
AUGUST ILENCE
IHE FALLENNESS THE SOUL

An intrıguing question of Augustinian scholarshıp, ASs especılally
pressed Dy Fr. obert (O’Conne. VeCI the past thirty VCAars OT S 15

whether NnOTLt St Augustine ESVCI believed WEIC en souls la
Plotinus‘. The Supporters of the 1e€ that Augustine dıd Cctually hold
this for whatever length of time ase the bulk of their
certaın from the Cassiıc1acum per10d, such d the followıing:

"Such dIC those who dIC well educated ın the ral Doubtless in leamıng
them they draw them OuL from the oblıvıon that has overwhelmed them, 0)4 dig

.2them Out d it WE

OT, whıle In YOUI Evodius VICW the soul has rought wıth IL, the
other hand, ıt has brought CVCIY for learm 1S nothing else recal
and remember'  n3
"The present question CONCEINS OUT lıfe, OUT morTals, and the soul, which
destined reiurmn heaven when rendered 190(8) Ie! NO  < returnıng, ıt
WEeTI®, the reg10n of 1fs orgn that 1t wıll the
Opposıtıon of deceptive DPCATANCCS, that, when 1t wiıll have comprehended
the it will subdue inordinate desires; and that, when it wıll have thus

1rxdbecome wedded tempeTranCce it wıll exerc1se sovereign DOWECTI

The followıng bıblıograpy forms good ntroduction O’Connell’s argument. St
Augustine s Early eory of Man, 386-39] ambrıdge, Mass. arvard Universıity
Press, The Origin of the Soul In Saıint Augustine s Ater Works (New ork
Fordham Universıty Press, Augustine’ s Rejection of the 'all of the Soul, In
Augustinan Studies (1973) 1-32: Pre-existence In Augustine’ s Seventh er, Revue
des etudes augustinıennes 15 (1969) 67-73: Pre-exıiıstence In the arty Augustine, in
Revue des etudes augustinıennes (1980) 176-188: St Augustine s Criticısm of Origen
in "Ad Orosium”, iın Revue des etudes augustinıennes 84-99

Soliloquia, H20 .35 "dıscıplinıs lıberalıbus erudıtiı SInNe dubıo0 In iıllas oblıvyıone
dıscendo el quodam mOodo refodiunt ; SEL 89,95

? De quantıtate nımae 20.34 d  ut 199 anıma nullam, miıhı CO artes
anımam SCCUMN attulısse miıhı vider]: 1ud quı1dquam SSC 1d quod dıcıtur dıscere,
quam rem1nıscCı recordarı ; SEL

C’ontra Academicos, "De vıta NO: de mor1bus, de anımo ICS agıtur; quı
Superatlurum inımıcıtlas Oomnıum allacıarum, el verıtate comprehensa, quası in regionem
SUac ON Z1INIS rediens, trıumphaturum de lıbıdınıbus, alque ita temperantıa velut conıuge
aCcepla regnalurum 6S  % praesumıt, SECUNIOT redıturus coelum ”; (1 29,30.
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It 15 NnOt at all the goal of thıs either develop evaluate
the for holding that Augustine maıntaıned humans had PTC-
ex1isted and fallen into bodies. Moreover, 1t 15 NOTL the goal of thıs
seft forth the 1e objections such VIEW. Let ıt uffice Sa y that the
VICW that Augustine Was mightily infduenced Dy Plotinian understandıng
of the or1g1n of the soul 18 priıma facie the MOoOStT plausıble ONC, the basıs
of such the above. On the other hand, let also begın Dy
confessing that thıs evidence falls short of being absolutely compellıing.

What WOUuU lıke investigate in th1is 1S, however, the
followıing point. (JLiven that O’Connell’s Case 15 NOL PrepOSTLETOUS, several
obstacles remaın iın the WaY of 1ts coming compellıng argument,
WOUuU 1ıke cons1ider ONnNe of the maJor obstacles people often ralse
()’Connell’s thes1s, and csShow hOow ıt Can adequately met Thıs obsta-
cle being needliess SaY, does nOoTt entaıl that ON Must straıght-
AaWaY adop ()’Connell’s posıition. However, 1f argument! 1s successful,
1t 111 al least sShoOow that his position 18 all the INOIC respectable.

The problem CO’Connell’s thesis wıll treat of has [W  ®]

vers10ns, both of 16 CONCETN the ack of explıicıt statements Dy
Augustine hımself concerning h1s OW (putatıve) propensıty the en
soul aCcCCount of human origin®. (1) Augustine expressly aiIlırms h1is
adherence en soul EOTY, In those have seft forth as

mbodyıng thıs inchination. (Z) Especılally in the Retractationes, when he
Was reconsidering SOTIIIC of the LEXTIS sei forth above wıth respecCt theır
relatıonshıp the 1Ssue of the orıgın of the soul, he 1s sılent about h1s
(alleged) you  u adherence such VIEW, but merely himself
Dy suggesting SOINC mı1ınor emendations in the relevant ese [WO
problems reduce then what INa Y call the _ problem of sılence ”: If
Augustine had re heved In the lıteral fall of human souls, then it 15
reasonable SUDDOSC that he WONUL. have explicıitly sal S especlally in
these Dut he explictly SayYS } therefore, he probably
really lıieved In the 1te fall of human souls,n O’Conne and
COMPAaNY.

Fr. (O’Conne hıimself has ddressed thıs 1sSsue of Augustine’s

O’Conne hımself has attempted ®  LA thıs problem of sılence" (vide inira)
several 0OCCAasS10Ns. However, do NOL he has vVer satısfactorily brought hıs ense
ogether coherently. My aım 1S help hım do thıs.

6 do NOL claım that these problems the only OM  g beseiging hıs DOS1tON. ere
also, for example, questions of textual interpretation, maJor and M1NOT, that he

has meel. However, hıs defense, would have that hıs 1e6W able AaCCOUNL
for large num ber of MaJor and mM1n0r xtual problems.
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"silence"”, and 111 make usc of SOINC of h1s suggestions. However, the
bulk of h1s repIy a1ms demonstrate hOow the relevant in the
Retractationes (to take only the second problem do nOTL ully clearly
gaınsay the eputed you  u adherence en soul 1e6W My
objective, the other hand, 1S er than ()’ Connell’s intend
advance sShow how, EVECN Augustine s STtatements in the
Retractationes and ther later works do indıcate h1is mature repudıation of

fallen soul VIEW, that the siılence such works does NOTL undermine the
thes1is that in hıs you he MAaY ell have nclıned that WAaY. ()’Conne
takes the sılence of h1is maturıty token that CVCN then the Bıshop of
1ppo had SOIIIC pos1itive inclinations toward the en soul pOos1t10nN; the
argument of thıs 11l a  e’} ıt 1gN1fy that Augustine maintaıned
en soul 16 W only at the awn of h1s 1ıfe Chrıistian

The Fiırst Problem

At TSst glance it AaDDCAIS rather that Augustine expressly
admitted, 1ın the relevant themselves, that he leved that humans
WEIC fallen souls. Of COUISC, ONe CannoTt CXDECL author draw explicıt
attention all of the lıefs, presuppos1tl1ons, eic ın his work;
other thıngs, authors themselves probably CannotTt evecn NOW all such
matters, much less discover the PITODCI of eXpressing them.
However, belıef iın en souls, being such basıc ON Christianity,
Dy 1ts VE nature WOUL. SCCIMN eman IMNOIC explicıt Cal‘ So let us SCC

ıf there adequate explanatiıons for thıs CONSPICUOUS sılence.
Hırst, Lype of argument ad L8norantıum, ON COU equalliy

remark that he expressiy denies that, 1ın h1s earlıer period”, WEeEIC

fallen souls. That 1S, ıle talkıng about the “fa].l“, "ascent”, "reascent ,
"homeland” I of the soul ın the early works he does NOL ward off
potential misınterpretations of these seductıve ideas. However, such

See especılally: The Origin of the Soul In Saıint Augustine s Ater Works,
Augustine s ejection of the 'all of the Soul, M

( Augustine’ s Rejection of the all of the Soul, "Fırst the question of
whether Augustine, Ven ıIn his earlıest of wrıtings, held the. theory of Man "fallen
soul”: the en of entire argument ıll the evıdence of the Retractions
leaves that question OD fOr investigatiıon in the early themselves”. Also, The Origin
of the Soul In Augustine s Later Works, 324 "But AnOon accıpiendum, cavendum fult,
diıxissem SECUFLUS |phrases used in the Retractationes|, here hIs language 15 MO guari
Augustine rıght OuL he did nOolT then intend CONVCY the meanıng he
NO yCars ater, finds reprehensıble SuSpecl.

9  9 Sınce in his maturıty he arguably repudıates certaın Ü of allen soul 1e6W
ÖOrıgen’s if NnOoL indeed all kınds CT Epistle Jerome.
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reticence COULu poss1ıbly explaıned AS sıgn of h1s avowed openness””
ql of the four acceptable hypotheses concerning the soul’s origin . Yet

thıs 111 NOTL completely do For NOT only does he faıl ward off potentıal
mi1sınterpretations, but iın 1g that the en soul interpretation 15 prima
facıe the MOoOSsST plausıble man it should COMNC ASs lıttle Surpr1ıse
that such careful hınker Augustine WOULU. NnOTt have taken at least
SOTIIIC precautions agaınst potential mısunderstandıngs thıs

Secondly, ONC has aVO1d anachronistic rea of Augustine.
Present day atholıc doctrine adamantly denies human pre-existence. It
INAaYy dıfficult for uSs aCCEePL, then, that OMNC of the pıllars of atholıc
eology and phılosophy WOU. hımself have erred thıs important point.
Perhaps then the "sılence" concerning explıcıt avowal that he Wäas at
that time advancıng fallen soul VICW of the or1ıgın of the soul strikes
peculıarly. For Since know (by that humans nOoTLt pre-exI1st,
and also aCCeDL the testimonYy of Augustine thıs ell ther
mMatters 4S being nıgh-definitive, or1ıgınal inclination 18 CEXDECI hım
qQUd CIrCcumspect Catechist draw explıcıt attention this C find
dıfficult ın h1s teaching. Yet poss1bly thıs 1s unreasonable expectation

OUT atholıc Doctrines and Dogmas have evelop VeTr time, ın
wıde varlety of Ways“.

Thırdly, INAaYy note that, Since the bulk of h1s ege theorizıng
the ıteral fallenness of the soul 15 Oun: in the Cassıcı1acum lalogues,
m1g explaın AaWAaVY the "sılence ” concerning fallen soul VIEW in such

works DYy noting that the assembly of friends around hım WOU NOT have
needed be emıinded that the VIEWS the soul set forth there WeIC Plo-
tinı1an. None of the people there COUu. have been AdWAaTlIC that pre-existence
VIEWS WEIC alse, S$InCe that 1Ssue Was NnOTL yeLl offic1ally decıded Moreover,
the only maJor Christian phılosopher/ theologıan that of them WeIC
amılıar wıth Wäds Ambrose, whose t1es wıth Neoplatonısm WEeETIC doubtless
ell known. NOw, 4S far KNOW, Ambrose does nOTt COomMmMmMIt hımself

10 Nullam !harum sententiarum temerTe adfırmare oportebıt"; "None of them INAaYy
rashly affırmed”: De lıhero arbıitrio0, H1.21.59; FL 29,309

A| qualuor de anıma sententiarum, o de propagıne uenıant AN in
sıngulıs quıbusque nascentibus fıant 14 nascentium alıcubı existentes
ue] miıttantur dıuinıtus uel SUua abantur ;  Ar v  Now there these four Op1n10Ns about
the orıgın of the soul, VEZ.. It Dy propagatıon, that it 1S newly Creal wıth each
indıvyıdual who 1S born, ıt exXIsts somewhere beforehand and 1Nto the of
the newly-born eıther being dıvinely sent glıdıng in of its OW! accord ;: De lıbero
arbitrio, 411.21.59; ( X: 29,309

12 nıs does NOL entaıl that they have VCI changed, in the SCIHSC of "truth” being
rejected and replace Dy SOMNC other. Development INaYy sımply refer the sharpenıing of
understandıng wıth regarı SOMEC UrC| ching
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an Y definıte posiıtion concerning the or1gın of the soul. Mıght Augustine
(and the others We. have known, through personal communicatıon, that
Ambrose secretly favored thıs aSpect of Neoplatonıic thought? It 15 pOSSI-
bılıty CannoTt utterly reject. But INOIC importantly, those present al (Cas-
S1C1laCum certainly NeEW Neoplatonic ideas ectly, regardless of theır
knowledge of hristlanıty s appraısal of such ideas. Thus, Since Neopla-
tonısm propounds pre-ex1istence and the fall of the soul,; and S$INCEe,
have alleged, Augustine at least nclıned towards thıs aspect of eoplato-
nısm al thıs tiıme, need NOT overly urprised at the ack of explıcıt
avowals of pre-existence 1ın such works. (Indeed, gıven the intellecCctu. bent
of h1s frıends, ıf Augustine WEIC NOT setting forth en soul VICEW ın
such works, WONUL. CXPECL hım make explhıicıt Statements thıs
effect; but he does noft do thıs In thıs WAaY, the sılence actually SUppOTTS
()’ Connell’s contenti0ns).

The Second Problem

We NO COMIC the INOIC isturbing sılence., namely that OUnN! in
the Retractationes. TIhıs sılence 18 MMOIC vexing because in thıs work of hı1s
maturıty find hım crtiquıng INan y of the salıent of h1ıs 9
yel there 1$ arı explicıt word about h1s havıng adopted OT EeVECNMN

havıng been incliıned fallen soul theorles in h1s you IC have
claımed, along wıth O’Connell, he then maıntaın at least ser10usly
inclined towards. Rather, find hım makıng only claıms such these,

the effect that certaın ın h1s early works should interpreted
in WaYyS other than those supportive of en soul VIEWS:

nIn another place when Was treatiıng of the soul, sald 'It wıll reiurmn INOIC

safely nNto heaven But would have Deen safer In sayıng wiıll go rather
than wıll retum ACCOUNL of those who opıne that human souls, dS

udgment for theıir SINS, have been Cast into earthly 1eS, eıther havıng
113en from heaven OT havıng been OuL of it

"What saı1d in that DOOK, that M SCCIHNS that the soul has brought
the wıth it and that what 1s leamıng 1s nothing INO  f than
rememberıng and recallıng', shoul: NnOoL taken NC that that the
soul, at SOMMNC time, has lıved er  er In another body 0)4 eisewnere In body 0)4
outsıde DOdy, and that previ0usly, In another lıfe, it has earne! the

114
TeSPONSCS It makes hen questiongd, SINCE 1t has NOL learned them here

13 On C ontra Academıcos I1 I0C| de. anıma CUuUm aXE Securıor
rediturus In caelum:' . Iturus autem (Quamı redıturus dix1issem SECUNUS propier COS, quı

anımos humanos mer10s DECCalLorum de caelo DSOS SCH dei1ectos in
0) 1sta de‘  3} Ü Retractationes L.1.3: CC 47,9

On De quantıtate nımae 157  D nIn quO TO ıllud quod dıx1 MNeEN anımam
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WE also saıd that "wıthout OuDt, those well Taıne| In the 1beral arts bring
OuLl, eamıng, the owledge Durıed in oblivion wıthın them and, in
Certain WAäY, dig it out But thıs also disapprove ofnl$

In such Augustine does nOot clearly SaV he 15 retracting his
purportedly early 1e6W that WEeEIC en souls. Hence, in work
devoted the correcting of h1s OW mistakes, ne s TSst reaction thıs
sılence 15 conclude that he had need retiTracCt such VIEeW because
he iın fact held 1t, U: ”°Connell thesıis.

How Can thıs seemingly devastatıng objection met? We PTODOSEC
meetl it Dy showiıing how such sılence might A  Cut both WaySs”, 45 ıt WEIC

The Case Can made that, from around 412 Augustine does
make efforts dıstance 1imself irom en soul theorles of the or1gın of
the soul. The following cCıtatlons representatiıve of thıs tendency:

"But that souls SIN in another earher lıfe, and that for theır S1NSs in that STa
they aTc Cast down nto 1e$ d PNSONS, neıther believe 9(0)8 Olerate NOT
assent al a11n16
"Then Dy Varıous StLages, In proportion their |SOuls’ ] Varı0us SINS, they Camme
down earth and incCurred the of imprisonment in VarıoOus bodies
ence thıs WOT! Came into being; and the 1Cason for the world’s creatıon Was

restraın evıl, NOL establish g00d Hence arıses the Just eproach agalnst
rgen117

Inor do affırm ] that thiırd opinıon which would have it that souls SINNE: in
SOME other DTrev10us the fesh, and eserved condemned the
flesh, for the postle has MOSst ıstinctly state‘ that "the children being NOL yel
DOrn, had done neıther g0o0od NOT evıl.” (Romans 9:11) SO it 1S evıdent that

SINS
nfants COUu. have contracted NONe but orıgınal SIN require rem1sSs1ı0N of

nlB‚

attulisse mihL viderL, NEC alıud quıicquam AYS ıd quod dicıtur FeMmuUNLSCL el
recordarı, NON SIC accıpıendum esL, quası hoc adprobetur anımam vel in alıo L0)
ve]l 1bı SIve In SIve xira L0) alıquando VIX1ISSEe el Cd, (QuaC interrogata
respondet, Cu hıc NOoN dıdıcerıit, ın alıa vıta dıdıcısse": Retractationes L& E,
47,22

15 On Soliloquia 14  .. "Item quodam 10C0O 1X1 quod disciplinis lıberalibus erudıiti Ine
dubı0 in ıllas oblivione obrutas eruuni dıscendo el quodam refodiunt. Sed hOcC
QUOQUEC iımprobo"'; Retractationes 1,4.4:; e OP 47,15

Epistle alıa superl10re vita PECCAIC anımas, el inde praecıpıtarı In
CaICceTres OS, NON credo, NON aCqul1esco, NONMN consenti0”; SEL 44 ,583

De CLVitate Dei, A D „  et dıversıis Drogress1ıbus dıversıtate ca  Tum,
coelı1ıs q ad LeITAS, dıversa 0) quası vincula merulsse: el hunc CS!  © mundum
qausam mundı fuisse facıendi, NON ut conderentur bona, sed ut mala cohıiberentur.
1NC OÖrıgenes lure. culpatur”; (1

1® De nıma eL. orıigıine, necC iıllud tertıum, 1bı PELCASSC anımas
Carnem, uL damnarı merentur ‚ arnem Apostolus quıppe apertissıme definıviıt, nondum
in Camne nıhıl eZISSE bonı SCH malı nde CONSLAL, parvulos, rem1ssS10Nes indıgeant
Tum, nonniısı orıgınale contrax1ısse peccatum ; SEL 60,
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Now, help the reader of h1s Retractationes avOo1d undue
confusıion, ONC m1g EXDECL hım make ıt perfectly clear ın thıs work
that EVECN in h1s you he dıd NO posıtıvely maıntaın en soul VIEW,
especlally sSince wıth TESDECL these VE in the Retractationes
he admıts that they COUu. interpreted ın that WAY. But he 18 sılent about
th1ıs In the mıd he became increasıngly AaWAaTe that fallen soul
theorl1es WETIC NOTL entirely conformable wıth Chrıistian conception of the
WOT. Why then does he NnOT make 1t IMNOIC clear in the Retractationes that
thıs Was nNnOTt h1s intention the early works, ıf he was NOT fact
inclined? It certainly WONU. ave COST hım nothıng make such clarıfi-
Catlon. The aNnsSWeI MAaYy be’ then, that he ell knew he then had held such

VIEW, at least Was ser10usly nclıned that WAY. So the sılence Can Cut
both Way>

However, NOTL Ouft of the woods yel For S{1. oug
COMMNC wıth SOITINIC explanatıon, the hypothesı1s Just seit forth, why the
mature Bıshop WOU have remaıined sılent about h1s alleged youthfu
inchnation en soul VIEWS. One certamly CannoTt SupPPOSC that he Was

overtly dıshonest both h1s personal sancuty and the ex1istence of the
Retractationes mılıtate agalınst that poss1bıilıty. As far SCC there
[WO possibilıties.

Ihe first 18 that Augustine EVCNMN in 4727 MAaYy nOL have been COMI-

pletely certaın about the Talsıty of the fallen soul outlook; he INaYy have
been certaın that Origenian 16 W of cyclıc souls Was false”, but th1ıs
does NOTL INCcan that he regarded pre-existence VIEW 4S false Let
keep in mınd that the Pelagıan dıspute had been foremost in h1s mınd ECVCTI

sSince AVZ, and that at the time of the Compos1ing of the Retractationes he
had Tcason heve the CONWTOVETSY WOUu dıssıpate SOO| Moreover,
he knew he WOU dıe SOO and that other Catholıics WOU MOS eIy
usSse N1S writings combat them Furthermore, Ssince maın pomlnt of
contention wıth them concerned the ex1istence of orıgıinal S1N, the [WO
VIEWS of the soul that best supported or1gınal SIN WeIC traduc1anısm and
SOM pre-existence VIEW. Thus, SinCce Augustine claımed himself that he

19 C O’CONNELL, TIhe Origin of the Soul In St Augustine’s Ater Works, 3002
"For hen Augustine first makes the acquaıntance of Orıgenism, through aul Oros1us in
414, n1s instincts of repulsıon rather 1ts cyclıc and fantastıc AaCCOUNL of creatıon
and of motive for creatıng the visıble world; gen’s AaCCOUNL of souls
'fallen’ does NOL INOVC dırectly into hıis CI1 sıghts” Interestungly, the guarded and

11 A:entatıve language f the Retractationes (”securl1us dix1issem, cavendum fult, NON

accıpıendum, ” "hoc ımprobo” INaYy the hypothesıs that In 477 thıs WwWas
St1 Augustüune’s OpIN10N: Scripture clearly rules Out that the WOT.| 15 pr1son for allen
souls, 1ıle. NnOL conclusıvely forbıddıing pre-existent Status human beings.
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COUu NOTL fathom Scripture determıne 1C 16 W of the or1ıgın of the
soul Was correct“®, he IMNaYy have wıished leave OPCH the poss1ıbılıty for
future Catholıcs make IN of the en soul 1e6 W 1f that COU.
wıelded agalınst the pern1C10uUSs elagıans. Thus, gıven such CIrCcumstances,
1t 15 consıistent hold that the Augustine WasSs AaWAaTe he had 1N-
clined towards fallen soul 16W h1s youth, and yel he dıd NOL retTraCct
such explıcıtly because he dıd 9(0)1 wısh depriıve future elagıan
OppONENIS of an Yy WCaDON.

econdly, gıven sımılar prem1ses above, ONC COuU AaISuC that
because of the perce1ved danger of resourceful such ulıan
contorting CVECIMN F,  tame  AA version of pre-existence into LNOIC Orıgenian
VICW, and hence ser10usly damagıng the Catholic posı1tion, perhaps ugus-
tine WOU have remaıned sılent about his youthful propensitıies in this
matter“. In thıs WAäY, Dy NnOTL stırrıng the fires of h1s you he MAaYy
have hoped deprive Juhan of WCaDON. Moreover, thıs does nOTL iNcan
that Augustine WäasSs then dishonest about what h1s earher Opını1ons ın fact
WEeTIC It INa Y only indıicate that, for certaiın prudent TrCcasons, Augustine
SIımply dıd NOL provıde complete accounting of the intentions of his
you

Do these suggesti1ons completely pPut rest doubts about
()’Connell’s interpretation of the Cassıc1acum inclination towards PTC-
ex1istence of human souls? COUTISC NOTL; the 1Ssue 15 INOTIC Su than
that Nevertheless, hope that these indications have al least put rest the
SuSsp1cC1on that the "sılence" ın the Retractationes renders the evidence for
O’Connell’s VIEW al best "circumstantial"??. One does wısh that ugus-
tine had been LIOIC exphicıt and definıte ın thıs 1SSue. But gıven the present

of scholarshıp, do nOoTL SCC overwhelmıing I1CasOonNs why ONec NOTL
trultfully proceed the assumption that Augustine dıd, for certaın time
al least, onestly leve had pre-existed and en into corruptible
bodies CONSCYUCNCE.

Oou Band, Ind Jon BEANE

C: De (Jenesi ad lıtteram, After pursumg thıs investigation oroughly
iiıme has allowed, shoul: Judge the weıght of ICAasSOoN and of scrıptural {eXISs

equal nearly equal sıdes |creatıonısm and traducıanısm], WeIC it NnOL for the
fact the practice of infan: pusm g1VvES grealer weıght the opınıon of those who
hold that souls generat by arı

21 ( O’CONNELL, CLt., ET LE
TECeTIC. (CTOSSOnN, person. cCcommunicatıon, has evaluated ”Connell thesıs

usıng such guage


