
Julian of Aeclanum: lea for A 00d Creator

Julian of Aeclanum Was certamly ONC of the MOST vehement and
MOSsT aggressive opponents of Augustine’s doectrine of orıgınal SIN Hıs
sharp eriticısm of Augustine’s VIEWS the SIN of dam and ıts
CONSCYUCTICCS for humanıty urge the bıshop of 1ppO agaın and agaın
{O defend hıs OW posıtıion). Through Augustine’s ONSC, NOT only
ATIC Man Y iragments of Varıous etters and ONC book authored Dy
ulıan but also the rst SIX 00 of hıs work Florum (eıght ıIn all)
known us*) ea prevented Augustine from refuting the [WO ast
00 of Florum but the of Juhan preserved In the work of the
bıshop of 1ppO AdIC extensive enough form iıdea of the °Pela-
glan ” VIEWS of the bıshop of Aeclanum*).

Julıan, As 1S known, Was orn In Apulıa around the YCar He
Was the SO  e} of ulıana and Memor OT MemorI1us, bıshop of
unknown See°). Julıan had [WO sısters ’). As INan, he marrıed

Augustine’s works De NUpILLS el concupiscentia (2 books): Contra duas epistulas
pelagianorum (4 DOOKS); Contra Tulianum (6 books) and Opus imperfectum (6 books) A1C

the result of hI1s CONLrOversy ıth Julhan of Aeclanum.
FOr the collection of the iragments, SCC BRUCKNER, Die vier Bücher Julians VON

Aeclanum Turbantius. Eın Beıtrag Charakteristik Julians nd Augustins (Neue
Studien ZUNY Geschichte der Theologie un der Kirche alen, 973 Berlın, and
ıth SOINC mınor alternatıons, ( 88. p. 335-402. Concerning the crıtical edıtıon, SCC
Iso b DUVAL, Tulianus Aeclanenstis restitutus La premiere edition “incomplete ” de
[ euvre de Julien d’Eclane, ın Revue des Etudes augustinıennes 25 (1979). 162-
170; LAMBERIGTS, Some Remarks the Critical Edition of the Preserved Fragments of
Julian of Aeclanum, ın Recherches de Theologie ancıenne el medievale (RIAM) (1987)

238-239
In Opus imperfectum Augustine always quo(tes the {exi of Juhan before refuting

it Wıth respect that, MAUSBACH, Die Ethik des heiligen Augustinus 11, Freiburg 1im
Breisgau, 1903, 8-19 note: S g1bt aum eine polemiısche Schrift in der Weltlıteratur,
dıe den Argumenten des Gegners hrlıch un weıtherzıg Raum gonnt, WIeE Augustins
etztes Werk Julıan”; Na Iso KOPP, Aurelius Augustinus. Schriften die
Semipelagianer (Sankt Augustinus. Der Lehrer der Gnade), Würzburg, 1955, Z

Augustine’s carefully copyıng of Julhan’s nabled scholars assıgn dıfferent
Commentarıes Scripture, after comparıng style and language ıth that of ulıan’s
Florum, the bıshop of Aeclam_1m ; for SUTVCYV, SCC DE ONINCK, Ca d 88,
Introduction, e 0 D€

‘““Non nım quıa fe Apulia genult”; Opus imperfectum VI, 18, 45, col 5472
Julian’s father 15 called Memor In Paulınus, Carmen DA 201 212 AL Z 220

225 238 239 241, AAYATZ 30, 244-245 Augustine mentions the AdIi1c MemorIius in hıs
letter the father of Julıan; SCC Epistula LOL, SEL 34. 539 In Contra TIulianum ® K2

44, col 647 OC l find the aNne Memor.
See Marıus MERCATOR, Commonitorium 'ectori Aadversus haeresim Pelagli



Lamberigts

Titia?), who probably Was the aughter of Aemilıus, the bıshop of
Beneventum”). On the OCCasıon of Julian’s marrıage, Paulinus of ola

epithalamium* 9). Concerning the duratıon of thıs marrıage,
do nol NOW anythıng but, ıf INa Yy belıeve Augustine, durıng theır
CONLTOVETSY, Julıan 1ve: ıIn continence* *).

When Augustine WT' letter Memor, Julıan’s father, ın 408/
409!?) ending al the atter’s request CODY of hıs sıxth book De
MUSICA, the bıshop of 1ppPO also mentioned the Name of Julıan, who
Was deacon al that time. In thıs ELEr Augustine as Memor send
hIis SO  ; hım*>) Julhian hımself mentioned in hıs Florum that he
visıted arthago where he mel certaın Honoratus*“*), but neıther
Julıan NOT Augustine spoke of personal meeting.

Durıng the time when Innocent Was bıshop of Rome (before march
41 7/); Julıan Was appoınted bıshop of Aeclanum*>), where he worked
carıng for the DoOr*°).
Caelestu vel etiam scripta Iuliani, AC'  S A 5 p. 9 “Quorum SdIle pOost obıtum sanctorum
homınum merıto duas€ [UAS alıbus dıscıplınıs tu1 TIS erudıstı”.

See the INCLDLL of Paulınus, Carmen 25 SEL 30, p. 238 ‘““"Iıtıam clarıssımam
femınam UuXOTCMM 1US  P

See BROWN. eligion and Society IN the Age of St Augustine, London, 1972,
p. 214

10) See BOUMA, Het Epithalamium VanNn Paulinus VUN ola C('armen XN met

inleıding, vertalıng commentaar, Assen, 96%
Il) *G1 alem duxisti vitam conıugalem, desıne tu1ls experimentI1s ın dısputatione

commıttere ; Contra Iulianum IL, 28, 44, col 716; T prıus hoc malo ene utererLs In

coniuge, UunCcC Il adverser1s In te  R 808 44, col TE ‘““Qua et1am continens
nımıum delectarıs”; N 46, 44, col S10; SCC Iso Opus imperfectum 11, K SS 8I,
M p.477

12) FOor the date of thıs etter, SCC GOLDBACHER, Sanctı Aurelu Augustinı
Hipponiensts episcopl epistulae V, SEL 58, 29-31

13) “ Nam super10res quınque VIS nMlı0 NOSIro ei COondiacono Iulıano, quon1am ei 1pse
1am commiılıtat, dıgn! lectione vel cognıtione videbuntur Quem quıdem 19(0)  — audeo dıicere
plus aMl Qquam te, quıa NC veracıter dıco, sed amen audeo dıicere plus desıdero quUam
Mırum viderı potest, Q UCH! ad mOdum, quem parıter aMl amplıus desıderem: sed hOC
mıhı facıt SCS amplıor videndı CUu. DUuLO en1ım, quod, SI ad NOS te ıubente vel mıiıttente
venerıt, et hOC facıet, quod adulescentem ecet, maxıme quıa nondum CurIıs maı0rıbus
detinetur. ei te 1psum mıhı expeditius adportabıt”; Epistula 101,4, SA 34, 543

14) "“Nam Cu) nte hos ESSCINUS Carthagini quodam mıhı Honorato
nomıne necessarıo LUO, Manıchaeo y sıcut epıstolae vestirae indıcant, ıd 1psum
proposıtum est  87 Florum V, 26, 45, col 464 Concerning thıs Honoratus, SCC

MANDOUZE, Prosopographie de l’Afrique chretienne -  n Parıs, 1982, 564
15) See Prosper, Chronicum, 5 1, col 598; Marıus MERCATOR, Nestori capitula el

Marıo Mercatore translati, ACO 1, 5, 60:; 1d., Commonitorium D nomiıne
Caelestil, AC  S 1, 3 68 See Iso AÄUBERT. arı Eclane, ın Dictionnaire d’histoire el de

geographie ecclesiastiques 14, Parıs, 1960, col
16) “Hıc lulıanus eleemosynı1s tempore famıs el angustiae indigentibus prorogatıs
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We do nOoTt know ıf Julian knew elagıus personally. Durıing the
CONtLroverSsy wıth Augustine, Julian only occasıonally mentions Pela-
o1US’ nName*' ) Testimonies concerning the eventual between
Julıian and elagıus contradıct each other Accordıing Mercator,
Julıan remaıned In communılon wıth Innocent althoug the bıshop of
Rome had condemned Celestius and Pelagıus*®). Prosper, the other
hand, maıntaıned that d early 4S 413 elagıus, together wıth Celestius
and Julıan, reacted agaınst the doectrine of srace*”). However, ıf
consıder the facts that elagıus Was frıend of Paulinus of Nola*°®), the
author of epithalamium for Julıan; that, ASs early AdSs 417, Augustine
warned agaınst the Pelagıans lıvıng in Campanıa**); and urther that
iımmediately after the pu  1catıon of the ‚pistula Tractoria, 19 bıshops
from southern aly efused sıgn that letter, Can be certaın that
there existed important of bıshops in southern aly, who
sympathızed wıth Pelagius**).

However, from 418 0) Juhan became obstinate of
Augustine’s doectrine of orıgınal SIN Sınce he Was COonNvınced that he
eiIieNde: the Christian truth, Juhan efused sıgn the Iractor1ıa and
also preferred g nto exıle rather than submıt Augustine’s
doctrine of orıgınal SIN Employıng hIs famılıarıty ıth classıcal authors
such ASs Cicero, master of rhetoric and dıalectics“*) (Just AS elagıus and

multos miseratıon1ıs specıe nobılıum praecıpueque relıg10sorum inlıcens haeres!ı QUaC
soclavıt ”: Gennadıus, De VIFLS llustribus 46, ed RICHARDSON,

17) See C Florum 1 88, 45, col 1389:; { z 45, col 405
18) “ Praediceti SaJmnec Caelestius ei Pelagıus NO  —_ {unc prımo (a) 7Zosımo videntur S5C

damnatı, sed ab e1us decessore Innocentio, quUO el Iulıanus fuerıt ordınatus quıique post
ıllorum damnatıonem ad praedıctı Innocenti eplscop!I ıta: In 1US
cCcCommunı0ne PEIMANCNS el PETISCVCTAN iın SiIncera sententıa el cCommunıcans damnatorı
praedıctorum, 1pse quUOQUC sıne dubıo Pelagıum Caelestiumque damnavıt ; Commonito-
r1um ID nOomMINeE Caelestii, AC|  S ® i p. 658

19) °Hac tempestate Pelagıus T1LO ogma NnOMI1NIS SUul cContira gratiam Christı,
Caelesti0 el lulıano adıutoriıbus, exserult, multosque in SUUIN traxıt errorem ; Chronicum,

Sl col 591 See Iso Augustine’s remark in Contra TIulianum &: 13, 44, col 648
a FEcclesijae praesıdentem beatum Innocentium S] audıre voluısses, 1am tunc perıculo-
5 iuventutem tuam Pelagıanıs laqueı1s exulsses’”.

20) See WERMELINGER, Rom Un Pelagius. Die theologische Position der römischen
Bischöfe IM pelagianischen Streit In den Jahren 411-452 Päpste un 'apsttum /); Stuttgart,
1975, 227-228; EVANS, Neither Pelagian NOr Manichee, In Vigiliae Christianae
35 (1981) 234-7235

21) See Augustine, Epistula 186
ZZ)Julian of Aeclanum  We do not know if Julian knew Pelagius personally. During the  controversy with Augustine, Julian only occasionally mentions Pela-  gius’ name!”). Testimonies concerning the eventual contacts between  Julian and Pelagius contradict each other. According to Mercator,  Julian remained in communion with Innocent although the bishop of  Rome had condemned Celestius and Pelagius!®). Prosper, on the other  hand, maintained that as early as 413 Pelagius, together with Celestius  and Julian, reacted against the doctrine of grace!?). However, if we  consider the facts that Pelagius was a friend of Paulinus of Nola?°®), the  author of an epithalamium for Julian; that, as early as 417, Augustine  warned against the Pelagians living in Campania*!); and further that  immediately after the publication of the Epistula Tractoria, 19 bishops  from southern Italy refused to sign that letter, we can be certain that  there existed an important group of bishops in southern Italy, who  sympathized with Pelagius??).  However, from 418 on, Julian became an obstinate opponent of  Augustine’s doctrine of original sin. Since he was convinced that he  defended the Christian truth, Julian refused to sign the Tractoria and  also preferred to go into exile rather than to submit to Augustine’s  doctrine of original sin. Employing his familiarity with classical authors  such as Cicero, master of rhetoric and dialectics??) (just as Pelagius and  multos miserationis specie nobilium praecipueque religiosorum inlicens haeresi quae  sociavit’”; Gennadius, De viris illustribus 46, ed. RICHARDSON, p. 78.  17)"See e.g..4d Florum IV,+88, PL45,:col.1389; IV, 112; PL:45; col. 1405.  18) “Praedicti sane Caelestius et Pelagius non tunc primo (a) Zosimo videntur esse  damnati, sed ab eius decessore Innocentio, a quo et Iulianus fuerit ordinatus quique post  illorum damnationem usque ad praedicti Innocentii episcopi excessum e vita in eius  communione permanens et perseverans in sincera sententia et communicans damnatori  praedictorum, ipse quoque sine dubio Pelagium Caelestiumque damnavit’”; Commonito-  rium super nomine Caelestii, ACO I, 5, p.68.  19) “Hac tempestate Pelagius Brito dogma nominis sui contra gratiam Christi,  Caelestio et Iuliano adiutoribus, exseruit, multosque in suum traxit errorem”’; Chronicum,  PL 51, col. 591. See also Augustine’s remark in Contra Iulianum I, 13, PL 44, col. 648:  “Cui Ecclesiae praesidentem beatum Innocentium si audire voluisses, iam tunc periculo-  sam iuventutem tuam Pelagianis laqueis exuisses”.  20) See O. WERMELINGER, Rom und Pelagius. Die theologische Position der römischen  Bischöfe im pelagianischen Streit in den Jahren 411-432 (Päpste und Papsttum 7), Stuttgart,  1975, p.227-228; G.R. Evans, Neither a Pelagian nor a Manichee, in Vigiliae Christianae  35 (1981), p. 234-235.  ?1) See Augustine, Epistula 186.  22) ‘... quam decem et octo velut episcopi participes eius erroris (...) ausi sunt  Thessalonicam scribere””; Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum, 1, 3, CSEL 60, p.423.  23) See N. CIPrIANI, Aspetti letterari dell’ Ad Florum di Giuliano d’Eclano, in  Augustinianum 15 (1975), p. 125-167.QUam decem ei CIO velut epIscopI partıcıpes e1us errorıs usı sunt

Thessalonıcam scribere’; Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum, 1, A SAL 60, p. 423
23) See CIPRIANI, Aspetti letterarıi dell Florum dı Giuliano d’Eclano,

Augustinianum (19/5) 125167
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Celestius had one sometıimes referring other Christian authors,
such ASs Serapıon of Thmuıins*>) and John Chrysostom*°®), (although
hrough the UsSC of translatıons, fact that relatıvızes the statement of
Gennadıus: °“ Iuhanus epPISCOPUS BraCcCd et latına scholasticus’’*”),
Julıian ocused all of hıs energles the refutatıon of Augustine.

In thıs short contrıbution. woul ıke TAaW attention d

somewhat underestimated*®) a  oug specıfic dea in Juhan’s eoOlogy,
namely hıs VIEW of and belıef In actıvıity 4S g0o0d creator

Accordıing 8 Juhan, the dea of originale ırectly er1ıticızes
(0d Hımself, whom he Sa  S AS A g00d Creator. We belıeve that in thıs
dea there Can be oun ONC of the fundamental Casons why Juhan
COUuU nOoTt accept such doetrine of iınherıted gul

FOor Juhlıan, there COUuU be ou that (God had created and stil

24) Concerning elagıus and Caelestius, SCC de PLINVAL, Pelage, YSAN ecrits. S4 VIe
el W reforme. Etude d’histoire litteraire el religieuse, Lausanne, 1943, 24 ZUMKEL-
LER, Aurelius Augustinus. Schriften die Pelagianer {1 (Sankt Augustinus. Der Lehrer
der Gnade), Würzburg, 1964, p. 20

25) See (CIPRIANI, I Autore dei test] pseudobasiliani riportati nel Iulianum OE
6-1 Ia polemica agostiniana di Giuliano d’Eclano, In Congresso internationale

g0stino0 nel XVI centenarıo0 della CONVersiONe OMma, S settembre Alttı
FONACO del Congresso. SEeSSIONL generali. Sezione dı StuUdiO (Studia Ephemeridis Augus-
tinianum 24), Roma, 1987, p. 439-449.

26) Juhan sed the translatıon Dy N]ıanus of Celada; SCC OUT detaıled Comparıson
in |LLAMBERIGTS, Julianus Va]n Aeclanum. Een kritische biografie, Leuven.,. 984 (onuıtge-

lıcentiaatsverhandelıng), 58 s Concerning the pelagıan SYMpalhYy for Chrysos-
(OM, SCC, others, PIETRI, Roma Christiana. Recherches Sur l’Eglise de Rome, SONM

Organısation, politique, SN ideologie de Miltiade Sixte II 11-4 (Bibliotheque des
Ecoles Francatses d’Athenes el de Rome 25), Parıs-Roma. 1976, B: p. 450; 1d., ESquisse
de conclusion. L’aristocratie chretienne Jean de Constantinople el ugustin d Hippone,
In Jean Chrysostome el ugustin. cies du colloque de Chantılly 20278 septembre 9’/4
edıtes par K ANNENGIESSER ( Theologie Historique 537 Parıs, 1975, 289-30)5

27) See De VIFLS Ulustribus 46, ed ICHARDSON, 78; for the value of Gennadıus’
testimonY, SCC CZAPLA, Gennadius als Litterarhistoriker. Fıine quellenkritische Nntersu-
chung der Schrift des Gennadius Von Marseille ‘“De VIrLS ıllustribus (Kirchengeschichtliche
Studien 1 Munster, 1898, 101-103; fOor Juhan’s knowledge of ree CC 102,

P} cf. also BRUCKNER, Julian VON Eclanum. Sein Leben und SeINe Lehre FEin Beitrag
ZUFT Geschichte des Pelagianismus (Texte Un Untersuchungen F3:33 Le1ipzig, 1897, TT
Ome small traces of Juhan’s knowledge of ree OTMNC Can find in Florum 1 /71, SC
85, E 199; IIL, 145, SEL 85, © p.451; V, 53 45, col 1445: V, 43, 45, col 1480;
V, 60, 45, col 494 Personnaly AI convınced that Juhan’s knowledge of Greek
Was deepened durıng hıs SLaYy ıIn the Ekast;: SCC OUT argumentatıon In LAMBERIGTS, De
polemiek [ussen Julianus V  - Aeclanum Augustinus Van 1DDPO Een bijdrage foOl de
theologiegeschiedenis VanNn de tweede pelagiaanse TrSe <  y [ euven 9098 (Doc-
ora Dıissertation. inedıted), ee] Julianus Vn Aeclanum. Volume ekst, p. 36-37;
Volume I1 Voetnoten,-

28) See C BRUCKNER, Julian VON Eclanum, UF
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creates g00d realıty“?). Already in the rst iragment of hıs
Turbantium, Julıian remarked that people who recognıze the existence of
free ıll and confess hat God Hımself 1S the Creator of the unıverse., AIC

called “Caelestianus el Pelagianus’’*°). Thıs assertion Iready indıcates
that, for Julıan, the only aım of usıng these Was make
defenders of the OTLtANOdOX al suspect and confuse sımple DCO-
ple?*) Julian hımself wanted defend the orthodox al whıich
ase Scripture, professed in the Confess1ion, emphasızed Dy Tradı-
t10n. taught in the catechesı1s, treated Dy the Fathers maıntaıned that
God had created the ole unıverse. includıng human beings**). Such
belıef WAäas, in certaın WAaY, the mınımum 1C the mıddle class who
Was neıther educated NOT famılıar ıth Scrıipture must believe? X The
catholıc al knows that God has created all natures (1:8 sub-
stance far 4S theır created 1s concerned). very substance only
eX1IsSts thanks creatıve benevolence**). God has created y_
ıng nihilo®>). Thıs Was the free aCct of God TOmM DETSPCC-

29) See C Turbantium, irg l 1D 30: 23 24; 79 26; 28 29:; 30: 337 3 3
45:; 55 A (’r 88, 340:; 344: 345; 346; 347; 348; 338 353-354 According Julıan
0d’s Justice D'  S good creation. Concerning Juhan’s 1eW of Justice, SCC

MC GRATH, Divine Justice and Divine Equity In the Controversy hbetween Augustine
and Julian of Eclanum, In Downside Review 101 (1983), p. 312-319; LAMBERIGTS., De
polemiek [uSssen Julianus Va|an Aeclanum Augustinus Va'an IDDO 1, T p. 253-268; I1

198-209 Concerning the close relatıonshıp of Justice ıth creatıon, SCC C Ad Florum
VZZ SEL 85, E 137° I, F CR 85, 1, 167:; IL, 144, SEL 85., . D/ Z67; 111 104,
SEL 89, ln p.424; 1 1 36, 45, col 1430:;: V, ] 45, col 144 7: VI. 45, col
zn

30) “Quıa hıber1 confessor arbıtrı1 ei De!l condıtorI1s, Caelestianus Pelagıanus
vocatur; qUuUO sımplıces IN1QqUO SCTINONEC perterrit1, ut ab invıdıa nOomı1n1s eXuantur, et1am

1dem deserunt, credıturI ı procul 10, NeC lıberum SN In homiıinıbus arbıtrıuum
NeC Deum nascentium condıtorem... ; Turbantium, irg 1, CC 88, 340-341

31) Ihidem. See Iso Epistula ad Rufum, irg 28 E 8 340
32) ‘“(Dıcunt Deum bonum nascentium conditorem, DCI QUCIM facta Sunl OMNI1AG,

e1usque ODUS 6CSSC fılıos homınum ': Epistula ad Rufum, irg ( 0 88, 338 Y  Aucto-
[CIN Deum caelı ei terrae omnıumque In e1Is sunt pPCI hOcC el homınum. propter
qUOS Cunctia facta Da  sunt Turbantium, irg 16, CC 88 p. 3 On thıs eme ın
general, SCC HAMMAN, L ’ enseignement SUr Ia creation dans [’Antiquite Chretienne, In
Revue des SCIiences Religieuses 47 (1968) 1-23; 9/-12

33) ‘““Sımplices, quı alııs Ooccupatı negot1s, nıhıl de erudıtıone ceperunl, sola amen
1de ad Fkecclesiam Christı pervenire Curaruni, facıle obscurıs quaestion1ıbus terreantur,
sed credentes Deum condıtorem CSSC homınumJulian of Aeclanum  creates a good reality?°). Already in the first fragment of his Ad  Turbantium, Julian remarked that people who recognize the existence of  free will and confess that God Himself is the creator of the universe, are  called ‘““Caelestianus et Pelagianus’”’?°). This assertion already indicates  that, for Julian, the only aim of using these names was to make  defenders of the orthodox faith suspect and to confuse simple peo-  ple?!). Julian himself wanted to defend the orthodox faith which —  based on Scripture, professed in the Confession, emphasized by Tradi-  tion, taught in the catechesis, treated by the Fathers — maintained that  God had created the whole universe, including human beings*?). Such a  belief was, in a certain way, the minimum which the middle class who  was neither educated nor familiar with Scripture must believe**). The  catholic faith knows that God has created all natures (i.e. every sub-  stance as far as their created state is concerned). Every substance only  exists thanks to God’s creative benevolence?*). God has created every-  thing ex nihilo?5). This was the free act of God. From God’s perspec-  2?) See'&g Ad Türbantium: wa 1: 15; 16; 30023724 25726; 28::29; 30; 33; 357 36;  45; 55 etc., CCL 88, p.340; 344; 345; 346; 347; 348; 351; 353-354. According to Julian  God’s justice presupposes a good creation. Concerning Julian’s view of justice, see  A.E. MC GRATH, Divine Justice and Divine Equity in the Controversy between Augustine  and Julian of Eclanum, in Downside Review 101 (1983), p.312-319; LAMBERIGTS, De  polemiek tussen Julianus van Aeclanum en Augustinus van Hippo 1, I, p.253-268; 1, II,  p. 198-209. Concerning the close relationship of justice with creation, see e.g. Ad Florum 1,  1226SELE SS ED3 7 ESEL 85 11 p. 167711 144 CSEL 85 1, D. 267 I1 104,  CSEL'85; 1, p.424; IV; 136; PE 45,'C6l. 1430; V, 15 P 45; col. 14473 VL 16; PL ’ 45,'col.  535  30) “Quia liberi confessor arbitrii et Dei conditoris, Caelestianus et Pelagianus  vocatur; quo simplices iniquo sermone perterriti, ut ab invidia nominis exuantur, etiam  sanam fidem deserunt, credituri procul dubio, nec liberum esse in hominibus arbitrium  nec Deum nascentium conditorem...””; Ad Turbantium, frg. 1, CCL 88, p. 340-341.  31) Zbidem. See also Epistula ad Rufum, frg. 28, CCL 88, p. 340.  32) “(Dicunt) Deum bonum nascentium conditorem, per quem facta sunt omnia,  eiusque opus esse filios hominum””; Epistula ad Rufum, frg. 12, CCL 88, p.338; “ Aucto-  rem Deum caeli et terrae omniumque quae in eis sunt ac per hoc et hominum, propter  quos cuncta facta sunt””; Ad Turbantium, frg. 16, CCL 88, p.344. On this theme in  general, see A. HAMMAN, L’enseignement sur la creation dans l’Antiquit& Chretienne, in  Revue des Sciences Religieuses 42 (1968), p. 1-23; 97-122.  33) “Simplices, qui aliis occupati negotiis, nihil de eruditione ceperunt, sola tamen  fide ad Ecclesiam Christi pervenire curarunt, ne facile obscuris quaestionibus terreantur,  sed credentes Deum verum conditorem esse hominum ...”’; Ad Turbantium, frg. 158, CCL  88, p. 373.  34) “Deus, qui hoc appellari nomine voluit, ut omnipotentissimus, ita etiam  justissimus creditur; (...) ut conditor benignissimus hominum, ita meritorum expunctor  aequissimus; omne quod facit bonum valde est””; Ad Florum 1, 122, CSEL, 85, 1, p. 136-  137:  35) ‘“Deo, omnium quae sunt ex nihilo conditore””; Ad Florum 1, 37, CSEL 85, 1,  p.27; “Gratiam ergo Christi multiplicem confitemur: primum munus eius est, quod factiTurbantium, irg 158, &S
8 373

34) “Deus, quı hoc appelları nomıne voluıt. ut omnıpotent1ssımus, ıta et1am
1ust1ssımus credıtur; condıtor ben1gn1ssımus homınum., ıta merıtorum eXpunctor
aequISSIMUS; j683dl—- quod facıt bonum va est  SW Florum E Z SZE: 8 * | 36-
ET

35) ‘*Deo, OomnNıum qQuUaC sunt nıhılo condıtore ”: Florum I: ST SEL 8I, l
Zn “Gratiam CT SO Christı multiplicem confitemur: prımum 1US eSt. quod factı
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tive, there Was the possıbiılıty create ÖT noTt {O create the realıty but
from the mMmoOoment that He dıd S  $ the created realıty had ex1ist in the
WaY 1C (G0d wanted ıt to ex1ist. Not only ex1ist but also ex1ist In

partıcular WaY Was NECECSSATY for the created reality?®).
The unıversalıty of creatıve actıvıty 15 losely connected wıth

the goodness of G0d g00d God creates g00d realıty* ’) Was the
convıction that Juhan held ase. Scripture (Gen W3l Tim

ccordıng tO Juhlıian, human eINg, AaSs substance created
Dy God>”?), in hıs nature cannot be corrupted precısely because God
Hımself 15 the creator of humanıty“®). Human beings ATC in
image, good creations referring tOo g00d creator

Further, SInCe God 18 the creator of the ole of humanıty, all ATC

equa reward OT damnatıon do noTlt refer {O anyone’s orıgın but theır
nıhılo sumus’””; L, 94, SEL 85, l, 109 In Juhan’s CYCS, Iso creation 15 form of

One 111 find the SAadIne iıdea In the works of elagıus; SCC GRESHAKE, Gnade als
konkrete Freiheit. Eine Untersuchung ZUF Gnadenlehre des Pelagius, Maınz, 1972., 5481

Concerning the ODIC of “creatıo nıhılo”, SCC HAMMAN, L Enseignement SUr la
creation, for g00d hıstorıical background, SCC MAY, Schöpfung AUS dem
Nichts. Die Entstehung der Lehre VonN der creatıo nihilo (Arbeiten Kirchengeschichte
48), Berlın-New York, 1978; cf. Iso WOLFSON, The Meanıng of f  exX nihilo” the
Church Fathers, Arabic and Hebrew Philosophy, and SE T’homas, iın Mediaeval Studies In
Honor of JD Ford, ed by HOLMES Jr and AJ DENOMY, Cambrıdge, 1948,
p. 355-370; MEWMERING, God eing History Studies In Patrıstic Philosophy, Amster-
dam-Oxford-New York, 1975, 53 136-140

36) ““Ht ut grandıbus inchoemus exemplıs, ut Deus aceret mundum, posssı1bılı
venıt el, NO  — necessarl0o; ıd est. omnıpotentıae 1US possıbıle funt UIGailit QuaC condıdıt,
necessarıum amen 110  —_ fult, videlıcet 97079 est ab alıquo COAaACTIus ut faceret, sed ecCı quıa
voluıt, quod NO  — fecısset profecto S1 noluısset. At hOoc quod auctorı adfuıt possıbılı, In
D' necessarıo factum est, ıd esi, 1NON funt mundo possıbıle S5C ei NO  - CSS5C, quı S5C ab
omnıpotente ıubebatur, sed cogebatur exıistere, CUul omnıpotens mandabat essenti1am.
TIransııt CT ZO In necessitatem condıtı, quod venerat de possıbılıtate condentiıs. Fecıt et1am
dıversas naturas dıversasque specıes In naturI1s, custodıto ordıne qu!ı MNuebat
eXordi10, ul lıa essent necessarl1a, lıa possibılıa. u1ldquı CI gO habent creaturae naturalı-
LOr necessar1! sortitae sunt  FA Florum 45-46, 45, col

37) ‘““Omnıs creatura De1l ona sıt ei Nnu. substantıa sıt quam NO SUIMNMUS ecerıt
Deus, 1S1 1pse Deus quı NO  — est ah alıquo factus’”’; Epistula ad Rufum, irg k CL 88,

33.1% “*DDeum bonum nascentium condıtorem, DPCI QUCM facta sunt Oomnı1a, elusque ODUS
O filı0s homınum ; irg k2. C CET- 88, D: 338; SCC Iso C Florum ® 54, E S 53 1,
D O: [, 122 SEL 85, L 137

38) See Turbantium, irg 26, CCr 88, 347 (Gen A 313 Florum I I3
45, col 371 Tım 4, V, L3, 45, col 44 ] (Gen K, 31); VI, 16, 45, col 535
(Gen @ 3E T'im 4, and cel. 39, 21)

39) See C Turbantium, irg 214: OM 88, 380; irg 239, EL 88, 384:;
Florum 1, 40, W 85, *

40) . Florum 1, 122:123. SEL 85, l’ La } 130, SB 85, M 141; VI, 26,
45, col 562 For paralle] in elagıus, CC Pro libero arbitrio, In Augustine, De

peccalo originalı 14, SB 1/5



Julian of Aeclanum

WaY of Hyiıng?"): TOom ontologıcal pomnt of VIEW, all ATIC orn SINE
innocens**). T hıs 1s NECESSATY because otherwiıse. the malum woul
belong the 6ESSCIICC of human nature In thıs CaSC, human beings
WOUuU not be able tO transcend thıs ev1] and therefore WOU nNnOT be
responsıble for ıt In certaın WAaY, the goodness of creatiıon 1S the
condıtiıon for moralıty and thıs goodness muSstT, In A Chrıstian pPEeTSD  -
tıve, refer g00d creator who 1S presupposed*>°). SO ıt 1S clear that
Julıan Was cConvınced that, wıthın the premises of Christian al (LE
g00d (j0d who created g0o0d humanıty), it Was iımpossı1ıble fOor SIN
ex1ist the eve of creation*?).

Besıdes, Julian emphasızed hat creatıve actıvıty 15 Ma-
ent God 1S the creator of chıldren, orn oday In the procreation
of human beings (G0d and INa  — work together. Man offers ın certaın
WaYy the mater1a God and God Hımself creates and forms the human
body Thıs 15 nOoT only the fact In am s Casc but In the Casec of
human eing who nto eXIStENCE*S)). 1S xactly due hıs

41) See Julian’s exeges1s of Rom in Florum E 131 HS A S 5I, R 143
Julian’s startpoımnt 1S clearly expressed in 1, 131 ““Comprimıit igıtur gentium magıster
ludaeorum umorem ei ostendıt NO  — In semıminıbus humanı generI1S, sed in morıbus ESSC

dıstantı1am, ut ıllı agnoscerent, 151 fideles CSSC Curassen(t, nulla praerogatıva CITCUMCISI
generI1s vindıcandos, sıquıdem aco ei Fsau uNna Sem1n1s exceptione conceptI! ei una VI
parıentıs effusı dıversos nımıum exıtus DTO merıtorum dıversıtate pertulerint .

42) ‘““Qui1bus praesidi1s innocens OomnNıum natiura defenditur, UUaAC ıta INANCMNS,
ondıta est, nu CrIm1n1] probatur obnoxı1a’”; Florum IL, 158, SB 85, 6 p.462

43) ‘Malum ıgıtur naturale S5C 19(6)  —_ pDotest DCI hoc NEeEC ICa ulla naturalıter
creatura NC malus auctor malae quıppe NO  —; exstantıs invenıtur naturae, sed sıcut Omnıs
creatura, ın quantum condıtur, ona est; ıta ei Deus, naturarum AauCTiOr bonarum, nullo
operI1s SUl erımıne maculatus DCT Oomnıa bonus probatur’”; Florum IL, 159, SEL 89,
6 p. 463 See Iso Turbantium, irg 17a GG 88 345; Florum 1, 54, OE 89, K
p. 51

*. Here must emphasıze that Julıan equalızes pecCcalu originale el  €l  u
naturale, that that for Julıan, evıl belongs nature integrated part of ıt,
whıle for Augustine, evıl 18 LMOTEC accıdental and thus healable. 1S indıcated Dy the
notion Nalur«a vıtıata: ci. STROHM, Der Begriff der "natura vıtlıata ' hei Augustin, In
T’heologische Quartalschrift 135 (1955) |184-203

45) ““Quı nascuntur I6 1StOs ODUS De1l sse  7, Epistula ad Z0SIiMum, irg 4,
GL 88 335

46) “Qul enım prımum eC1 pulvere, fabricatur semıne. Sıcut CT gO {unc
lIımus quı assumptus esL, materı1a, NONMN auctior fult, ıta uncCcC VIS Ila voluptatıs, confectrix
cCommıiıxtrıXque sem1Inum, NO  ng explet dıvyınae operatıon1ıs vicem, sed de thesaurıs naturae
oflert Deo, nde He homınem dıgnetur operarı”; T urbantium, irg 56, CCH 88, 354;
“"Unum Deum, auctorem OmMNnN1uUm, bonam homınum NO solum fecısse prımum,
sed et1am facere in uUuNOQqUOQUC nascente naturam ’ ; Florum IL, 154, A S 89, B
p. 458; SCC Iso C Commentarius IN Canticum, irg I: CEN. 88, p. 401 ; Turbantium,
irg 239, CL 88, p. 384; Florum . 29, SE 85, L 183; IL, A S 85, b
p. 450; 14, 45, col 443 -1444
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belıeve In the permanent creatıve actıvıty of God that Julian coul not
accept that the qualification NALIUra hbona Was imıted LO the creation of
dam God 1S the creator of all human beings and ıf He oe€es nOoTt act in
that WAdY, ONC WOU be DOrıt“ 9

Accordıing Julıan, G0od 15 the cCreator of the human body and
soul. 1$ precısely In the creation of the soul that God manıfests hıs
permanent creatıve actıvıty. very human eing rece1lves newly CICAa-

ted soul. Such statement mplıes that the soul has nothıng {O do ıth
NOT refers the AMesh ( the human secds*®?). Thanks the gıift of
soul, human beings become IMAZO Dei, ratıonal beings, surpassıng all
other lıving beings, plants and anımals*?). The gift of the ratio, ONe

expression of the multiplex gratia Christi>9), nables us LO know and
thus do what God wants us tO do Because of thıs ratio, human
beings have, ın certaın WAaVY, pomint of Contact wıth (G0d?)

TOom these statements ıt 1S already evident that, accordıng
Julıan, it 1S impossıble spea of inherıted gul How Can there be
gul in ren created by God, not only recelving the forma COrpOrIS,
but INOTE importantly, 1C  S soul from the SdadIlle God what ren
WIC, what they POSSCSS, 1S gift of the CreatOr**).

Moreover, the dignitas OpifiCcLs 1S guarantee of the human beings

47) * Nec sıne Deo operatore existere 10} nascentes’; Florum I 76, 45,
col 382

48) ‘° Per ingressum anımae? Sed nıhıl debet sem1n1 corporalı, QuUaC OVdAd Deo
condıtur”; Turbantium, irg F5 CC 88, 359; SCC Iso Florum IL, 23 SEL 85, s

179; 11, 28 SEL 89, $ 182; A 44, RT 89, 1, p. 384
Flesh and soul DOSSCSS dıfferent substance: SCC Florum 1 4U, 45, col 360

Moreover, procreation has only do ıth the Hesh ‘“Per generatıonem CcCIO substantıa
cCarnıs subolı sola partıcıpat, quıa 19(6) anıma de anıma, sed ATiIO de trahıtur”;
Florum IL, 61, SEL 85, L, 207

49) AJr viventibus ıta sententientibus ratıone praestamus, QqUaAC impressa est
anımo, ut condıtoris imago doceretur, ad CU1US respicıt dıgnıtatem arbıtrı1
ı1bertias  BA Florum 1, 94, S 83,; k: 109

SO) See Florum [, 94, SEL 85, ® 109
5!) The notion IMAZO Del refers eıther the human soul In general the

ratıona. part of the soul, the MensS , SC Florum { 37, SEL 89, } 2i VI, 26, 45,
col 562

52) ‘*Hınc potıus SUOS approbat, quod nte propriıum voluntatıs obsequıi1um hOC
quod in e1Is fecıt beneficıorum sublımat augmentI1s’; Turbantium, irg 242, CCH 88,

384:; SCC IN Epistula ad Rufum, irg 12, &P 88, 338; Turbantium, irg 23 CCC
88, p. 346; irg 30, CCL 88, p. 348; Florum L, 123, WE 85, 1, 137
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InnoceEnce??)) SINCe there 15 ecrıme ın God>*) Sınce God 0€es nOoTt
creafte human beings in order hat they m1g be ost>>) Julıan Was

convınced that evecen ıf there Was anythıng evıl in parents, sımply the
fact that God Hımself creates human beings Was lready ;  u
ın favor of the absence of SIN in the newborn chıldren

Julhan a1so emphasızed that the abılıty fOo SIN presupposed that ONC

COUuU already UsCcC ne ®  > mınd (L6 that ONC Was adult) Therefore, in
children, ın whom thıs mınd Was nOoTt yelLl actıve; there Was for
moral actıvıty and thus, for sım? “). Here must also mention that
Julıan made strict distincetion between the order of creation and the
order of moralıty. Ihe res arbitrii had nothıng LO do wıth the COonditio
seminum” ®). ul COu not be passed hrough the semina>”?). Juhan

53) "Deum CIO nascentium condıtorem ıta dicımus. ut quon1am certum est Deum
catholıcorum, quı est, Nnı facere 5 quod malum est, 1DSIUS OpIfiCcIs dıgnitate
homines, quı ab funt, nte voluntatıs SUuM de manıbus e1us IN1qUI el rel nullo modo
exıre credaniur.4. Florum 11, 124, SEL 85, F 440:; ‘“ Dıcımus lItaque tam bonum
CSSC ODUS DeI in nascente, ut Qquac substantıae elus sunt naturalıa ODUS emendatore NON

habeant, quon1am, quıcumque censuerit, ıd quod Deo factum confitetur, alıter erı
debuılsse, ıllum sıne dubıo reprehendit, q uCcm corrıgendae In Iteram formam creaturae
confitetur artıfıcem ; Florum IL, 162, SEL 85, P p. 467

54) “Nullum est In Deo crımen. Non 1gıtur crea malos, quon1am, S1 malı essent
natura, Deus COS CICAIC 110  — pOssel... Florum IL, 136, SEL 89, A p. 443

55) See C Florum 8 129, GSEL, 89, ® 141; L, 54, SEL 89, ® SE: 130,
SEL 85, ; 141 ; 1 118, 45, col 1411; Y 59, 45, col 492

56) MO 110  —_ 1DSO filıı mundentur effectu, ut pollutionıbus, JuaC dıcuntur,
malestate opıficıs expientur ; Turbantium, irg 214, CC 88, 381

57) eo In parvulıs 1ON S5C delıctum, quıa sıne voluntate, QuaC ın e1s nulla est,
CSSC NO potest”; Turbantium, irg 18, C 88, 345; * Nec 1ustos nascı parvulos NC

in1ustos, quod futurı sunt ctibus SU1S ; irg 17b, (H: 88, 360 The fact that chıldren
AdIC not able SIN, S, accordıng Julıan, fundamental objection agaınst the existence
of natural SIN; S6 C Florum 1, 60, A P 89I, I 3yt L, L A S 8I, @ 130; FL
18, SEL 8I, . 17/4:; 1, 20, SEL 85, 1, 179 IL, 28, S 85, k 182; IL, 38,
Y S 89, 4 190; H: 42, SEL, 85, 1L, 193; LE 116, CO 8I, @ p. 248; 11 IS
SEL 85, b p. 258; 1L, 141, FE 85, L, p. 264; I: 161, SEL 85 L p. 283; IL, 197,
CSEL, 85, K 310; EM 203, SEL 8I, L, D.313:; 1, 2210 SEL 4] 1: p. 353 eic

58) ““Quid erı potest ut ICS arbıtrı1 condıtıon1 semınum misceatur?”’; Turban-
t1um, irg 260, CEI 88, 396; SCC INı Florum 1, 23 E: 85, K Du233% VI, 9,
45, col ALS

59) “Quando adulterı1 g]ignunt, nascıtur OMO de virtute sem1ınum., NON de turpıtu-
ıne fNagıtiorum ”: Turbantium, irg . CC 88, 358; ‘In tantum SC U UT con1ı1unctio0
subolı partıcıpat, in quantum quı conıuges sunt fHunt parentes; S] autem alıquıd inter
voluerıint petulantıbus vel ın ıllıcıtos adulteriıorum aberrare concubitus, hOcC ad 108
NON potest attınere, quı de VI semınum, NO de vit1iorum obscaenıtate nascCcuntur. Igıtur ad
nascentes generantum 1900}  — flagıtia, sed semına pervehuntur; VIm autem semınum Deus
instıtult efi benedixıt””: Florum IL, 40-41, SEL 85, k 1972 (M. Iso
I urbantium, irg 74, CEL 88, 358; Florum N E2Z. 45, col 144
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would nOot accept the dea that the moral actıvıty of parents harms
chılaren Thıs 1S, ın certaın WAaY, the inner CO  NCC of Juhan’s
convıction that (J0d Hımself 1S the creator of all human beings, the
ONMNC hand, and of hıs belief that 15 responsı for h1is OW

WadYy of lıving the other hand®?) For lıttle chıldren, these {[WO
elements ımply first, hat they WeIC nOot able aCT morally and
therefore., WeTITC NOTL able tO SIN and, second. that the SIN of the parents
dıd not arm hem®*)

Seen from thıs perspective, ıt becomes clear why Julhlian maıntaıned
that 1S Was impossıble 18 reconcsıle the ıdea that (G0d creates
human eıng ıth the dea that 1S orn guilty. Whoever
elleve: In the existence of naturale, denıed hat either God
created realıty that (God WdsSs 00d°®) According Julhıan, ugus-
tine eriticızed creatıve actıvıty OT denıed that He created huma-
nıty®>).

According LO Julıan, “natural” had the STatus of substance. In
other words, ıt WdsSs NECECSSaATY and immutable. Thereifore., the doectrine of

naturale DaVC SIN substantıal character. Sınce substantia OT

NAtlur«a referred creation ASs such, God Himself mMust be involved wıth
that natural SIN 1C contradıcts eiıther Hıs honitas OT Hıs creatıve
efficacy In Juhan’s CVCS, the doctrine of natural SIN endangered
crucılal pomnt ın the Christian doctrine, namely that belıeve In (GJ0d
who 1S the g00d Creatior of 200d reahive). Julıan reproached ugus-

60) “Quod Hunt parentes, ad naturam pertinet, Juac Deo gaudet auciore: quod
autem Imp11 sun(t, ad studıorum pravıtatem, UJUaC Uunıcu1que de lıbera voluntate contın-
git  A Turbantium, irg 55 GEL 88, p. 354; SCC Iso irg T CC 88, 359

61) ‘ Alhıenıs peccatıs Iterum obnoxium 1NON tener1””; T urbantium, irg 264, CC
88, 386; "Parentum peccatıs 1COS DCI naturam Mlı08 NON tener]ı ıta nNnO  — transıre ad
pOosteros crımına generantum, quamVvıs e1s atı sunt  z Florum IIL, 8-19, SEL 85
1 p. 361

62) See C Epistula ad Rufum irg 3, CC 88, D,3371 Turbantium, irg 24a,
CC 58, p. 346; irg 78, CHSE, 88 360

63) *O1 parvulus, quı voluntatıs SUMmM NO abet, 1910 quıdquam ostendıt praeter
instıtuta naturae, scelere plenus CSSC dıcatur, habere malum necessarl10, quod alter

possıbılı capıt; sıne dubıo 15 auctor CI1IM1N1S, quı auctor argultur”; Florum V, 59,
45, col 492 cf. Iso I11, 161, SEL 89, } p. 466

64) “"Ergo jure dıcıtur, conütearıs NECECSSC est, naturale quod Manıchaeus finxerat,
sed nomıne COomMMUutLato orıgınale inter11sse atum Nec hOocC Ca catholıca fides
credıt antıquitus, QquaC NO  —_ dubitat ei parvulos Deo fler]1. malum ab nıhıl erl
DCI hoc D' De1l nte ıberae voluntatıs USUNl, naturae prae1udici0 NeCC Ca NECC Su
dıaboli lure constitult ; Florum N: 9, 45, col 1436:;: cf. Iso C Turbantium, irg
77-78, CC 88, 360: irg 301, CL 58, 391; Florum [ 55: 45 col L7 VI

45, col 35
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tine for sayıng that God created evıl] people, orn ıth gul COIMN-
demned wıthout an Y personal SIN but only for the fact hat they WeTC

creatiıon®>). G0d created gula Irae and perditionis unable
act (GJ0d wanted the destruction of humanıty! He punıshe: innocent

beings ' 749 He Hımself had created. They STay Sub potestate diabaoli
because (GG0d created them Ihey dICc responsıble for crimes°°)!
Moreover, Julhian the convınced creatonıst, ıt Was unıntellıgıble how

newly created soul COUu be guilty Juhan Was offended ıth Augusti-
ne’s sılence ıIn De NUuptILS el CONCupLSCENTIA II in VIEW of thıs
agaıinst orıgınal sın? ’). Accordıing LO Julıan, SIN Was the result of
moral actıvıty, thus sıtuated the eve] of AaNımAa. Augustıine Was

drawn tOo sıtuate originale In the soul but thıs soul Was

gıft Dar excellence®?):
For Julıan, ıt Was clear that Augustine’s God had nothıng ın

COIMMMON wıth hıs OW God®°?) Augustine COUuU noTt defend that the

65) ‘“Dılıgens CI SO lector intendat, quod pronuntıiastı Deum CSSC factorem malorum
ei ales Cr condere, quı sıne propriıae merıto voluntatıs eant In condemnatiıonem DIOISUS
Oomnes’’; Florum 8 114, AA 85, * 132: “*Sensa INCa dıcıs 6CSSC reprobanda, sed DeI1

damnanda; male dısputare, sed Deum nequıter OTGATE pronuntılas; CILAIC

clamas, ıllum SaeVIrE.. 4E L, 119, A 85, I I35; Sed PICCOT, 1bı tantum AaITOSCS,
ut nobıs lıberum NO n s CUu honore De! nascentum innocentiam contuer1, Cr
t1bı lıceat efi lıbeat CUu accusatıone DeI reatu, YQUCM dıcıs lıbıdinıs lıbıdınantum membra
purgare’; Florum IL, 3 E} SEL 85, [, 184-185; cf. Iso IL, 154, CSEL, 85, ]

I 56, 45, col K}
66) “C’rea: ıgıtur malum Deus, ei punıuntur innocentes, propter quod facıt Deus

dıabolo possidentur, quıia hoc facıt Deus, el imputat homiınıbus cerımen ILAaNUuUumM SUarum
Deus, et, quod persuasıt dıabolus tenuıter, sollerter ei perseveranter fingıt el eit
custodıt ei format Deus ei ructum ab homıne bonitatıs reposcıt, CUul malum ingenult
Deus, ei postea tota lege mentitur, quıa 1ustus sıt dominus qu! [OL erımına capıt, adhuc
VOCaliur Deus!: * Florum I1L, 128-135, A 83, kS

67) °Hunc CT gO de D' INCO priıore cContextum In hOC secundo lıbro SU!  ® Sıbi, 1cet
A0 interpolatione, proposult; 11A ei COomMMeEeMOratam formationem COrporIs
ingressum anımae, qJuam iın UNOYUOYUC Deo condıtam tam ratıo quam leg1s
SaAaCTAaC ecclesiaeque catholıcae confirmat auctorıtas, uty rie praeternut”; Florum
IL, 25 ME 89, i 179; SCC Iso IL, 28, CR 85, P8Z: IL, 61, AL 85 K 182
1 : 43, col 340

68) Concerning Augustine’s reaction and hıs wrestling ıth the problem of the
orıgın of the soul, SCC L AMBERIGTS, De polemiek [ussen Julianus Van Aeclanum
Augustinus Van 1DDO15  Julian of Aeclanum  tine for saying that God created evil people, born with guilt, con-  demned without any personal sin but only for the fact that they were  God’s creation°>). God created figula irae and perditionis vasa, unable  to act. God wanted the destruction of humanity! He punished innocent  beings which He Himself had created. They stay sub potestate diaboli  because God created them. They are responsible for God’s crimes®°)!  Moreover, to Julian the convinced creatonist, it was unintelligible how  a newly created soul could be guilty. Julian was offended with Augusti-  ne’s silence in De nuptiis et concupiscentia II in view of this argument  against original sin°7). According to Julian, sin was the result of a  moral activity, thus situated on the level of anima. Augustine was  drawn to situate peccatum originale in the soul but this soul was God’s  gift.parexcellence®?):  For Julian, it was clear that Augustine’s God had nothing in  common with his own God°?). Augustine could not defend that the  °5) “Diligens ergo lector intendat, quod pronuntiasti Deum esse factorem malorum  et tales eum condere, qui sine propriae merito voluntatis eant in condemnationem prorsus  omnes’”’; Ad Florum I, 114, CSEL 85, 1, p. 132; “Sensa mea dicis esse reprobanda, sed Dei  opera damnanda; me male disputare, sed Deum nequiter creare pronuntias; me errare  clamas, illum saevire...”; I, 119, CSEL 85, 1, p. 135; “Sed precor, ne tibi tantum arroges,  ut putes nobis liberum non esse cum honore Dei nascentum innocentiam contueri, cum  tibi liceat et libeat cum accusatione Dei a reatu, quem dicis libidinis libidinantum membra  purgare”; Ad Florum 14 31 CSEL! 85 1, p 1845185; cf: also 1L 154; CSEL; 85, 1;  P 457£.11V 56 PE 4500l 1372  66)  “Creat igitur malum Deus, et puniuntur innocentes, propter quod facit Deus et  a diabolo possidentur, quia hoc facit Deus, et imputat hominibus crimen manuum suarum  Deus, et, quod persuasit diabolus tenuiter, sollerter et perseveranter fingit et propagat et  custodit et format Deus et fructum ab homine bonitatis reposcit, cui malum ingenuit  Deus, et postea tota lege mentitur, quia iustus sit dominus et qui tot crimina capit, adhuc  vocatur Deus?”; Ad Florum 111, 128-135, CSEL 85, 1, p. 442-443.  °7) “Hunc ergo de opere meo priore contextum in hoc secundo libro suo sibi, licet  cum interpolatione, proposuit; nam et commemoratam a me formationem corporis et  ingressum animae, quam novam in unoquoque a Deo conditam tam ratio quam legis  sacrae ecclesiaeque catholicae confirmat auctoritas, ut spero, arte praeteriit””; Ad Florum  H 25 CSEL85 s pul 79g se6 also 1l 28 CSEL 85; 1: p: 182; IU 61 CSELB8S U DSR;  IV, 5, PL 45, col. 1340.  °8) Concerning Augustine’s reaction and his wrestling with the problem of the  origin of the soul, see LAMBERIGTS, De polemiek tussen Julianus van Aeclanum en  Augustinus van Hippo ... Deel II: Volume 1: Tekst, p.72-78; Volume II: Voetnoten, p. 68-  78.  69) “Ceterum pietas explanavit et ratio Deum meum neminem in contumeliam  formare, sed imaginem suam, id est omnes homines bonos condere, qui etiam demolitos  studiorum pravitate reformare remediorum desiderat largitate. (...) Ceterum in vestra  nihil potest tale resonare, quae dicit sine iustitia, sine iudicio, sine misericordia Deum  conditorem malorum formare quos puniat, atque ob hoc punire, quod eos ex Adam ipse  formaverit””; Ad Florum I, 129-130, CSEL 85, 1, p. 141.eel I1 Volume Tekst, 72-78; Volume I1 Voetnoten, 68-

69) “Ceterum pletas explanavit et ratıo Deum INCUIMM nemınem In contumelıiam
formare, sed imagınem SUam, ıd est homiınes bonos condere, quı et1am demolıtos
studıorum pravıtate reformare remediorum desıderat largıtate. Ceterum ın vesira
nı potest tale9 UQJUaC 1C1 sıne lustitıa, sıne 1ud1c10, sıne miıserıcordıa Deum
condıtorem malorum formare qUOS punılat, ob hOoc punıre, quod COS dam ıpse
formaverit”; Florum 1, 129-130, SEL 85, K 141
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christian God created guilty lıttle children ’®). Of COUTSC; Augustine
would agaılınst this accusatıon /*) but, accordıng Julıan, instead
of acquıting God, Augustine, ST1 defending the existence of orıgınal
SIN. accused God Hımself ’*) Therefore, Julıan eleve: that the bıshop
of 1ppPO Was ST1 Manıchee OT Was al least iınfiuenced Dy that
heresy/?) SINCE both doectrines eiende the existence of malum
naturale and condemned human nature’*).

We aVe already mentioned that. for Julıan, (G0d Was also the
creator of the human body On thıs pomnt, TawWw attention
uhan’s convıction that God had instituted marrıage. Therefore. thıs
dıvıne instıtution Was o00d’>) The basıs for thıs statement Was be
oun In Scripture '®): For Julıan. God who had commanded human
beings propagatlte, had created them in such WaY that hey WEeEIC

able 18 do thıs The g0o0od (God formed the members of the human body

70) See already Juhan’s startpoıint in the CONntroVverSy; Turbantium, irg 1 C(CER
88, 340-341

7l) See C De Nupti1s el concupiscentia IL, S, CSEL: 42, 260
72) ‘ Aıs quıppe credere quıdem condıtorem Deus, sed malorum homınum. AC PCI

hoc inhıtiarıs dogmatı [UO, Cu te dıabolum homınum condıtorem’ ;
Florum 1L, 124, CSEL, 89, E: 440:; *T ımes oper1 diaboli alıquam eputare substantıam,

1NONMN times Deo NO  —_ alıquod sed INa UuM crımen impıngere’”; II 126, SEL 89, L,
p. 44

73) See C Florum 1, e SEL 5I, 1, Dn i Z LE 85, 17 D: O; L, F,. 85,
F H. 102, SEL 89, 1 D.233:; IL, 110, CO DE 83, E p. 242; IL, y R SEL 85, IM
p. 363; H1L, 29, SEL 89, I p. 367; IL, 33i A 85, A p. 374; IL, 166, SEL 85, 3
p.469; 1 D, 45, col 1342: I 18, 45, col 1346; I 67i 45, col I
F 45, col 1379; [ 94, 45, col 1394: 1 1 30, 45, col 1427:; V, 2 45, col
433 eicCc

From the VEr Y beginnıng, Julıan has SCCIM] the CONtroversy struggle agaınst
Manıchaeism; SCC Dicta In quadam disputatione publica, CCL 58, p. 336; Epistula ad
Rufum, irg } CCL 88, p. 336-337; Turbantium, irg 1, CE 88, p. 340; ‚pistula ad
OMAano0S, irg N CC 8Ö, 306

On the COrrectiness of thıs reproach, SCC EVANS. Neither Pelagian HOr Manichee,
p. 232-244; LAMBERIGTS, De polemiek IuSsSsen Julianus VanN Aeclanum Augustinus VUanNn

1IDDO, DAaSSIM.
igıtur, ei74) TIhe OTC of Juhan’s eriticısm Cal summarızed following: Amb

Manıchaeus, parıter malum naturale firmatıs. ıd est mbo malam naturam homınum
q dıcıtıs, sed ılle fidelıus, fraudulentius’”:; Florum IL, 1 54, SEL 8I, K} p. 458

75) ‘“ Dıcımus has, JUaC uncC aguntur In rbe errarum, Deo nuptıias
instıtutas, NC [COS CSSC con]uges, sed fornıcatores ei adulteros condemnandos’; Epistula
ad Romanos, irg 9, CC 88 397: cf. Iso Turbantium, irg 230. @69 88, p. 383;
Florum IL, 39, C 85, 1, 191; IL, F2Z NS 85, ® D: 2559% I Z 45, col DE

76) See Turbantium, irg 26-29, CC 88, 347-348; Julıan quo(tes Gen k 28 In
irg 273 Gen. Z 18 In irg 26; Gen 2. 24, iın irg 28; 3 In irg Gen 2 1S Iso
quoted in irg S GE 88, 350; irg 79, CC 88, 5 30E; Epistula ad Rufum, irg
CC 88, 339; Florum IL, 59, SEL 8I, I p. 206
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He who made the bodıies also distinguished the and what He
ntended Jom ın actıon, he distinguished in kınd Thıs dissımılarıty of
the members Was the Caus: of the un1ıon. Therefore, accordıng
Julıan, the frunts of these g00ds bodıes, and unıon COUuU nOTL be
bad’’) We Can 5Sd y that, fOor Julıan, the corporal divısıon of human
beings nto INa  b and Was the condıtıon hat nabled sexual
intercourse /

The ask of sexual intercourse Was fertilıty On the corporeal evel.
it Was the fundamental [CasSOll for the instıtution of marrıage ’?).
According Juhan, the atholıc Church always belıeved that (0d
instiıtuted and blessed marrıage and that the membra Nalurae WEIC Hıs
work®®) The Church recognized that sexual intercourse an 1ts frulnt
elonge the cCreator of the body®') The crucılal question In the
discussıon Was the qualification of Concupiscent1a. In Juhan’s CYCS,
cConcupiscentia Was also created by (jod®*) because sexual intercourse

77) ‘“ Deus bonus, DCI Q UCIN acta sunt Omn1a, 1pse COrporIs nostrı membra
formayvıt. Qui autem COTDOTdA fecerat, dıvisıt dıvisıt in specıle, quod in
operatıone conıungeret; ecıtque Causalll conıunctionum dissimılıtudo membrorum.

1PSO igıtur commıiıxtıo„ qUO est Or1g20 corporum ; Turbantium, irg 249-
D, GG‚ 88, 346; ““Motum geniıtalıum, ıd est 1psam vırılıtatem sıne qua 1O  - potest DE

Commı1xt10, Deo dıcımus instıtutam ; Epistula ad Romanos;, irg CI 88, 397: cf.
also Florum I 70, SEL 8I, } /8; 1L, 39, A ZEE 85 ® 191 ; 1, 142, SEL 8I, 6,
p.447; IL, 167 A S 89, 470:; 1L, Z12. SEL 8I, L 504 ; 1 O, 45, col 342 See
1so MESLIN, Saintete el marlilage de la seconde querelle pelagienne. Saint
ugustin el Julien d ’ Eclane, ın Etudes carmelitaines, (1952) 298

78) C. Epistula ad Romanos, irg CL 58, 397
79) ° Deus igıtur marıs cCreatior feminae, convenıentia generation1ıbus membra

formavıt. Ita g1gn1 COTDOTId de corporıbus ordınavıt, QUOTUM amen efhcıentiae
potentia operation1s intervenıt, INNEC quod est admınıstrans vırtute, QJUa condıdıt ]
igıtur NO 181 DCI fetus, 1918}  —_ 181 DCI COTDUS NO 181 DCI Deum COTDUS. quı1s
ambıgat fecundıtatem DDeo iure reputarı ?”; Turbantium, irg 28, CC 88, p. 347; A T
CIO qu! dicıs: ‘Eos quı de parentıbus qualiıbuscumque nascantur NO NCSAMLUS adhuc
CSSC Su dıabolo, 181 renascantur ın Christo De NuptiLS el concupiscentia F l ostende
CTgO uUuncC quıd SUUIN dıiabolus COgnOscat in sex1bus, DCI quod ructum 9 ut dıcı1s,
iure possideat. Diıiversitatem? sed aeC ın corporıbus est QJUaAC Deus eCcC1 commıxtione?
sed NO MINUS benediction1ıs Q Uanı instituti1on1s privilegio vindıcatur : VOX Nnım De1n est

‘Relınquet OMO patrem ei matrem et adhaerebıt UuXOTI ei erun duo In una (Gen Z
24), VO  > De!1 est, “C'rescrıite ei multiplıcamını ei replete terram'. (Gen k} 28) An forte 1psam
fecundıtatem? sed 1psa est instıtutl Aausa CON1Ug1 ; irg 29, OCGE: 88, 348

80) See Florum I 124 45, col
81) (M. Florum 1 K AA 19, 45, col 141 1- V 9, 45, col 438
82) “Ysta commı1ıxtıo CUu calore,( voluptate, CUu semiıne, [IDeo facta

ei DTO SUO modo laudabılıs approbatur ; Turbantium, irg 41, GE 88, 350; ‘*““Merıto
igıtur cocupiscentiae Or1go definıtur in ıgne vitalı, qQUO cCollecto NECCCSSC est ut el
reputetur concupiscentia carnalıs, PCI qQUCHN constitıt ıta carnalıs. Hulus ıtaque
appetıtus NO ın SCHNCIC SUO, 110  —_ in specıe, NO  — in modo culpa estL, sed in CXCCSSu quıia



18 Lamberigts

Was always coupled wıth concupiscentia®*). Concupiscentia Was '4 -

SUF V instrument for the virılitas propagationis®*). Moreover. the
of the Concupiscentia in anımals 4S ell d ıIn human beings WAas Droo of
the fact that thıs CONCUPILSCENTIA Was nOtL malum. God., who had also
created anımals, had constituted them that they regularly WeTC

excıted by thıs naturalis voluptas sexual intercourse®>). Of COUTSC,
there 1$ dıfference between human beings and anımals QUd forma but
the body of both Was created Out of the SdI1lle materies®®). SOo, from the
mMmOomMmMment that ONC aCcepts that anımals ATC work and that human
bodies aTIec Oorme: from the Samne materıal, the conclusıon 1S evıident:
..  ıbıdınem ut PCCOTUM, istam hominum fecıt Deus/?/). Concupiscentia
elonge the bodıly nature, it Was naturalis®®).

According to Julıan and here he completely dısagreed wıth
Augustine the CONCuPLSCENTIA d natural quality of human nature
Was innocent. Otherwise ONC WOU be eriıticızıng creatıng act1-
vity SInCce He Hımself Was ““responsıble” for thıs sexual desıre®?).

1US ei specl1es ad Condıtoris OPCIaM pertinent, modus 1US ad arbıtrıum honestatıs,
ad viti1um voluntatıs”; irg 45, GGE 88, 331 SCC Iso Florum 1L, 39, E,

85, L, 191; 1L, 182, SEL 85, } p.481; [ 67, 45, col IO V, ö 45, col 435
On thıs point, SCC Iso ABEL, Le Praedestinatus el le pelagianisme, In T1AM 35 (1968)

and LANGA, San Agustin el de la teologia matrimonial, Toledo, 1984,
254

83) TIo indıcate sexual desıre, Julıan n the words: Concupiscent1a: C
I urbantium, irg 38, A 88, p. 350; irg CL 58, 350; irg 44, CO 88, 358 irg
45, CI 88, 330ı irg 62, CO 88, 356; irg 63, CC 88, 356; irg 144a-b, CL 88,

370; Florum 11, 32; CSBL: 89, I 185; I 38, 45, col w  9 voluptas:
Turbantium, irg 36, CL 88, 349; irg 41, GCGEL. 58, 350; irg 48, CCH 88, 351:

irg L2B% CD 88, 367; irg 144b, E/W'E 88, 37/0; irg 224, GGE 88, p. 382; lihbido:
Turbantium, irg 417, CC 88, 351 irg KZ: C E 88, 367° irg 128, CC 88, 368

Julıan oes noOoTl dıstıngu1ls. between actıvıty and passıvıty, desıre and experlence.
84) “ quamVIs 1am PDIO concupiscentlia vel voluptate Carnıs, et1am lıbıdo

dıcıtur, QUaC sex1bus ob virılıtatem propagatıon1s inserta est, prımo llo Opusculo eatenus
dısputaverım, ut docerem ıllam nıhıl alıud CSSC quam Nal de instrumentis COrporIs
ratıonabılıbus ei iırratıiıonabılıbus ndıtam ad De1l OPCITamM pertinentem, quı Car nNeMN

nostram in sensıbus affecısset Florum IL, 167, SEL 85, 1, p.47/0; SCC Iso 1I11,
212 SEL 8I, k 504

85) ( Florum 1 38, 45, col 358
86) “ nım imagınem De1 mentis ratıone SUSCePIMUS: ıta cCommuUnıonem pecudum

carnıs aflınıtate sentimus; CUI1US 1cCe© sıt forma dıversa, est amen de materıa elementorum
una substantıa...”; Florum 1 39, 45, col 359

87) Florum I 41, 45, col 1360; SCC also 1L, WE SEL 83, F 253
88) See Turbantium, irg 63, NS 88, 356; frg 130, GL 88, 368; Florum

1L, 209, A 85, L P d02: 1 6/, 45, col LD 5) 45, col 435
89) “ Fec1 CISO COrDOTA Deus, dıstinxıt SCXUUI Deus, eCcC1ı membra

genıtalıa Deus, indıdıt affectum JUO <1 bı aeC COTDOTA miıscerentur Deus, dedıt et1am VIm
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ıthın the lımıts of marrıage, cConcupiscentia 1S used in decent WdY,
namely, for procreation and in that CAaSC, Freatus must be excluded?°)
Moreover, ıIn Juhan’s hıerarchical VIEW of human beings, the gıift of
rationalıty (cf. IMAZO Dei) nabled humans control and gOVEIN the
bödy”"): Thıs mplıed that Concupiscentia, eing ONC of the instrumenta
mediocria of the body-®); COUuU also be held under control|l precıisely
because ıt Was aspect of the inferi10r part of the human eing (KE the
OodYy Julıian Was convınced that God required the homo rationabilis
moderate the concupiscent1a, uUsc it CU| honestate and ın full respect
toward thıs concupiscentia?°).

On thıs point, Julıan, convınced that elements such ASs sexual
dıfference. sexual intercourse, and fertilıty ASs result of thıs intercourse
WeTC wanted and planned by God, reproached Augustine for nOot eing
able g1ve ONC g00d argumen for the existence of orıginal evıl In
ren If marrıage 15 200d, ıf ıts firut 4S the work of (G0d cannot be

semınum Deus, operaltur ın secret1is naturae de materıa semınum Deus  n Florum I
40, 45, col 360

90) See Turbantium, irg 44-48, Gc 88 351 In irg 44-45, Julıan refers the
ıdea of 1@NLS vitalis: hıs O1C idea, SCC POHLENZ, Die St0a Geschichte einer
geistigen ewegung, Göttingen, 1948, D: &411: 215-216; SPANNEUT. Permanence du
StOoicisme. De FPenon Malraux, Gembloux, 1973, DUST 108; BRUCKNER, Julian VON

Eclanum, RA
91) *“ Homınem sufhcere ingenit1s sıbı motıibus are leges’ ; Turbantium, irg 233

CL“ 88 383% SCC ISO irg 116, CC 88, 366; cf. Iso BRUCKNER, Juliafi von Eclanum.,
136 On thıs point, ere 15 dıfference between Julıan and Pelagıus, fOor whom

concupiscentia has negatıve connotatıon: “ Duo NamMyUucC sunt omnıbus vitla, qUuUaC
maxıme homiınes decıpıunt SUul voluptate, gula scıilıcet lıbıdo, qQqua«C deponere
dıfhcılıus est, qUO e1s utı dulcıus est; ei amen aeCcC vıtıa tam molesta, tamque delectatione
SUl periculosa, ıta multıs calcarı vidımus, ut tota aetate virgines permanserınt In
abstinentia Ut de ıllıs taceam, quac post delıcıarum longum fluxum, ei inveteratum SUuM

lıbıdınıs, castıtatı temperantıae ederınt; ef utrumque vit1um, contrarıa sSıbı vırtute
mutaverıint”; Epistula ad Demetriadem 18, 30, col On thıs dıfference, SCC Iso

KLASEN, Die innere Entwicklung des Pelagianismus. Beitrag ZUr Dogmengeschichte,
Freiburg 1mM Breisgau, 1882, 95{. However, accordıng Pelagıus, concupiscentia has
not the character of cCoerclon: ‘“Notandum quod OMO membra SUa CUul velı partı
exhıbeat PCI arbıtri lıbertatem ; Expositio In OMANOS VI, L ed SOUTER, 516 S Iso
VI, 19, ed SOUTER, 93° VII, 22125 ed SOUTER, p. 59-60; De nalura in Augustine, De
nalura gratia 63, SEL 60, p. 279-280

See Iso de Plınval, Pelage, 150-152
92) “Item deorsum de ıbıdıne loquens, sıne qua conıugum 10  — potest ESSC COMM11X-

t10, quam NOS naturalem ei ad De1l OPCTAM pertinentem NO  — uL MagNnum alıquod bonum,
sed ut SCIH1ISUTNMN OT UumMm, QqUaC sunt Deo acta, defendımus X  s Florum I1L, 142
SEL 89, 5 p. 447; cf. Iso V, 45, col 449

93) See C. Turbantium, irg 47; NI 8 88, p 358 irg Y4, AD 58 p. 363;
Florum [ 41, 45, col 360
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bad, orn d it 1S by g0o0d AaBCNCY out of g00d, where then should
orıgınal eviıl, ıf it has been destroyed Dy INanYy premises, be sıtua-
d TI he crucıa]l question Was precısely how O reconcıle posıtıve
attıtude toward marrıage and all the elements realızıng hat odıly
marrıage wıth the existence of the malum originale.
i COUTSC, Julıan knew that Augustine interpreted the of

cConcupiscentia CAFNLS 4S sıgn of the exıstence of orıgınal Sın??) but
Julıan dıd not accept such explanatıon. According {O hım, God Was

notLt only the creaftfor of the CUYro but also of the SECHSUS CAFNLS 1C
the COonNcupiScentia belongs?®).

Moreover, presumıng that intercourse DASSCS oWn orıgına SIN,
Augustıine must reproach parents for (spirıtua infantıicıde? ’). Worse
than that, parents, havıng intercourse, do not DOSSCSS an Yy gul hıl-
dren, the fruıt of that intercourse, WEeIC orn wıth ul Parents,
employıng Concupiscentia, ATIC sınless, ıle children, work, AdICcC

SHuty??).
Moreover, Augustine recognızed that intercourse, ın VIEW of PDTIO-

ecreation, Was sinless*22): If that Was irue, the result of intercourse (Le
chıldren) must also be wıthout Anı yi If OTIC ere that
the intention of marrıed parents 15 g00d, then the result must a1sO be
g00d Otherwiıse, Augustine Must admıt that (G0d dıd noTt instıtute

94) i conı1ugum bonum, S1 OMO Tructus CON1UZN bonus, 61 hıc ructus ODUS Del
malus SSC 910)8! potest, qu!ı DCI bonum ONO nascıtur. ubı igıtur orıgınale malum, quod
tof prae1udic1s interemptum est? T urbantium, irg 64, GE 8& 357 SCC Iso irg
68, 6C 88, 3976 Florum I 68, 45, col

95) On Augustine’s posıtıon durıng the CONLrOVeETrSY ıth Julıan, SC L AMBERIGTS, De
polemiek USsSeNHn Julianus Van Aeclanum Augustinus VaN 1DDPO I1 ® 11, 11

96) ““ Necesse esse ad eumdem spectare auctorem SCHNSUM Carnıs, ad q uCcm et1am
Carnıs natura respiceret ; Florum 1 69, 45, col 379

97) parentes COMDATaNs parrıcıdıs, In e1s SSC CAaUSamMl ut filır CUu
damnatıone nascantur’' : Turbantium, irg 202, CCE 88, 379

98) OCnr autem de malo quod el adıacet inest membrıs elus [CUS NO  —_ sıt
fidelıs, el malo amen quı nascıtur reatum trahat Turbantium, irg 212 CCL
88 380

99) '"Munus dıcıt Augustine) DIOTUM, existentiam filıorum sed hOocC constıtult sub
dıabolo, quod Deum are confirmat, ıd est nlı0s Lıbidinem autem qUaC est ın pudenda
commıiıxtione membrorum., dıiabolicam al, ( Uamn in parentıibus CSSC 11O1 abnuılt, q UOS
amen absolvıt culpa; quod guni(, Inquıt, parentes dıabolicam est, sed rel 1NON

sunt’': Florum R 45, col 1437:; SCC Iso Turbantium, irg 81, CLE 88, 361;
Florum IL, %, SEL 85, < 184-185; 11, 5 SEL 85, R 1806; 1 95, 45, 394

100) See De nuptiLs el cConcupiscentia 2 13, SEL 42, D. 226, quoted In Turban-
L1UumM, irg 222, CC 88, 378

101) T urbantium, irg 2 C 88, 382
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marrıage SINCEe marrıage WOUuU be SCCI] A$S sıtuatiıon ın 1C orıgınal
SIN WAas passed down?*®*).

Julian dıd nOoTt accept Augustine’s dıstıncetion between bonum CONU-

hii and malum concupiscent1iae. atfever Was z00d must chare 1fs praise
wıth that wıthout 16 ıt cannot Ex1st"9?): Sınce cConcupiscentia Was

NECCCSSaAT Y for procreatıon, the ONC who wanted defend the goodness
of nuptiae corporales must recogniıze hat it Was not deficıency but
natural (070] On the‚ Augustine’s qualification of ÜU-

piscentia d diabolica condemned mäfrriage*??): In suc_:h VIEW, ONe

must admıt that the evil, the concupiscentiae, nabled DTOCTCA-
(16M* *9) and thus, in certaın WdY, instıtuted bodıly marrıages.

Of COUTSC, Julıan knew hat In Augustine’s VIEW the VLS voluptatis
dıd not form the semina**”) but CVECN In that CAaASC, Augustine’s eXpose
Was incoherent. How COU Augustine explaın that C  fen! gıft,
created out of SeEMINA, WeIC orn sub ure diaboli?*‘9®) ven ıf the eVvV1
had orıginated cConcupiscentia, thıs COoNcCupiscent1a COUuU not ave an Y
evı] iınfÄuence the SeEmMINA, IC Was work!*!9?)

102) C Florum 39 Z SEL 85, L, 181:; IL, 28, SEL 8I, . 182 11l 3
SEL 8I, 1, 191

103) “Fler] NO  — quod bonum est NO  . habeat CUu laudem
sıne quO 6ESSC 11ON DO  9 Turbantium, irg 190, CL 8 378

104) Julian iıdentifies CONCUPISCENTLA naturalis ıth Concupiscentia carnalis:;: SC Ad
Florum W: 8 45, col 56

105) ‘“ Diıicunt et1am motium genıtalıum el cCommıxtionem conı1ugum dıabolo
fulsse repertam, eft propiterea COS quı nascuntfiur innocentes [COS N ei dıabolo fer1. 110

Deo, quılia de hac diabolica commıiıxtione NAsSCURTUT 3: Epistula ad Romanos., irg
DEr 88, 397

106) ‚ZO Augustine) nım COS (sıcut calumnıarıs) ASSC pebulium
dıabaolı necC) dıabolo con1ı1ugla ulla transcr1bo, Cu geniıtalıum COMMENTLOT
artıfıcem. ne| excıtatorem VITOTUM nec) fecundatorem muherum necC condıtorem
AdS5SCTO parvulorum ; Turbantium, irg 257, G 8Ö, 3806; SCC Iso T urbantium.,
irg, 2 ( C 88, 349; frg 36, CC 88, p. 349; irg 80, CETL; 88 361:; irg 115 CT 8

366; irg 262, GGE 58, 386; Florum 7 62, ST 89, $ 58: E 65, AL 85 1,
D. 63; 11, 228, SEL 89, b p. 329

107) See De NUpTILS el concupiscentia 1L, 26, A 8I, n p. 2/78-279, quoted iın
Florum V, 53 45, col 440

108) (. Florum f} 45, col 437
109) “Semına CISO Deo erl confitetur, ın quıbus CSSC dıcıt dıiabolicum malum:

19(8)  - erubescıt credere Deo erl malum., quod ınnocentı:bus ımputetur. Liıbıdo nıhıl
attınet, Inquıt, ad semina, quıia facta est dıabolo : U1C autem lıbıdını servıunt CON1UgeS;:
semına autem ef parvulos de semıminıbus facıt Deus. Sed NC rel sunt, Inquıit, iek punıuntur
ntes, quı OPDUS dıabaolı: sceler1 autem supplıc1us destinantur parvulı, QUOS
condıdıt Deus; ımpunıtumque est quod eC1 1abolus ıd est lıbıdo: DCI quod docetur
bona, JUaC NEC supplicıum eretur sed ACCUSAaf{ur damnaturque quod facıt Deus: DCI
quod docetur SSC scelestum, quıppe quod supplıcı0, NEC auctorIıs SUN potest pudore
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Fınally, Julıan dıd nOoTt admıt that cConcupiscentia Was the result of
am s SIN S1INCEe Concupiscentia (ın Ifs TOQ2 sense) caused SIn“ Yı
Next, the WaY of procreation Was not changed because of the rst
$n God ordered oah procreate wıth the SAamne words hat he
spoke am hıs 1S unıntellıgıble ıf the voluptas Was ruly
diabolica***). Further, it 1S nonsensıcal SUuPDOSC hat Concupiscentia
WOUu be peccati. ven 4S punıshment, thıs CONCupLSCENT1A,
ODUS pudendum, Was work**+*). Moreover, ASs ıllecebra el fomes
peccatı, thıs punıshment stimulated SIN punıshment increased
Sa Here ONCEC agaın, Juhan reacted precısely because he coul nOoTt
reconcıle hıs VIEW of God wıth Augustine’s posıtıon.

The dıferent that Juhan’s reactiıon agaınst the doetrine
of orıgınal SIN Was deeply infÄuenced Dy hıs convıctıon that g00d God
had created go0od realıty. Juhan Was probably the MOST convınced
eiender of CoONCupiSCeENt1A CAFNIS wıthın marrıage' 16) but ONC must nOT

forget that hıs defense had theologıca basıs. Was inner
CO  NCC of hıs belıef ın the goodness of created realıty. Moreover.
Julhan Wds$s hocked Dy the dea that sexualıty, belongıng paren({s,
caused gul In ren, precisely because the soul, in his creationıIıstic
VIEW, wed nothıing (8) the SEeMINA althoug the creatiıon of the body Was

also work.

defendi:; credaturque hOocC dıvıinıtas facere. quod NECC extirema possıt sustıinere captıvıtas ”
Florum V, 12-13, 45, col 1447)

110) C: Turbantium, irg IB (L 88. p. 369; irg -14 GL 88 370-371
Florum VI,; 25-26, 45, col i

111) ““Nec hOcC, quod iıntellexıt apostolus NECC lıa PDTOTFSUS In paradıso funt
condıcı10 cCommı1ıxtion1s quUam qualıs Ul1lC In CONIUZNS agıtur, UJUaC instıtuta [Deus tam
1pSorum condıtione SCXUUI el qualıitate membrorum quam frequentata benedictione
perdocuıt”; Florum /0, SE 8I, ® T cf. Iso Turbantium, irg 140 C C: 8
p. 370; irg OL C 88, 374:; Florum %. S, 45, col 438

112) “(Quı1 est CTZO quod ıste adıungıt eft dıcıt de Noe Mlııs e1us, quo simılıter
benedictiIı sınt ut dam ei Fva dicente Deo, “Crescıte ei multipliıcamını ei replete terram ei
domınamın!ı! e1us’ (Gen 9,1) Non nım dubıiıtatur de hac ad Noe ei Milıos e1us

commıxtione dıctum., CU1US 1am SUS inoleverat, “C’rescıte ei multıpliıcamın!ı ei
replete terram' (Gen Turbantium, irg 36, CCRH 88, 349-350

113) See Turbantium, irg 38 ff., & 6# 88 p. 350; Florum N: 45, col
439

114) See Florum 1 31-32, 45, col 354
115) Cr Turbantium, irg 165-166, GÜr 88, 374-375; irg 168, GE 88, 579

irg 173 CET. 88, 375-376
116) See (0) others, WILLIAMS, The Ideas of the ‘'all and of Original SIn

Historical and Critical Study, London, 1927, p. 343; JC GUY, FT. REFOULE, Chretiens
des premiers (Chretiens de [OUS les 12 Parıs, 1965,
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However, the question ar1ses whether such VIEW coul be 1N-
C1Ile wıth the negatıve connotatıon of CONCUPISCENTIA ın Scripture OT
wıth the depreclation of CONCUPILSCENTIA iın the fourth and fifth u-
nes**1) but, the other hand, ONe must recogniıze that Julıan PTO-
a Was ng when reacting agaınst Augustine’s VIEW concerning the
transmıssıon of orıginal SIN On thıs pomnt, wıth olıgnac,
when he wriıtes: En partıculıer, O]  —_ PE Augustine) explicatiıon de la
transmıssıon du peche d’Adam Dar la CONcupIscencCe sexuelle sembIle
inacceptable, ei la ormule "user 1en d’un ma[l’ DOUT Justifier l’acte
conjJuga est DOUT le mo1ns malheureuse. Julıen clane n avaıt Das LOTT
de le contredıre SUurT D DOMtS 72):

Of COUTSC, whıle emphasızıng the important role In Julian’s theo-
logy of (G0d 4S g00d Crea{iOTr of human beings, do nOoTt forget
crucı1a] point of the discussıon between Julian and Augustine. Dıd
am s SIN harm umanıty OT not? On thıs pomt, ONC must recogniıze
that accordıng Julıan, the SIN of dam dıd nOTL such dısaster
AS 1t dıd iın Augustine’s VIEW. Moreover, Julian longer ollowe the
tradıtıional VIEW ın 178 the SIN of dam Was consıdered 4S the
of ea sufferings, CONCUPISCENCE, and örn } In Juhan’s CYCS,
they WEeIC nOoT punıshments for the SIN of dam but they elonge
OUT natural constitution. In other words, they dıd NnOTL DOSSCSS
theologıcal connotatıon of punıshment. One must CVCN admıt that
Julian’s AdNSWeT the fundamental problem of suffering and ea Was

VETY sımple and insufhcient ASs Aase‘ hıstorıical readıng of GeneSsIis.
How 1S it conce1vable that g00d G0od creates human beings In such
WadY that they dIC unhappy precıisely because of theır suffering and

117) NSee BÜCHSEL, art Erni0vuia, In Theologisches Wörterbuch ZAUM Neuen
I estament IIL, Stuttgart, 967(2), 167-173; SCHMITT, Le marıage chretien dans l’euvre
de saınt ugustin. U/ne theologie baptismale de la VIE conjugale (Etudes augustinıennes),
Parıs, 1983, 129-136; MACKIN, What 15 Marriage? Marriage IN he C'atholic Church,
New York-Ransey, 1982,

118) Art Pelage el pelagianisme, In Dictionnaire de Spiritualite 12, E Parıs, 986
col 2935

119) See GROSS, Entstehungsgeschichte des Erbsündendogmas Von der Bibel HLSs
Augustinus (Geschichte des Erbsündendogmas. Ein Beitrag ur Geschichte des Problems VOM
Ursprung des Übels Munchen-Basel, 1960, 5312 “"Wıe ımmer INan dieses psycholo-
gische Rätsel lösen INag, in einem Punkte wenıgstens hat Augustinus ach seiıner
Bekehring seıne Meınung nıe geändert und sıch mıt vollem ec dıe Pelagıaner auf
dıe Veberlieferung berufen: hat 1Im ode und In dıe Sudhaftigkeit der geschichtli-
hen Menschheıit Straffolgen der Ursunde gesehen. Dıie Leugnung dıeser Grosskırchlichen
JTradıtion uUurc dıe Pelagıaner durtfte eiıne der Hauptursachen iıhres Miısserfolgs SCWECSCHse1in”.
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death? How reconcıle human suflering wıth omnıpotence?
How explaın intellectual; mental deficıencıies wıthın creationiıst
view? Further. must also recognıze that Augustine durıng the
pelagıan CONLTrOVerSY first of all reacted agaınst INIMICL gratiae. Accord-
ıng Augustine, the pelagıans endangered the crucıa|l posıtıon of
Christ. the mediator. They dıd noTlt alk about the necessIity of aıly
DTaVEerS, first of q ]] the Lord’s DIayCr They underestimated the unda-
mental sinfulness of human eing, CVEN f he Was aptızed. In
certaın WAaY, they eiende the mer1ıtori10usness of ete Aı

However, AS have SCCI, ONC INAaY notL neglect that a 180 Juhan’s
reactıon Was inspıred Dy incere cCOonvıction. Hıs belıef in g00d
creator stimulated hım agaınst Augustine’s doctrine of orıgınal
SIN

ATHUS LAMBERIGTS

120) See LAMBERIGTS, De polemiek [USSeN Julianus VUN Aeclanum Augustinus VA.:  >

1DDO24  M. Lamberigts  death? How to reconcile human suffering with God’s omnipotence?  How to explain intellectual, mental deficiencies within a creationist  view? Further, we must also recognize that Augustine during the  pelagian controversy first of all reacted against inimici gratiae. Accord-  ing to Augustine, the pelagians endangered the crucial position of  Christ, the mediator. They did not talk about the necessity of daily  prayers, first of all the Lord’s prayer. They underestimated the funda-  mental sinfulness of every human being, even if he was baptized. In a  certain way, they defended the meritoriousness of grace etc.!?°).  However, as we have seen, one may not neglect that also Julian’s  reaction was inspired by a sincere conviction. His belief in a good  c_reator stimulated him to react against Augustine’s doctrine of original  sın  MATHUS LAMBERIGTS  120) See LAMBERIGTS, De polemiek tussen Julianus van Aeclanum en Augustinus van  Hippo ..., I, I, p. 268-383; IL, IL, p. 287-427.IL, 1, p. 268-383; 1, I1, TTT


