil in 

the world, since even if the good in the world is merely 

an "image" of the Eternal Good, it nevertheless must have 

at least a germ of that good in itself. 

Flannery O'Connor's remarks on the work of an artist 

are to the point: "The artist penetrates the concrete 

world in order to find at its depths the image of its 

source, the image of ultimate reality. This in no way 

hinders his perception of evil but rather sharpens it, for 

only when the natural world is seen as good does evil 

become intelligible as a destructive force and a necessary 

46 result of our freedom." Niebuhr has also said much the 

same in his exposition of the nature of evil as rooted in 

man's freedom of reason, giving rise to egoism: " . . . this 

egoism . . . is not a defect of creation but a defect which 



34 

becomes possible because man has been endowed with a 

freedom not known in the rest of creation."^^ 

I am reminded, here, of the earlier discussion of 

Augustine's notion of free will as an ontological char

acteristic of humankind, rather than as something which 

can be had—in the manner of possessing. This notion 

should now be seen in a clearer light, for if free will is 

something which can be possessed or not-possessed, then it 

is also something which can be gained or lost; but if it 

can be gained or lost, once lost, it could by definition 

never be regained except under compulsion—which is 

absurd, for in such an instance, one would have to regain 

his free will in spite of the fact that he is not free to 

regain it. 

Analogous to this is Augustine's statement in On the 

Measure of the Soul to the effect that any denial of free 

will is inherently self-contradictory, because if the 

denial is offered under compulsion, it cannot claim to be 

48 true. Yet he nevertheless here maintains (and v/ill 

continue to maintain throughout the remainder of his life, 

in a most Platonic fashion) that everything good must come 

from God, and that God is responsible for no evil whatso-

49 ever. It is these two aspects of Augustine's thought 

that separate him both from some Calvinists of a later 

time—who held that God foreordained the sin of Adam, 
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and from the Manichaeans of his own day—who held that 

evil is caused by dark forces inherent in creation itself, 

from which there is no escape, and for which man is there

fore not responsible. 

Nevertheless, the mysterious quality of these 

notions of freedom and responsibility cannot be suppressed, 

and one is thus reminded again of the earlier discussion 

of the elusive character of Augustinian free will. For 

indeed, how can one be held responsible for evil without 

at the same time being held responsible for good? This 

question cannot be answered except in the context of the 

treatment of Augustine's theories of grace and predestina

tion in the remaining chapters of this work; but before 

leaving the discussion of De Libero Arbitrio the definite 

emergence of the idea of grace, albeit shrouded in mystery, 

should be noted. 

Appeals to the mysteries of grace and providence are 

in fact beginning to emerge in Book III, Chapter 5 of 

De Libero Arbitrio. Augustine is here responding to 

Evodius' query as to why the souls of men were not created 

unable to sin in the first place? He says, first, that if 

one is disappointed at the apparent lack of perfection in 

the universe, it is not reason that causes them to be so 

upset, but rather lack of understanding stemming from 

envy. It is interesting to note here that many scholars, 
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most notably Herbert Deane, have attributed Augustinian 

predestination to his overwhelming concern with the pride 

51 
of man. And envy is the complement of pride. 

Be that as it may, Augustine assures Evodius at this 

point that everything has its own proper perfection, due 

to the harmonizing influence of God's providence; and 

that, in fact, the imperfect, when contrasted with the 

perfect, renders the whole all that much the greater. Here 

is a fore-echo of the comparison argument that Augustine 

will use in Ad Simplicianum a few years later, the mysteri

ous good pleasure of God: "Good is set over against evil, 

and life over against death. So is the sinner over against 

the godly. Thus look upon all the works of the most High, 

two and two, one against another (Ecclesiasticus 33:10 

52 ff.)."^^ 

That the appeal to the mysterious ways of the 

Almighty is grounded in a corresponding sense of the 

inherent limitations of man is brought into evidence by 

what follows the aforementioned appeal in the discussion 

with Evodius, when Augustine says that men usually look 

for perfection in the wrong places, "as if a man with an 

intellectual grasp of perfect roundness should become 

53 
indignant at not finding it in a nut." The limitation 

is deep, for not only do men despair over the imperfection 

in nature, but also over their own existence: "When they 
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look at the sins of men they are grieved, not simply 

because men do not give up sinning, but because they have 
54 been created at all." 

It is in dealing with the problem of despair of 

existence that Augustine is led to what I feel is the 

central core of his teaching, the subtlety which unlocks 

the door to the understanding of his views on freedom, 

responsibility, and grace. It is apparent in the second 

paragraph of Book III, Chapter 6: 

If anyone says he would rather not exist than be 
unhappy, I will reply: You are not telling the 
truth, for you are unhappy even now, yet you do 
not wish to die, for the simple reason that you 
wish to die, for the simple reason that you wish 
to exist. Therefore, though you do not wish to 
be unhappy, you will wish to exist. Be thankful, 
then, for the fact that you will to exist so that 
you may be rescued from what you do not want to 
be. You willingly exist, and you are unwilling to 
exist unhappily. But if you are ungrateful for 
your will to exist, it is only right that you be 
compelled to be what you do not will to be. So I 
praise the goodness of the Creator because you 
have what you wish, even though you are ungrateful. 
I praise the justice of Him who orders all things, 
because you have to suffer unwillingly for your 
ingratitude.^^ 

This is a loaded statement, and I will not at this 

point attempt to unravel all of its many meanings, for 

this chapter needs to brought to a close, and it will be 

recalled again in later chapters. It suffices to indicate 

that gratitude is the logical corellary of grace—the 

subject of the next two chapters, and that freely-willing-

to-exist-ungratefully is closely connected with the 
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relationship between free will and moral evil discussed 

above. In this context, I shall later show how 

Augustine sets his concept of grace in direct relation to 

the incapacity of the will to do what it wills, to fulfill 

its longing, to attain the object of its desire. He will 

do this while facing Paul's statement about not being 

able to do what one ought, referred to earlier. I will 

likewise show that this is the fundamental difference 

between Augustine and Pelagius, who sets grace in direct 

relation to the will's power of choosing, rather than its 

incapacity to fulfill its choice. 

It is in this sense that Augustine's doctrine of 

free will must be finally seen as an embodiment of the 

distinction between being "freely-willing-to-exist-

gratefully" and "freely-willing-to-exist-ungratefully"; 

and not as an embodiment of the distinction made by 

Evodius between will and power. I have thus arrived at the 

point where discussion of Augustine's explicit theories of 

grace and predestination is called for, and must now move 

from the purely analytic, negative approach contained in 

the early works to the more positive, synthetic approach 

available in later ones. 



CHAPTER III 

GRACE AND PREDESTINATION I 

I have discussed the beginnings of Augustine's 

doctrine of predestination as it appears in the works 

written before he became Bishop of Hippo, especially as 

it appears in De Libero Arbitrio, and have shown how 

Augustine's early Platonic leanings provide a foundation 

for the development of a theory of grace. I have also 

examined the logical problems encountered in the discussion 

with Evodius on the freedom of the will with respect to 

the apparent contradiction between free will and God's 

omniscience. It should be re-iterated at this point that 

the intention of the previous chapter was not to give an 

account of the doctrine of total predestination, but 

rather to lay an appropriate conceptual foundation for the 

discussion that will take place in this chapter and the next, 

I shall now analyze Augustinian predestination as it 

appears in its fully-developed form in Augustine's epis

copacy, basing the discussion upon his reply to the two 

questions of Simplician, in which the doctrine is expressed 

fully and without equivocation. At the same time, I will 

look at the theory as it appears in some of Augustine's 

39 
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later works, with a view toward attaining a clear under

standing of its meaning and usage, and toward pointing 

out the congruency of the presentation in Ad Simplicianum 

with Augustine's later statements about the doctrine. 

In this chapter, I shall focus upon the relationship 

between grace and law implied by Augustine's treatment of 

Paul's statement about not being able to do what one 

ought, and shall also discuss the notions of logical and 

temporal priority with respect to Augustine's theory of 

time and its relation to his idea of creation, concluding 

with a consideration of the notion of grace in its several 

aspects—i.e., sufficient and efficacious grace, the 

Calvinist and Jansenist views on grace, and the Augustinian 

view of grace, especially with regard to its ontological 

status in Augustine's thought. It is only after the dis

cussion of these aspects that Augustine's full view of 

predestination can be presented in the following chapter. 

There are many reasons to ground a discussion of 

Augu'stinian predestination upon a discussion of Ad 

Simplicianum. According to Portalie, the work "constitutes 

a true key to the Augustinian system because of its 

accuracy, its fullness, its clarity, and especially because 

of the rational explanation which it gives to the dogma. 

It must be reread if one wishes to grasp the depth of its 

thought and the significance of the formulas which, tl.oucjh 
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in constant use later, are rarely explained elsewhere.""'" 

Augustine himself constantly referred his readers to this 

early work in his later years, when confronted with ques

tions about the theory of divine predestination, showing 

that he in fact did feel the exposition of the theory 

contained in those pages to be at least necessary, if 

not sufficient, for its full understanding. 

In Retractions, concerning his reply to the second 

question, Augustine says: "In answering this question I 

have tried hard to maintain the free choice of the human 

will, but the grace of God prevailed." In On the Grace 

of Perseverance, he affirms that in his reply to Simplician, 

long before the Pelagian heresy, he taught the true 
3 

doctrine of grace and predestination. In On the Predes

tination of the Saints, speaking of the Semipelagians, he 

says: "Let someone send them the books, then . . . they 

would have found that question explained according to the 

truth of the Scripture in the first book . . . to Simplician, 

unless they did not happen to be acquainted with it. If 

that is the case, see to it that they become acquainted 
4 with it." Finally, in the same work Augustine attributes 

his solution of the problem of grace and free will to 

divine illumination: "God revealed this to me as I tried 

to solve this question when I was writing, as I said before, 
..5 

to the bishop Simplician. 



42 

By accomplishing a thorough reveiw of Ad Simpli

cianum, we can dispel any doubts as to the invalidity of 

claims such as Rottmanner's: that Augustine's theory of 

predestination, comparatively inoffensive in his early 

works, continually developed in the direction of 

excessive rigorism and an irresistible influence of God 

on the freedom of the will—ultimately destroying free 

will entirely and preventing Augustine from developing a 
g 

logically coherent system. Similarly, the contention of 

Rist: that in the early works of Augustine, he had 

recourse to a theory which if developed in his later works 

(as it was not) would have preserved at least a modicum of 
7 

freedom for fallen man on this earth. And that of Peter 

Brown: that predestination, preached most severely by 

Augustine in his later years, was essentially a doctrine 

of survival, propagated in the context of the impending 

disintegration of the social order in North Africa in the 
g 

last years of his life. 

The first question of Bishop Simplician concerns 

whether Romans 7:7-25 should be interpreted as holding that 

the Law is sin, or introduces sin? Augustine begins his 

reply by making explicit the separation between knowledge 

and will implicit in De Libero Arbitrio. He says that the 

apostle did not say that without the law he had not 

committed sin; but, rather, that without the law he had not 
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9 
known sin. "And . . . he does not say: 'I had no con-

cupiscience except the law had said. Thou shalt not 

covet'. Hence it appears that concupiscience was not 

implanted in him by the law, but was made known to him."-'-̂  

It must be kept in mind from the beginning that 

Augustine is not saying that the law keeps men from sinning, 

for he has already said that sin " . . . cannot be overcome 

without the grace of God, so the law was given to convert 

the soul by anxiety about its guilt, so that it might be 

ready to receive grace." And he is about to say that the 

consequence of the reception of Old Testament Law was to 

increase concupiscience (the inclination to sin), for men 

who have not received grace find more pleasure in doing 

what they know is forbidden than in doing what is merely 

12 sin, but not in violation of law-

The greater pleasure that men obtain through sinning 

in violation of law corresponds to the greater suffering 

they will have to endure as punishment for their greater 

sin; for the more that one is tempted, the greater is the 

obligation incurred to resist the temptation. Thus man 

becomes more, and not less, responsible for his behavior 

under law than he is in the absence of law. Nowhere is 

Augustine's sense of punishment more apparent than in the 

following lines: " . . . and so sin deceives them with its 

false sweetness. When there is added the sense of the 

13 
guilt of transgression, sin slays." 
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Therefore, Old Testament Law is a good thing, 

according to Augustine, because it makes sin conscious 

and imparts to it the character of deliberate choice in 

transgression of the divine commandment; but it does not 

give power to perform what is right, and in explanation 

of this, Augustine makes a distinction between the spiri

tual and the temporal: " . . . the law cannot be fulfilled 

except by spiritual persons, and there cannot be such 

save by grace. The more one is assimilated to the spiri

tual law, the more one attains to a spiritual disposition, 

the more one fulfills the law. The more one delights in 

it, the less one is afflicted by its burdensomeness, and 

14 
the more one is quickened by its light." 

Although the law cannot give the power of well-doing 

in and of itself, it is nevertheless a good; for it is 

suggestive of the way to righteousness, in that it produces 

anxiety about guilt so that the soul may be prepared to 

receive the grace of God. The radical distinction between 

knowing and willing again appears, when Augustine speaks 

of the man under law but not yet under grace: "So far as 

knowledge goes he consents unto the law, but so far as 

action is concerned he yields to sin." 

The reason that, despite his knowledge, the man cannot 

but yield to sin, is twofold. First, from inherited 

mortality—which is the penalty of original sin, by which 
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we are born into this world; and second, from addiction to 

pleasure--which is the penalty of repeated sinning, by 

which we add to the former while we live. "These two 

things, nature and custom conjoined, render cupidity strong 

and unconquerable." The former, a defect (or depriva

tion) of man's basic nature, calls forth a necessity for 

the establishment of law; the latter, a habit of rein

forcing the original defect through its continuing repeti

tion, calls forth a necessity for God's grace. 

More importantly, Augustine is still insistent, as 

he was a few years earlier in De Libero Arbitrio, that 

these necessities do not destroy the freedom of the will, 

when he says: "'To will is present with me, but to do that 

which is good I find not'. To those who do not rightly 

understand these words he (the apostle) seems by them to 

take away free will. Yet how does he do that when he says 

'To will is present with me'? If that is so, actual 

17 willing is certainly within our power . . . " Yet a few 

lines later, Augustine states the position which he will 

re-state over and over until the end of his life, against 

both Pelagians and Semipelagians: "In this mortal life 

one thing remains for free will, not that a man may fulfill 

righteousness when he wishes, but that he may turn with 

suppliant piety to him who can give the power to fulfill 

it."" 
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I should pause here to point out the hint that 

Augustine has given in the foregoing lines as to a dis

tinction which is to become fundamental to his under

standing of human freedom, a distinction not made in De 

Libero Arbitrio—the distinction between "free will" 

(liberum arbitrium) and "freedom" (libertas). Whereas in 

De Libero Arbitrio the two terms are used interchangeably, 

although the focus is on the former concept (free will) .. 

in Ad Simplicianum liberum arbitrium is used only with the 

negative connotation indicated in the passage above. It 

is thus seen that free will has become, at this point, 

totally incapable of fulfilling under one's own power any 

desire whatsoever. It is only capable of a certain 

"turning towards another" who can give such power of ful

fillment. And as I will later show, "libertas" is the term 

which signifies, for Augustine, the ultimate effect of this 

turning. 

The negative character of Augustine's concept of free 

will, indicated in the previous chapter, now becomes even 

clearer. For here free will is seen to be capable only of 

recognizing an Other—which amounts to a recognition of 

what one is not. One might indeed say that this power of 

free will is bound up in becoming self-conscious, insofar 

as self-consciousness involves a somewhat painful realiza

tion of the horizon of one's existence, beyond which lies 
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either nothing at all, or at least a kind of "no-moreness" 

which is perceived by the self-conscious being as a 

totally inaccessible region. To the extent, then, that 

free will can only choose to be conscious or unconscious 

of this limitation of its being—and nothing more—it is 

made wholly negative, and must look without itself (into 

the region of no-moreness) if it is to gain fulfillment. 

It is therefore seen that, for Augustine, the law 

commands the impossible for the man not yet under grace; he 

is foredoomed to break it, unless through grace he can 

obtain the power to do what it commands. This is so 

because the only thing that reception of the law can 

accomplish is to exaggerate the self-conscioUsness of sin 

by way of introducing guilt and anxiety; but this guilt and 

anxiety must be accepted before the soul can receive the 

grace that would liberate it from the propensity to continue 

in sin. It must be emptied before it can be filled. One 

is thus brought very close to Kierkegaard's recommendation 

to the self, when confronted with despair: to choose 

guilt (which is despair by the aid of the eternal—rather 

than despair in defiance of the eternal); for only in this 

19 
way can the soul procure even the possibility of salvation. 

This psychological insight lies at the heart of Augustine's 

constantly re-asserted injunction that "he who glories 

should glory in the Lord, and not in himself," a truth 
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which is, for Augustine, the central purpose of the apostle 

in the scriptural passage which gives rise to the second 

question of Bishop Simplician.^^ 

In his reply to the second question of Simplician 

(concerning Romans 9:10-29), Augustine faces more squarely 

the problem of grace and free will. He begins by mentioning 

the Israelites, who had said that they had observed the 

law and thus had received grace as a result of their 

merits. They were unwilling that the same grace be given 

to the Gentiles, who did not observe the Jewish sacred 
21 

rites. Augustine claims that the problem was solved in 

the Acts of the Apostles, where it should have been made 

clear to the Jews that grace, because of its nature (or by 

definition), is not given in reward for good works; for 

if it were, then grace would not be grace (would not be 

22 

gratuitous), which is absurd. 

Augustine is quick to point out here that putting 

the grace of faith before works is not done with the inten

tion of putting an end to good works, but simply to show 

that works do not precede grace, but follow from it. 

Indeed, Augustine will have to point this out again and 

again throughout his life, as I will have occasion to 

mention more fully when discussing his later works. But 

here I am concerned mainly with the statement "follows 

from grace," because it is my contention that "follows 
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from grace" implies, for Augustine, an ontological depen

dence of man upon God, and that the attempt to read into 

the statement a temporal meaning has resulted in centuries 

of confusion and misrepresentation of the thought of the 

Doctor of Hippo. 

It has already been shown in the preceding chapter 

how the Platonic philosophy (recall the discussion of the 

cave allegory and the Myth of Er), which seemed to provide 

no logical way for the soul to rise from the depths of its 

own accord, gave rise to the need for a theory of grace. 

It will now be shown that Augustine's Platonism (especially 

the strain of Platonic metaphysics that holds evil to be 

a deprivation of good—basic to Augustine's continuing 

insistence that all goods come from God) in combination 

with his ideas regarding the nature of time, provides a 

significant clue regarding the interpretation of his 

theory of predestination, and precludes any possibility of 

construing the theory in a temporal fashion. To make this 

clear, a digression into Augustine's theory of time is in 

order. 

The first aspect which must be noticed with regard 

to Augustine's idea of time is that he never gives a 

precise definition of the term. The reason that he does 

not say clearly what time in itself is, is simply that, 
23 

to him, there is no time in an absolute sense. Time is 
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a measure of changing things for Augustine, a purely 

relational concept. He thus focuses almost entirely upon 

what James Anderson has called the "formal" factor in 

24 
time, as opposed to the "material" factor—that most 

emphasized by St. Thomas. As Mascall has observed: 

"St. Augustine tends to look upon time as an impression 

made by a changing thing upon the mind of an observer, 

and St. Thomas as a measure inherent in the changing thing 

25 
itself." It is this emphasis upon the experience of 

time (rather than time itself) that gives Augustine's 

theory of time its so-called subjective tone, an approach 

which is similar to his approach to most other phenomena 

(e.g., his approach to the idea of death—as was seen in 

the previous chapter). 

The most systematic of Augustine's arguments for 

this subjective view of time is contained in the eleventh 

2 6 book of his Confessions. Here he says that: (1) things 

only exist in the present—there are no such things as 

past things or future things, in the full sense of 

actuality. (2) The present cannot be long or short, and 

cannot be divided—it has no temporal extension. (3) What 

does not exist can neither be perceived nor measured; 

likewise, that which is without extension cannot be 

measured. (4) Only past and present times are said to have 

extension, but since they do not exist they cannot be 
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perceived nor measured. (5) Only the present exists, but• 

since it is not extended, it cannot be measured either. 

(6) Therefore, all that we can do is perceive the present, 

and if the past and future have any reality at all, such 

reality must be contained fully in the present. Thus, 

there are not really three times, but three modes of 

present time—present of things past, present of things 

present, and present of things future; and the modes of 

experiencing these three tenses are called memory, sight, 

and expectation. 

The above argument is valid so long as one accepts 

Augustine's initial assumptions; and, as has been noted by 

Hugh Lacey, it constitutes "a quite coherent argument for 

27 time as subjective." Lacey also notes the similarity of 

Augustine's argument to an important contemporary version 

of the relational theory of time (Reichenbach's causal 

2 8 theory). It is this relational, subjective view that 

underlies Augustine's study of time as a study in "con

tingency, finiteness, creatureliness, dependency, incomplete

ness, imperfection—a study of the limitation of being that 

characterizes any finite entity, that entity which is, but 

29 which is not He Who Is." Time is therefore always 

identified, in Augustine's thought, with the tendency not 

to be, and such a sense of radical dependence in being 

cannot be discussed fruitfully apart from the ground of 

being—for Augustine, the timeless (or eternal). 
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Augustine attests to this himself quite clearly in 

the fourteenth chapter of the eleventh book in Con

fessions ; 

. . .the two times, past and future, how can they 
be, since the past is no more and the future is not 
yet? On the other hand, if the present were always 
present and never flowed away into the past, it 
would not be time at all, but eternity. But if the 
present is only time, because it flows away into the 
past, how can we say that it is? For it is, only 
because it will cease to be. Thus we can affirm that 
time is only in that it tends towards not-being. 

It should be noticed that Augustine does not equate 

time with non-being, reducing it to mere appearance, as 

the neo-Platonists had done. Nor does he trivialize it 

by reduction to clocktime. As Robert Jordan puts it, 

. . . almost everything he utters on creation and 
the created, attests to his passionate repudiation 
of two not unfamiliar views: the modern version of 
time which, in Brunner's language, is the clock-
watching version of the contemporary man who is 
obsessed with time and yet is so busy that he never 
has time for anything, and the more ancient spiri
tualistic view of the man who always has time but 
for whom time is mere appearance and not reality so 
that, unhappily, the time he has does not exist. •̂-'• 

Augustine thus preserves in his thought a dialectical 

relation between time and eternity, a relation which 

Niebuhr has claimed to be basic to all Christian 

3? 

thought. It is a relation of tension between two con

flicting tendencies: the tendency to be, in the mode of 

participation in the awareness of being-in-totality (that 

which lies outside the orbit of one's own limited horizon 
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of existence); and the tendency not to be, in the mode of 

premature closure of awareness (which sinks completely 

inside the limited horizon). The notions of pride and 

humility, so central to Augustine's thought, are evident 

here, insofar as awareness of what is outside the scope 

of one's specific being amounts to acknowledgment of the 

limitation of that being; just as the lack of awareness 

of what is beyond the horizon amounts to lack of acknow

ledgment of such a limit. Likewise, the notion of free 

will mentioned at the beginning of the present chapter, 

its role and function in choosing to be conscious or 

unconscious of the limit, is also evident. 

It should also be noticed that, despite the relation

ship of tension between time and eternity in Augustine's 

thought, the tendency to be must nonetheless be viewed as 

ontologically prior to its opposite, given Augustine's 

acceptance of the privative theory of evil. As 

Sertillanges puts it: "The tendency of every creature to 

persevere in being is a reality, but this tendency does 

not come from its own power, it comes from the cause from 

which it derives its being; as, on the other hand, if 

we say that it tends to non-being, this is not because of 

II3 3 
its nature but because of its deficiency. . . . " So 

creatures, as soon as they begin to live, also begin to 

die; but first they must live. 
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It is in the context of Augustine's constant pre

occupation with creatureliness that the most important 

aspect of his theory of time must be visualized. This is 

suggested by the very fact that the exposition of the 

nature of time in the Confessions, which has just been 

elaborated, takes place in the overall setting of a 

discussion about the creation of the world and the idea 

of God's eternity. The ontological distinction made by 

Sertillanges in the passage above comes to a head in the 

idea of time coming into existence simultaneously with the 

creation of the world. Augustine says: "Without doubt 

the world was not made in time, but with time.""̂ ^ The 

beginning must therefore be conceived in principle as a 

point outside time, as also must the notion of the end. 

Nor did this beginning take time, because God is 

conceived as eternal; and since creation is an act of 

God's will, it follows that, for Augustine, the Genesis 

story must be taken figuratively, rather than literally. 

"The consequence of this is that he does not will now 

one thing, now another; what He wills He wills once and 

in one act and eternally; He does not will by a succession 

of acts, nor does He will a succession of objects, or 

come to will what He had not willed or cease to will what 

He had willed before; for a will of this sort would be 

35 mutable, and nothing mutable is eternal." God precedes 
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the world not by his being prior to some passing duration, 

36 but by a kind of abiding perpetuity. Eternity cannot 

therefore mean an indefinite extension of time. 

Of course Augustine must resort to analogy when 

attempting to describe God's eternity in a positive way; 

and he is always careful to point out that all analogies 

are insufficient, so that God is always ultimately 

inaccessible to penetration by the devices of human reason. 

For example, in the final chapter of the eleventh book of 

Confessions, he says that 

. . . if there were a mind of such vast knowledge 
that all the past and all the future were as 
clearly known to it as some familiar canticle is 
known to me, such a mind would be marvellous beyond 
measure, would strike us with silent awe. For to 
such a mind nothing would be hidden of ages past 
or ages still to come, any more than when I am 
singing my canticle anything is unknown to me of 
what I have sung from the beginning, of what remains 
to me to sing to the end. Yet far from me be it to 
think that You, O Creator of the Universe, Creator 
of souls and bodies, had only such knowledge of the 
future and the past. Far more marvellously, far 
more mysteriously, do You hold Your knowledge. 

Augustine does not ever explain how the knowledge of 

changing beings is related to the knowledge of an 

immutable being. He merely locates and acknowledges the 

mystery. It is in this sense that the word "eternity," 

in Augustine's usage, might best be viewed simply as a 

quasi-positive synonym for "timelessness." Since time-

lessness is a more highly generalized term than time, 

it follows that terms connoting the former concept should 
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be viewed as ontologically prior to terms connoting the 

latter. As Kenneth Burke puts it: "By the dialectics 

of the case, 'timelessness' becomes the ground of time, 

quite as Kant named the 'unconditioned' as the ground 

of the 'conditioned'." 

That this interpretation is accurate is evidenced 

by Augustine's own words in the twenty-ninth chapter of 

the twelfth book of Confessions, where he distinguishes 

between logical and temporal priority, and connects the 

notion of eternity with the idea of creation ex-nihilo: 

" . . . first does not mean first in time, because the 

forms of things give rise to time, and this matter was 

formless and only manifested itself in time at the same 

time as time. Yet one cannot speak of this formless matter 

save as first in time, though it is last in value—since 

formed things are clearly better than unformed—and it 

is preceded by the eternity of the Creator, so that that 

of which things were to be made should itself be made of 

39 nothing." 

The idea of creation out of nothing, aside from its 

relationship to Augustine's theory of time, is important 

here in its essential connectedness to the notion of 

freedom; for God's creative fiat can be conceived as the 

very essence of a pure act—action in principle. The 

occurrence of an act in this pure sense presupposes 
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absolute freedom, because if an action is not free, it 

adds nothing to the already existing total of necessary 

conditions; but in nothingness there can be no previously 

existing conditions, and therefore no compulsion. 

For Augustine, then, God's creative activity pro

vides the ground for all free activity—i.e., for all 

activity that contains an element of genuine novelty. 

Burke arrives at a similar conclusion while analyzing 

verbal action in the Confessions: "'God' thus becomes 

analyzable as the word for the idea of a wholly free act, 

though the locus is transferred from act to the idea of 

an agent of such a nature as to be capable of such an 

40 act." This is why Augustine's conception of human 

freedom (construed positively, rather than negatively) 

demands grace as its logical corollary. 

The only thing that remains to note before returning 

to the discussion of Ad Simplicianum is the way in which 

Augustine's notions of time, eternity, and creation con

stitute a major departure from Platonic and neo-Platonic 

thought concerning human history. His conception of 

creation enables him to say that novel events can and do 

occur in the theater of the cosmos—events of which there 

are no repetitions. History thus proceeds in a linear 

fashion, and is not cyclical, as the Platonists had main

tained. It proceeds in a straight line because it has a 
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41 beginning, as a circle does not. Likewise, it has an 

end, as a circle does not. Thus Augustine's chief pre

occupation is always with the understanding of the history 

and destiny of the human soul—its beginning and its end— 

both conceived as standing beyond the realm of time in 

some mysterious kind of absolute perpetuity. So when 

asked what he wishes to know, Augustine can reply: 

"'God and the soul'. 'Nothing more?' 'No, absolutely 

42 nothing'." It is in this sense that "pre-destination," 

the theory of the origin and destiny of the human spirit, 

must be viewed as the absolute center of Augustinian 

thought, the ontological presupposition which grounds his 

entire theology, the divine politics of the cosmos. 

It is also in this sense that the term "destination" 

is seen to attain a metaphysical status quite distinct 

from the word "determination," for destination implies 

an end foreseen, and therefore has a teleological content 

not present in the idea of compulsive motion which is 

contained in the concept of determinism. Predestination 

in this context becomes the ontological presupposition of 

God's freedom, which, as has already been indicated, is 

conceived by Augustine to constitute the absolute ground 

of human freedom. This is why he can assert at the same 

time these two apparently contradictory statements: 
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(1) since all goods come from God, and salvation is the 

ultimate good—it follows that our salvation is entirely 

dependent upon God; (2) yet, our wills are entirely free, 

and we must do good works in order to attain salvation! 

The dependence of man upon God, then, is entirely 

ontological (dependence in being), a logical dependence 

of the temporal upon the eternal, in recognition of the 

fact that time itself can have no meaning apart from some 

notion of timelessness. This perspective enables 

Augustine to say that men are totally dependent upon the 

grace of God for everything good that they do, that grace 

works through men to effect original faith, good works, 

final perseverance, and salvation; and yet, that the role 

of man in his salvation is equally complete, that his will 

is free to "turn with suppliant piety to him who can give 

43 
the power to fulfill it"; that if he knocks, the door 

will be opened, and that if he asks, he can know that he 

will receive. 

With all of this in mind, I return to Ad Simplicianum, 

entertaining the possibility that grace and free will are 

simultaneous with respect to time, and finding that Aug

ustine gives no reason for doubting the assumption: "A 

man begins to receive grace from the moment when he begins 

to believe in God, being moved to faith by some internal 

44 or external admonition." Now what else could Augustine 
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mean when he says "from the moment" than that the grace 

received and the belief returned are reciprocal motions 

which occur together and cannot be separated with respect 

to the dimension of time? Indeed, a thinker whose meta

physics holds that the present has extension, and is 

therefore indefinitely divisible into infinitely smaller 

and smaller sub-units might be held to encompass temporal 

order in the foregoing statement; but as I have pointed 

out, Augustine views the present as extensionless, and 

therefore not divisible into infinitely smaller sub-units. 

Only with respect to the past and the future can one do 

this—and, really, only with respect to memories of the 

past and expectations of the future, all of which are con

tained in the present which is extensionless. 

It might seem reasonable to say that the fore-going 

interpretation holds so far as concerns the internal 

admonition, but to question whether it would so hold for 

the external admonition, since in the latter case, it 

would seem that a pre-condition had been postulated such 

that without its prior existence, there would be no con

version. However, it does not seem to matter to Augustine, 

for he mentions both kinds of calling in exactly the same 

context, making absolutely no effort to distinguish 

between them. The reason for this can only be that, to 

have made such a distinction would have moved the entire 
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discussion onto a temporal plane, which he considered 

irrelevant in any discussion concerning God or man's 

relationship to Him. 

God can therefore apply grace directly—causing a 

kind of inner movement of the will, or indirectly— 

arranging circumstances so as to cause the inner movement 

of the will. Whichever is the case, God is always taken 

to be the prime mover, and that from the very beginning: 

"There are . . . inchoate beginnings of faith, which 

resemble conception. It is not enough to be conceived, 

a man must also be born if he is to attain eternal life. 

None of these beginnings is without the grace of God's 

mercy. And good works, if there are any, follow and do 

45 not precede that grace. . . . " Therefore, not even so 

little as a good desire or a short prayer can be accom

plished by man's action in and of itself, without grace. 

After several lines of scriptural exegesis, 

Augustine arrives again at the very point where I left 

the discussion of De Libero Arbitrio in the previous 

chapter, concerning the secret of existence in gratitude: 

". . . these things are related to break and cast down 

the pride of men who are not grateful for the grace of 

46 

God but dare to glory in their own merits." It is appar

ent, however, that Augustine has here carried his concept 

of grace further than in De Libero Arbitrio. In that work, 
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he spoke only of the gratitude that one should feel for 

his mere existence (his will to live), in order that he 

might become happy (for Augustine, to turn to God—the 

source of all good); or we might say, following 

Kierkegaard's usage, to procure possibility for himself. 

In Ad Simplicianum Augustine is speaking of gratitude for 

grace—gratitude for the gratitude that one feels in 

return for his will to exist; or, put differently, 

gratitude for the happiness that one achieves as a result 

of being grateful for his will to exist. 

This is what Augustine will mean in later works when 

he speaks of the "grace of graces," which is salvation 

itself; and it is the only sense in which he will allow 

that man attains salvation through his good works, for 

good works necessarily follow from grace: "Grace is . . . 

of him who calls, and the consequent good works are of him 

who receives grace. Fire is not hot in order that it may 

burn, but because it burns. A wheel does not run nicely 

in order that it may be round, but because it is round. 

. . . How can a man live justly who has not been justified? 

How can he live holily who has not been sanctified? Or, 

indeed, how can a man live at all who has not been 

vivified?" "̂^ 

In these lines are contained the three major prongs 

of Augustine's theory of grace: God gives man his 
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existence (vivification) and his will to exist—gratitude 

for which signifies the grace of original faith; He gives 

the will to do good works (justification)—gratitude for 

which signifies the grace of perseverance; and He gives 

salvation eternal (sanctification) as the crown of faith 

and perseverance—not as a rendering of dues in return 

for meritorious action, but as "grace for grace," the 

"grace of graces," where God rewards the incomparable 

manifestations of His own divine attributes in the evolu

tion of graces given to humanity—possibility, actuality, 

and beautitude. 

In this grace of graces is contained the central 

mystery of Augustinian predestination—better, it is 

Augustinian predestination; for to Augustine, God exists 

in an eternal present, and therefore the incomparable 

manifestations of His divine attributes which evolve in 

time so far as human observation of them is concerned, 

are literally without succession in the mind of God. 

Augustine will later affirm, in De Dono Perseverantiae, 

at the end of his life, that this notion of grace is also 

predestination: "By this preaching of predestination 

only that most pernicious error is overthrown whereby it 

is said that the grace of God is given according to our 

merits."^^ This is why Portalie has said that Augustine 
50 

knew only one predestination—that of efficacious grace. 
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Because this idea of efficacious grace has given rise to 

so many misunderstandings since the age of St. Augustine, 

before bringing this chapter to a close I shall discuss 

the notion fully. 

Augustine gives his conception of the efficacy of 

grace in chapter thirteen of Ad Simplicianum, while 

attempting to interpret the scriptual passage which says 

that many are called but few are chosen: "But if that 

calling is the effectual cause of the good will so that 

everyone who is called follows it, how will it be true 

that 'Many are called but few are chosen?' . . . Possibly 

those who are called in this way, and do not consent, 

might be able to direct their wills towards faith if they 

were called in another way; . . . Many, that is to say, 

are called in one way, but all are not affected in the 

same way; and those only follow the calling who are found 

51 fit to receive it." 

It follows from this notion of grace, then, that 

(Sod calls all men; but only those are chosen who are 

effectually called, called in such a way that their wills 

are certain to respond to the invitation. Those who are 

called but are not chosen are not effectually called, are 

called in such a way that their wills are certain not to 

accept the invitation. And the divine will cannot be 

impeded, for "God has mercy on no man in vain. He calls 



65 

the man on whom he has mercy in the way he knows will suit 

him, so that he will not refuse the call."^^ Augustine is 

nevertheless insistent that there is no irresistible 

impulse to damnation, as he points out in chapter fifteen: 

". . .by putting both sides—he hath mercy on whom he 

will have mercy, and whom he will he hardeneth—we are 

given to understand that the new statement agrees with the 

former one, . . . the hardening which God causes is an 

unwillingness to be merciful. We must not think that 

53 anything is imposed by God whereby a man is made worse." 

The passages quoted above have given rise to a 

distinction between "sufficient" and "efficacious" graces, 

a distinction which has occupied the center of several 

major theological disputes since at least the time of the 

Reformation. Sufficient grace has generally been conceived 

as a grace which imparts the power to perform supernatural 

salutary acts which would lead to salvation, if accepted; 

but which is rendered inefficacious, or ineffectual, due 

to the fact that it is given in the context of circumstances 

under which the will refuses to accept the grace. Effi

cacious grace, on the other hand, has been conceived as a 

grace which likewise imparts such power to perform 

salutary acts; but which, due to the fact of its being 

given in circumstances under which the will accepts the 



66 

grace, is rendered perfectly effectual for the performance 

of the acts which lead to salvation. 

For the most part, some such distinction has been 

maintained throughout the history of the Catholic church 

(since Augustine) although there has been much debate 

within the church concerning the exact nature of the 

graces, which will be considered in the next chapter. 

For the purposes of the present discussion, I shall con

sider only the departure of the Protestants and the 

Jansenists from the doctrine of the Catholics, since both 

Calvin and Jansen, supposing that they had followed 

Augustine, denied the existence of sufficient grace, and 

declared that all grace was by its nature efficacious. In 

their zeal to protect the idea of God's omnipotence, they 

endeavored to show that any granting of inefficacious 

graces would place a limit on the power of the Unlimited, 

and therefore contradicted God's true nature as an unlimited 

being. 

Thus, in the terminologies of Calvin and Jansen, 

efficacious grace in fact becomes "irresistible," and 

necessitates the will completely—leading ultimately to 

55 absolute divine determinism, on the one hand, and to 

the doctrine of the total depravity of man, on the other. 

Closely related to these positions is the theory, held 

most noticeably by Calvin, that God foreordained the first 
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sin of Adam, and is therefore responsible for evil. That 

these theories are based upon misinterpretations of 

Augustine is obvious from everything that he wrote con

cerning the nature of good and evil, and especially by 

the passage adduced above from Ad Simplicianum, concerning 

the efficacy of grace. But to clarify Augustine's notion 

of grace more fully, examination of his psychology of 

motivation and his theory of knowledge, both central to 

his idea of efficacious grace, is needed. 

According to Augustine, the will is undetermined 

in the absence of either external or internal motives to 

action. For a movement of the will to take place, we 

must be attracted by some good perceived within the 

object of our attraction: "Nothing attracts the will to 

action unless it is seen. What each one decides to take 

57 or leave is in his power." Likewise, in Ad Simplicianum: 

". . . can no one believe unless he wills, or will unless 

he is called, and can no one be called unless God by 

calling him also gives him faith? For no one can believe 

unless he is called, although none can believe against 

his will. 'How shall they believe whom they have not heard? 

And how shall they hear without a preacher?' No one, there-
58 

fore, believes who has not been called." 

Although the will is always free, either in the 

absence of a motive or in the presence of various motives. 
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in the former case it is useless, and in the latter case, 

it is limited to making various resolutions according to 

the different motives which are presented to it. This 

is why it is pointless, so far as Augustine is concerned, 

to claim non-responsibility for one's actions on the 

ground that they are not freely willed, for the will is 

always limited to a finite number of possibilities (in 

fact, if it were not, one could scarcely will anything at 

all, for he would be completely overwhelmed—and this, I 

feel, is the real basis of Augustine's case against the 

Pelagians, who postulated a dreadful, radical moral freedom 

for man). It is also why Rist can claim—accurately, I 

think—that according to Augustine "our moral helplessness 

59 is still our moral guilt." 

This notion of the will reflects Augustine's notion 

of intellect. Man is not the master of his first 

60 thoughts. He can influence the general course of his 

reflections, but cannot do the thing which alone would 

make him able to be the ground of his own being —to 

determine the objects and images that are presented to 

his mind, and consequently to provide his own motives for 

action. "No one has power over what chances to come 

into his min . . . . but to give consent or to withhold it 
62 

is in the power of one's own will." Since chance is a 

meaningless term for Augustine, as is well-known from his 
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polemic with Cicero in Book V of the City of God,^-^ 

it must really be God who determines these first thoughts, 

either through the providential action of external causes 

or by divine illumination.^"^ 

These notions of will and intellect underlie 

Augustine's continual insistence on the priority of grace 

in the order of human development. They reflect the 

obvious fact that different people are differently tempted 

or motivated to perform various actions and to think 

various thoughts. Such differences do not appear to be of 

their own choosing, but seem to arise in connection with 

accidents of each man's particular circumstances. In 

another sense, "providence" can be seen here as analogous 

to a particular concept of the sum total of things. 

Insofar as men try as hard as they may to shape the future, 

still each person's wishes seem to both fit and to conflict 

with others' wishes, and the particular result that follows 

6 6 
in the whole appears to be beyond the control of anyone. 

Here is approached a notion very similar to 

Heidegger's idea of "thrown-ness," a characteristic held 

in common by beings for whom their very existence consti

tutes an unanswered question (beings conscious of themselves 

— w h o can raise the question of Being, and therefore the 

6 7 
possibility of not-Being). In other words, men are 

"thrown" (projected, fallingly) into one set of situations 
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rather than another, and variously encounter whatever 

kinds of development or non-development that will help 

or hinder them, not only in their efforts to deal with 

problems, but also in their very efforts to decide 

6 8 
exactly what those problems are. 

It is in this sense that Augustine's concept of 

grace should always be viewed as developing in direct 

relation to the idea of "merit," for it is through no merit 

of one's own that he is thrown into one situation rather 

than another. So the gift comes first (in the pure sense 

of logical priority), and the merits follow. Hence it is 

by grace that salvation is merited. As Burke has indicated, 

this would be analogous to Augustine's position in the 

Pelagian controversy, for the Pelagians had held that men 

can earn their salvation by their own merits, therefore 

69 

denying the absolute gratuity of the supernatural order. 

But a moment's reflection should be enough to make obvious 

the fact that if a supernatural order exists at all, 

whatever effects that it might have upon the order of 

nature (and human nature) would be gratuitous by sheer 

definition. This is why Cole can claim that Sartre is a 
70 

"modern Pelagius." 

It is also why Portalie can rightly hold that, for 

Augustine, the real sin is not concupiscience (the 

inclination to sin which all men possess as a result of 



71 

the fall of Adam), but is rather a disregard for grace. ̂"'" 

". . . Faults are not imputed to you because you are m 

ignorance against your will, but because you neglect zo 

seek the knowledge you do not possess. Nor is it a 

fault that you do not bind up your wounded members, but 

that you condemn him who wishes to heal them."^^ Again 

the Augustinian concept of free will (liberum arbitrium) 

in its role of choosing is seen: to be freely-willing-

to-exist-gratefully, so as to render God's sufficient 

grace efficacious (or at least to signify its being so 

rendered); or to be freely-willing-to-exist-ungratefully, 

so as to leave God's grace merely sufficient (or to 

signal its being so left). 

Heidegger has shown, in a most striking fashion, how 

such a notion of free will is salient even when applied 

outside the context of theological disputation, while 

speaking of sacrifice—the absolute salutary super

natural act, which can by strict definition never be 

explained in terms of naturally necessitating circumstances 

In sacrifice there is expressed that hidden thanking 
which alone does homage to the grace wherewith Being 
has endowed the nature of man. . . . Original thanking 
is the echo of Being's favor wherein it clears a 
space for itself and causes the unique occurrence: 
that what-is is. This echo is man's answer to the 
Word of the soundless voice of Being. . . . But how 
else could humanity attain to original thanking 
unless Being's favour preserved for man, through 
his open relationship to this favour, the splended 
poverty in which the freedom of sacrifice hides? 
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In this light, then, it should be seen that denial 

of grace, for Augustine as well as for Heidegger, is 

nothing else than a denial of being itself. It is the 

denial of a favour which alone is thought capable of 

imparting genuine meaning to man's worldly existence, 

an existence thought to be characterized by falling 

thrownness and turbulent frustration—making idle curi

osity give way in these men to a peculiar sense of wonder, 

awe, and reverence for an agent of deliverance from the 

body of such a death. For Augustine, this agent is God 

Himself; for Heidegger, it is Being Itself. But the 

difference in terminology should not be allowed to obscure 

the similarity of approach, for Augustine's theology of 

grace cannot be understood apart from its basis in the 

realm of pure ontology. So it is that Heidegger, the 

pure ontologist, can, in the essay which has already been 

quoted from, combine in a single sentence the notions of 

providence and predestination: ". . . In Being all that 
74 

comes to pass in what-is is perfected from everlasting." 

Likewise, Augustine, in an especially elegant 

passage from Confessions, speaks of the soundless voice 

of being in its relation to God's eternity: 

If to someone the tumult of the flesh were 
silent, and all the images of earth and water and 
air silent, silent the poles, and silent even the 
soul to itself, going beyond itself by having no 
thought of self; if our dreams were silent, and 
unfoldings of the imagination, all speech and every 
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sign and whatever comes into being by passing away; 
if all these were completely silent to someone 
(for if we could but hear them, all things are 
saying, 'We did not make ourselves, but He made us 
who abides for ever'); if, having said as much, they 
would then say nothing, but turned their ears 
intently towards Him who made them; . . . so now 
we are reaching out and in quick thought touching 
the eternal Wisdom that overarches all. . . ."̂ 5 

The idea of divine thought and divine love indicated 

in the passage above—"hovering watchfully over time, the 

cradle which was to hold our lives, even before time 
7 6 

began" —is the most basic idea in the thought of St. 

Augustine. It is literally, according to him, the whole 

point of human existence on earth both to attain and to 

maintain contact with this divinity, and each individual 

hioman project is conceived by him to be a failure to the 

extent that such contact is not achieved. Whether or not 

one accepts Augustine's perspective, there can be no doubt 

that his version of the theory of predestination can in no 

way be understood apart from an understanding of the 

ontological status of divine grace in his thought—as the 

sole power which imparts to man the ability to fulfill 

the choice of "being-willing-to-exist-gratefully." That 

this grace is, to him, infallibly efficacious, raises the 

predestination question in its purest sense. It is to this 

question that I shall turn in the next chapter. 



CHAPTER IV 

GRACE AND PREDESTINATION II 

Several Augustinian concepts which bear directly 

upon the question of predestination have now been examined; 

first, Augustine's concept of divine foreknowledge and its 

relation to man's free will, together with the distinction 

between liberum arbitrium and libertas; second, the 

Platonic foundations of Augustine's notion of divine 

grace—especially the P].atonic cosmology as set forth in 

the Myth of Er, and the privative theory of evil; third, 

the Augustinian idea of time and eternity, and its rela

tion to the Platonic and neo-Platonic view of history; and 

finally, the notions of sufficient and efficacious grace, 

together with a way of relating Augustine's concept of 

grace to a more modern, secular view while placing it in 

its overall ontological context. 

Now the attempt must be made to combine all these 

perspectives within the framework of Augustine's theory of 

predestination. The problem is stated as follows: In the 

creative decree of God, at the beginning of the world 

and before any act of human liberty, does He immutably 

ordain by his own free choice the elect and the reprobate 

74 
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so that the elect in eternity must thank God not only for 

having rewarded their merits, but also for having chosen 

them to merit their reward, before any meritorious action 

of their own? Within the overall Christian context, 

there have been given many answers to this question; but 

for purposes of the present discussion, they can safely be 

reduced to four. 

The first is the Pelagian answer, which decides 

the problem in favor of man. God gives to all men an equal 

measure of graces, one of which is his free will. By his 

free will, he can resist or consent to all the other graces, 

which choices will determine v/hether he will be saved or 

lost. Under this system, then, salvation would depend 

entirely upon the actual merit of the elect in their 

sojourn through this earthly, temporal existence—which 

amounts to a tacit denial of predestination in its entirety. 

The problem with this Stoic version of Christianity, as 

Portalie has rightly pointed out, is that it tends toward 
2 

a dreadful rigorism, for if man is totally free to accept 

or reject any or all of the various graces, then insecurity 

arises as to how many must be accepted or rejected for the 

meriting of salvation or damnation. And Harnack says, 

indeed, that "according to Pelagius, every man who could 
3 

have acted better than he did is going to hell." As a 
result of the Pelagian assumption of radical freedom for 
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man to choose good or evil without God's help, this 

system tends toward a tacit denial of the supernatural, 

as Cole perceived when he referred to Sartre as the modern 

Pelagius. 

The second possible answer to the predestination 

question, closely related to the first, is the Semi-

pelagian answer. This system also decides the problem in 

favor of man, God giving to all an equal measure of graces, 

and the will being free to accept or reject them. How

ever, in this system, God does in a sense predestine 

saints to salvation and sinners to damnation, because He 

fore-knows from the beginning the ultimate destinies of all 

men. Salvation does not necessarily depend upon the 

actual merits of men, for in the case of infants who die 

before they can be legitimately said to have the power of 

will, they are saved or damned on the basis of God's 

knowledge of what their future merits would have been—if 

they had lived. Salvation, then, depends upon either the 

real or the conditional merits of the elect; and in this 

system, the niomber of the elect is certain but not deter

mined. 

The problem with this system, as Augustine points 

out succinctly in Ad Simplicianum—before the Semipelagians 

even existed—is that it still presumes too heavily upon 

the power of man: 
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Could it be 'according to election' because God has 
foreknowledge of all things, and foresaw the faith 
that was to be in Jacob even before he was born? 
No one merits justification by his good works, 
since if he is not justified he cannot do good 
works . . . and no one believes except of his own 
free will. So God, foreseeing that Jacob would 
believe of his own free will, by his foreknowledge 
elected to justify one not yet born? . . . Neither 
Jacob nor Esau had yet believed, because they were 
not yet born . . . before they were born they had 
neither faith nor works. . . . It was not of works, 
because being not yet born they had done no works. 
But neither was it of faith, because they had not 
faith either.^ 

In the preceding passage is (to my knowledge) 

Augustine's first mention of "election," and a few lines 

later, he connects the notion of election with the notion 

of providence: " . . . the purpose of God does not stand 

according to election, but election is the result of the 

purpose of God. That is to say, it is not because God 

finds good works in men so that he may elect them, that 

his justifying purpose stands; but because his purpose 

to justify them that believe stands, he consequently finds 
7 

good works which he can elect for the kingdom of heaven." 

Augustine is simply unwilling to allow even the possibility 

that salvation could depend in the least upon man's merits 

—whether past, present, future, actual, or hypothetical. 

That this is indeed the purpose of which he has been 

speaking, he leaves little doubt when several lines later 

he hearkens back to the central purpose of the Apostle 

with which I began the discussion of the second question 
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of Simplician: " . . . when he says, 'Not of works but 

of him that calleth,' he wants us to understand that it 

is not by election through merits, but by the free gift 

of God, so that no man may exult in his good works. 'By 

the grace of God we are saved; and that not of ourselves; 

for it is the gift of God, not of works that no man should 

glory' (Eph. 2:8)."^ 

The third possible answer to the predestination 

question is given by the predestinarian system (or the 

Calvinist system—as it has been termed by some).^ The 

Semipelagians attributed this system to Augustine; and as 

Portalie points out, many others throughout history have 

attributed it to him as well. This system decides the 

problem in favor of God, maintaining that God makes a 

preferential choice of the elect before the beginning of 

time; and at the same time, predestines the reprobate to 

hell. From this eternal choice of God there is no possi

bility of escape whatsoever, and the impulse to good or 

evil with its corresponding reward of salvation or penalty 

of damnation is irresistible. Therefore, unlike either 

the Pelagian or Semipelagian position, the number of elect 

is both determined and certain. 

The problem with this system, for Augustine, is that 

it upholds the primacy of God's grace only to the complete 

destruction of man's freedom; and by conceiving the 
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impulse to good or evil to be irresistible, it contradicts 

the principle that all goods come from God, and that man 

is responsible for the evil in the world. I have already 

spoken of the Platonic strain in Augustine's thought that 

holds evil to be a deprivation of good, and that only by 

seeing nature (and human nature, as well) as basically 

good, can man begin to conceive evil as a necessary result 

of his freedom. Failure to understand this aspect of 

Augustine's thought is largely responsible for the ease 

with which many scholars have been able to attribute 

Calvinist predestinarianism to St. Augustine. 

Again, it is not necessary to refer to Augustine's 

later works in order to state his answer to those who will 

later claim that any dependence of man upon the grace of 

God will inevitably destroy free will, for his answer is 

fully contained in the tenth chapter of Ad Simplicianum. 

He is here answering Simplician's question as to how the 

passage treating of the predestination of Jacob and Esau 

should be understood: "But it is not of him that willeth, 

nor of him that runneth, but of God that hath mercy, that 

we obtain what we wish and reach what we desire. Esau, 

then, was unwilling and did not run. Had he been willing 

and had he run, he would have obtained the help of God who 

by calling him would have given him the power both to will 
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and to run, had he not been reprobate by despising the 

12 calling." 

One might object that if one can become reprobate 

by despising God's calling, then surely he can become 

not reprobate by accepting the calling; and salvation or 

damnation will therefore depend upon man's willing 

acceptance or willing refusal, rather than upon the grace 

of God (the Semipelagian argument). Indeed, some theo

logians have used passages like the one above in order to 

accuse Augustine of Pelagianism, which should be sufficient 

13 evidence at least that he was not a Calvinist! 

Augustine, in fact, seems to anticipate the objection in 

the lines that immediately follow: "There are two 

different things that God gives us, the power to will and 

the thing that we actually will. The power to will he 

has willed should be both his and ours, his because he 

calls us, ours because we follow when called. But what 

we actually will he alone gives, i.e., the power to do 

right and to live happily forever." 

On the other hand, one might object that if the power 

to do good and therefore to attain salvation is entirely 

from God, so that salvation does not depend upon merits, 

then one's lack of power to do good and thus his subse

quent damnation must likewise depend upon God's refusal to 

give the power. We would thus seem to have here returned 
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to the Calvinist position elaborated before, with all its 

implications of irresistibility and its apparent denial 

of God's goodness. Does Augustine's position really con

tain two such incompatible ideas? Indeed, Wolfsgruber 

has maintained that the Augustinian system has as its key 

the assertion of these two truths: that man is free; and 

15 that he can do nothing without grace! The attempt to 

deal with these two apparently incompatible propositions 

will lead to the heart of the fourth possible answer 

to the predestination question—Augustine's own. 

Portalie construes the Augustinian answer in the 

16 following manner. The choice of the elect by God from 

all eternity is real, gratuitous, and constitutes the 

grace of graces; but the decree is realized only through 

freedom of choice, guaranteeing full power to the elect to 

fall and to the non-elect to rise. This solution, then, 

appears to occupy a middle ground between the Semi

pelagian position, on the one hand, and the Calvinist 

position, on the other, and obviously hinges upon 

Augustine's notion of efficacious grace, for the concept 

of sufficient grace has already been seen to include 

within its very definition the idea that such grace is in 

fact enough to save a man, if it is accepted. But the 

formulation as stated only raises another problem with 

respect to efficacious grace, a problem that has given 
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rise to centuries of debate. Kenneth Burke reduces the 

problem to the following terms: " . . . though all men are 

given enough grace to be saved, how can anyone be saved 

but by being given enough grace to be sure of using it? 

Yet how could he have as much saving grace as that, 

without in effect being compelled to be saved (in which 

case he would not, in the last analysis, have 'free 

will')?""'"̂  

This is the basis for Portalie's claim that there 

must be three fundamental principles at the bottom of the 

Augustinian system, rather than two, as Wolfsgruber has 

maintained. First, God is the absolute master of the 

determinations of the will—this is the influence of 

divine grace in nature. Second, man is as free in the 

presence of grace as he is in its absence. Third, these 

two truths are reconciled in the Augustinian explanation 

of the divine government of wills, which is rooted in 

Augustine's theory of divine influence is based is 

expressed by Augustine most clearly in Admonition and 

Grace: "To will or not to will is in the power of the 

one who wills or does not will in such a way as not to 

19 impede the divine will and not to overcome its power." 

The explanation of this formula is found in Augustine's 

theories of the divine knowledge and the divine will, 

which taken together constitute the essence of 
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Augustinian predestination: " . . . for the disposition of 

future works in His foreknowledge, which cannot be 

deceived or changed, is absolute and nothing but pre-
20 destination." 

The Augustinian theory of divine knowledge before 

the creation of the world is based on the absolute inde-
n 1 

pendence and unlimited possibility of God. Our world 

—the world which God in fact did create—is only one of 

an infinite number of possible worlds that He could have 

created, had He wished. For all of these possible worlds 

(including ours), He foresaw different series of graces and 

different series of responses to those graces, in millions 

and millions of possible combinations. He therefore fore

saw a world where Esau would have been saved and Jacob 

would have been damned; where St. Peter would not have been 

converted and Judas would have done penance. He foresaw 

worlds in which everyone would have been saved, worlds in 

which everyone would have been damned, and worlds in 

which, like ours, the elect and the reprobate are mixed. 

This is the foreknowledge which precedes and 

enlightens God's preparation of wills from eternity. And 

this knowledge, as the idea of eternity signifies, is not 
22 

a "knowledge of vision," not merely a kind of knowledge 

which beholds future events (as the conversion of Judas 

or Esau was never a future event, for such an event will 
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in fact never exist) ; but, rather, is a kind of knowledge 

embracing all the conditional responses of each created 

23 will to God's calling. Now, in fact, God elected to 

bring this world into existence, with the particular 

series of determined graces, meritorious acts, and souls 

freely saved or lost—all of which He foreknew must exist 

24 once He really created it. Freely—because God in His 

creative act must have explicitly excluded every possible 

set of events in which man's free will would be taken away 

by grace. According to Portalie, this is the essential 

point of the whole system, as it preserves—unlike the 

Calvinist system—the sincere will of God to save all men, 

25 while at the same time preserving man's liberty. 

Portalie cites several passages in support of this 

contention. In On Genesis Against the Manichaeans, 

Augustine says: "All men can be saved, if they wish 

2 6 it." Later in his life, after the Pelagians had made use 

of the foregoing statement for the purpose of proving 

Augustine to be in contradiction with himself, rather than 

retracting the statement, he affirms it: "It is absolutely 

true that all men can do this, if they wish, but their will 

27 
is prepared by the Lord." And in his last work, the 

Incomplete Work Against Julian, he says that man " . . . can 

28 
will good, but his will is prepared by the Lord." Again, 
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it is not necessary to look at Augustine's later works 

in order to find statements to this effect. In chapter 

twelve of Ad Simplicianum, while discussing a passage from 

Philemon, he reiterates his belief that all goods come 

from God: "Work out your own salvation with fear and 

trembling; for it is God which worketh in you both to will 

and to do of his own good pleasure (Phil. 2:12, 13). 

There he clearly shows that the good will itself is wrought 

29 

in us by the working of God." 

His good pleasure can be none other than the 

purpose of which Augustine speaks so frequently; the 

purpose of the Apostle in the passage from Romans to which 

I have constantly referred in the discussion of Ad 

Simplicianum; the purpose which to Augustine, I believe, 

is the central message of Christianity to men in this 

world—that man cannot glory in his own works if he is to 

attain salvation, which means that he must consider even 

his merits to be a gratuitous gift. Moreover, the thrust 

of this message seems to be even deeper than this, for 

Augustine has already told Evodius, in De Libero Arbitrio, 

that he cannot even attain happiness in this life unless 

he becomes grateful for his will to exist—which, as I 

have also shown, is nothing but signification of receiving 

grace. 
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That the message of humility is the main point of 

the story, for Augustine, he gives dramatic testimony in 

chapter fourteen of Ad Simplicianum, while discussing the 

meaning of the crucifixion of Christ: "Even his disciples 

were terrified and shattered by his cross and death, but 

the thief believed at the very moment when he saw him not 

highly exalted but his own equal in sharing in cruci

fixion." The thief believed, not because he was con

fronted with an exalted being, but because he was con

fronted with an equal. It is known from all of Augustine's 

31 many works on the Trinity that he believed Christ to be 

not merely of God, but rather, was God himself. How, 

then, is the passage above to be taken, if not that the 

free sacrifice of God implied in the crucifixion is, in 

an eternal sense, the analog of man's freedom of sacrifice? 

If not that the action of God on the spirit of man follows 

logically and is simultaneous with the action of the soul 

of man in God? 

It follows from this notion of predestination that 

the number of the elect is certain, for God's choice is 

immutable and therefore eternal; and the ultimate destiny 

of all men in the historical evolution of the world 

follows automatically from His knowledge. In other words, 

God foreknows the response of each free will to the graces 

decreed for it. And therefore the divine will to save all 
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men must be construed not as an absolute will (for them 

He would have created a world in which everyone would have 

been saved); but, rather, as a conditional will to give 

all men the freedom to save or to damn themselves: "God 

would have willed to preserve . . . the first man if . . . 

He had foreknown that man would have a steadfast will. 

But because He foresaw that man was to misuse his freedom 

of choice, God arranged His own designs rather with a 

32 view to do good to man even in his sinfulness. . . ," 

This is why Augustine can claim that divine fore

knowledge precedes and illumines predestination; and at 

the same time can claim that there is, all the same, no 

33 predestination to sin, but only foreknowledge of it. 

As Portalie states it: "God, before beholding the free 

play of the will, does not have a formal and absolute 

intention of exercising His vindictive justice, or 

preparing and obtaining merits for reward or sins for 

34 punishment." Nevertheless, grace is entirely gratuitous, 

for no one could possible have merited election. The 

reason this is so is that God could, from all the possible 

worlds He could have created, chosen one in which other 

results would have been obtained from another series of 

graces. "̂^ It is therefore not that the elect are not 

able to fall, or that the reprobate could not rise; but 

simply that they will not wish to. This is precisely 
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the notion which St. Thomas made explicit when he declared 

that the possibility of a man being saved is entirely 

compatible with God's foreknowledge of his actually being 

damned. 

Why did God choose to create this particular world, 

where Jacob would be saved and Esau would be damned? Why 

did He not choose to create a world where Esau would have 

been saved and Jacob would have been damned? Historically, 

two distinct answers have been given to this question. 

The first is the Jansenist answer: God, in his decree of 

predestination, has willed precisely this particular 

series of graces out of love for the elect. In other 

words, God willed to save Jacob, St. Peter, and the thief 

who was crucified with Christ, because He loved them in 

and of themselves. If Jacob had been unwilling and had 

not run, God would have been prepared to choose, in His 

37 
foreknowledge, a different set of graces. 

The second answer has been given by the Molinists: 

God, rather than loving the elect in and of themselves, 

loved above all the particular set of graces given to 

humanity out of which the elect would be saved. Rather 

than willing the graces out of love for the elect. He has 

willed the elect out of love for the graces. He would 

therefore have not decreed a different set of graces if 

He had foreseen that Jacob would have spurned His 
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38 
calling. Portalie has claimed that Augustine did not 

give either of these answers, and in fact, did not give 

any answer at all to the question, due probably to the 

fact that in his time the question had simply not been 
39 

raised. In particular, he cites Augustine's statement, 

which has already been mentioned, that predestination only 

assures that God's grace is not given according to man's 

.̂  40 merits. 

I would argue, however, that Augustine did give the 

answer, that it is implicit in the very work under dis

cussion, and that it is virtually identical to the 

Molinist answer which has just been elaborated. The 

previous discussion should have already given some indi

cation of this, since the incompatibility of the Jansenist 

(and Calvinist) notions of efficacious and sufficient grace 

with Augustine's treatment of these subjects has been 

demonstrated in the foregoing chapter. Making this a 

point of departure, I shall first attempt to render 

obvious the total incompatibility of the Jansenist and 

Augustinian solutions of the predestination question— 

an incompatibility which Father Portalie has apparently 

overlooked. Then I will point out the virtual identity 

of the Molinist and Augustinian solutions, which will 

ultimately demand a discussion of the dispute between 

i} 
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Thomists and Molinists regarding the nature of divine 

grace. 

First, as has been indicated, the Jansenists denied 

the existence of sufficient grace, although it must be 

said that their denial was not quite as complete as that 

of the Calvinists. Jansen in fact nominally admitted 

the category of sufficient grace with his idea of "gratia 

parva" (little grace), defined as a grace " . . . from 

which no action can result, except its insufficiency be 

41 removed by another grace." Therefore, Jansen's concept 

of non-efficacious grace is not sufficient grace, but 

insufficient grace. Yet Augustine's idea of non-efficacious 

grace must have been that of a grace fully sufficient, or 

it would not have been possible for him to re-iterate 

over and over again throughout his life both that God is 

unlimited and that man is fully responsible for evil. 

Interestingly, in their aforementioned zeal to protect 

God's unlimitedness, the Jansenists ended up denying not 

only man's free will but possibly God's omnipotence as 

well. For it is virtually impossible to conceive just how 

or why an all-powerful Being might get Himself caught 

granting insufficient graces, except perhaps if God is 

conceived not to be good (the conclusion that the Calvinist 

Supralapsarians, who held that God foreordained Adam's sin. 
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unflinchingly reached—but which could not have been the 

doctrine of Augustine). 

Second, it is impossible to see how, if God chooses 

His elect out of love for them, in and of themselves, 

that it would not also have to be said that He in fact 

chooses them out of some merit of their own; for to love 

them so as to elect them for their own sake would imply 

that- there was something about them (at least in God's 

mind) that was lovable, so that they would in fact merit 

their election by virtue of this quality. Augustine, 

however, has repeatedly asserted that election can have no 

respect of man's merits, and the very passage which 

Portalie uses to support his conclusion that Augustine 

gave no answer to the aforementioned question is one of 

those assertions! 

Third, if the Jansenist answer holds, then surely 

the purpose of God in His divine decree was none other 

than according to election. Yet Augustine repeatedly 

asserts throughout his life that it is the other way 

around; and again, he asserts this nowhere more clearly 

than in Ad Simplicianum, when he says that " . . . the 

purpose of God does not stand according to election, but 

42 
election is the result of the purpose of God." A few 

lines later, in reply to the question as to why Esau was 
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not called in such a way that he would respond to the 

calling, Augustine returns to his discussion of the 

mysterious conversion of the thief who came to believe 

after his confrontation with the lowliness of Christ and 

the humility of God. 

Fourth, if the purpose of God is none other than 

His choice of the elect. He would merely be rewarding His 

choice in giving to them eternal salvation, rather than 

rewardingthe divine manifestations of His grace in nature. 

But it has already been shown that Augustine's theory of 

grace has as its third major aspect the idea that when God 

gives salvation, or beautitude. He is returning "grace 

for grace" the "grace of graces," and is therefore rewarding 

the grace that is signified by one's gratitude for original 

faith and perseverance, both of which are graces as well. 

Portalie himself says, when describing the Molinist 

system: "He willed . . . to render the divine love 

resplendent in Christ's acceptance of the kiss of Judas 

and in Jesus' affectionate look at Peter, and He would have 

been prepared to give these graces even if Peter had 
43 

resisted and Judas yielded to such great love." 

Finally, under the Jansenist system, not only would 

it be impossible to preserve man's free will, but also 

God's justice; for if God chose the elect out of love of 

them for their own sake, and not for love of a particular 
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evolution of graces in humanity—and furthermore, was 

prepared to select another such set of graces, if 

necessary, which would lead to their salvation—then it 

would seem that the reprobate had been damned for no 

reason at all, as there would be no standard of judgement 

other than the mere fact that they were not personally 

preferred by God. Yet Augustine over and over argues for 

God's justice, although he concedes that it is a mystery: 

"Let us believe that this belongs to a certain hidden 

equity that cannot be searched out by any hioman standard 

of measurement, though its effects are to be observed 

in human affairs and earthly arrangements . . . Human 

society is knit together by transactions of giving and 

receiving, and things are given and received sometimes 

as debts, sometimes not. No one can be charged with 

unrighteousness who exacts what is owing to him. Nor 

certainly can he be charged with unrighteousness who is 

prepared to give up what is owing to him. This decision 

does not lie with those who are debtors but with the 

44 
creditor. . . . " 

How could there be any debt if there is no sin? 

How could there be any sin if there is no freedom? How 

could God be just if there is no freedom to commit sin? 

And how could there be any freedom if God had been prepared 
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from all eternity to choose the particular set of graces 

which would lead to the salvation of a particular elect? 

For if He had done this, how could He be said to have 

been prepared to exclude all worlds in which grace would 

take away man's liberty? If He had done this, would not 

the grace have to be termed "irresistible," and not 

"efficacious"? Yet Portalie himself has said that for 

Augustine, grace never works as an irresistible impulse, 

but always as ". . . an'appeal, an invitation which allures 

45 and seeks to persuade." 

Likewise, as has been shown, for Augustine sin is a 

46 disregard for grace. How can there be any regard for 

grace if the purpose of God is according to election, 

and not according to grace? As if Augustine had heard 

all of this too, he again comes to our aid in chapter 

eighteen of Ad Simplicianum: 

The potter, remember, made one vessel unto honour 
and another unto dishonour. Now, if he hated Esau 
because he was a vessel made unto dishonour, how 
could it be true that 'Thou hatest nothing which 
thou hast made'? For in that case God hated Esau 
though he had himself made him a vessel unto 
dishonour. This knotty problem is solved if we 
understand God to be the artificer of all creatures. 
Every creature of God is good. Every man is a 
creature as man but not as sinner. God is the 
creator both of the body and of the soul of man. 
Neither of these is evil, and God hates neither. 
He hates nothing which he has made. . . . Was not 
Jacob a sinner, then, seeing that God loved him? 
But God loved in him, not the sin which he had 
blotted out. but the grace which he had freely 
given hom.'*' 
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Once again, Augustine's notion of the good, 

inherited from Plato and Plotinus, and never given up in 

the course of his later life, has saved him from Jansenism 

just as it saved him from Calvinism. The notion of sin 

as a perversity, a lack of order, a turning away from the 

48 goodness of the Creator, is inconceivable in the face 

of a grace which works by an irresistible impulse, or a 

predestination which operates according to election, and 

not according to grace. Father Portalie has seen the 

incompatibility of the former (irresistible grace) with 

Augustine's notion of the good, while somehow missing the 

latter incompatibility (predestination according to 

election). Augustine himself has made this quite clear in 

chapter eighteen of Ad Simplicianum: "The hardening of 

the ungodly demonstrates two things—that a man should 

fear and turn to God in piety, and that thanks should be 

given for his mercy to God who shows by the penalty 

inflicted on some, the greatness of his gift to others. 

If the penalty he exacts from the former is not just, he 

49 makes no gift to those from whom he does not exact it. 

In the case that one should dismiss the above state

ment by claiming it to be from a work of Augustine's 

early period, and that a rigid divine determinism crept 

into his thought later on, the appropriate response will 

be the famous statement in On Nature and Grace, to which he 
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remained true to the end of his days: "God does not 

command impossibilities, but when He commands. He counsels 

you to do what you can for yourself and to ask His aid in 

what you cannot do." This substantiates my conviction 

that Augustine, far from denying human liberty by his 

doctrines of grace and predestination, in fact upholds 

it more strongly by these teachings than the proponents 

of radical freedom do—ancient and modern alike. These 

destroy liberty by proclaiming the omnipotence of freedom 

of choice, thereby emptying the concept of all possibility 

of fulfillment; much as the strict predestinarians destroy 

grace by pressing the idea of God's omnipotence to the 

point at which all gracefulness is lost. Thus the radical 

divergence of Jansenism from Augustinian thought is seen. 

The inherent compatibility of Augustinism with the doc

trine of Molina (now usually called "Congruism," rather 

than "Molinism"), will now be shown. 

. . 51 The fundamental principles of the Molinist system 

are as follows: efficacious grace and sufficient grace 

are not intrinsically different from one another, but are 

only different in an extrinsic sense, contingent upon 

the willing acceptance or refusal of the will fully 

sufficient grace becoming fully efficacious at the exact 

point of the will's consent. If the will does not consent, 

then the fully sufficient grace is termed "merely 
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sufficient," or "inefficacious." To preserve the infalli

bility of success included in the very definition of 

efficacious grace, Molina forwarded the notion of 

scientia media (middle knowledge), by virtue of which God 

foreknows from eternity whether each particular will 

would freely co-operate with a certain grace or not. This 

middle knowledge, then, falls somewhere in between God's 

hypothetical knowledge (knowledge of all possibilities) 

and His absolute knowledge (knowledge of all actualities). 

Molinism therefore constructs a wall of security 

about the free will, and it is at this point that the 

Thomists have raised their objection; for they claim that 

the Molinist system ultimately undermines the absolute 

gratuity of the supernatural order by making the will 

the final determining factor in the matter of salvation, 

52 thus attributing Semipelagianism to the Molinists. 

In order to refute the Molinist system of grace, the 

Thomists deny the existence of the scientia media, sub

stituting for it the notion of praemotio physica (physical 

premotion). 

Starting from the idea of God as first cause and 

prime mover, the Thomists conclude that all secondary 

causes (including man's free will) must emanate from the 

first cause in a physical sense. God, in respect of the 

nature of things, moves necessary agents to necessary 
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actions and free agents (man) to free actions. God is 

therefore the cause of the physical entity of sin, but 

not its malicious content. The praemotio physica of the 

Thomists therefore becomes in fact a physical predeter

mination (praedeterminatio physica), since the seconding 

of God's motion by free intelligent creatures is accom

plished only by virtue of the divine influence from 

eternity. It is nevertheless asserted that the freedom of 

the act remains, in spite of the historical necessity 

involved in every act; and to preserve this freedom, the 

Thomists make that most bewildering distinction between 

necessitas consequentiae (historical necessity) and 

53 necessitas consequentis (compelling necessity). 

This distinction is related by J. Pohle in the 

following manner: " . . . although it be true that a man 

who is freely sitting cannot at the same time be standing, 

nevertheless his freedom in sitting is maintained by the 

54 fact that he might be standing instead of sitting." It 

seems, then, that in the Thomistic formulation the will is 

free not because it could really have done anything 

differently than it did, but because of the mere logical 

possibility of having done so differently, which always 

must remain after the doing of any act. And grace is 

efficacious not because the will consents; but rather, the 

will consents because the grace efficaciously premoves it 
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to the willing performance of a salutary act. It also 

follows from this construction that efficacious grace is 

intrinsically different from sufficient grace—which 

would impart only the possibility, but not the actuality, 

of salutary performance. To make sufficient grace 

efficacious, therefore, a new grace must be supplied. 

At this point the Molinists accuse the Thomists of 

both Jansenism (because the Thomistic sufficient grace 

appears to them to be really insufficient) and Calvinism. 

The latter accusation seems to be based upon two major 

objections. First, since the essence of freedom does not 

lie in the mere logical contingency of the act, but rather 

in the active choice between willing and not-willing, it 

appears impossible to reconcile the praemotio physica 

with liberum arbitrium. Second, the Thomistic distinction 

between the entity of sin and the malice of sin appears to 

the Molinists to be spurious, since most sinners commit 

their misdeeds for the sake of the physical entity of the 

55 
acts, and not purely for the sake of their depravity. 

The argument could be left at this stage and still 

there would be much reason to conclude that the Molinists 

are on solid ground when they claim Augustine as their 

authority; for the fundamental distinction between these 

two schools of thought obviously lies in the different 

priorities given to God's foreknowledge and God's 
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predestinating decree. The Molinists argue that the 

divine knowledge of all futuribles is prior to any act of 

willing on God's part, and that the predestinating decree 

therefore derives from the divine knowledge. The Thomists, 

on the other hand, argue that God's foreknowledge derives 

from His absolute will, and therefore that the divine 

decree is prior to His knowledge of future events—whether 

actual or hypothetical. 

Augustine, however, has already said that " . . . the 

disposition of future works in His foreknowledge, which 

cannot be deceived or changed, is absolute and nothing but 

56 

predestination." In addition, due to Augustine's con

tinual Platonic equating of God with the good, it would be 

difficult to say that he ever conceived anything at all 

similar to the Thomistic distinction between the entity 

and malice of sin, much less holding God to be responsible 

for the former—and in fact there does not seem to be even 

a single line in his writing that would suggest such a 

distinction. But such arguments do not have to be relied 

upon, for Augustine gives all the material needed in 

Ad Simplicianum, when he makes a distinction which forms 

the basis for the fully-developed Molinist solution to the 

problem—the solution most commonly referred to as 

Congruism. 
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Congruism is a modified version of Molinism, more 

thoroughly worked out in its details—receiving its 

definitive form from Bellarmine, Suarez, Lessius, and 

Vasquez. According to Pohle, the fully-developed con-

gruistic Molinism is actually closer than strict Molinism 

58 to the ideas of Molina himself. The system takes its 

name from the "gratia congrua"—grace suited to the cir

cumstances of the case; which is opposed to the "gratia 

incongrua"—grace not so suited to the circumstances 

59 of the case. These two graces are substituted for the 

categories of efficacious and sufficient grace, so that the 

efficacy of grace depends upon its particular agreement 

(congruity) with the disposition and circumstances of the 

recipient. 

Freedom of the will is preserved in the congruistic 

system by an ontological relationship of choice said to 

be established between grace and free will, which in the 

light of the scientia media becomes the infallible means 

of carrying out all God's designs with certain success and 

without violence. The Congruists make three divisions 

within the concept of efficacious grace to substantiate 

this claim. First, the efficacy of power to will and to 

do (efficacia virtutis) is peculiar to the efficacious and 

sufficient grace and is derived neither from the human will 

nor from divine foreknowledge. Second, the efficacy of 
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union between act and grace (efficacia connexionis) 

depends upon free will, because grace is not irresistible 

—and so can be rejected at any time. Third, the efficacy 

of infallibility (efficacia infallibilitatis) springs from 

the foreknowledge of God which cannot be deceived, and not 

from the physical nature of grace, as the Thomists main-

^ • 61 tain. 

The compatibility of Augustinian predestination with 

the congruistic doctrine is made obvious first of all in 

the work under discussion in the last two chapters, for 

the notion of congruence upon which the Congruist school 

is founded, has been taken from that very work. The 

expression goes as follows: "Those are chosen who are 
62 

effectually (congruenter) called. . . . " According to 
6 3 

Pohle, Molina himself had adopted this usage, though 

among his followers some extreme Molinists " . . . unduly 

emphasized the power of the will over grace, thus drav;ing 

upon themselves the suspicion of Semipelagianism. At 

least Cardinal Bellarmine attacks some who propagated 

such one-sided Molinistic views . . . ; against them he 

skillfully strengthened the tenets of Congruism by 
1.64 

numerous quotations from St. Augustine. 

Second, the ontological relation between grace and 

freedom preserved by the congruists can also be viewed 

as fully Augustinian, in one of the passages defining 
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predestination in De Dono Perseverantiae, where it is seen 

that the word usually translated as "saved" is a verb 

form of the word "libertas": "Predestination is nothing 

else than the foreknowledge and foreordaining of those 

gracious gifts which make certain the salvation (liber-

antur) of all who are saved." God's grace is therefore, 

to Augustine, fully liberating (not necessitating)—that 

which gives substance to the decision to be willing-to-

exist-gratefully, as has already been indicated. And there 

is no trace of the Thomistic doctrine of historical 

necessity which leaves the possibility of not sinning at 

the purely logical level. 

Third, Portalie himself ascribes to Augustine the 

congruist view of the efficacia infallibilitatis: "And 

always the infallibility of the result is assured by the 

Divine knowledge which directs the choice of the invita

tion."^^ There is no place, then, for the Thomistic 

doctrine of praemotio physica—conceived as the premoting 

activity of God which infallibly premoves the will to 

acceptance or rejection of the graces offered, for either 

the divine knowledge is the source of the divine decrees, 

or it is not. If it is not, then there can be no basis for 

inferring either that God willed the elect in the knowledge 

of a particular set of graces loved for their own sake, or 

that He so willed the graces in order to lead to the 
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salvation of a particular elect. But if it is, as has 

been shown, then such a basis for inference indeed exists, 

and the obvious conclusion should be drawn. 

Father Portalie is unwilling to do this, probably 

because he does not wish to point out the similarity of 

the Augustinian and Molinist systems to that of the 

Semipelagians, as was pointed our earlier in this 
6 7 

chapter. Portalie's error is made obvious in his holding 

that, according to Augustine, the number of the elect is 

both certain and determined; when in fact, it is certain 

6 8 
but not determined --as it also is in the doctrines of the 

Augustinian-Molinist solution ultimately Semipelagian, 

insofar as the free acceptance or rejection of the pre

ferred graces appears again to be the finally determining 

factor in the matter of salvation? 

Not if Portalie's comment is taken seriously: that 

God must have been, prior to the beginning of the world 

and time, willing to exclude every possible situation 

69 
wherein grace would take away man's liberty. If so, then 

I shall have to conclude that God was willing to exclude 

every conceivable situation, in every conceivable world 

in every conceivable universe at every conceivable time and 

for every conceivable man, in which any conceivable grace 

would take away any conceivable liberty. Furthermore, I 

shall conclude, in light of this discussion and those that 
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have gone before, that the major function of Augustine's 

theory of predestination (conceived as welling-up out of 

the depths of the divine foreknowledge) is that of pro

viding an absolute foundation for the acknowledgment of 

human freedom (libertas) as fulfillment of the decision 

either "to-be-willing-to-exist-gratefully" or "to-be-

willing-to-exist-ungratefully"; a choice which is radical 

and absolute, which every man must make at every instant 

of his life. 

Thus, Augustine's reconciliation of the problem of 

grace and free will is approached as closely as possible 

when the concept of "grace" is divided into the two slopes 

of its earthly manifestation—gratitude and ingratitude--

and when "free will" is defined as the ever-present choice 

between these two slopes. In doing this, the ontological 

priority of grace in the order of human existence is 

preserved; and at the same time, to the idea of free will, 

a proper place in the order of things is assured. Like

wise, the notion of predestination is rendered intelligible 

in such a formulation, as the foreseen fulfillment in the 

mind of God of the aforementioned choice to be either 

grateful (which will result most certainly in freedom) or 

ungrateful (which will result most certainly in unfreedom). 

It is also easy to see, at this point, the ultimate 

divergence of the Augustinian-Congruist perspective from 
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that of the Semipelagians and the extreme Molinists; for 

the proper distinction here is not a logical one, as 

Portalie has maintained, but is rather a metaphysical 

one, as the foregoing analysis has suggested. The Semi

pelagians had said that God predestines from a knowledge 

of the future merits and demerits of men, thus giving to 

the category of "merit" ontological priority in the economy 

of salvation. On the other hand, Augustine holds that God 

predestines from a knowledge of the future gratitude or 

ingratitude of men, thus giving to the category of 

"grace" ontological priority. The Semipelagians and the 

extreme Molinists did not therefore adequately address 

themselves to the basic distinction between assertion and 

submission--a point which separates Augustine most fully 

from the pagans and the Platonists of an earlier day. 

Just as it was indicated in chapter II how Augustine's 

theory of grace developed out of a consciousness of the 

inadequacies of Platonic theology—mainly that it seemed 

to provide no logical way for a soul in the depth to rise 

of its own accord, " . . . giving sublime moral precepts of 

70 morality without any help towards realizing them . . . " 

—Augustinian predestination is now seen in its role as 

guarantor of the ultimate actualization of the possibility 

of fulfilling this original choice once it is made, for 

the way up is conceived by Augustine to be long and hard. 
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It is the guarantee that God has provided a means for 

conducting all men to their ultimate destiny from eter

nity, a supernatural destiny which for Augustine resides 

in the perpetual human choice between gratitude and 

ingratitude, so that sin indeed "is a disregard for 

1,71 grace. 

By refusing to draw out the ultimate implications of 

Augustine's idea of the relation between God's foreknow

ledge and the divine decree, Portalie has deprived us of 

the greatest understanding possible to this date as to the 

exact position and significance of Augustinian thinking 

about human liberty in the modern world. As much as 

Augustine has been thought of as an enemy of freedom, 

from a proper historical perspective it is obvious that it 

was he who formulated the context for the ongoing dis

cussion about freedom which has continued since his day. 

It was Augustine, in fact, who raised the question of free 

will, and thus began the discussion of human freedom 

within the overall metaphysical context laid down by 

Plato. 



CHAPTER V 

DIVINE GRACE AND HUMAN FREEDOM 

I have examined in the preceding chapters Augustine's 

theories of grace and predestination, and have shown that, 

when properly conceived, they do not imply any denial of 

man's freedom. I have shown how the Augustinian theory of 

grace can and should be viewed as an outgrowth of a per

ceived inadequacy in Platonic philosophy regarding the 

question of man's ability to rise from the depth, and have 

also demonstrated that Augustine's theory of time precludes 

a temporal construction of the theory of predestination, a 

construction which would ultimately render it deterministic, 

This, in connection with the ontological priority of 

God's knowledge with respect to the divine decree ( meta

physical context inherited, at least in part, from Plato), 

has suggested that the Molinist-Congruist notion of a 

simultaneous divine concurrence with the will is more 

characteristically Augustinian than the Thomistic notion 

of a will physically premoved by God. 

In particular, it is important to note that, in 

Augustine's thought, "providence," "foreknowledge," 

"grace," and "predestination" all become aspects of the 

108 
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divine mind which accomplishes its purpose without force 

or violence. This is why Calvin's reading of the passage 

from De Correptione et Gratia: "indeclinabiliter et 

insuperabiliter ageretur," as evidence of Augustine's 

adoption of the notion of an irresistible grace, must be 
2 

viewed, not only as a mistranslation, but also as a phil

osophical and theological error. In Augustine, the 

Platonic notion of divine Wisdom is transformed into the 

idea of God's providential (providence = foresight) care 

for the world, and His knowledge of all the possibilities 

for bringing about its redemption. As such, these notions 

become the ground upon which the divine will is exercised, 

"predestination" becoming the concept articulating the 

sense of connection between the beginning and the end 

(i.e., whatever it is in the end that is implicitly con

tained in the beginning as possibility), and "grace" 

becoming the means for actualizing the possibilities which 
so inhere. 

The Thomists reverse the order of distinction, here, 

and make the divine will (grace and predestination) the 

ground for the divine mind (providence and foreknowledge), 

thus making the effect of God's providential care ulti

mately contingent upon, and subsidiary to, the effect of 

the preordaining decree, leaving man with only a hypotheti

cal freedom of choice. The Jansenists and the Calvinists 
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go even further, completely divorcing the attributes of 

the divine will from those of the divine mind, thereby 

divorcing man's freedom from his destiny, and leading 

ultimately to the doctrine of man's total depravity. 

Augustine's theory of predestination is therefore 

seen to involve a reconciliation of the problem of grace 

and free will, inasmuch as grace can never be termed 

"irresistible" if God has, from before the beginning of 

time, planned to connect man's freedom with his ultimate 

destiny—to make his very being free—by explicitly 

excluding all instances where grace might take away such 

freedom. It remains now to discuss the Augustinian concept 

of freedom in a more thorough manner, insofar as the notion 

of freedom arrived upon in Augustine's reconciliation is 

not at all the same as that which is held by most people 

today. I shall first, then, elaborate as fully as possible 

Augustinian freedom in its various aspects; and second, 

will examine some of the more important interpretations of 

Augustine's political thought, showing how misunderstanding 

of his views on grace and free will can lead to misinter

pretation of his ideas in other areas as well. 

The first aspect of Augustinian freedom which must 

be recapitulated is its ontological status. Augustine, as 

has already been pointed out, inherited the metaphysical 

framework of the Greeks, including their notion of Being 
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(Essentia). Now, a purely essentialist notion of being 

tends to conceive the connection between various beings 

(or different levels or states of being) in the manner of 
3 

a logical bond. Thus the familiar Platonic notion that 

no being can knowingly will that which is not good; and 

evil becomes, in classical Greek thought, coterminous with 

ignorance. It follows, then, that men are not free, but 

necessitated to will whatever they will in accordance 

with their acquired level of intelligence; and freedom is 

not a part of the ontological structure of hiiman existence. 

Rather, if it is conceived at all, it must be viewed as an 

accidental attribute arising from whatever random qualities 

that may happen to obtain in the universe (chance or fate). 

In this context, freedom would seem to imply mere "non

necessity. " 

If freedom is seen, however, to be a part of the 

ontological structure of human existence, it must not only 

imply non-necessity, but autodetermination as well. In 

other words, the hypothetical freedom that always follows 

the doing of an act—a kind of freedom which is always 

past—must be accompanied by an actual freedom which is 

always future, and therefore presupposes the existence 

of at least two divergent possibilities for action, to be 

grasped by the actor before the doing of the act. Further

more, if man is ontologically free—free by definition--
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it follows that these divergent possibilities are of such 

a nature as to demand that they be grasped, and that 

thereby a choice will in fact always be obtained. 

Such a notion of the connection between freedom and 

being is intelligible only if "being" is considered to be 

not merely an essence—a determination to be this or that 

—but also as an existent actuality, its essence con

sisting somehow in a kind of openness toward the 
4 

Absolute —in Augustine's terminology, toward God. It is 

precisely this notion of openness toward the ground of 

being that Augustine adds to the metaphysical structures of 

Platonists and the neo-Platonists. This is shown most 

clearly in the Confessions, the story of Augustine's 

torturous process of "opening-up" to God. 

This brings us to the second aspect of Augustinian 

freedom—that of transcendence. It follows from what has 

already been said, that if freedom is constituted in a 

kind of openness, and if man possesses a potentiality 

for such openness at the very core of his being, then he 

cannot be imprisoned by any particular determination, end, 

or value. Rather, he must be able to transcend all such 

determinations, unlike other existences which, being only 

what they are, can act only according to that which they 

are at any given moment. J. De Finance remarks: 

"This condition of the spirit can be referred to as 



113 

ontological freedom. In spirit, in fact, there 'freely' 

appears the positive indetermination of being as such, 

its eminence over its various determinations. Freedom 

of action is rooted in this ontological freedom."^ Like

wise, it is this notion of freedom that modern-day 

Augustinians such as Reinhold Niebuhr have appropriated 

and made central to their definition of man as such.^ 

Therefore, it is seen to be a part of the very nature 

of man to aspire to transcend himself, to reach out in 

openness to the Absolute, to conceive a Universal which 

is felt to be the ground of his very being. For Augustine, 

the grasping of this ground can only be affected through 

the vehicle of memory, and so the "running forward towards 

God" of the Confessions is really a "running backward 

towards the ground" of Augustine's own soul. This is why 

he can say that he wishes to know of nothing but God and 

the soul. It is also why the Platonic duty for man of 

assimilation to God and the Hebrew notion of man's being 

made in the image of God must be conceived as absolutely 

prior in Augustine's thought to any supposed tendency 

toward separation of man's freedom from his destiny--a 

tendency which the Jansenists and the Calvinists thought 

they had perceived in Augustine. 

The Hebrew and Greek notions mentioned above fully 

12 imply Augustine's notion of the "divine indwelling," 
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and bring to completion the ontological and transcendental 

aspects of freedom always present in Augustine's thought. 

The former implies the famous human trinity—existence, 

knowledge, and love: "We are, and we know that we are, 

and we love to be and to know that we are . . . without 

any teasing imagination of appearances or illusions, it 

is most certain to me that I am, that I know it, and that 

13 I love it. . . . " The latter implies that man's basic 

obligation in the world of existence and time consists in 

a project of self-realization, self-knowledge, and self-

14 love, for the assimilation most immediately takes the 

form of realizing, knowing, and loving the image contained 

within the self—the dwelling-place of grace. Both notions 

imply that man is by nature good, insofar as he is of God, 

and that he is radically free to confront that portion of 

the self which is the dwelling-place of grace—the aspect 

of the self which contains the everpresent possibility of 

being freely-willing-to-exist-gratefully, either by 

actualizing the potentiality, or by renouncing it. 

In this light, it is not so difficult to see why the 

Heideggerian phraseology sometimes resembles the 

Augustinian, especially when the former speaks of 

"calling": 

But is it at all necessary to keep raising explicitly 
the question of who does the calling? Is this not 
answered for Dasein [Being there] just as unequivocally 
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as the question of to whom the call makes its appeal? 
In conscience Dasein calls itself . . . Shall we say 
that its ownmost potentiality-for-Being-its-Self 
functions as the caller? . . . indeed the call is 
precisely something which we ourselves have neither 
planned nor prepared for nor voluntarily performed 
nor have we ever done so. 'It' calls, against our 
expectations and even against our will. On the other 
hand, the call undoubtedly does not come from someone 
else who is with me in the world. The call comes 
from me and yet from beyond me.-̂ ^ 

Augustine's experience of the effects of what he 

refers to as "the appeal of grace," as set forth in 

Confessions, could ask for no more succinct reformulation 

than that of Heidegger in describing the call of con

science. The meaning of free will, for both these thinkers, 

is bound up in the ability to respond to such a calling— 

a calling which is thought to proceed from the depth of 

one's own being, from the ground of its existence. Like

wise, rejection of this call (universalized, for Augustine, 

in his concept of sufficient grace) implies rejection of 

the self in its innermost sense, ingratitude for the 

being-that-is-already-there; and corresponding closure 

of authentic future potentialities, in that after the 

real, grounded self is rejected, an inauthentic, groundless 

self must take its place. 

Augustine's position posits, then, the existence of 

an interior orientation of the human psyche which tends 

quite naturally toward a supernatural end; but which, 

because the being is free, must also contain the possibility 
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of denying the tendency, so as to make of itself its own 

natural end. This is why the notions of pride and 

humility figure so importantly in Augustine's thought, 

for the acknowledgment of such a tendency, conceived to 

be so deeply embedded in the psyche of the human being, 

cannot be consciously enveloped without also making 

certain a confrontation with the depth of freedom which 

also resides there—and the corresponding temptation to 

assert the self by denying the limitation it has discovered 

through its contact with the Unlimited. Because of this, 

acceptance of the Unlimited, so far as it goes for 

Augustine, always, paradoxically, appears as an acceptance 

of a limitation of being; paradoxically, at least, until 

it is recognized that the two terms imply one another 

quite as fully as do "being" and "nothingness." 

Such acceptance of the limitation of man in the face 

of the Unlimited also implies forgiveness of the sins 

which inevitably arise from the limitation of being. That 

this is so follows logically from the fact that, according 

to Augustine, the entire supernatural order is absolutely 

gratuitous, and man has been "fore-gifted" with the 

possibility of participating in this order. Likewise, such 

participation implies an absolute response to an absolutely 

unconditioned offer; and this sort of unconditioned giving 

and receiving is, for Augustine, the meaning of love—a 
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term which, in his lexicon, is virtually identical with 

the terms "praise" and "gratitude. ""'"̂  Gratitude for the 

self-that-is implies the virtual acceptance of this self 

not in denial of its deficiencies but in acknowledgment 

of them, and acceptance of whatever correctives the self 
* 

deems essential for progression into its world of 

authentic potentiality. Thus, Augustine can say, "Love, 
1 7 and do what you will." 

Gratitude for the self-that-is also implies knowing 

praise of the ground of its being. Burke connects the 

notions of praise and freedom in his verbal analysis of 

Augustine's Confessions: "In praise there is the feel of 

freedom. In total admiration, one is wholly free. Praise 

'wells up'; Augustine thought of it as a power that, 

coming from God, enabled him to prasie God. While the 

pagan world about him was falling into decay, he could 

nonetheless praise vigorously, by praising as it were the 

18 very principle of Laudability. . . . " Augustine himself 

clearly indicates that praise is, for him, the equivalent 

of love: " . . . let my soul praise Thee, that it may 

19 love Thee." 

Such an invitation to praise is an invitation to 

participate in the self which is eternal—that portion of 

the self which is the dwelling-place of grace; the part 

of the self which is grateful for its existence, its will 
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to exist, and its gratitude for its will to exist. And 

the existence for which it is grateful is acknowledged to 

be a limited or authentic existence, thrown into relation 

with the Unlimited, which is the measure of its limitation. 

This is why Augustine's statement, "Love slays what 

2 0 we have been that we may be what we were not," is not 

equivalent to Luther's "To love is the same as to hate 

21 
oneself," as Norman 0. Brown has maintained. Brown is 

correct in saying that both statements have as their 

22 
basis a feeling of the insufficiency of the self, but he 
is wrong in holding that because the self cannot be com-

23 pleted by any object, it must therefore be extinguished. 

Since Luther and Calvin taught that the first sin of Adam 

(and Satan) was predetermined, and that therefore man is 

24 by nature unfree, such a view can rightly be attributed 

to them. Augustine, however, never taught such a doctrine; 

man is by nature free, despite the fact that the perfect 

equilibrium of Adam before the fall, the kind of liberty 

which is calm and without struggle, has given way to a 

freedom which is best conceived as a tension between 

opposing tendencies. What must therefore be extinguished 

is only a portion of the self—that part which is defined 

by its disregard for grace, its disregard for the spirit 

which has imparted to it its very existence—and which is 

therefore that part of the self which tends toward 
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non-being, which disregards the Unlimited and therefore 

must also disregard its limitation. 

This is why J. Preston Cole can say that, in modern 

times, Kierkegaard (a modern representative of the 

Augustinian understanding of man) stands as a judgement 

and corrective to Freud,^^ by his affirmation of the 

necessity of faith as the only means available to man in 

the face of such limitation: 

Whether he who is engaged in this fight will be 
defeated, depends solely and alone upon whether 
he has the will to procure for himself possibility, 
that is to say, whether he will believe. And yet 
he understands that humanly speaking his destruction 
is the most certain thing of all. This is the 
dialectical character of faith . . . The believer 
perceives and understands, humanly speaking, his 
destruction. . . , but he believes. Therefore he 
does not succumb. He leaves it wholly to God how 
he is to be helped, but he believes that for God 
all things are possible. To believe in his own 
destruction is impossible. To understand that, 
humanly, it is his own destruction, and then 
nevertheless to believe in the possibility, is 
what is meant by faith. So then God helps him— 
perhaps by letting him escape the terror, perhaps 
by means of the terror—in the fact that here, ĉ 
unexpectedly, miraculously, divinely, help appears. 

Kierkegaard has taught how to avoid the dangers of 

Freudian determinism, in much the same fashion that 

Augustine once taught how to avoid the dangers of 

Manichaean determinism. William J. O'Brien has said that 

the Manichaean notion of the "Region of Darkness" has as 

its two modern analogs the notion of conditioning 

27 (external) and the notion of the unconscious (internal). 
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The former represents something that is in us but yet not 

part of us, which partially determines our behavior 

although we are not responsible for it.^^ The latter 

represents the soul's source of conflict in its desire 

2 9 

to mix with the light. The sense of the connection 

between these two notions, one cosmic and the other psychic, 

has in part given rise to the idea that in order to become 

fully responsible for our behavior, we must first eliminate 

this connection. What Augustine and Kierkegaard teach, 

in opposition to the above, is that we cannot eliminate 

the connection, and must therefore accept it as the quite 

natural circumference of our being—at the same time 

claiming full responsibility for our every action in the 

context of such a limitation; and furthermore, that our 

freedom is realized by accepting this responsibility. 

O'Brien has seen this while interpreting the notion 

of original sin in Augustine's Confessions: "Augustine's 

doctrine of original sin is not all a story that places 

the blame for the present state of affairs on original 

parents, but a symbolic expression of a truth he was 

experiencing: that there was within him a region of utter 

darkness which included tendencies which derived from 

generations that went before and which continued to live 

on in him, but a region for which he knew he was responsible 

the moment he heard his Lord ask, 'Where are you?'" 
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Augustine's real concern, however, is that such a denial 

of man's obvious limitation is tantamount to a denial of 

God himself—insofar as the denial of the limit amounts 

to a denial of its measure, the unlimited. Sartre merely 

carries this tendency (implicit in the thought of Pela

gius) to its logical conclusion when he says that "man 

fundamentally is the desire to be God"^"^—an ultimately 

futile project, giving rise only to nausea. 

Augustine is decidedly aware of the spiritual 

dangers involved in man's excessive claims to self-

determination. In particular, they appear to him (and he 

is worried only about the claim) to lead in straightforward 

fashion to denigration of God's grace in nature and in the 

self as well. They upset the balance of nature and destroy 

order in politics: "All order is from God. We must admit 

that a weeping man is better than a rejoicing earthworm. 

But I could still expatiate in praise of the earthworm. 

Consider his shiny complexion, his rotund body, the 

perfect way in which his top fits his middle, and his 

middle, his tail end; how, in his humble way, all his parts 

strive to make up a united whole. There is no single part 

of him so formed as not to harmonize with the proportions 

1.34 
of any other. 

Just as Augustine's earthworms have their Tppointed 

place in the divine order, so do his men. Peter Brown 
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has looked at Augustine's sermons and concluded that the 

men of his congregations appear to him, not as "dust and 

ashes" (Pelagian Man) but rather as sturdy sinners, whose 

capacity to enjoy what they do strikes him as quite 

35 
natural. He is amazed by the incredible tenacity of 

their affections—misdirected as they are. He speaks of 

robbers, tortured because they will not reveal the names 

of their accomplices: "They could not have done this 

3 6 

without a great capacity for love." Far from being the 

bleak, barren world of the Pelagian Monks, to Augustine 

"The world is a smiling place."^^ 

Nevertheless, it smiles only to the extent that we 

smile, for we are free. And we will smile only to the 

extent that we can be grateful for the world, to love it 

in the context within which it is offered to us; not in 

defiance of its imperfections, but rather in understanding 

of them; for to understand imperfections is to be able to 

be able to be grateful for the perfection by which they 

are seen to be deprived. Recall again O'Connor's insight 

that, only if nature is seen as good, can we begin to see 
38 

evil as an inevitable result of our freedom. Only if it 

is seen as an inevitable result of our freedom, can we 

begin to take responsibility for it; and only if we can 

take responsibility for it, can we begin really to deal 

with it at all. 
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This is why the thrust of much twentieth-century 

psychotherapy and social philosophy is misdirected. It 

is not because twentieth-century psychotherapeutical 

techniques are based upon outmoded nineteenth-century 

theories (Freudian) that they fail; but because they tend 

to stress only one aspect of those theories—the Neo-

Freudian principle of "building up the self." As 

Augustine counselled some 1500 years ago: "Hands off 

yourself . . . try to build up yourself, and you build a 

39 

ruin." If man cannot therefore claim total self-

determination with respect to his own personality, how much 

less can he do so in politics? As P. Brown has aptly 

said it: "How can he presume to claim to impose an 

intention planned by his reason on that scrambling box of 

40 human wills, presided over by God?" 

Accepting this view of freedom as responsibility 

involves, in part, acceptance of the self which is guilty, 

the self as sinner, for to fulfill an obligation to protect 

the dwelling-place of grace in the soul must go hand-in-

hand with the acknowledgment of the part of the self which 

is not the dwelling-place of grace. This view of obliga

tion and responsibility is the major point of difference 

separating Augustine and the Pelagians; for the Pelagians, 

as I have said before, held perfection itself to be 

obligatory, which demands not less than total renunciation 
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of the self which is guilty. It is likewise the major 

point of difference between Augustine and the Manichaeans; 

for to them, not only is perfection impossible, but any 

self-improvement whatever is impossible. 

This, I believe, is the real nub of the dispute that 

has continued throughout the ages between the proponents 

of radical moral freedom, on the one hand, and the pro

ponents of complete moral determinism, on the other; and 

at the level of action, the dispute becomes no dispute at 

all! For the logical entailment of radical freedom, so 

far as morality is concerned, consists in complete renun

ciation of the evil in the world—and therefore renuncia

tion of man's responsibility for it (witness the Pelagian 

denial of original sin). On the other hand, the logical 

entailment of determinism, so far as morality is concerned, 

consists in complete acceptance of the evil in the world, 

and the corresponding conclusion that nothing can be done 

about it. 

For Augustine, however, both of the above perspectives 

miss the point. As Figgis has said: "The world-

renouncing and the world-accepting temper both meet in 

St. Augustine, as they do in the Christian Church and 

its most eminent representatives, St. Paul, St. Anselm, 

41 
St. Francis de Sales, Fenelon, Newman." I cannot help 

saying at this point that if the interpretation of 
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Augustinian predestination in the foregoing chapters is 

not correct, then Figgis' statement quoted above makes 

absolutely no sense. If Augustine did, in fact, teach 

moral determinism for the elect and the reprobate, then 

he could have had no point of controversy with the 

Manichaeans other than that of a philosophic dispute about 

the nature of reality; for Calvinism, among other things, 

can be viewed as a Christian extension of Manichaeism. 

Yet as O'Brien has succinctly pointed out, the dis

pute went far deeper than this: "For the converted 

Augustine, who was writing the Confessions, Manichaeism 

was the principal obstacle to an authentic existence, 

inasmuch as it continued to explain the presence of evil 

in terms of irrational powers over which men had no con

trol. Moreover, by relegating responsibility for shameful 

acts to dark powers over which one had no control, the 

Manichaeans effectively excluded the one act which 

Augustine came to realize was truly liberating, that of 

confession."^^ It was precisely Confessions that 

Augustine was writing, and this well after his doctrines 

of grace and predestination had been fully developed in 

Ad Simplicianum, as I have already shown. 

"Free will" thus signifies, in the most basic sense 

for Augustine, the ability to respond to an interior calling 

which is at every instant forthcoming from the center of 
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all existence; in the words of E. M. Burke: " . . . an 

inner orientation . . . that would oblige men to choose 

43 
or reject it. ' As such, it is responsibility—conceived 

as the ability to respond with a "yes" or a "no" to the 

aforementioned calling. K. Burke illustrates this 

phenomenon in his comments on the nature of language: 

"'Things' can but move or be moved. 'Persons' by defini

tion can 'act'. In being endowed with words (symbols) by 

which they can frame responses to questions and commands, 

44 by the same token they have 'responsibility'. . . . " 

This notion of freedom as responsibility is funda

mentally inseparable from the notion of freedom as trans

cendence, in the purely ontological sense; for to be able 

to say yes or no to a calling which proceeds from within 

implies that one must be able to stand outside the self 

at any particular moment enough to take note of it. Thus 

the two-fold sense of transcendence pointed out by Rollo 

May: "The capacity of the human being to transcend the 

present situation is exemplified in all kinds of behavior. 

One is the capacity to transcend the boundaries of the 

present moment in time . . . and to bring the distant 

past and the long-term future into one's immediate exist

ence. It is also exemplified in the human being's unique 

capacity to think and talk in symbols. Reason and the use 
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of symbols are rooted in the capacity to stand outside 

45 the particular object or sound at hand." 

This notion of transcendence as "standing outside" 

or "standing beyond," taken in Heidegger's sense of 

46 "ecstasy" (ek-stasis), has not been generally understood 

in its essential connection with Augustine's idea of 

47 freedom. As Nolan has pointed out, the concept of free 

choice can be taken in two senses: either as freedom of 

exercise or as freedom of specification. Taken in the 

first sense, free choice would be the freedom to adopt or 

reject a particular good. Taken in the second sense, it 

would concern the freedom to choose between one particular 

good and another, and would pre-suppose the existence of 

at least two or more goods. Since Augustine's notion of 

free will concerns the freedom to adopt or reject only one 

particular good—the self's ownmost good—it follows 

that the Augustinian liberum arbitrium concerns only 

freedom of exercise. 

If this notion of free will does not include trans

cendence (ecstasy) it is absolutely unintelligible, for 

to choose the self in such a manner implies that the self 

can be viewed "objectively" by the self, in full awareness 

and self-consciousness. The traditional subject-object 

dichotomy has effectively obscured this kind of objec

tivity by inculcation of a tendency to view the "self" as 
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subject and the "other" as object, the ultimate implica

tion being the belief that one cannot be objective about 

the self, and therefore that one cannot transcend the 

self. So it is that Augustine's notions of being, time, 

and human freedom have been thought of as "subjective" 

48 in recent years; but such a dichotomization of reality 

would have been foreign to Augustine, especially in view 

of his conception of the divine mind as containing all 

reality—both actual and hypothetical—in a singular, 

homogeneous fashion (not to mention the fact that the 

history of philosophy seems to hold that the dichotomiza

tion occurred at the time of Descartes, and not Augustine), 

By the same token, the Augustinian notion of free 

will as freedom of exercise in regard to the self has 

been obscured by the present-day tendency to view freedom 

exclusively as specification, a tendency which has been 

further aggravated by the emergence of the "cult of 

commodities" (or might I perhaps say, a tendency which has 

in fact caused, in part, the modern cult of commodities?). 

To conceive freedom as the ability to choose between 

different goods quite naturally leads to the idea that 

freedom of choice increases in direct proportion to the 

increase in the number and variety of goods available; 

but if Augustine's idea of freedom is accepted, it must 

be concluded that quite the opposite is true; for the 
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freedom of exercise—conceived in terms of the ability to 

focus upon a single object or being and say yes or no— 

is impaired, rather than enhanced, by excessive multi

plication of goods and services. 

It is in such a context that May can remark that 

". , . the fundamental neurotic process in our day is the 

repression of the ontological sense—the loss of the sense 

of being, together with the truncation of awareness and 

the locking up of the potentialities which are the mani-

49 testations of this being." Just as Heidegger can hold 

that, because an essential characteristic of the human 

being is the capacity to transcend a given mode of time, 

our preoccupation with "objective" time is really an 

50 

evasion; so I can remark that, since an essential char

acteristic of the human being is freedom, the preoccupa

tion v/ith "objective" freedom is also an evasion— 

expressing a fear of grasping existence directly together 

with all of its limited but authentic potentialities. 

In light of the foregoing considerations, it is 

possible to discern precisely the relation between free 

will (liberum arbitrium) and freedom (libertas) in 

Augustine's thought. The former notion designates the 

ever-present choice between yea-saying and nay-saying 

which, since both possibilities are always inherent in 

the very being of the symbol-using animal, properly 
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constitutes ontological freedom. The latter notion 

designates the ability to participate in authentic being, 

the "divine politics" of the cosmos, which follows with 

certainty, in God's foreknowledge, upon yea-saying 

acceptance of the ground of all being and the order of all 

things. Nay-saying would therefore be followed by a lapse 

into inauthenticity and a corresponding closure of real 

possibilities; for the nay-sayer, having denied the ground 

of his existence, is thrown back upon himself alone, and 

is submitted entirely to the forces of natural necessity. 

Freedom is thus a continuing openness toward the 

ground of being, always proceeding in confession of its 

limitation and in praise of the unlimited by which the 

limit is measured. Unfreedom is, on the other hand, a 

continual closedness to the ground of being, always refusing 

to confess the limitation of its existence, thereby losing 

touch with its ground and falling into presumptuous ob

livion; and the obliviousness of such beings is seen 

finally to result in disordered souls and disordered 

societies, as the Augustinian political spectacle, replete 

with recurrent cycles of dominion and sacrifice, begins to 

unfold. In spite of this, Augustine gives no reason for 

believing that the circle must necessarily remain unbroken; 

for as I have shown, the cycle of unfreedom which follows 
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inevitably upon the assertion of the self to be its own 

natural ground is itself a matter of choice. 

I have now reached the point at which it is possible 

to comment upon several prominent interpretations of 

Augustine's political theory in light of this interpre

tation of Augustine's theory of predestination and its 

relation to human freedom, for my reading of Augustine's 

theology necessitates conclusions that are somewhat 

different from those which normally prevail in contemporary 

political commentaries. Specifically, I shall deal with 

51 
several aspects of the interpretations of Herbert Deane 

52 
and Dino Bigongiari, and compare one major aspect of 

53 
their interpretations with that of Peter Brown. In 

doing this, my purpose is not to denigrate the works of 

any of these men, for they each provide valuable insights 

into Augustine's political ideas, but rather to point out 

some specific errors which have resulted from misinter

pretation of Augustine's thoughts on divine grace and human 

freedom. 

First, it must be noted that Deane's formulation of 
54 

Augustine's doctrine on free will is entirely incorrect. 

Deane reads Augustine to have held that there are three 

kinds of free will: first, the ability to choose between 

good and evil, which was the liberty of Adam before the 

fall, the freedom to which we referred earlier as being 
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calm and without struggle—passive indifference or per

fect equilibrium of the will;^^ second, the ability to 

choose between different kinds of good, which is the 

liberty of the redeemed under grace—implying the corre

sponding inability to choose evil;^^ third, the ability to 

choose between different kinds of evil, which is the 

liberty of the unredeemed not under grace—implying a 

corresponding inability to choose good.^^ 

Taken in its simplest sense, Deane's formulation 

is exactly that of the Jansenists and the Calvinists, and 

reduces ultimately to a most rigid determinism. Indeed, 

Augustine holds that men lost the peculiar equilibrium of 

Adam after the fall, but he does not conclude from this 

that they have lost the ability to choose between good and 

evil. Rather, the nature of the freedom of will is trans

formed in a manner consistent with the change from a state 

of innocence to a state of inner turmoil and conflict. 

The inner conflict is itself evidence of this sort of 

freedom, for such conflict within the self presupposes the 

divergence of possibilities for the self, as perceived by 

the self that is in turmoil—i.e., the possibility of 

saying yes or no to God, who is the ground of being. The 

yea-saying of humble submission to God is seen by 

Augustine to be the self's own "good"; just as the nay-

saying of prideful refusal to submit to God is the self's 
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own "evil." Augustine always holds every man responsible 

for this choice, and therefore free. 

It follows that the second and third types of free 

will which Deane attributes to St. Augustine are 

entirely fictitious, and would have been so to Augustine 

himself. As regards the ability to choose only different 

kinds of good, it must be said that, if taken literally, 

such a notion would imply the total inability to sin on 

the part of the redeemed. Yet Augustine fought throughout 

his entire life such a notion: first, against the 

58 Donatists (as Deane himself points out), who held that 

it is possible to establish a visible church of the elect 

under grace—a communion of saints on earth; and second, 

against the Pelagians who held that perfection on earth is 

theoretically possible, though unlikely. How could a man 

who so ardently disputed even the possibility of perfec

tion be held to have espoused a doctrine which would 

logically imply it? 

As regards the ability to choose only different 

types of evil, it is obvious that such a notion would imply 

the total inability of those not under grace to achieve 

any goodness whatsoever; but Augustine rejected this 

doctrine in his disputes with the Manichaeans, by rejecting 

the very notion that evil could possess a man so. Like

wise, throughout the remainder of his life he remained true 



134 

to the idea that even the most sinful of men were capable 

of truly good acts, as the statement adduced earlier about 

thieves not revealing the names of their accomplices 

(motivated by love) clearly shows. This error is 

related to another error in Deane's concluding chapter, 

when he says that Augustine did not pursue the notion of 

higher and lower forms of sin because he focused upon 

man's sinfulness per se —this statement, about the man 

who first developed the familiar Catholic distinction 

61 
between mortal and venial sin! 

Finally, the above errors are reflected in Deane's 

assertion that the central dogma of Christianity is that 

62 
of the incarnation of Christ. Such a notion indicates 

Deane's apparent desire to separate Augustine's thought 

as fully as possible from that of the Platonists and the 

neo-Platonists. Such a purpose may be justifiable up to 

a point, but if carried too far, one invariably ends up 

interpreting Calvin rather than Augustine, as Deane's 

formulation of Augustine's doctrine of free will quite 

clearly shows. In fact, Augustine's doctrine of the 

incarnation is inseparable from his doctrine of the Resur

rection. This is shown not only by what has already been 

said about Augustine's ultimate unwillingness to divorce 

man's freedom from his final destination, but by his count

less exhortations urging men to long for the heavenly city 
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One of the most poignant of these is found in the closing 

lines of Augustine's interpretation of Psalm CXXXVI ("By 

the Waters of Babylon"): 

Let the rock conquer. Be built upon the rock, if ye 
desire not to be swept away either by the stream, 
or the winds, or the rain. If ye wish to be armed 
against temptations in this world, let longing for 
the everlasting Jerusalem grow and be strengthened 
in your hearts. Your captivity will pass away, your 
happiness will come; the last enemy shall be destroyed, 
and we shall triumph with our King, without death.6^ 

By de-emphasizing the metaphysical background which 

Augustine inherited from Platonic philosophy—the 

privative theory of evil, the notion of being (essentia), 

the upward and downward way, corresponding degrees of 

virtue and vice—Deane has effectively closeted a whole 

strand in Augustine's thinking, perhaps the most important 

strand of all: the theology of hope. In Deane's hands, 

Augustinian thought becomes almost entirely a philosophy 

of despair, and it is therefore predictable that Deane's 

interpretation would founder upon the problem of free will. 

Indeed, were Deane's formulation correct, it would be a 

philosophy of despair. Yet it is decidedly unreasonable 

to believe that Augustine should have first perceived that 

Greek philosophy did not adequately account for human 

freedom, forthwith added the idea of openness to the meta

physical notion of essence, and then proceeded around 

full-circle to the sort of divine determinism which Deane 

appears to attribute to him. 
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Professor Bigongiari's errors are similar to those 

of Deane, although much more obvious and therefore easier 

to deal with. They stem from his belief that Augustine 

held forth a doctrine of irresistible grace, which I have 

already shown to be false. In Bigongiari's words: 

". . . out of that corrupt mass of humanity to come, God 

picked out certain souls whom he saved by sending them 

grace in the form of a summons or call of irresistible 

force—irresistible grace, that is the phrase St. Augustine 

uses." Bigongiari gives no indication as to where he 

finds this phrase. Presumably, it is the phrase in De 

65 Correptione et Gratia to which I have already referred; 

but I have also shown that "irresistible" is not even the 

best translation of the two terms in question—let alone 

the only one! 

Bigongiari thus proceeds upon this foundation (a 

shaky one, at best) to deduce Augustine's entire political 
6 6 

philosophy from the concept of irresistible grace, and 

ends up painting a picture even more negative than that 

of Deane. The most obvious of his exaggerations is the 
6 7 

description of the state as a "hospital." While it is 

true that the state (as probably most other human insti

tutions—including the church) is conceived by Augustine 

to be remedial, it stretches the point completely out of 

proportion to call it a hospital. The notion of total 



137 

depravity implied in such an idea would have been quite 

foreign to him as well as totally antithetical to his 

doctrine of human freedom. 

Related to this misconstruction is Bigongiari's 

assertion that the reason the predestined do not separate 

themselves from their brethren and form a state of their 

own is because the state is like a hospital; and just as 

if mankind were somehow to become physically perfect it 

would not need hospitals, if it were to become morally 

6 8 
perfect it would not need states. Though this may well 

be true, it is nevertheless not the real reason that the 

predestined do not construct a state of their own. The 

real reason, as Augustine makes perfectly clear in his 

disputations with the Donatists (who held that such a 

visible church of the elect was possible), is that the 

elect can never know who they are! Bigongiari's failure 

to point out this aspect of Augustine's thought bespeaks 

an all-too-easy readiness to read into Augustine vestiges 

of the Protestant doctrine of justification by faith, 

which usually follows upon a misinterpretation of 

Augustinian grace as irresistible and its corollary—the 

ultimate depravity of man. 

It might be well to point out at this time that the 

foregoing interpretation of Augustine's idea on human 

freedom seriously calls into question the opinion of both 
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Deane and Bigongiari that Augustine conceived the state to 

be artificial, rather than natural. Surely, Augustine 

marks a definite break with classical thought in his 

thinking about politics. Ethics, for the ancient Greeks, 

had consisted in telling men what they could do, what they 

70 could achieve through their own effort. Augustine 

rejects this idea of self-perfection, and substitutes for 

it the idea of men whose primary virtue lies in a kind of 

tension, an ardent yearning for something always distant 

but yet everpresent—a quality for which the soul, in one 

sense, can only "groan"; but in another sense, can rest in 

by virtue of its hope. To Augustine, God is in a sense 

71 
nearer to us than we are to ourselves. 

Again, it seems that failure to pay attention to the 

philosophical background of Augustine's thought has led to 

a misconception, for while the virtue of hoping may not 

be analogous to the virtue of self-perfection, it is still 

a virtue. And if Brown's conclusion is accepted: that 

Augustine simply took states for granted, as phenomena 

that will just happen and whose particular forms will 

therefore be always and everywhere organic expressions 

of the unresolved moral tensions of fallen man—the 

"cor irrequietum""^^—it seems reasonable to assume that 

both horns of the moral dilemma would quite naturally work 

themselves into the broken fabric of the state. 
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It appears that the effort to define the state as 

"artificial" must go hand-in-hand with the attempt to 

limit the link between the individual and the state to a 

purely rational obligation. But if we accept Brown's 

73 
argument that, according to Augustine, we seem to be 

linked to political society by a tangled skein of motives 

—both rational and irrational—whose connective tissue 

somehow escapes our immediate consciousness, the distinc

tions made by Deane and Bigongiari will have to be 

regarded as spurious. I do not intend to go into this 

question any further, for a detailed analysis of such a 

complex subject would be far beyond the scope of this 

paper. But I do wish to point out that Brown's conclusions 

on this point would seem to be more in agreement with this 

analysis of Augustine's ideas on grace and freedom. 

The foregoing discussion sheds some light upon 

Deane's assertion in his concluding chapter that Augustine's 

general theory of the state is fundamentally at odds with 

74 
his fully-developed theory of coercion. If the state 

is perceived to be fully artificial, remedial, and like a 

hospital, then I shall have to conclude indeed that a state 

policy of forcing heretics to return to the fold is entirely 

incompatible with such a theory of the state. On the other 

hand, if we follow Brown in concluding that the state is 

natural and only partially remedial, somehow expressive of 
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the full gamut of human potentialities—for both good and 

for evil—then I shall have to conclude that Augustine's 

theory of coercion is not at all incompatible with his 

general theory of government. 

Likewise, Augustine's theory of coercion lends 

further support to my interpretation of his theory of 

predestination; for if Deane and Bigongiari are correct in 

attributing a doctrine of irresistible grace to St. 

Augustine, it is impossible to see how he could have at the 

time advocated a policy of coercion instigated for the 

primary purpose of bringing lost souls into the church so 

that they might be saved. If those same lost souls had 

been preordained to eternal damnation from the very begin

ning of time, irrespective of anything they might do while 

in the world, there would certainly have been no reason for 

causing them to be brought into the church. 

It is therefore doubtful that Augustine ever even 

considered rejecting the fundamentally Greek notion of 

man as a political animal. Certainly, he accepted Plato's 

anthropological principle, as evidenced by the following 

statement in a letter to Macedonius: "Since we know that 

you are devoted to the public welfare, you must see how 

plainly the sacred writings show that the happiness of 

75 the state has no other source than the happiness of man." 
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It would appear that his theory of coercion is best under

stood if one takes into account the inheritance from 

Plato of a concept of absolute truth, on the one hand; and 

the idea—which was to become the fundamental mark of 

distinction of the Catholic Church—that the contents of 

faith could be elaborated through the use of reason. 

In conclusion, it seems that Augustine considered the 

peculiar modalities of dominance and subjection—basic to 

the very idea of governance—to be so fundamentally rooted 

in human nature that they did not even warrant explica

tion. His activities as Bishop of Hippo indicate that he 

always considered the relation of the individual to society 

76 

to be one of integration and interdependence. Govern

ment, whether ecclesial or civil, seems to be completely 

integrated, in his mind, with all the other social forms. 

His real departure from classical political thought 

revolves, rather around his transformation of the Greek 

assertion of a principle of the actual union of wisdom 

and governance into a mystical submission to a principle 

which unites the two poles of governance in Christ on the 

Cross—sovereign and subject, servant and king. 

In this manner, Augustine transfers the power of 

actualizing the potentiality for self-improvement from the 

being to its ground—saying in effect that the self must 

not assert itself, but rather must weep for itself, in 
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acknowledgment of the fact that the harm which others do 

to us through their own self-assertion is not all that 

different from that which we do to them through ours. 

"In Babylon fair are the things which hold thee: let them 

not hold thee, let them not deceive thee. One thing is 

the solace of the captive, another the joy of the free. 

By the waters of Babylon we sat down and wept, when we 

77 remembered Sion." 



CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSIONS 

I have now inquired into the mystery of Augustinian 

predestination, and have answered the question which was 

posed at the beginning of the study. This question con

cerned whether Augustine's theory of predestination is in 

fundamental contradiction with his repeated assertions of 

human freedom. I have found that it is not, at least if 

the definition of freedom offered in the foregoing inter

pretation is accepted. This interpretation holds freedom 

(libertas) to be a state or condition of continuing open

ness towards something that is perceived to be the ground 

of existence, faith in which is felt to guarantee the 

certainty of continuance in such open contact and parti

cipation. 

Unfreedom must therefore be defined as a state or 

condition of continuing closedness towards this ground, 

lack of faith in which guarantees with certainty the con

tinuance of such closedness. Freedom follows with abso

lute certainty upon the choice to be freely-willing-to-

exist-gratefully-rather-than-ungratefully. Unfreedom 

follows with the same absolute certainty upon the choice 

143 
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to be freely-willing-to-exist-ungratefully-rather-than-

gratefully. This choice between gratitude and 

ingratitude is conceived as a kind of original choice, 

a choice which must be made by each man continuously, 

for the two mutually-exclusive alternatives are always 

present in the being of every man as possibility. 

"Free will" thus becomes, for Augustine, the choice 

of a particular response to "grace," and the apparent 

contradiction between grace and free will is resolved by 

the establishment of an ontological relationship of choice 

which divides the concept of grace into the positive and 

negative poles of gratitude and ingratitude. Augustinian 

predestination thus becomes a teleology of freedom, in 

that God foreknows the characteristic future responses 

of all men to grace—i.e., their ultimate gratitude or 

ingratitude. Existential freedom is thus a part of the 

very nature of the human being and there is no predeter

mination of the will by God towards any particular possi

bility. It is this ontological relationship of choice 

with respect to grace which makes it possible for 

Augustine to utter statements about grace and free will 

which appear to be paradoxical. Asking Augustine if he 

is free would be somewhat like asking Descartes if he 

exists. 
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I have taken a rather complex route to this con

clusion, because Augustine's statements about predesti

nation are so simple and direct that they demand inter

pretation in light of his own background, on the one 

hand, and in light of subsequent philosophical and theo

logical developments, on the other. Particularly, I have 

chosen to emphasize Augustine's early relationship with 

Platonic philosophy, both to clarify his ideas on divine 

grace and human freedom, and to point out a facet of his 

thought which is so often overlooked by contemporary 

interpreters, its optimistic, hopeful strain. 

Second, I have emphasized Augustine's metaphysics, 

especially his ideas on time and eternity, for the 

purpose of clarifying the distinction between logical and 

temporal priority which is absolutely necessary for a 

full understanding of the divergence of later Protestant 

(and possibly Thomistic) thinking about predestination 

from that of Augustine. Likewise, I have dealt with 

Augustine's notion of creation and his corresponding view 

of history, for the purpose of making clear the divergence 

of Christian from Platonic and neo-Platonic thought with 

respect to the introduction of novelty into human history. 

Third, I have examined the debate between Thomists 

and Molinists over the nature of divine grace and the 

relative priorities of knowing and willing in respect of 
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the divine decree, for the purpose of placing Augustine's 

statements about providence, foreknowledge, grace, and 

predestination in a proper persepctive, and for bringing 

out the similarity of Augustine's thoughts on grace to 

those of the congruists. Finally, I have thoroughly 

analyzed the Augustinian theory of freedom which is 

implied by the foregoing analysis of his ideas on grace 

and predestination, with a view toward correcting some 

specific errors which are prone to arise from misunder

standing of his theology. 

It remains to point out the limitations of this 

particular study, and to locate some possibly fruitful 

avenues of thinking which are suggested by the interpre

tation, keeping in mind the fact that possibility and 

limitation mean about the same thing. Some of these 

avenues have already been suggested in the course of the 

analysis, such as the need for a reformulation of 

Augustine's general theory of the state outside the tradi

tional boundaries of the "natural versus artificial" 

dichotomy. Particularly, it seems that to conceive the 

state as an artificial entity would go hand-in-hand with 

a tendency to conceive human freedom in terms of "rights," 

rather than in terms of the possibility of responding to 

a given calling, being, or object of attraction 

(response-ability). The latter conception of human freedom 
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is, as the foregoing analysis has shown, more fully 

Augustinian and more realistic as well. 

It also follows that the possible antithesis between 

"rights" and "freedom," on the one hand, and between 

freedom of exercise and freedom of specification, on the 

other, should be investigated. For this interpretation 

suggests that both of the above pairs always exist in 

inverse proportion. In other words, one might consider 

the occurrence of a high degree of concern with "rights" 

to be indicative of a high degree of unfreedom—conceived 

in terms of a widespread sense of alienation from the 

ground of being. And one might also consider the ever-

increasing availability of goods and services to be 

indicative of widespread confusion and accompanying 

paralysis of rational decision-making propensities on the 

part of the general public. 

As regards the former instance, it might be suspected 

that the ontological basis for the assertion of a "right" 

would be a truncation of the awareness of freedom and a 

corresponding closing-off of future potentialities, 

along those lines suggested by Rollo May in the preceding 

chapter. The assertion would then be conceived as 

stemming not from a natural claim upon existent authority, 

but rather from a peculiar sort of frustration which 

follows upon the .experience of being alienated from 
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whatever is perceived to be the source of one's own ful

fillment. 

As regards the latter, it could be said that 

excessive multiplication of goods and services aggravates 

the problem of alienation, inasmuch as one is thereby 

encouraged to find his happiness in various forms of 

material security, and fails to distinguish clearly between 

the material effects of his choices and the choices them

selves. To the extent that a man becomes thus confused 

about his freedom (i.e., loses his ability to focus upon 

a single object of choice and say "yes" or "no," and for

gets that the acts of focus and response are primary means 

to the establishment of individual identity—a sense of 

"being"), he can be expected to feel continually out of 

touch with the ground and meaning of his own existence, 

and to be always and everywhere on guard for the protection 

of his "rights"—a fictitious freedom which is all he has 

after relinguishing his response ability. 

In a more historical vein, there is some need for a 

comparative study of the historico-biographical development 

of Augustine's ideas on human liberty in relation to the 

development of his ideas on coercion of heresy and schism. 

It is well-known that his thoughts on the latter subject 

progressed from an original abhorrence of the idea, to 

the advocacy of a policy of mild coercion whenever heresy 
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was accompanied by overt criminal acts, to the advocacy 

of coercion in principle, based upon the scriptural 

injunction of "compellare intrare."^ Since the idea of 

coercion seems to be so closely related to the notion of 

freedom, the construction of a chronology of Augustine's 

statements regarding the freedom of will might well be 

illuminating. 

Particularly, if this interpretation of Augustine's 

notion of freedom is correct, it might be expected that 

his ideas on coercion would have developed in the direction 

that they did precisely because his notion of human 

freedom developed in a ditection of increasing clarity 

throughout his life. In other words, the idea of coercion 

might have grown more acceptable to him as he became more 

and more certain that the will was free to respond in one 

way or another to the pressure involved. In this way, 

coercion, in Augustine's own mind, could be rendered 

intelligible as a situation designed for the purpose of 

forcing a conscious choice between gratitude and ingrati

tude, thereby causing a man to make manifest the working-

out of his ownmost nature. 

Finally, at the theoretical level, there seems to 

be a great need for a more exhaustive analysis of the 

concept of freedom than has ever before been undertaken. 

In light of the problems that men are experiencing today 
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with regard to alienation, frustration, the ever-increasing 

complexity of social institutions, and the corresponding 

separation of the individual from society, it seems that 

a more comprehensive vocabulary and a more intensive 

dialogue about human freedom should be a high priority. 

The approach to such a dialogue should be synthetic 

and integrative. It is hoped that this paper has ade

quately shown, if nothing else, the possibility of 

studying the works of a great thinker not in isolation 

from other thinkers, but in his most essential connection 

3 

with them. Augustine's confessions and professions every

where exhibit the constant pre-occupation of contemporary 

man in his search for the possibility of fulfilling his 

original choices—his search for freedom. 
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•̂ îbid. , p. 378. 

Ibid. 

Ibid. 

^^Ibid., p. 380. 

Ibid. 

•"•̂ Ibid., p. 381. 

•••̂ Ibid. , p. 382. 
''•̂ Soren Kierkegaard, The Sickness Unto Death 

(Garden City: Doubleday & Co., 1954), p. 201. 
20 

•Ibid. 

Augustine, Ad Simplicianum, p. 386. 

21, 

22ibid. 

2^Robert Jordan, "Time and Contingency in St. 
Augustine," in Markus, p. 272. 

2^James F. Anderson, The Cause of Being (St. Louis, 
1952), p. 53, quoted in Jordan, p. 272. 



156 

25 
E. L. Mascall, He Who Is (London, 1945), p. 100, 

quoted in Jordan, p. 272. 
Augustine, Confessions, trans F. J. Sheed (New York: 

Sheed & Ward, 1943), pp. 271-76. 

27 
Hugh M. Lacey, "Empiricism and Augustine's 

Problems about Time," in Markus, p. 281. 
Ibid. 

29 
Jordan, p. 256. 

Augustine, Confessions, p. 271. 

31 
Jordan, pp. 268-69. 

32 
Niebuhr, p. ix. 

33 
A. D. Sertillanges, Saint Thomas d'Aquin, p. 68, 

quoted in Jordan, p. 267. 
34 
Augustine, The City of God, quoted in William 

Christian, in Battenhouse, "The Creation of the World," 
p. 318. 

35 
Augustine, Confessions, p. 298. 

36 
Augustine, City of God, quoted in Christian, p. 321. 

37 
Augustine, Confessions, p. 286. 

38 
Kenneth Burke, The Rhetoric of Religion 

(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1970), p. 151. 
39 
Augustine, Confessions, pp. 314-15. 
Burke, p. 150. 
Christian, p. 326. 

^^Augustine, Soliloguia I, 1, trans. C. C. Starbuck, 
in Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church 
VII, ed. Schaff (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing 
Company, 1956) p. 539. 

Augustine, Ad Simplicianum, p. 382. 

^^Ibid., p. 386. 



157 

^^Ibid., pp. 386-87. 

46 
Ibid., p. 387. 

47 
Ibid., p. 388. 

48 
Portalie, p. 221. 

49 
Augustine, De Dono Perseverantiae 42, p. 212. 

50 
Portalie, p. 22. 

51 
Augustine, Ad Simplicianum, p. 395. 

52.,, .. Ibid. 
"̂̂ Ibid. , p. 397. 
54 
See Catholic Encyclopedia, 1913 ed. s.v. "Grace, 

Controversies on," by J. Pohle. 
55 
See New Catholic Encyclopedia, 1967 ed., s.v. "Grace, 

by E. M. Burke . 
56 

P o r t a l i e , p . 199; see a l s o Robert E. Cushman, 
" F a i t h and Reason," i n Ba t t enhouse , pp . 287-314. 

57 
A u g u s t i n e , De L ibe ro A r b i t r i o , p . 232. 

58 
Augustine, Ad Simplicianum, p. 393. 

59 
Rist, p. 222. 

6 0 
Portalie, p. 199; see also Catholic Encyclopedia 

1913 ed. , s.v. "Augustine of Hippo," by Eugene Portalie. 
J. Preston Cole, "The Function of Choice in Human 

Existence," J. Relig. 45 (Jul 1965), p. 209. 
62 
Augustine, De Spiritu et Littera, trans. Holmes & 

Wallis, in Nicene Fathers V, p. 110. 

Augustine, City of God, pp. 254-66. 

^^Portalie, p. 199. 

^^Burke, p. 196. 

Ibid., p. 272. 



158 

67 
Heidegger, p. 22 3. 

6 8 
Burke, p. 268. 

69 
Ibid., p. 269. 

70 
Cole, p. 209. 

71 
Portalie, p. 226. 

72 
Augustine, De Libero Arbitrio, p. 213. 

73 
Heidegger, "What i s Metaphysics?" in Existence 

and Being, pp. 358-59. 
^^Ibid., p. 360. 
75 
Augustine, Confessions, quoted in Burke, p. 12 0. 

76 
Portalie, p. 307. 

Chapter IV 
This formulation of the question is an adaptation 

of Portalie's formulation (Portalie, p. 214). I have sub
stituted the term "ordain" for the word "determine," for 
reasons which should be obvious in light of the previous 
discussion of connotations surrounding the idea of deter
minism. In addition, Portalie's formulation obscures an 
important element in Augustine's approach to the problem 
—i.e., his insistence on the priority of God's knowledge 
over God's willing in the divine decree, and therefore his 
affinity with the Molinists. This aspect should later 
become clear. 

Portalie, p. 188. 
3 
Adolph Harnack, History of Dogma V, trans. Millar 

et al. (London, 1901), p. 196. 

^Cole, p. 196. 
^Portalie holds that in the Semipelagian system 

the number of the elect is neither certain nor determined 
(Portalie, p. 214). This is obviously either an error 
or an oversight, for if God foreknows all the future 
merits and demerits of men, then He must also know their 



159 

ultimate destinies. It may be that his misformulation 
of the Semipelagian position is related to his mis-
formulation of the predestination question itself (see 
note 51, above). For he wishes to fully separate the 
Augustinian position from the Semipelagian position 
(inasmuch as the latter constitutes heresy). In fact, 
under both systems the number of the elect is certain 
but not determined, and the proper distinction to make 
between them would be their different views of the 
ontological priority of grace and merit. In the 
Augustinian system, "grace," is prior; in the Semi
pelagian system, "merit" is prior. 

Augustine, Ad Simplicianum, pp. 389-90. 

^Ibid., p. 390. 

^Ibid. 
9 
Portalie, p. 214. 

Ibid.; also see M. Margival, "A Historical Review 
of Religious Literature" (1899, p. 447), quoted in 
Catholic Encyclopedia, 1913 ed., s.v. "Augustine of Hippo," 
by E. Portalie, p. 88. 

•'••̂ Portalie, p. 214. 

12 
Augustine, Ad Simplicianum, p. 393. 

•'•'̂ Portalie, p. 197. 

Augustine, Ad Simplicianum, p. 393. 

•'•̂ C. Wolfsgruber, Auqustinus (Paderborn, 1898) , 
p. 824, quoted in Portalie, p. 192. 

•''̂ Portalie, p. 314. 

•"•̂ Burke, p. 193. 

•^^Portalie, p. 192. 

•"•̂ Augustine, De Correptione et Gratia 43, trans. 
J, Murray, in Fathers of the Church 2 (Washington: 
Catholic University of America Press, 1947), p. 298. 



160 

20 
Augustine, De Dono Perseverantiae 41, p. 211. 

21 
Portalie, pp. 215-23. 

22 
Ibid., p. 215. 
Ibid. 

24 
Ibid., p. 220. 

25 
Ibid., pp. 217-18. 

26 
Augustine, De Genesi Contra Manichaeos I, quoted 

in Portalie, p. 2lW. ~" 
27 
Saint Augustine, Retractions I, 9, in Fathers of 

the Church 60, p. 41. 
28 
Saint Augustine, Opus Imperfectum Contra Julianum 

II, quoted in Portalie, p. 218. 
29 
Augustine, Ad Simplicianum, p. 394. 

^°Ibid., p. 396. 
31 
Augustine, De Trinitate, trans. Stephen McKenna, in 

Fathers of the Church 45 (Washington: Catholic University 
of America Press, 1963). 

32 
Saint Augustine, Enchiridion 28, 104, trans. 

Gilbert Outler, in Library of Christian Classics VII 
(Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1955), p. 402. 

33 
Augustine, De Predestinatione Sanctorum, quoted in 

Portalie, p. 223. 

Portalie, p. 223. 
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