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In end 1S IN Yy beginning’: that 1S the overwhelmıing impression
ONC 1S apt ring AWdY from re-readıng of the CONLrOVerSY between
Augustine and Julıan of Eclanum The crucı1al atters al stake had long
dgO een ettled for Augustine. The er of the debate ıtself had
crystallısed ASs early d hIis Confessions. 1S thıs antıcıpatıon of the en

the debate ıth Julıan ın the beginning the Confessions hat
thıs explores”.

Much of Augustine’s later intellectu and spiırıtual CaTrcelT 1S
present ın SCIMM In the Confessions. The work 1S HNC  S beginnıng for
hım; the 300s WEIC dıfhcult and frustratiıng per10d’ for Augustine,
‘when ONC lıterary proJect after another fell PIECES ın hıs an AS d

kınd of desperate wrıters’ loc ettled hım * What frees hıs pen:,
O’Donne concluded,

for the prolıfic Car 6G6l and the masterworks knOow Was the
wrıting of the Confessions iıtself he diıscovered how make
‘confession’ In hıs specıal COTMNC ıfe through hıs wrıting.
Thıs work lıberates hım after the Confessions begıns the Orrent of
hıs works, includıng sıgnıfıcantly) ser1es of works r_

beginnıng and then completing triıumphantly that had
SONC nothıng ın the before the Confessions.

The orıgınal version of thıs Was gıven Mead-Swiıng ] ecture In Oberlın
College, Ohı0o, in October 987 | wısh record thanks the College and the
organısers of the lectures.

TI he quotatıiıon 1S from W O’Donnell’s forthcoming cCommentary the
Confessions (Typescript 24) He WTOLle in that per10d hIs WOTS Dook, de utilitate
credendi, unconvincıng, insıncere, poorly organızed and managed complete only
hIs commentarıes the Sermon the oun and Galatıans [whıle throwing N1IS
hands the thought of g1ving Romans sımılar treatment| ; and ote that enl
ıtt Imp 393/4) went astray, be revived and redone dıfferently and better after on{f(. ın
Gn Iitte:: C IDon (a systematıc refutatıon barely egun and not SUrV1VINg) ea
nowhere, untıl the dıv Simp. put hım the rıght track ea dırectly conf.,
and beyond onf. both trın (see below) and the antı-Pelagıan CONLTOVEerTSY. The C
fund undertook in 396 refute central Manıchee text after another faılure, the idea
lay dormant, untıl the massıve aus of 399 finıshed the Job Fınally, doct chr. iıtself
Was hıgh and Ser10us attempt deal ıth the problems of preachıing; unftinıshed (untıl
427), ıts task Was performed much INOTEC humbly by the cal. TUl of 399-400° The second
quotatıion In the texi 1S from e
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TIhe wrıting of the Confessions nOTL only lıberated Augustine; it also
pointed the WaY orward 1S nOL IM Y intention NO tO ook for
hıdden. @8 CVENn agenda in that work for the sequel of h1s
lıterary CaTrcecT That COU be done, and the key the puzzle of the ast
three 00 of the Confessions especılally has, rıghtly, een sought ın

considering_them A part of such agenda. But wısh neıther solve
the puzzle, 1910)8 catalogue the ıtems the agenda. Rather.
take yel another ook al the book A4ASs intersection between
Augustine’s pasti and hıs future. want {O focus hıs understandıng of
hıs OW self in the rst place, and, ın the second, the implıcatiıons of
that self-understandıng for hıs hought eing human. -AN1S; A an y
reader of the Confessions KNOWS, 1S of CONISE hıghly artıficıal
distincetion. Augustine’s extraordınary gen1us for unıversalısıng hıs
experience made anı y reflection hıs OW self reflection eing
human. In the Confessions, 4A5 O’Donne Sa YyS Augustine has ‘devısed

ıdıom by 1C it 18 possıble DTIaYy ın lıterary medıiıum.'. And noTt

only pray, for ıIn unıversalısıng hıs experlence, Augustine draws the
reader of hıs book NnNOT only nto h1Is OW Praycr and confession, but
also nto hıs reflection. 1S, in aula Fredriksen’s words*), theology ın

He  S key In 1Cc Augustine 18 ‘usıng hıs OW pastl experlences d

privileged evidence for hıs 191%  S theologıca proposıtions’.
On previous OCCasıon suggested that Augustine’s rea: ıth

Manıcheısm Was the MOST profoun of the ser1es of upheavals hat
punctLuate hıs spirıtual lıfe*) That had taken place OVCI per10d of
time; and when Augustine embarke: the wrıting of the Confessions,
the final Trea ıth the seCcCTt lay INOTE than ten behind hım The
crucı1al months WeTC those weeks that ollowe Augustine’s hearıng
Ambrose’s Lenten ermMOonNnNs ın 386 1S from those he had learnt
apprecılate the 2a1g MNaw of Manıchean teachıing: the CaS Y WdYy ıt offered
of resolving the problem of evıl NO seemed LOO CasSV, for it dıd AWdY
ıth personal moral responsı1bılıty :a ST1 held the VIEW’, Augustine
WT'! in the Confessions?),

Augustine A 739 Boston, Ma., 83
‘Beyond the body/soul dıchotomy: Augustine Paul agaınst the Manıchees and

the Pelagıans’, ech Aug 23 (1988) K 1 14, 109
Conversion and disenchantment In Augustine s spiritual development (The

Augustine Lecture., 984 Vıllanova
Conf. g cf. VIL AL 111 K  \O 2 E} On 1ts

background ın Ambrose’s preachıng, Pıerre COURCELLE, Recherches SUur les Confessions de
saıiınt ugustlin, (Parıs, 100
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that it Was noTt that siınned, but SOTINC other nature sınnıng ın usCONFESSIONS AND JULIAN OF ECLANUM  915  that it was not we that sinned, but some other nature sinning in us  ... I very much preferred to excuse myself and accuse some other  thing that was in me but was not I ... But in truth, I was one  whole: it was my impiety that divided me against myself.  This discovery, I shall suggest, is the thick knot in which were tied  together the threads from which, when disentangled, would be woven  of a great part of Augustine’s later thought. From here on, the idea of  the unity of the self divided only by tensions within it runs like a  guiding thread through the work, and gives Augustine the language and  the imagery for describing the torment of his own inner conflicts,  especially at the climax of hesitation preceding his final conversion.  What Augustine had come, finally, to reject was the Manichean  explanation of evil. He could no longer see human life in terms of a  conflict of two natures fought out on the stage of the human  personality. He had come to see himself not as the victim of forces alien  to his true self, but as a free agent accountable for his actions. I will not  dwell here on the consequent enlargement of Augustine’s conception of  his own self-hood, a conception which he came to explore and to depict  with unrivalled force in the Confessions. The self had to embrace the  vast areas of darkness for which the Manichean conception had no  room. Augustine had come to terms with the layers of shadow  impenetrable to the sharp beam of consciousness. Book X of the  Confessions contains his exploration of the new depth of the self that  his discarding of the narrow Manichean concept now allowed him to  acknowledge. He had come to accept himself — and that, of course  means, by implication, the human personality universally — as ultimately  problematic: ‘I have become a question to myself” (X. 33. 40).  The conflicts previously projected outside the self were now  internalised. Let us pause for a moment to dwell on this: for it brings  us to the heart Augustine’s concept of man, of freedom, and also —  this is what needs stressing — of the problems that would haunt him  for the rest of his life. What had brought him to internalise the tensions  in the self had been the dawning conviction that the self was a  responsible agent, not a passive resultant of external forces. And, as we  shall see, it is just this conclusion that was to lead to his being charged  with denying human freedom. It would hardly be an exaggeration to  say that the greater part of Augustine’s intellectual energies were  henceforth to be poured into grappling with the problems raised for  him by his new understanding of the self.  It was not, as we all know, entirely new. In 396 Augustine hadVEIY much preferred LO AI myself and dCCUSC SOTIIC other
thıng that Wäas ın but Was nOoTtCONFESSIONS AND JULIAN OF ECLANUM  915  that it was not we that sinned, but some other nature sinning in us  ... I very much preferred to excuse myself and accuse some other  thing that was in me but was not I ... But in truth, I was one  whole: it was my impiety that divided me against myself.  This discovery, I shall suggest, is the thick knot in which were tied  together the threads from which, when disentangled, would be woven  of a great part of Augustine’s later thought. From here on, the idea of  the unity of the self divided only by tensions within it runs like a  guiding thread through the work, and gives Augustine the language and  the imagery for describing the torment of his own inner conflicts,  especially at the climax of hesitation preceding his final conversion.  What Augustine had come, finally, to reject was the Manichean  explanation of evil. He could no longer see human life in terms of a  conflict of two natures fought out on the stage of the human  personality. He had come to see himself not as the victim of forces alien  to his true self, but as a free agent accountable for his actions. I will not  dwell here on the consequent enlargement of Augustine’s conception of  his own self-hood, a conception which he came to explore and to depict  with unrivalled force in the Confessions. The self had to embrace the  vast areas of darkness for which the Manichean conception had no  room. Augustine had come to terms with the layers of shadow  impenetrable to the sharp beam of consciousness. Book X of the  Confessions contains his exploration of the new depth of the self that  his discarding of the narrow Manichean concept now allowed him to  acknowledge. He had come to accept himself — and that, of course  means, by implication, the human personality universally — as ultimately  problematic: ‘I have become a question to myself” (X. 33. 40).  The conflicts previously projected outside the self were now  internalised. Let us pause for a moment to dwell on this: for it brings  us to the heart Augustine’s concept of man, of freedom, and also —  this is what needs stressing — of the problems that would haunt him  for the rest of his life. What had brought him to internalise the tensions  in the self had been the dawning conviction that the self was a  responsible agent, not a passive resultant of external forces. And, as we  shall see, it is just this conclusion that was to lead to his being charged  with denying human freedom. It would hardly be an exaggeration to  say that the greater part of Augustine’s intellectual energies were  henceforth to be poured into grappling with the problems raised for  him by his new understanding of the self.  It was not, as we all know, entirely new. In 396 Augustine hadRBut ıIn truth, Was ONC
whole it Was IM Y Iimpilety that dıvıded agaınst myself.

Thıs discovery, uggesti, 1S the 1C knot in 1C WeIC t1ed
ogether the hreads from 1cC when dısentangled, WOU be
of parti of Augustine’s later hought TOom ere 0) the dea of
the unıty of the self dıvided only Dy tensions wıthın it [UNS ıke
guldıng thread hrough the work, and g1ves Augustine the language and
the magery for describing the orment of hıs OW inner conflıcts,
especılally al the clımax of hesıitatıon preceding hıs final CONversion.

What Augustine had COMC, finally, {O reject Wads the Manıchean
explanatıon of evıl. He COu onger SCC human ıfe In of
conflıct of [WO natures fought Ouft the of the human
personalıty. He had COMIC SCC hımself nOoTt dS the victım of forces alıen

HIS irue self, but d free accountable for hıs actıons. 111 noTt
we here the Consequent enlargement of Augustine’s conception of
hıs OW self-hood, conception IC he Camne explore and depıct
ıth unrıvalled force ın the Confessions. TIhe self had embrace the
vast of darkness for 1C the Manıchean conception had
[OOIN Augustine had COMC {O TMmMS ıth the layers of cshadow
impenetrable the sharp eam of CONSCIOUSNESS. Book of the
Confessions contaıns hıs exploratıon of the Ne  S ep of the self that
hıs dıscardıng of the NaIrTOoOW Manıchean CONCEePL 10 lowed hım
acCcKnowledge. He had COMNNC accept hımself and that, of COUTSC

' Dy implıcatıon, the human personalıty unıversally AS ultımately
problematıc: M ave become question myself” 33 40)

The conflicts previously projected outsıde the self WCIC NO

internalısed. Let us for moment WwWe thıs for it brings
us the heart Augustine’s cOoNnNcept of Man, of freedom, and also
thıs 1S what needs stressing of the problems that WOUuU haunt hım
for the rest of hıs ıfe What had brought hım internalıse the tensions
in the self had een the dawnıng conviıction that the self Wäas

responsıble nOL passıve resultant of external forces. And, 4S

SCC, ıt 1S Just hıs conclusıon hat Was ead hıs eing charged
ıth denyıng human reedom would hardly be exaggeratıon LO
Sa Y that the greater part of Augustine’s intellectua energlies WeIC

henceforth be poured nto grappling wıth the problems raısed for
hım by hıs HE  < understandıng of the self.

Wdads noL, 4S all KNOW, entirely NCW In 396 Augustine had
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receıved the questions from Sıimplicıanus about the ng interpretation
of Saılınt Paul; and d SUCCESSION of important and dıstinguished
studıes ave taught uS, ıt Was Augustine’s re-readıng of Paul, especılally
the Letter the Romans, and hıs renewed mediıtatıiıon ıt that led LO
the shakıng of the foundatıons of hıs spırıtual ediNCcE The ‘wriıter’s
block’ ıth 1 egan, that had ettled Augustine In the
that precede the wrıting of the Confessions, 1S plaınly the result of the
uncertaıinty and disoriıentation brought Dy total change of
dırection and perspective. The Confessions 1$ NnOTL only Augustine’s
account of the Journey of hıs OW self-discovery: it 1S part, and arge
part, of hat Journey ıtself. Wrıting the book lıberated hım from thıs

of confusıon, and aunchne: hım hıs re-workıng of hıs
hought The re-discovery of Saılnt Paul In 3906 and the labour the
Confessions firom 307 401 ATC the crucı1a] time of the gestation not
much of NC  S ideas in Augustine’s mınd, d of ole perspective
wıthın IC hıs ideas had take theır place We ave learnt
apprecılate the sıgnıfıcance of thıs °Paulıne Conversiıon'’ ASs watershed
AdCTOSS Augustine’s mınd, but much work ST1 emaıns be one
how Augustine ebuuilt hIs intellectua unıverse ın the NC  S perspectıive.
1S clear, AT an Yy rate, that Paul Was both the of upheava ıIn
Augustine’s thought and the thread hat DaVC continulty it full
study of hat Paul tO Augustine 1S ST waıltıng be wriıtten.
Nothıng could g1ve us better clue tO hıis spırıtual and intellectua
development.

ote hat there 1S interval of about ten between
Augustine’s Trea wıth Manıcheism and hıs re-discovery of Saılnt Paul
The SLOTY of hıs final rejection of Manıchean determınısm re-told ın the
Confessions 1S lıttle later ST and ıt bears the imprint of hıs recent
discovery. It Was ın hıs aNSWeTS to Sımplicıanus hat he had COMeEe SG

inner conflict ın Paulıne terms;: OT, pDut INOTC precıisely, inner conflıct
had noTt previously pose er10us problem for hım The comparatıve
tranquıllıty of the PTOCCSS of Augustine’s CONversion AS it AaDPCAIS ıIn the
Cassıcıacum dıalogues CON{TIrasts sharply wıth the Oorment of the inner

TIhe most important: (CRANZ, "Ihe development of Augustine’s ideas
soclety before the ONnalıs controversy , HIR 47 (1954) 754316 Augustine :
collection of eritical CSAVS, ed. arkus (New York, 336-403): Paula
FREDRIKSEN andes), Augustine Romans (Texts and translatıon, 23 Early Chrıstian
lıterature ser1es Society of Bıblıcal Literature, Chiıco, (alt au and Augustine:
COonversion narratıves. orthodox tradıtions, and the retrospectiıve self”, PF (1986)
3-34: and ‘Beyond the body/soul dıchotomy' (cf. above,
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struggle ASs re-told in the Confessions. do not intend LO VEr thıs
yvel agaın. has een brought Out Dy SucCCesi0N of

scholars ’). 1S not hat Pau! 1S absent Irom Cassıcıacum ; but he fits
comfortably nto classıcally conce1ved WOT rationally ordered,
WOor 1n 1C human fulfilment Can be achlieved through the
intellectual and moral TESOUTCECS of properly educate human beings.
Since 396, however, a]] hat had changed. The ust of the flesh agaılnst
the spırıt and of the spırıt agalnst the fMesh WEIC NO al the Centire of
Augustine’s mınd, rmly placed there by Simplicianus, and there al the
Centire they WOIC remaın. In the Confessions thıs 15 the CoONnNiext ın
i the clımax of Augustine’s struggle 15 explıicıtly seit 11)

Paul had not, of COUTSC, een sStranger Augustine. Before thıs
time Augustine had been wrestling wıth the problem of reclaımıng Paul
from hıs Manıchean opponents. One of theır favourıte proof-texts Was

Corinthians K 5() es and (078] cCannoTt inheriıt the kıngdom of
God/’, and Augustine frequently had LO vindıcate agaınst theır attacks
the flesh and ıts tıtle the Kıngdom And NO Paul hımself
have sabotaged Augustine’s campaıgn reclaım hım from the
Manıchees, wıth hıs insistence the captıvıty of the fesh SIN, 1ts
conflict ıth the spırıt, the habılıty of ıts ust LO re and of MNan

reject the of lıberatiıon from ıts W OVCTI hım In hıs later
hıs elagıan opponents quıickly se1zed thıs insıstence the
sinfulness of the flesh Here Was Augustine’s cnN3ılles heel here, they
sald, he betrayed hımself d the Manıchee he had really ceased
be 1S important apprecıate the 1ITrONY of thıs charge. For inıtlally
Augustine had scCCH elagıus d ally In the fight agaıinst Manıchean
determinısm. As ate AS &15 he treated elagıus wıth respect. He
desceribed hım A INan ‘burning wıth ardent zea] agaınst people who
SCAGUSE the sınful human ıll Dy appealıng LO human nature’?).
'Excusıng the sinful ıll Dy appealıng human nature‘’ 1S exactly hat
Augustine had een omng untıl he learnt the truth from Ambrose
(Above, 952-3, TIhen Augustine had COINC acknowledge hımself
d ONC whole, °dıvıded agaınst myself only bDy IMY OW implety’; and

Best FREDRIKSEN., ‘Paul and Augustine’ (above, and Peter BROWN,
Augustine of 1DDO (London, chapters and

ofe! Dy H.-1I MARROU, "Le ogme de la resurrection des COI DS el la theologie
des valeurs humaınes selon l’enseıgnement de saınt Augustin’, ug (1966) 111-136

The Resurrection and saınt Augustine s theology of human values, Vıllanova,
De nalt el gral On Augustine’s inıtıal admıiıratıon for Pelagıus, changing into

disapproving TESCTVC, SCC De gest Pel. IN 47; De DECC Me:  < el rem 111
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NO especılally in the attack hım Dy Julıan of Eclanum, that
profession of the wholeness of self undıvıded by nature, torn apar
only by inner tensi10ns., Was turned nto symptom of Crypto-
Manıcheism. For profess undıvıded self, OTMNC IC 15 nOoTL the
resultant of conflicting forces external e pullıng it in dıfferent
dırecti1ons, 1S, of COUTSC, necessarıly, confess Inner conflıct. Augustine
Was paradoxıically exposed the charge of havıng remaıned
Manıchee by the passıonate STITESS he aıd the inescapable corollary
of HIS adıcal rejection of Manıcheıism. He Was LtOO ell $
especlally SINCEe hıs re-readıng of Paul, of the conflict between the law of
the members and the law of hıs mınd. In the debate wıth elagıus and
hıs followers it took central place In all the undreds of columns of
the CONLTOV  Y wıth Julıan, Romans s must be the scrıiptural texti
MmMOoOst often referred A } throw ıt ıIn YOUT face:. Augustine AaSSUTECS

Julıan (somewhat unnecessarıly) as often AS yYOUu 5Sd Y these thıngs’+*).
hıs Was the ast grea debate of Augustine’s E} sustaiıned OVeT

INOTC than the ten preceding hıs e TIhe OgI1C of thıs central
1SsSue ın the debate 1S VerYvY learly presented, and repeatedly, ın the
COUTSC of that depressing jalogue of the deaän the polemical wrıtings of
Juhan and Augustine agaınst each other Augustine asserted evıl
the penalty of am s SIN 1C dıd nOT reside ıIn an y indıvıdual’s
freely wılled aCt but held all 199158 under ıts SWAaVY ; Julhan and hıs
supporters assımılated thıs the Manıchean assertion of evıl
nature *+*). Augustine’s ANSWEeET Was dıstinguish +*):

The Manıchees assert evıl nature from which all evıl NOoWS;
whereas Catholıcs, 1C yOUu refuse be, assert nature created
g00d, but vitiated Dy SIN, ın eed of healıng by Chriıst
Wherefore Manıchees iın that evıl has be separated from
g0o0d In such WaY that the evıl be emoved outsıde; but W
though separate evıl irom g00d intellectually, do nOoTL belıeve
hat C 1S called evıl tO be an Y nature (substantiam). 1S be
removed from those who ATC lıberated from it nOTL In WaY such
that it ıll be outsıde them, but ıt 1$ be healed wıthın them 4S

LO be

What Augustine 1S always ongıng fOr, SinCce that mMOoMment In 386 1S OUr
healıng, nOot the separatıon of alıen nature + catch the echo of

10) Op ImMD
11) E,g References could be multıiplıed ad NAUSECUAUAM the poılnts made ere

and the ex{i notfes refraın.
12) 111
13) VI
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Augustine’s crucıal discovery retold In the Confessions: In truth Was
ONC whole (see above, 952-3, Ambrose’s preaching had led
Augustine that discovery ASs INan in hıs early thırties; NO
In the ast weeks of hıs lıfe. ıt 1S Ambrose’s authorıty he 1l always
recall to Julıan Ambrose retaıned the crucıal place in Augustine’s mınd
that he Came OCCUDY iın Lent, 386 TIo AdNSWeTr Julıan, he refreshed hıs
IMNMCMOTY Dy consulting NO Ost work of Ambrose’s that he had read
long ago 14) Irue, Augustine also often appeale LO others John
Chrysostom, Hılary, Gregory of yssa MmMOoOst en: and the Pelagıans,
LOO, lıked tO invoke Ambrose’s authorıty. The sıgnıfıcance of thıs choıice
of authoriıties has not, however, een properly appreclated, especılally
when taken together ıth sıgnıfıcant Om1ss1on: that of Jerome.

Thıs Was INOTEC than chance OmM1SS10N, and INOTEC than avoldıng
relıance authorıty he knew WOU be suspect hıis opponents. It
1S worth dwelling ıt for mMmoment On the INOTTOW of wrıting hıs
Confessions, in 401, Augustine had wriıtten paır of short treatıses, ONeC
devoted LO marrlage, the other virginıty. They precede Dy few

the upheava In hıs OW VIeEWS marrıage and sexualıty
1C ook shape In the COUTSC of hıs meditatıon the of dam
recorded ıIn that work, the ıteral ComMmentTtary enesıI1s. The
[WO lıttle treatises contaın hınts of the uncertaıntıies about SCX that
Augustine Was already he WOU eed SOrt Ou  — One 1ng,
however, 1S plaın they WEIC intended d attempt LO ndo the
damage he hought Jerome had one SOTINC ten before ıth hıs
attack Jovınıan’s VIEWS these atters They WEIC thınly veıled
repIYy Jerome and decıisıve rehabıliıtation of the g00d of marrıage
agaınst Jerome’s intemperate attack. TIo elagıus, there Was nNnOT much

chose between Jerome and the Manıchees: and ere Augustine COu
sympathıse wıth h1s elagıan opponents Hıs OW doctrine developed
along VCIY dıfferent lınes. } zUue., Augustine went payıng sometımes
almost ulsome complıments Jerome: but lookıng through them ONeC
1S struck LO notice hat Jerome’s VIeEWS SCX, marrıage and virginıty
AaTC always passed OVerT ıIn sılence that speaks LNOTC loudly han WOU
ave Augustine’s, ou inevıtably polıte words. At ONC pomt in

14) On Augustine’s Knowledge of Ambrose’s De SacCcramento regenerationis SIVe de
philosophia, N COURCELLE, Recherches (above, 174, For the {ragments and
discussion, SCC ADEC., aın Ambroise el la philosophie arls, 249-337 OWiI
the remıinder of the importance of thıs work Dr ;{ O’DONNELL. ROUSSEAU,
‘'Augustine and Ambrose: the Oyalty and sıngle-mindedness of dıscıple’, Augustiniana
27 (1977) P91-10675 for general discussion of the personal relatıonship.
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theır CONLTOV  V Julıan brought in Jerome. 15 hardly matifter for
surprise hat Augustine, though he saı1d he WOU be willıng defend
Jerome’s orthodoxy agaınst the imputatıon of Manıcheıi1sm, dıd nOT do

He Was always prepare reprehend, he sald, what he disapproved
in the VIeEWS of hıs riends ASs in his OW But Jerome’s VIEWS COU be
eft Out of the debate He WOUuU rather appeal the authorıty of
Ambrose 15)

Ambrose had awakened hım the cruclally important dıvıde
between Manıcheism and atholiıcısm the unıty of the self ASs agaınst
the dualıty of L[WO natures Now it Was Ambrose agaın whom he

USC ne the SaD between Catholicısm and the Pelaglans. What
the latter denied, A4s Augustine Sa it in thıs ast debate, Was the evıl]
hat infected man’s nature had en created g00d, but ıts goodness
Was taınted Dy the evıl which Was al the rOOL of the ıinner conflıct that
füıcted all umanıty SINCe dam the conflıct responsıble for MN nOoTt

oıng the g0o0d they WOU but o1ng the evıl they would nO  — Ambrose
had asserted thıs; ere Was the grea dıvıde, wıth Ambrose and
Augustine the OTNMNC sıde, elagıus and Julıan the other The
unıversal W of evıl VeCeTI all humanıty, independent of and Dr10r tO

al y indıvıdual aCct responsıbly and freely one Dy indıvıduals, that Was

hat the Pelagıans efused recognIıse, unlıke both the Manıchees and
the Catholıics Io thıs denı1al of evıl other than evıl done, Augustine
sımply opposed the observable facts of 116 +9)

hence all these INanYy defects (mala) ıth which SO ıınfants|
COTMNC into the wor wh cCannot yel use reedom In wiıllıng
hence the ust (concupiscentia) whereby the flesh usteth agaınst
the spırıt and draws ıt commıt SIN, unless the spiırıt usteth LNOTC

strongly agaılnst f920  R.A. MARKUS  their controversy Julian brought in Jerome. It is hardly a matter for  surprise that Augustine, though he said he would be willing to defend  Jerome’s orthodoxy against the imputation of Manicheism, did not do  so. He was always prepared to reprehend, he said, what he disapproved  in the views of his friends as in his own. But Jerome’s views could be  left out of the debate. He would rather appeal to the authority of  Ambrose*?>).  Ambrose had awakened him to the crucially important divide  between Manicheism and Catholicism: the unity of the self as against  the duality of two natures. Now it was Ambrose again whom he liked  to use to define the gap between Catholicism and the Pelagians. What  the latter denied, as Augustine saw it in this last debate, was the evil  that infected man’s nature. It had been created good, but its goodness  was tainted by the evil which was at the root of the inner conflict that  afflicted all humanity since Adam: the conflict responsible for men not  doing the good they would, but doing the evil they would not. Ambrose  had asserted this; here was the great divide, with Ambrose and  Augustine on the one side, Pelagius and Julian on the other. The  universal power of evil over all humanity, independent of and prior to  any individual act responsibly and freely done by individuals, that was  what the Pelagians refused to recognise, unlike both the Manichees and  the Catholics. To this denial of an evil other than evil done, Augustine  simply opposed the observable facts of life*°):  Whence all these many defects (mala) with which we see [infants]  come into the world, who cannot yet use freedom in willing?  Whence the lust (concupiscentia) whereby the flesh lusteth against  the spirit and draws it to commit sin, unless the spirit lusteth more  strongly against it? ... Whence the many and great defects of mind,  or of body, with which we see many being born? Whence the  troubles and calamities afflicting infants who cannot willingly sin?  Why, when the use of reason dawns, do mortals have so much pain  in learning to read, or any of the arts, that to the hardships of  learning we add the punishment of beatings? ... How will you reply  to the Manichees?  Augustine had his own answer to these questions. Its name was  ‘original sin’. Happily we are not concerned here with the details of that  answer, nor the implications he drew from it that so offended Julian,  and many after him, or the cost to his own reflection on human  freedom.  15) Zb. IN. 88-94 f 121-122:  16) Jb. VI. 5.hence the Man y and 2r defects of mınd,
OT of DOdy, ıth 1c SCC INan y eing born? hence the
troubles and calamıtıes afflıcting infants who cannot willingly sın ?
Why, when the UsCcC of 1CASON dawns, do mortals have much paın
in learnıng 18 read, ÖT an Yy of the arts, hat the hardshıps of
learnıng add the punıshment of beatiıngs?920  R.A. MARKUS  their controversy Julian brought in Jerome. It is hardly a matter for  surprise that Augustine, though he said he would be willing to defend  Jerome’s orthodoxy against the imputation of Manicheism, did not do  so. He was always prepared to reprehend, he said, what he disapproved  in the views of his friends as in his own. But Jerome’s views could be  left out of the debate. He would rather appeal to the authority of  Ambrose*?>).  Ambrose had awakened him to the crucially important divide  between Manicheism and Catholicism: the unity of the self as against  the duality of two natures. Now it was Ambrose again whom he liked  to use to define the gap between Catholicism and the Pelagians. What  the latter denied, as Augustine saw it in this last debate, was the evil  that infected man’s nature. It had been created good, but its goodness  was tainted by the evil which was at the root of the inner conflict that  afflicted all humanity since Adam: the conflict responsible for men not  doing the good they would, but doing the evil they would not. Ambrose  had asserted this; here was the great divide, with Ambrose and  Augustine on the one side, Pelagius and Julian on the other. The  universal power of evil over all humanity, independent of and prior to  any individual act responsibly and freely done by individuals, that was  what the Pelagians refused to recognise, unlike both the Manichees and  the Catholics. To this denial of an evil other than evil done, Augustine  simply opposed the observable facts of life*°):  Whence all these many defects (mala) with which we see [infants]  come into the world, who cannot yet use freedom in willing?  Whence the lust (concupiscentia) whereby the flesh lusteth against  the spirit and draws it to commit sin, unless the spirit lusteth more  strongly against it? ... Whence the many and great defects of mind,  or of body, with which we see many being born? Whence the  troubles and calamities afflicting infants who cannot willingly sin?  Why, when the use of reason dawns, do mortals have so much pain  in learning to read, or any of the arts, that to the hardships of  learning we add the punishment of beatings? ... How will you reply  to the Manichees?  Augustine had his own answer to these questions. Its name was  ‘original sin’. Happily we are not concerned here with the details of that  answer, nor the implications he drew from it that so offended Julian,  and many after him, or the cost to his own reflection on human  freedom.  15) Zb. IN. 88-94 f 121-122:  16) Jb. VI. 5.How ll YOUuU repILYy

the Manıchees?

Augustine had hıs OW AaNSWeT these questions. Its ame Was

‘orıginal SIN Happıly AIiIC not concerned ere ıth the detaıls of that
ANSWCeT, NOT the implıcatıons he TEW from ıt that offended Julıan,
and Man Y after hım, OT the cCost h1is OW reflectiıon human
reedom

15) 88-9 cf. 121..122
16) VI
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What consıder iın the rest of thıs 15 Augustine’s notion
of the human self A4ASs it took shape from hat rst mMOoment ın 386 when
he diıscarded the Manıchean conception d intolerably NarTOW and
unable LO ccommodate eıther persona|l responsıbıilıty for sınnıng OT the
obscure depths wıthın the self In IC SIN Was rooted. HOow, especıally,
dıd hıs a4aWaTrTeNess of: the uUurgc LO SIN, Aa4aWaTeNECSS greatiy sharpene by
hıs conflict wıth the Pelagıans, affect the subsequent development of hıs
dea of the se

Juhan and Augustine both realısed that the est-case crucı1al fOor
theır respectıve VIEWS of the human self Was sexualıty. ere 1S NO
real danger of thıs ubject fallıng nto the gr1ps of CTI1SIS of OVCI -

explanatıion. Havıng myself contrıbuted LO hat CT1SIS etTe
restrict myself the sketchiest of indıcatıons that OUT theme
Feduülfes *J. Augustine changed hIis mınd about sexualıty quıte ate ıIn
lıfe, iın fact In the immediately following the wrıting of those twın
treatıises marrıage and virginıty ıIn 401 nu then he had
thought, that, ıke the other Ils the human 1ACE 1S eIr LO paın,
ıllness, ea conflict, Wäl, inequalıty and the rest of the iırresolvable
tensions ıIn the self and In soclety SCXÄ, LOO, Was the
CONSCYUCNCCS of the rst SIN In thıs he Was In agreement ıth mMoOst
Christian hınkers of hIis time. Augustine had hıis doubts about thıs CVCNMN

al the time he the treatıises rehabilitate marrıage agaınst
Jerome. TOom hen 0) however, he CaIne the VIEW perhaps, ıf
accept inspıred suggestion made by Elızabeth ar prompte Dy
Jovınıan hat SCX Was part of the orıgınal naftiure (GJ0d had g1ven
INnen and Was NOT SCX that Was result of SIN, but the

17) My VIEWS AT summarısed ın Saınt Augustine: virginıty and marrıage’, In CCR
(1987) 218 cf. John RIST, ‘Saınt Augustine: virginıty and marrıage DA iD:. 5/-64 On

the CONtroversy between Augustine and Julıan, eier BROWN, ‘Sexualıty and soclety ın the
hifth cCentury Julıan of Eclanum)’, ıIn I'rıa corda ; crıtt! In dı Arnaldo
Momigliano, ed. (Gjabba OMO, 49-70, and 10 hIs The body and societ y (New
York, 387-427, and Elızabeth (CLARK, “‘Vıtiated seeds and holy vessels:
Augustine’s Manıchean past’, Ascetic piely and women s faith ESSays In ate Ancıent
Christianity (Lewıiston/Queenston, 291-349 mong the MmMOst ıllumınatıng
discussions AdICc her 'Heresy, ascet1cısm, dam and Eve Interpretations of enesis 1-3 In
the later Latın Fathers’, IDId., 353-385; ‘«“«Adam!’''s only Companıon»: Augustine and the
early Christian debate marrıage’, ech Aug (1986) 139-162; and aula
FREDRIKSEN, ‘Beyond the body/soul dıchotomy: Augustine’s ANSWEeET Manı, Plotinus
and Julıan (above, g00d general AaCCOunt 15 SCHMITT, Le marıage chretien dans
"oeuvre de Saint ugustin. Une theologie de la VIıeE conjugale (Parıs, An important
study bearıng the background: BEATRICE, Tradux peccatı alle fonti della dottrina
agostiniana del DeCCATO originale (Studia patrıiıstica mediolanensia, Ö, ılano,
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impoverıshed WaY of 1ts functionıng in the fallen, sinful heırs of dam
and Eve hıs Was the VIEW he had defend agalnst the attack by
Julıian, who accused hım of ‘condemning marrıage Dy hıs teachıng
orıgınal SIn X The experiıence of sexualıty NO became the paradıgzm
fOr Augustine’s understandıng of fallen human nature SexX In man’s
sinful 15 iırrevocabily niecte wıth hat Augustine ca
concupiscentia CarnıS, perhaps STi1 est translated AS “)ust of the es
Thıs ust TIEINOVECS of man’s OW self from hıs control. Man CCdSCcS

be ully access1ible himself, Just dam ceased {O be access1ible
God In paradıse, Augustine WTOoTle in recently dıscovered jetter J:

the flesh WOU ave lusted agaınst the spırıt, but rather ıt
WOU ave obeyed the ıll In mıraculous9 hat ıt WOU

ICal its head EXCEDL when requiıred, WOTTIN ıtself nto the
mınd engaged in ıllıcıt oughts, and there WOU be nothıng
blameworthy that the reins of self-restramint CAUu not control OT the
works of virtue CONYUCT, but it WOUuU always follow the 111 of ıts
USCTI, when required, In CaS y and concordant harmony. But NO
ıt 1$ nOoTL ıke that

Indeed it isn’t The Fall 15 re-enacted In the aıly experlience of the 10ss
of thıs concordant harmony. The dıslocatıon wıthın the self results
from and reflects the dıslocatıon ın the prıimordıal communıty between
INan and God In hıs sexual experlience man’s estrangement from God
15 rellecte! ıIn the estrangement from hıs OW body What 15

reprehensıble In SCX and the of cshame iın its exerclıse 15 NnOT ıts
existence: but its endency IU  —; Ouft of control, CSCADC ratıonal
dırection. Thus it reveals al ıts sharpest the Tea ın wholeness, the
ground of the inner conflıct between the law of God ıIn the inward INan

and the law of SIN ıIn the members (Rom 22)
For Julıan sexualıty, eing part of man’s created nature, could

only be unambiguously g00d What he upheld Was VIEW of SCX AS

essentially biologıical. He dıd not take into ACCOUNLTL the adıcal novelty
In the world brought about Dy the existence of n which Was

INOTC than anımal, apable of transcendıing ıts OW bıologıical nature

Agaınst Julıan, Augustine elevate' SCX nNIiO ulYy human, personal
plane It COU. 91011 be diıscussed sımply ıIn biological it Was part

18) etr I1
19) ED 6* Thıs, the newly discovered (Dıvjak) etters, IS ONC of

Augustine’s clearest succınct statements thıs subject. On ıts date and sıgnıfıcance, MS

erald BONNER, ‘Some remarks ] etters 4* and G*. Les ettres de aın ugustın
decouvertes DUar Johannes Divjak (Parıs, 155-164
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of rich and complex psychological lıfe, subject all the tensions
importe nto ıts exiure Dy SIN “SexX LO Julıan 15 reproductive DI0logy;
CX Augustine 1S eroticısm’ *9). For Augustine the dısruption of the
self d experienced In SCX CaIiIne LO epıtomise the disruption of man’s
prımordıial communıty ıth GOod, ıth hıs ellows, and ıth hımself.

Augustine transposed into erms of conflıct wıthın the self the
conflict which Manıchean eachıing projected NIO [WO r  e natiures
ın permanent conflıct. He had een commıtted precıisely such
transposıtıon Dy virtue of hıs recognıtıon, long d O, of the adıcal
inadequacy of Manıchean doetrine. In hıs later work hıs old discovery
that In truth A ONC whole (above, 952-3, 15 ounded out It
Was NnOT Ambrose’s al that made Augustine whole; but it Was hat
he had earned from Ambrose hat nabled hım understand hıs
wholeness. The growıng nsıght nto sexualıty and the ully elaborated
eology of °the lust of the es DaVC hım firmer and deeper of
the natiure of that ole whıc Was Hence ıIn all thıs C  TOVerSYy
dIC VeIYy far from that rst Step, the discovery Augustine had
made ıth Ambrose’s help back in 386

The ole Man, that 1s SdY, soul arnıd body, belongs ıts
C'reator Dy nature (substantia); ıt 1S only subjugated LO the W
of the evi Dy VICE, 1C 1S nature (substantia); and vet; stil]
subject the SaJme W of the Creator IC the evi LOO 15
subject**).

The opposıtıon of fNesh‘’ and spirıt’ 1S nOoTLt ONC of LWO natures, but
moral conflict, the result of fracture AdCTOSS5 the self.

We |Catholıcs SqY, wıth Ambrose. that thıs ugly discord between
flesh and spırıt Wds importe: into OUT nature Dy the SIN
(praevaricationem) of the first INan, whereas he Ithe Manıchee|
asserts hat flesh and spırıt ODDOSC each other In CONSCYUCNCEC of
nature alıen LO uS, always evil, engulfing us Hence DIAYy OUT
Savıour for the healıng of thıs, OUT SIN; whereas they DTAaY that that
alıen nature, which 1s altogether incurable, be removed from uüs**)
Augustine Was wprking agaınst the CIOC {O defend hımself agalnst

20) FREDRIKSEN, ‘Beyond the body/sou!l diıchotomy’ (above, 112 C1.
CCABE, God Mallters (London, the veIrIy Samme developments that made

the human anımal the first murderer made ıt Iso the Nrst lover‘”. Augustine Wäds clearly
of hat WAds sta C De Nupt. el CHME. I1 LL Tul.

21) Op Imp 111
22) ( De Gen ad litt fOr clear statement In non-polemical

OoOntext
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Juhan’s lander MaYy be that the VEeI Y ast words ave from hıs
DCNH ATC h1is final attempt indıcate precisely where the lınes Ian that
divided hıis eachıng from that of the Manıchees the ONC hand and
from Juhan’s and the Pelagiıans’ the Öther-" ) But the con  V  Y
wıth Julian Was nOT affaır onfined the study Sspl OVeCT nto

Augustine’s popular preaching**):
The fact hat the fesh lusts agaınst the spırıt 1S nOot somethıng
outsıde 901  E for nOoL made of nature IT and
that do nOoTt cConsent 1ts u  9 that LOO 1S somethıng wıthın924  R.A. MARKUS  Julian’s slander. It may be that the very last words we have from his  pen are his final attempt to indicate precisely where the lines ran that  divided his teaching from that of the Manichees on the one hand and  from Julian’s and the Pelagians’ on the other??®). But the controversy  with Julian was not an affair confined to the study. It spilt over into  Augustine’s popular preaching?*):  The fact that the flesh lusts against the spirit is not something  outside me, for I am not made up of a nature contrary to it; and  that I do not consent to its urges, that too is something within me  ... What I long for is to be healed as a whole, for I am one whole:  not that my flesh were for ever removed, as if it were something  alien to me, but that it be healed, one whole Wn me ..  Here we strike, as so often in Augustine’s writings and sermons, once  more, the old Ambrosian, bedrock of his faith.  That very great scholar, E.R. Dodds, once remarked on <the  recurrent ground-theme of the Confessions’: duae voluntates meae  confligebantur inter se («two wills were at war within me»)?°):  Just as we do not face the surgeon’s knife unless there be  something seriously amiss with our bodies, so no man faces the  anguish of self-analysis unless there be grave trouble within his  soul;  and he went on to express the view that  it is diff.icult to believe that this man had found within the Church  the true mental balance which he had failed to find outside it. It  will be said that these are no more than the ordinary excesses and  follies of his age; and there is, of course, some truth in the  contention. But the psychologist will read such symptoms, both in  the individual and in the age, as evidence of the persistent though  hidden activity of the old Adam...  Augustine would assuredly have assented to the last of these statements  — and perhaps to rather more as well, though he would not have  thought it necessary to go to a psychologist to read the symptoms. But  it is important not stop at ‘grave trouble within the soul’. Read again  some of Augustine’s Easter sermons: it is hard to resist the impression  that they owe a great deal to a deepened sense of the disfigurement that  23) Op. imp. VI. 41 (the last paragraph of the work) and Ep. 224 on the  circumstances of its composition.  24) Sermo 30. 3. 4.  25) ‘Augustine’s Confessions: a study of spiritual maladjustment’, Hibbert J. 26  (1928) 459-473; quotations from pp. 460, 472.What long for 15 be healed AS whole, for OTNC ole
noL that M Y flesh WEIC for GVL removed, A4AS ıf it WEIC somethıng
alıen m but that it be healed, ONC W  ole ıth924  R.A. MARKUS  Julian’s slander. It may be that the very last words we have from his  pen are his final attempt to indicate precisely where the lines ran that  divided his teaching from that of the Manichees on the one hand and  from Julian’s and the Pelagians’ on the other??®). But the controversy  with Julian was not an affair confined to the study. It spilt over into  Augustine’s popular preaching?*):  The fact that the flesh lusts against the spirit is not something  outside me, for I am not made up of a nature contrary to it; and  that I do not consent to its urges, that too is something within me  ... What I long for is to be healed as a whole, for I am one whole:  not that my flesh were for ever removed, as if it were something  alien to me, but that it be healed, one whole Wn me ..  Here we strike, as so often in Augustine’s writings and sermons, once  more, the old Ambrosian, bedrock of his faith.  That very great scholar, E.R. Dodds, once remarked on <the  recurrent ground-theme of the Confessions’: duae voluntates meae  confligebantur inter se («two wills were at war within me»)?°):  Just as we do not face the surgeon’s knife unless there be  something seriously amiss with our bodies, so no man faces the  anguish of self-analysis unless there be grave trouble within his  soul;  and he went on to express the view that  it is diff.icult to believe that this man had found within the Church  the true mental balance which he had failed to find outside it. It  will be said that these are no more than the ordinary excesses and  follies of his age; and there is, of course, some truth in the  contention. But the psychologist will read such symptoms, both in  the individual and in the age, as evidence of the persistent though  hidden activity of the old Adam...  Augustine would assuredly have assented to the last of these statements  — and perhaps to rather more as well, though he would not have  thought it necessary to go to a psychologist to read the symptoms. But  it is important not stop at ‘grave trouble within the soul’. Read again  some of Augustine’s Easter sermons: it is hard to resist the impression  that they owe a great deal to a deepened sense of the disfigurement that  23) Op. imp. VI. 41 (the last paragraph of the work) and Ep. 224 on the  circumstances of its composition.  24) Sermo 30. 3. 4.  25) ‘Augustine’s Confessions: a study of spiritual maladjustment’, Hibbert J. 26  (1928) 459-473; quotations from pp. 460, 472.Here strıke, d often ıIn Augustine’s wrıtings and SCTIMONS, 1IGCO

IMOTC, the old Ambrosıan, bedrock of hıs al
That VeETY grea scholar, S, ONCC remarked °the

recurrent ground-theme of the Confessions': ude voluntates Mede

confligebantur Inter («twoO WI1 WEeIC al WaTl wıthın me»)*>):
Just 4S do nNnOT face the surgeon’'s nıle unless there be
somethıng ser10usly am1Sss wıth OUT bodies, INan faces the
anguısh of self-analysıs unless there be rouble wıthın hıs
soul;

and he went CXDICSS the VIEW hat
it 18 dıfhcult belıeve that thıs INa had found wıthın the Church
the irue mental balance whiıich he had faıled find outsıde ıt
11l be sa1d hat these aAaT®C INOTC than the ordınary and
ollıes of hıs dBC, and there 1S, of COUTSC, SOINC truth ın the
contention. But the psychologıst ıll read such Y  9 both iın
the indıvıdual and iın the AQC, d evidence of the persistent though
hıdden actıvıty of the old dam

Augustine would assuredly ave assented the ast of these statements
and perhaps rather MOTC d well, though he would nOoL ave

thought ıt NECECSSATY psychologıst read the But
it 15 important nOTL StOp al ‘"grave rouble wıthın the soul’ ead agaın
SOMEC of Augustine’s Easter SCTIINONS it 1S hard resist the impression
that they OW! gr deal eepene of the dısfigurement hat

23) Op Imp. VI (the ast paragraph of the work) and ED 276 the
Circumstances of its composıition.

24) Sermo
25) ‘Augustine’s Confessions: study of spirıtual maladjustment’, Hibbert 26

(1928) 459-4 73; quotations from 460, 472
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SIN has wrought iın created nature Thıs 1S hat g1VveEs such W! LO the
resurrection hope hat has oun ıts VO1lCe, for example, In that SCITIIHNON

1C H.-I Marrou chose LO iıllustrate the vibrant artıstry wıth e
Augustine coul spea of bodıly beauty, Sermon 243%9):

If CVGIN In thıs present weakness of the flesh and CVENn ın the
fraılness of OUT members such lovelıness of the human Dody 1S

lovelıness 16 entices the voluptuous and incıtes
them {O seek ıt How much INOTC beauty ıll appear| there
where there 1S lust, corruption, deformıty, depravıty
CT 1Ire necessity?
ere 15 somethıng INOTEC ere than 'grave rouble wıthın the soul’

15 the fact IC Augustine had COTMNC apprecılate d S hauntingly AS

Luther and FEeITICc onhoeffer, and LO wıth full clarıty ın the
City of God*') ıIn hıs crıtique of the StO1C ea of apatheia: “ıf thıs word
1S be understood INCAan lıvıng wıthout those feelings IC In
defilance of TCason, dısturb the soul, ıt clearly 1S g00d greatiy {O be
desıred; but it 1S nOTL ONC for thıs present 1fe Io seek CSCaDC the
passıons and conflicts of thıs present wiıll noTt AaNyONC Judge
that be insensıt1ıvıty Stupor han an Y moral aılıng?. The
experiıence of ension precedes the experience of ıts resolution and o1VvES
it meanıng. It 1$ plaın an Y attentive reader of Augustine that hıs
lyrıcal praise of bodıly lovelıness COUu ”hAVe een purchased only al the
prıce of much enhanced of the rouble wıthın the soul. The
poımint 1S made Dy the VeETY In 1C the comparıson 1s presented
between present physıca beauty ANAUNC and ıts eschatologıca
perfection ıhi the AUNC 15 INOTC and ess than hat Augustine
had learnt spe Out In the COUISC of hıs long, and often dreary,
debates ıth the Pelagıans. Perhaps it Was worth getting {O gr1ps ıth
hat rouble wıthın the soul ıIn order tO COMNC irue
appreclatıon of the lovelıness of the body And the hreads that wentTt
into weavıng the exiure of Augustine’s last selT1-deience agalnst
Manıcheism had een drawn from that knot that OoOUun: tied in the
Confessions.

Robert MARKUSNottingham
26) Sermo 243 C MARROU, ‘Le ogme (above, 126-:127 See Iso Sermo

241 Enarr. In Ps. ıbı nım erImus totl, ıd est integrIı in resurrectione Justorum :
ıb] re!  eiur VOoLum nOStrum, NOMN sola anıma sed 1psa et1am AIO jam 10  -

corruptibilıs925  CONFESSIONS AND JULIAN OF ECLANUM  sin has wrought in created nature. This is what gives such power to the  resurrection hope that has found its voice, for example, in that sermon  which H.-I. Marrou chose to illustrate the vibrant artistry with which  Augustine could speak of bodily beauty, Sermon 243?°):  If even in this present weakness of the flesh and even in the  frailness of our members such a loveliness of the human body is  apparent — a loveliness which entices the voluptuous and incites  them to. seek..it  . How much more [beauty will appear] there  where there is no lust, no corruption, no deformity, no depravity  or dire necessity?  There is something more here than ‘grave trouble within the soul’.  It is the fact which Augustine had come to appreciate as hauntingly as  Luther and Dietrich Bonhoeffer, and to state with full clarity in the  City of God?’) in his critique of the Stoic ideal of apatheia: ‘if this word  is to be understood to mean living without those feelings which occur in  defiance of reason, to disturb the soul, it clearly is a good greatly to be  desired; but it is not one for this present life’. To seek to escape the  passions and conflicts of this present state — ‘will not anyone judge  that to be an insensitivity (stupor) worse than any moral failing?’. The  experience of tension precedes the experience of its resolution and gives  it meaning. It is plain to any attentive reader of Augustine that his  lyrical praise of bodily loveliness could have been purchased only at the  price of a much enhanced sense of the trouble within the soul. The  point is made by the very terms in which the comparison is presented  between present physical beauty — nunc — and its eschatological  perfection — ibi: the nunc is no more and no less than what Augustine  had learnt to spell out in the course of his long, and often dreary,  debates with the Pelagians. Perhaps it was worth getting to grips with  that grave trouble within the soul in order to come to a true  appreciation of the loveliness of the body. And the threads that went  into weaving the texture of Augustine’s last self-defence against  Manicheism had been drawn from that knot that we found tied in the  Confessions.  Robert A. MARKUS  Nottingham  26) Sermo 243. 8. 7. Cf. MARROU, ‘Le dogme’ (above, n. 8) 126-127. See also Sermo  241. 2. 2; Enarr. in Ps. 64. 4: ibi enim erimus toti, id est integri in resurrectione justorum:  ibi reddetur votum totum nostrum, non sola anima sed ipsa etiam caro jam non  corruptibilis ..., and Enarr. in Ps. 84. 10 on Pax.  27) XIV. 9. 4. On the development of Augustine’s view on this question, see the  illuminating discussion by Marcia L. CoLIsH, The Stoic tradition from Antiquity to the  early Middle Ages, vol. 2 (Studies in the History of Christian thought, 35, Leiden, 1985)  221-225.and Enarr. IN Ps Pax
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