
AUGUST  78
WITH PHILOSOPHERS

ITHE RESURRECTION THE BODY

INTRODUCTION

In thıs artıcle attempt sShow NOw Augustine reconcıles the
teaching of the philosophers, eclectically put together, the resurrection
of the body wıth that of the Christians

()’Meara has publıshed LW  ®) excellent works 16 pertinent
the theme of OUT investigatlion. In OFDNYFY S Philosophy from Oracles

In Augustine he entify Porphyry  S Philosophy from Oracles
and h1s De anımae, 1C work(s), whether taken ON SCD-
arately, Augustine in enCOUuUNTter wıth the Platonists of h1ıs time
wıth TeESPECL the question of the resurrection of the body. In Augustine
and Neo-Platonısm “ ()’Meara g1ves ın scheme lıst of the pOo1Nts of
Contact between Augustine and OTpNAYTY.

We lımıt OUT held of ınvestigatıon the ollowing works of AN-
gustine: Sermones 240-247 and De (’ivitate Del 10.24,30.31,32:; LZZE:
13,.16:17.18.19.20: and 22,25-28 We cons1ıder only these works
relevant OUTr PUurpOSc.

DISCUSSION WITH PHILOSOPHE ERMONES 240-247

In thıs section attempt: (1) identify the phılosopher OppONECNLIS
of the resurrection of the body ın Sermones 240-242; 11) ShOw the
sımilarıty and the continulty of the discussions ın the three Sermones; and

ShOw the po1ints of conflict and of reconcılıation between Augustine
and the phılosophers.

Sermo 240), and The argument from the Incarnation of
CHhrist, Dy 1C He hecame the Mediator hetween (G(G0d and MEN,
bolsters the arz2ument JOr the resurrection and the transformation
of the body
In Sermo 240,4 and D, wrıtten between 405 and 410, Augustine

g1Vves clear indıcations that the phılosophers wıth whom he dıffers



ALFECHE

the question of resurrection and transformatıon of the body ollowers
both of ato and OTPNYTY, although these Names NnOL mentioned. In
Sermo 240,4 he descr1bes them d holdıng the followıng views!: (1) there
18 SOTT of afterlıfe; thıs 1s proved by the ımmortalıty of the soul; 11) the
souls in bodies 4S in pr1sons, CONSCQHUCNCE of sınnıng in the prev1-
OUuSs lıfe: 111 the souls of the un]ust, when they leave the body, immediate-
1y other 16S, and suffer Dy bearıng these bodies:; 1V) the souls
of the Just, when they leave the body, retiurn theır respective SLars and
Stay there for long time:; however, after havıng forgotten the miıserles of
the past lıfe, they delıght in reassumıng bodies and agaın undergo Su1ITe-
Mngs. ese doctrines clearly what ato teaches both iın Timaeus and
in Aedrus ato aSCT1bes the immortalıty 1f the soul combıned work
Dy and the deities“. The soul 1s SOWIN by seed; and
an 1t the deities for them ıt wıth mortal body. Thus, the
immortal element of Creatures from whereas the mortal ele-
MentT and the work of weavıng both the immortal and mortal consttuents
COINC from and 15 one Dy the deities?. ato also teaches that souls
imprisoned ın bodies 4S CONSCYHUCNCE of SOTIIC miıshap; because of thıs
they sınk neath the urden of theır forgetfulness and wrongdoing; and
thus they lose theıir WINgs and fall earth“ In the first fall they do NnOtL
ASSUTIIC bodies of beasts:;: they however, into bodies of infants wıth
dıfferent categorıes of potentialities”. ese dıfferences depend theır
egree of V1S1ON of realıty theıir Prev10uUS Journey regıon above the

"Philosophı saeculı hulus, quı magnı erun! el doct1, el caeter1s melı0res, anımam
humanam mortalem F“  R seNnserunt: solum SCNSECTUNLK, sed quantıs DOLUuCTUNLK arg U-
mentatıiıonıbus defenderunt, el 1DSas defensiones SUud! CONscrıptas poster1s relıquerunt96  M. ALFECHE  the question of resurrection and transformation of the body are followers  both of Plato and Porphyry, although these names are not mentioned. In  Sermo 240,4 he describes them as holding the following views‘: (i) there  is a sort of afterlife; this is proved by the immortality of the soul; (ii) the  souls are in bodies as in prisons, as a consequence of sinning in the previ-  ous life; (iii) the souls of the unjust, when they leave the body, immediate-  1y return to other bodies, and suffer by bearing these bodies; (iv) the souls  of the just, when they leave the body, return to their respective stars and  stay there for a long time; however, after having forgotten the miseries of  the past life, they delight in reassuming bodies and again undergo suffe-  rings. These doctrines are clearly what Plato teaches both in Timaeus and  in Phaedrus. Plato ascribes the immortality if the soul to a combined work  by God and the deities”. The soul is sown by God as a seed; and God  hands it to the deities for them to weave it with a mortal body. Thus, the  immortal element of creatures comes from God, whereas the mortal ele-  ment and the work of weaving both the immortal and mortal constituents  come from and is done by the deities’. Plato also teaches that souls are  imprisoned in bodies as a consequence of some mishap; because of this  they sink beneath the burden of their forgetfulness and wrongdoing; and  thus they lose their wings and fall to earth“. In the first fall they do not  assume bodies of beasts; they enter, however, into bodies of infants with  different categories of potentialities”. These differences depend on their  degree of vision of reality in their previous journey to a region above the  ! "Philosophi saeculi huius, qui magni fuerunt et docti, et caeteris meliores, anımam  humanam immortalem esse senserunt: nec solum senserunt, sed quantis potuerunt argu-  mentationibus defenderunt, et ipsas defensiones suas conscriptas posteris reliquerunt ... Hi  ergo qui senserunt atque dixerunt animas humanes immortales, de malis hominum, de  aerumnis erroribusque mortalium quaesierunt causas, quantum homines potuerunt; et  dixerunt, sicut potuerunt, praecessisse nescio quae in alia vita peccata, quorum peccatorum  merito ista corpora velut carcerem animae mererentur ... Et hic contriverunt ingenia sua;  et laboraverunt, quantum potuerunt, reddere hominibus rationem, vel sibi, vel aliis: et  dixerunt, animas hominum male viventium immundas pessimis moribus, cum exierint de  corporibus, rursus continuo revolvi ad alia corpora, et poenas hic luere quas videmus; eas  vero animas quae bene vixerunt, cum exierint de corporibus, ire ad superna coelorum,  requiescere ibi in stellis et luminibus istis conspicuis, vel quibuscumque coelestibus  abditisque secretis, obliviscı omnium praeteritorum malorum, et rursus delectari redire ad  corpora, et venire iterum ad ista patienda”. Sermo 240,4, PL 38,1132.  ? See PLATO, Timaeus 41b, Platon, Oeuvres completes, (A. RIVAUD, ed.), Paris, 1956,  p.156.  ? PLATO, Timaeus 41c-d, p. 157.  * See PLATO, Phaedrus 248a-b, Platon, Oeuvres completes, (L. ROBIN, ed.), Paris,  1954, p. 39-40.  5 PLATO, Phaedrus 248a-b, p. 39-40.Hı
CTRO quı Nserunt alque dixerunt anımas humanes immortales, de alıs homınum, de
aerumnıs errorıbusque mortalıum quaesierun Causas, quantium homiınes DOLUeCTUNK; el
dıxerunt, SICuUL pOtuerunt, praecess1isse NeSCIO QJuaC iın alıa vıta peccala, (0) DECCalLorum
mer1to 1sta 10) velut anımae ererentur96  M. ALFECHE  the question of resurrection and transformation of the body are followers  both of Plato and Porphyry, although these names are not mentioned. In  Sermo 240,4 he describes them as holding the following views‘: (i) there  is a sort of afterlife; this is proved by the immortality of the soul; (ii) the  souls are in bodies as in prisons, as a consequence of sinning in the previ-  ous life; (iii) the souls of the unjust, when they leave the body, immediate-  1y return to other bodies, and suffer by bearing these bodies; (iv) the souls  of the just, when they leave the body, return to their respective stars and  stay there for a long time; however, after having forgotten the miseries of  the past life, they delight in reassuming bodies and again undergo suffe-  rings. These doctrines are clearly what Plato teaches both in Timaeus and  in Phaedrus. Plato ascribes the immortality if the soul to a combined work  by God and the deities”. The soul is sown by God as a seed; and God  hands it to the deities for them to weave it with a mortal body. Thus, the  immortal element of creatures comes from God, whereas the mortal ele-  ment and the work of weaving both the immortal and mortal constituents  come from and is done by the deities’. Plato also teaches that souls are  imprisoned in bodies as a consequence of some mishap; because of this  they sink beneath the burden of their forgetfulness and wrongdoing; and  thus they lose their wings and fall to earth“. In the first fall they do not  assume bodies of beasts; they enter, however, into bodies of infants with  different categories of potentialities”. These differences depend on their  degree of vision of reality in their previous journey to a region above the  ! "Philosophi saeculi huius, qui magni fuerunt et docti, et caeteris meliores, anımam  humanam immortalem esse senserunt: nec solum senserunt, sed quantis potuerunt argu-  mentationibus defenderunt, et ipsas defensiones suas conscriptas posteris reliquerunt ... Hi  ergo qui senserunt atque dixerunt animas humanes immortales, de malis hominum, de  aerumnis erroribusque mortalium quaesierunt causas, quantum homines potuerunt; et  dixerunt, sicut potuerunt, praecessisse nescio quae in alia vita peccata, quorum peccatorum  merito ista corpora velut carcerem animae mererentur ... Et hic contriverunt ingenia sua;  et laboraverunt, quantum potuerunt, reddere hominibus rationem, vel sibi, vel aliis: et  dixerunt, animas hominum male viventium immundas pessimis moribus, cum exierint de  corporibus, rursus continuo revolvi ad alia corpora, et poenas hic luere quas videmus; eas  vero animas quae bene vixerunt, cum exierint de corporibus, ire ad superna coelorum,  requiescere ibi in stellis et luminibus istis conspicuis, vel quibuscumque coelestibus  abditisque secretis, obliviscı omnium praeteritorum malorum, et rursus delectari redire ad  corpora, et venire iterum ad ista patienda”. Sermo 240,4, PL 38,1132.  ? See PLATO, Timaeus 41b, Platon, Oeuvres completes, (A. RIVAUD, ed.), Paris, 1956,  p.156.  ? PLATO, Timaeus 41c-d, p. 157.  * See PLATO, Phaedrus 248a-b, Platon, Oeuvres completes, (L. ROBIN, ed.), Paris,  1954, p. 39-40.  5 PLATO, Phaedrus 248a-b, p. 39-40.hic contrıverunt ingen1a SUuäxa,

raverun quanium DOLueTUNL, eddere homminıbus ratıonem, vel Sıb1, vel 115 el

dıxerunt, anımas homınum male viventium immundas pessSIm1Ss mor1bus, CUIMN exierint de
Corpor1bus, [UISUS continuo revolvı ad alıa5 ei DOCNHAS hıc luere quas videmus:;
VC)] Nnımas qua«c bene vixerunt, CUMM exiermint de corpor1ıbus, ad coelorum,
requlescere 1bı in tellıs eit lumınıbus SUus CONSDICUIS, vel quıbuscumque coeles!|  us
abdıtısque secrets, oblıvıscı Omnıum praeter1torum malorum, ef IUISUuS elec! redıre ad
(0)  5 el veniıre 1terum ad i1sta patıenda . ermoOo 240.4, 38,1132.

See PLA' I ımaeus 41b, Platon CUVFreSs completes, RIVAUD, e4.),; Parıs, 1956,
p.156.

PLATO, I ıiımaeus 41c-d, 157
See PLATO. Phaedrus 248a-b Platon, euvres completes, OBIN, ed.) Parıs,

1954, 30 -40
PLATO, Phaedrus a- 390-40
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skıes IC 15 the abode of realıty.Only knowledge 15 concerned wıth
th1ıs realıty and only the intellect, 16 18 the pılo of the soul, TC-
hend 1t The hirst STOUD, namely, those who WEIC MOSTL perceptive of that
realıty in the TSt Journey, destined become seekers of w1sdom,
followers of Muses and lovers; the second MOoOST perceptive become
law-abıdıng monarchs, WAaTrTIOTS commanders:; the hırd become
IMEeN of alrs, of households, financiers: the (0211
lovers of physıcal actıviıties, OT traıners, physıcı1ans; the fıfth,
soothsayers officıals of mysterles; the SIXth, become pDOelS, practi-
1oners of SOINIC other imıtatıve artl; the seventh destined artısans

farmers:; the e1g popular teachers OT demagogues; and the
nınth become In the second incarnatıon, however, the PAYyS1-
cal form that souls AdSSUumMe depends the goodness and the badness of
their prev10us ife thıs time human souls IMNAaYy into bodıies of
beasts; and souls 16 or1ginally WEIC human IMNaYy change from beasts
back into men ato teaches that the into bodies 15 punishment”.
For the phılosophers ıt involves undergoing sSlow and paınfull PIOCCSS of
growing wings"” 1n order reach NC INOTC the height of wisdom}!!.
For those who AdSSUIMNC bodies of beasts 1t WOU. INC. being deprived of
see1ng truth again “

OTrpAYyTY ollows several of Plato’s doctrines. He rejected, how-
CVET, Plato’s teachiıng of the bodies of beasts, and taught the

other Ne human bodies instead .
In Sermo 240,5 Augustine g1ves uSs LIOIC information about the

posıtion of these phılosophers They deny Christ the mediator
between and LIIC)  = Augustine reaCts thıs enl He ca them
A ıle acknowledging them WI1ISse al the Sdalllc time. ccording-
1y he consıders 1t PIODCI appIiy them the words of the apostle in
Cor 1,20 nGod has made foolısh the w1ısdom of thıs world” He does thıs
In order put them in COoONnfTtrast T1S who 15 truly the w1isdom of
In oıng thıs and Dy further eferring the followıng VEISCS, namely J1

PLATO, Phaedrus 241cC,
PLATO, Phaedrus 248e, 41
PEATO,. Phaedrus 249b, 41
PLATO, Phaedrus 2506: PLATO teaches that the reiurn the 18 A deprIi-

vlatıon of the DUTC lıght enjoyed al the beatıfic VISION In the. first Journey by followıing
eus. Ihe body 1s walkıng sepulchre ıch bound lıke 1ts

PLATO, Phaedrus e-  a, 41
Ihid.
PLATO, T ıimaeus 42C, 158

13 See De (/ivıtate DeL 13,19, SEL 40/1,
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24, he NOT only the conflict between Paul and the Jews and the
Gentiles, but also introduces revolutionary Cristian teaching that WONUL.
bring those phılosophers acknowledge that the incarnate T1sS 15 equal

the Father wıth respecCt dıvıne that Christ Hıs cruciıhx1ion
showed mself be the W and the w1ısdom of

"TIhe phılosophers saıd much about thıs The phılosophers of this WOT'!
of whom (OUT Scripture ays  (0] has made foolısh the WI1  om of thıs world’
(1 Cor 1,20) cCould NOL discover something NO  A than thıs (G0d has made
foolısh the wısdom of this WOT! HNOw much INO has he made foolısh fool-
ishness? wisdom of the world ıs foolıshness God’s CYCS, HNOw far from
G0od 15 the real foolishness of thıs world? There 1S, hNOowever, certaiın oolish-
NESS of thıs WOT! which eaches of which the Apostle SaySs “Since in the
wiısdom of God, the dıd NOTL kKNOW (G0d OuUg! W1sdom, it pleased God
through the LOLLy of what SadVC those who belıeve). And he
adds "Since the Jews ask for S1gNsS, the Tee| seeck W1ISdOom; however,
preach Christ crucified, stumbling-block the Jews, foolıshness the
Gentiles; but those who AaIc called, Jews and TE themselves, Christ 18 the
DOWCT of and the wiısdom of G0d’ (1 Cor 1.21:24) 8

The Statement "There 1S, however, certaıin foolıshness of thıs WOT.
1C reaches Godnls, } cClearly refers Christ, 15 made iın OppOSsI-
t1on the denı1al of Christ d the Mediator Dy «the phılosophers. It 15
assert10on of belief.

oug iın thıs paragraph Augustine does nOTLt DeC1LYy further
whom the phılosophers WeEeTIC ollowing, 1t 18 clear enough that he 1S refer-
nng them N followers of orphyry. ’”Meara WOU. aAaBICC wıth thıs
In h1s work, OFrDNYFY'S Philosophy from Oracles INn Augustine, he pO1Nts
Ouf that Porphyry  S maın attacks agaınst Christianity the following
points”®: (1) the equalıty of T1S wıth the Father: 11) the resurrection of
Christ’s body; 111 Christ’s truthfulness 1n prophesyıng the belief of Inen
in Hım and the resurrection of the DOdy; and 1V) the resurrectlon of all

"Hoc dixerunt valde magnı phılosophıi. Isto plus Invenıre hıl DOWweTUNL phılosophiı
undı huJus, de quıbus dıcıt Scriptura Stultam fecit Deus sapıentiam AUJUS mundl.
1 sapıentiam, magıs stultıam? 1 sapıentia mundı stultıtıa est apud Deum, CIa
stultitia mundı quam onge est Deo? Est tamen quaedam tultıtıa mundı huJus, JuaC
pervenıt ad Deum, de 1C1 postolus Quoniam In sapıentia De1 CO2NovIt MuN-
dus Der sapıentiam Deum, placutt Deo DeET stultıtiam praedicationis Salvos facere creden-
les. Et dıicıt ‘Quoni1am Judaeı sıgna peLunt, el Giraecı sapıentiam quaeTunt: NOS praedıca-
INUS Christum crucıfixum: Judaeıs quıdem scandalum, Gentbus stultıtıam: 1DSIS
vocatıs Judaeıs TAaeCISs Christum De1 virtutem er De1ı sapıentiam ” (1 Cor. 1,20-24)
ermoO 240,5, 38.1132-1133

15 Lamen quaeı tultıtıa mundı huJus, ua pervenıt ad Deum ” ermoO 240,5,
38,1 132
16 J.O’MEARA, Porphyry's Phılosophy from Oracles in ugustine, Parıs, 1959, AB

83
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bodies These four pOo1Nts NnOT distinctly put ın Sermo 240 However,
they DutL clearly iın De (ivitate De: 222528 and there ıt 15 expressly
sa1ld that they held by followers of OTPNAYTY. Thus, ın the 1g of De
(ivitate Del 22,25-28 We INAaY Sa Y that ın Sermo 240, and those phıl-
osophers who reject the teachıng that T1S 18 the Mediator between God
and IMnNenNn followers of Porphyry

By asserting that T1S 15 the Mediator between and INCN,
Augustine also asserts the equalıty of T1S wıth the Father. And
aCCOount of thıs he also AaSSEeTTS the truthfulness of what hrıst declares!’.
Therefore, what T1S declares wıth reSPECI 1e in Hım and Order-
ıng of ıfe accordıng thıs belief, and what he declares wıth
respecCt the resurrection of the body of the bellıevers and theıir transform-
at10n better chould consequently

"Ihe ord Christ, who 15 the w1sdom Of God, Came. Heaven sounds:; let the
ITrOogs keep ılent! What the truth SdYS 18 What He sald, that 1S, that the
human TacCce 18 in the condiıtion f SIN, 18 clear. But he who has belıeved In the
ediator, who 18 the intercessor een God and INCeMN (between the rnghteous
(j0od and the sinful INCN, INterceSSOTY holy 1901 assumıng humanıty from
below and holiness from above, and ereiore he 18 the ediator; from above
He 18 unıted wıth the ather, from below He 18 unıte' wıth usS, S1INCEe 1f He
WEIC wholly from there, He WOU. completely only there; and 1f He WE

wholly from here, He would completely here yıng down miserably]
lıving wıth uS, and ereiore could 19{011 Mediator); he, therefore, who has
believed ın the ediator, and has lıved Taıthfully and righteously, he wıll
surely eave behind h1is Dody and wıll attaın resLi. However, ater he wıll
eceive his DOdy, NOL In Order that It wıll for hım SOUTCE of suffering, but

+ 1%SOUTCC of beauty, and he will lıve wıth God foreve

ermo0 2414 Aato mMAaLntalns that ıf 15 hbecause ofm that
the Souls take delight In 20in hack the bodies INn order suffer
In Sermo 241,4 Augustine contends that instead of makıng forget-

ulness the for the souls’ the bodies, aftfo in fact makes
the Plato’s followers, in Augustine s explanatıon, descr1be

"Quod dixıt ver1ltas, hOcC est erum  AA ermo 240,5, 38,1133
18 "Venıiıt Domuiinus Chrıstus, sapıentia De1 coelum (ONaLl; Tallac Ceant. Quod X 1t

verıtas, hOC est CIUIMM uod dıxıt, in ala quidem SSC humanım ‚Ausa peccatı,
manıfestum esL. Sed quı credıiderıt ediatorem, quı constitutus est medius inter Deum
er homines (inter Deum Justum el homines inJustos, medius homo Justus, humanıtatem
NS de ImoO, Justitiam de' el deo medius: 1NC UuNumMm), el nde uUuNum, quıa S1

inde, ıbl SI ulrumque hınc, nobiscum Jaceret, ef medius NON esset) quı
CI RO credıiderıt In ediatorem, er fidelıter bene vixerI1t, exıiet quıdem de L0)  „ ef erıt
in requle; Vvivet CU]  = Deo ageternum . Sermo 240,5, 38.1 133
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theıir positiıon in the followıing MaAanneT.: the souls, after long reSsLT, forget
past miserles; A result they agaın begın long be unıted wıth bodies.

they SaY that after ong per10d of time, and OMNCEC they have forgotten
the miıserl1es of the DPrev10OuS lıfe, the souls begin long reiurn
bodiesL

In Augustine s interpretation thıs Platonic teaching WOU Mcan that
the souls COMNC back precisely suffer agaın in the bodies, forget

blaspheme agalnst hım and struggle agaınst lust ato WOUu attrıbute
the of th1ıs desıire, accordıng Augustine, the souls’ orgetful-
es5 Augustine, however, rejects thıs explanatıon the grounds that 1f
the souls forget past miserles, they 111 surely forget the desıre of the
Aesh*. However, 1t 15 ell known that Augustine consıders the desires of
the flesh eviıl. ato maılintaıns the same'  21 Thus, ıf ato condemns
the desires of the fMesh well, he WOU surely have ondemned the idea
that 1t 15 the of the desıres of the Nesh 3 @ induces the souls
COMMIC back the bodies. But in fact he 0€Ss nNOL, by sayıng that the souls
take delıght in comıng back bodies.

"An! it wıll delıght the SOulSs COM back, and agaiın they wiıll COIMINEC back
bear the 165 suffer mi1iserles, orge! God, and agalnst
God, follow the desires of the body, and truggle against lust TOom
whnere and for what do they COMIMMEC back those miseries? ell Wwhy.
It 15 because they forget. they forget all eviıls, let them also forget the desire

n22of the flesh. They emember only thıs evıl, Dy which they have en

In the statement CYV remember only thıs evil, Dy 3C they have
fallen“" Augustine clearly CXPTICSSCS h1s interpretation that fOor ato and
hH1S followers it 18 none ther than IN of elıghts that Causcs the souls

delıght ın coming back bodies.

19 inquıunt, DOSL onga LCMDOTA, facta penıtus oblıyıone mıserl1arum,
Incıpıunt velle revertı in 4}  corpora Sermo 241.,4, 3 5 1135

"Ol Oomnı1a ala oblıvıscuntur, oblıvıscantur el delectatıonem arnıs'. ermoO 241,4,
811535
21 See PLATO, T imaeus 42D, 158 as! of desıres ould lead lıfe:

subjection them would ead wıicked lıfe.
"Et delectabıt venıre, el IUISUS venıunt ad i1sta patıenda, ad ista oOleranda, ad

obliviscendum Deum, blasphemandum Deum, ad sequendas COTDOTIS voluptates, ad

as 1dınes. venıunt ad 1stas miserl1as, unde, quo'  W Dic mıhl, quare? Quıia
oblıyıscuntur. 1 Omnı1a mala oblıvyıscun(ur, oblıvıscantur et delectatıonem Carnıs. Hoc
solum malo SUO memi1nerunt, unde ruerunt”. ermo 241.4,; 38,1135

"Hoc solum malo SUO meminerunt, unde ruerunt .  x Sermo 241,4, 38.11355
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eYy COIMNC back Why? It 15 because it 15 delight dwell ıIn the bodies
ere does that delıght COMME from, EXCEDL from IN because they fOr-
merly lıved there in the bodies?"2

Sermo 2415 The souls of the Just In heaven CAaNNnOLT he TULYy
appDY if the teaching of the followers ofAto 15 he accepted
Augustine that SV the souls of the Just Cannot be truly

appY after 1ıfe if the philosophers’ teaching 15 accepted. He sShows
thıs, TSst Dy appealıng the STatement of Vırgıl Plato’s teachıng the

of the soul. In the Judgement of Vırgıl the Platonists’ teaching
WOUu iInNncan that the souls desıire what 15 miıiserable: "tam dıra cupido  25n
Second, he sSshows that, 1f ONEC has analyze the philosophers’ teaching, 1t
WOUuU ımposs1ıble maıntaın that the souls of the Just really
appY. Why? No matter whether the souls remember do NOTL remember
their past miserl1es eıther because of of forgetfulness, they 111
surely suffer NCC hey COINC back AdSSUuMec bodies. In eıther WAaY they
CannotTLt be appY. For ıf they know, hOow COUu. they be free irom WOTTIES
when they 1in of theıir future miserles”? Worries reflect insecurity“®. ÖOr,
1T they do nNnOT KNOW, hOow they De re appYy,; SINCEe they
dece1ved, for 1n fact they 111 agaın suffer misery“'. 1To have enjJoyment
hrough mistake, accordıng Augustine, 1 NOTL re. happy“.

en, ask YOU, do these SOuls In heaven KNOW OT NOL that they wıll agaln
suffer the m1iseres of this 111e choose what YOU WOUL.AUGUSTINE’S DISCUSSIONS ON THE RESURRECTION  101  "They come back. Why? It is because it is a delight to dwell in the bodies.  Where does that delight come from, except from memory, because they for-  merly lived there in the bodies?"?,  C. Sermo 241,5: The souls of the just in heaven cannot be truly  happy if the teaching of the followers of Plato is to be accepted  Augustine argues that even the souls of the just cannot be truly  happy after life if the philosophers’ teaching is to be accepted. He shows  this, first by appealing to the statement of Virgil on Plato’s teaching on the  return of the soul. In the judgement of Virgil the Platonists’ teaching  would mean that the souls desire what is miserable: "tam dira cupido”".  Second, he shows that, if one has to analyze the philosophers’ teaching, it  would be impossible to maintain that the souls of the just can really be  happy. Why? No matter whether the souls remember or do not remember  their past miseries either because of memory or of forgetfulness, they will  surely suffer once they come back to assume bodies. In either way they  cannot be happy. For if they know, how could they be free from worries  when they think of their future miseries? Worries reflect insecurity”®. Or,  if they do not know, how can they be really happy, since they are  deceived, for in fact they will again suffer misery”. To have enjoyment  through a mistake, according to Augustine, is not to be really happy”.  "Then, I ask you, do these souls in heaven know or not that they will again  suffer the miseries of this life? choose what you would ... If they know that  they will suffer such great misery, how are they happy worrying about their  future misery? How are they happy there where they are without security? If  they do not know, and therefore do not think that they will sufffer, then they  are happy by mistake, for they shall suffer, although they think that they shall  % "Veniunt: quare? Quia delectat, nisi per memoriam, quia ibi aliquando habitave-  runt?". Sermo 241,4, PL 38,1135.  3 "O pater, anne aliquas ad caelum hinc ire putandum est sublimes animas iterumque  ad tarda reverti corpora? quae lucis miseris tam dira cupido?". VIRGIL, Aeneid 6,719-721,  (H.Goelzer, ed. & A.Bellesort, transl.), Tome I, Paris, 1970, p. 190-191. Quoted by AU-  GUSTINE in Sermo 240,5, PL 38,1136.  2 "Si sciunt se passuras esse tantas miserias, quomodo sunt beatae, miserias suas  futuras cogitantes? quomodo sunt beatae, ubi sunt sine securitate?". Sermo 241,5, PL  38,1136.  27 "Si nesciunt, et non se putant esse passuras, errando sunt beatae”. Sermo 241,5, PL  38.1136.  % v"Erunt ergo errore felices; erunt beatae; non aeternitate, sed falsitate". Sermo 241,5,  PL 38.1136.they KNOW that
they wıll suffer such MISETY, NOw aIc they WOITYINg aDOut their
future misery? How ATIc they there whnere hey dIC wıthout secunty? If
they do NOL KNOW, and therefore do 19(0)1 thınk that they 111 sufffer, then they
aAIic DYy mistake, for they chall suffer, although they thıink that they shall

"Veniunt: quare”? Quıa delectat, 1S1 DCI memorT1am, quıa 1Dı alıquando habıtave-
nt‘?” ermo 241,4, 381135

} paler, NNC alıquas ad caelum 1INC ıre putandum est Su:  1mes anımas ıterumque
ad revert1 corpora? Qqua«C luc1s miser1ıs dıra cup1do?”, VIRGIL, Aenetid 6,719-721,
(H.Goelzer, A.Bellesort, transl.), ome L Parıs, 1970, 190-191 uoted Dy AU-

in ermoO 240,5, 38,1136.
"S1 scC1unt aSSuras SSC miserias. quomodo Sunt beatae, mi1ser1as SUuas

futuras cogıtantes quomodo Sunt Cal  B, ubı SUunt sSıne securıtate?". Sermo 241,5.
38,.1136

27 AL nesc1unt, el NON SSC DaSSuras, errando SUnt beatae” ermoOo 241,5,
8,1136

"Erunt CIBO felıces: Tunt beatae; NONMN aeternıtate, sed falsı: Sermo 241,5,
38,1136
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noTt su{ffer. What 18 thınk wrongly Dut eIT? They wıll, ereIOre,
129through CITOTI, they wıll appY,; nNnOL eternally but falsely

In opposıition the philosopher s CONCEDL of happiness, C ın
h1ıs analysıs 1$ NnOTL re. happıness, Augustine pOsI1ts happıness in
being Tate' from falsehood and in pOosSsessing the Thıs 15
chlıeved hrough hrıst’s work of redemption.

ay the 1berate us in Order that truly because the
words of OUT edeemerT NOL ineffectıve “ar the SOn WOU. sel YOU GE
then yOu wıll De truly appY FOr He Hımself has Sal \a YOU remaın In
words, YOU wiıll ruly IN Y discıples; yYOU wiıll KNOW the truth, and the truth
11l sel YOU free  > (Jo 8,306, 31, 323°

Thıs reference T1S5 aASs the Redeemer and aSs the Iruth, 15 of paramount
ımportance Augustine s point. : It AaSSEeTTS h1s 16 in T1S as equal
wıth the Father, and 1n the truthfulness of Hıs sStatements agalınst the
denıials of orphyry Accordingly, the philosophers whom Augustine 1$
confronting a1so followers of OTpNAYTY. Thus, 1ıle in paragraph four
Augustine’s description of the hefs of these philosophers demonstrates
that they followers of ato, although Plato’s Namlece 18 NOT expressly
mentloned, In paragraph five h1is descr1ption of the SAadInNec philosophers’
other belıef cShoOows that they 1kewı1se followers of OTDPNYTY, although
the Namnle of OTrpAYyTY 1$ NOTL mentioned. Thıs ShOws that ermo 241,4 and

1s doublet of Sermo 240,4 and
That these philosophers indeed followers of ato and al the

Samle time of Porphyry 15 expressly indıcated in paragraph Here a_
goras’ Namle 1$ NCIude! Thıs inclusıon g1ves evıdence of the infÄuence of
Pythagoras the later philosophers. It 15 noted that ato Was much
infÄuenced Dy the Pythagoreans and Dy the iCS, especlally wıth reSspecCL

the fall of the souls and theır reincarnation”.

eiınde, rogo O, SC1unt stae anımae In coelo, PDAaSSuras SSC [UISUS hujJus vitae
miser1as, nesciunt? Elıge quod voluer1s. 1 sc1unt aSSUuras SS5C tantlas miser1as,
quomodo Sunt beatae, miser1as SUl: futuras cogitantes? quomodo SUunt beatae, ubı Sunt

sıne securıtate‘?102  M. ALFECHE  not suffer. What is to think wrongly but to err? They will, therefore, be happy  29  through error; they will be happy, not eternally but falsely  .  In opposition to the philosopher’s concept of happiness, which in  his analysis is not really happiness, Augustine posits true happiness in  being liberated from falsehood and in possessing the truth. This is  achieved through Christ’s work of redemption.  "May the truth liberate us in order that we can truly be happy because the  words of our Redeemer are not ineffective: ‘if the Son would set you free,  then you will be truly happy’. For He Himself has said: ‘If you remain in my  words, you will truly be my disciples; you will know the truth, and the truth  will set you free’" (Jo. 8,36, 31, 32)”.  This reference to Christ as the Redeemer and as the Truth, is of paramount  importance to Augustine’s point.-It asserts his belief in Christ as equal  with the Father, and in the truthfulness of His statements against the  denials of Porphyry. Accordingly, the philosophers whom Augustine is  confronting are also followers of Porphyry. Thus, while in paragraph four  Augustine’s description of the beliefs of these philosophers demonstrates  that they are followers of Plato, although Plato’s name is not expressly  mentioned, in paragraph five his description of the same philosophers’  other belief shows that they are likewise followers of Porphyry, although  the name of Porphyry is not mentioned. This shows that Sermo 241,4 and  5 is a doublet of Sermo 240,4 and 5.  That these philosophers are indeed followers of Plato and at the  same time of Porphyry is expressly indicated in paragraph 6. Here Pytha-  goras’ name is included. This inclusion gives evidence of the influence of  Pythagoras on the later philosophers. It is to be noted that Plato was much  influenced by the Pythagoreans and by the Orphics, especially with respect  to the fall of the souls and their reincarnation*'.  29 “Deinde, rogo te, sciunt se istae animae in coelo, passuras esse rursus hujus vitae  miserias, an nesciunt? Elige quod volueris. Si sciunt se passuras esse tantas miserias,  quomodo sunt beatae, miserias suas futuras cogitantes? quomodo sunt beatae, ubi sunt  sine securitate? ... Si nesciunt, et non se putant esse passuras, errando sunt beatae. Quod  enim passurae sunt, putant se non passuras: quod falsum putare, quid est aliud quam  errare? Erunt ergo errore felices; erunt beatae; non aeternitate, sed falsitate". Sermo 241,5,  PL.:38; 4136:  30 "I iberet nos veritas, ut vere beati esse possimus: quoniam non vacat sermo Re-  demptoris nostri, Si vos Filius liberaverit, tunc vere liberi eritis. Ipse enim dixit: Si man-  seritis in verbo meo, vere discipuli mei eritis; et cognoscetis veritatem, et veritas liberabit  vos". Sermo 241,5, PL 38,1136.  31 See note 1 in D. LEE, (ed.), Plato, Phaedrus & Letters VII & VIII, Harmondsworth,  1981, p. 54.1 nescıunt, el NON Dutant I  Z DaSSuTas, errando Sunt beatae. Quod
Nnım DAaSSuUTaC SUNL, putant NON DassSuras. quod falsum Dulare, quıd est 1ud (quam
errare? Trunt CIBO elıces:; ITuUunt beatae; NOMN aeterniıtate, sed alsıtate  x ermoO 241,5,

38, 1136
"L.beret NOS ver1tas, ut ( beatı SS5C DOSSIMUS: quon1am NON vacat SCITNO Re-

demptorI1s nostr1, \ VOS Fılius lıberaverilt, IuncC ere lıber. erıtis. Ipse nım dixıt: SI N-

SEerLtLSs ıIn verbo ere discipull mel er1it1s; el COgNOSCENS verıtatem, verıtas lıherabıt
VoOoS  xr ermoO 241.,3., 38,.1136.

41 See note LEE, (ed.) alto, Phaedrus Letters VITI VUIII, Harmondsworth,
1981
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ermo 24106 The teaching of the philosophers hope for
AappDY life Involves contradıction

In paragraph Augustine becomes EVECN INOITC agressive and sharp
agaınst the phılosophers He invıtes his lısteners chare the Samne attıtude
wıth hım towards them Ih lısten another point 1C 15
another poılint s10) about, OI, rather ridiculed"*.

Why does Augustine SaV thıs? He explaıns that for these philos-
ophers, for example, Pythagoras, ato, OTPNAYTY, and any  Y else of
theıir kınd, seek w1ısdom 15 seek appY life® In jJudgement thıs
points certaın Casurec of gnosticısm these philosophers
appYy lıfe, however, Can INOTEC ulLy attaıned when Just soul leaves
behind 1ts body eart. Why? Because eart 1ıle bear bodies
bear 1serles. Yet; they 5SdY, here eart there 15 hope for appY
ıfe happıness 1ın heaven, b{ 15 reached after the soul leaves 1n
the body 1t had assumed. It 18 thıs point that Augustine TeAaCIS. For
he already pointed Out ın paragraph S, ın analysıs of the teachıngs of
the phılosophers, Eeven the souls of the Just IC have departed from the
bodies Can NnOTL truly appY. hether they know 1t 0)8 NOL, these souls
111 surely eıther WO) about theır future m1Ssery else when they In
heaven, and Can presumed be appY, but in fact, unhappy, Since
they aATe happy there Dy mistake errando), these souls 111 eventually
COTMNNC back ASSUTMNC bodies and lıve in mMI1SeTY. Thıs WOUL 1091 that the
Just souls here eart. hope for 1ife happıer than the ıfe itself ope
for Dy the SdaI11c souls already in heaven.

You who dIC W1Se here, YOU who aATic phılosopher here, that 18 SqY,
earth for example Pythagoras, ato, Porphyry, and ybody else of theır
ın why do YOU philosophize? He SaVYS, in Order ODtaın DDY lıfe
When ll YOU have thıs appY lıfe? When leave thıs body behind
he anSWeIS Now, indeed, ead m1serable lıfe; Dut there 18 hope IOr
appY ıfe There (ın the heavens) \JOY lıfe; Dut there 18 hope for

mi1iserable lıfe TIhus, the hope OUT unhap
the hope In OUT appY 1$ unhapppY  34 condıtion 1S apDY; and

"Deinde audıte alıud DEeJUS, alıud olendum vel potius ırmdendum”. ermoO 241,6,
38,1136
33 UJUaIC phiılosopharıs? op! vitam, INquıit, beatam ”“ ermoOo 241,6, 38,1136

"Hıc sapıens, h1ic phılosophe, hoc SSl {eITa verbı oratıa, Pythagoras, Plato,
Porphyrıius, el NeSCIO quı1s 1US 1DSOrum), Quare phılosopharıs? opter vitam, INquItL,
beatam Quando habebıs istam vıiıtam beatam? (Cum hOC L0)  > Inquıt, relıquero teITA.
Modi CTSO miıisera vıta gerıitur, sed SDCS est beatae vıtae: 1ıbı beata vıta geritur, sed SDCS est
miserae ı1tae Ergo SCS nOsrae infehrcıtatıs est ellX, el felıcıtatıs intel1x”. ermo 241,6,

38,1 137
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the end of paragraph Augustine TCCXDTCSSCS both h1s riıdicule
and for the posıtion of the philosophers; riıdicule, because ıt 15
incorrect””:; ITOW, because theır teachıngs esteemed Dy mMan Yy and
mislead them  36 He sShows CONCECIN for other’s welfare. Yet he pınpoinNts
theır absurdıtles, and persuades h1s lısteners reject the position of the
phılosophers outrıght. In Augustine s interpretation the hope of the Just
souls, accordıng the teaching of the phılosophers, 18 in the last analysıs
nouriıshed Dy love for baseness.

us reject these; and eıther let us SCO al it because they INCOTrrTeCth; ÖT,
let us SO for them, SINCE they esteemed greal. Sisters and brothers,
these remarkable absurdities of and earn people. How much better
do gard the great mysteri1es f the sSaın! They Sa Y that the purified
souls, cleansed, and WISEe, Out of love for the 16S. wıll reiu
them; they SaYy that the purı souls, Out of love for bodies, wıll reiurn
ASSUMNIC bodies Does purified soul, therefore, love in thıs manner Is this
love NnOL grealt basenessyn

ermo 24108 Not all of hodies AYre hunned

Augustine s discussion in paragraph 18 1mıted the
"Corpus est 00191 fugıiendum . Thıs statement 18 attrıbuted orphyry
and AaDDCAaIS here S1X times. Augustine consıders OTrphAYTY a the bıtterest

of the Christian al "Nde1 chrıistianae aCEeITIMUS In1m1CusS”'). Yet,
he (teMpeCTS this portrayal Dy sayıng that OrphYTY, sıdes havıng been
embarassed Dy the absurdities of h1s predecessors, Was certaın exient
corrected Dy SOIMNC Christian teachings: Porphyrıius, fide1 christianae ACeT-
MUS IN1IMICUS, quı 1am christianıs temporıbus fult; sed tamen ab 1PS1S
deliramentis erubescendo, Christlanıs 1qua parte COorreptus . The
word here INOTC the idea of DE Cal in dıs-
CusSs10N and consequently "corrected” than sSımply 'be: Ca Thıs 15
borne Out by Porphyry’'s partı denıal of Plato’s harsh CONCEDL of reinCar-
natıon, enl 1C partıally favors Christian teaching.

35 A ve]l rideamus quıa falsa Sunt, vel doleamus quıa Maygna existimantur”. Sermo
241,6, 38,1 137

11M. ALFECHE  104  At the end of paragraph 6 Augustine reexpresses both his ridicule  and sorrow for the position of the philosophers; ridicule, because it is  incorrect””; sorrow, because their teachings are esteemed by many and  mislead them*. He shows concern for other’s welfare. Yet he pinpoints  their absurdities, and persuades his listeners to reject the position of the  philosophers outright. In Augustine’s interpretation the hope of the just  souls, according to the teaching of the philosophers, is in the last analysis  nourished by a love for baseness.  "Let us reject these; and either let us scoff at it because they are incorrect; Or,  let us be sorry for them, since they are esteemed great. Sisters and brothers,  these are remarkable absurdities of great and leamed people. How much better  do we regard the great mysteries of the great saints? They say that the purified  souls, cleansed, and wise, out of love for the bodies, will return to assume  them; they say that the purified souls, out of love for bodies, will retum to  assume bodies. Does a purified soul, therefore, love in this manner? Is this  love not a great baseness  ?v137  E. Sermo 241,7: Not all sorts of bodies are shunned  Augustine’s discussion in paragraph 7 is limited to the statement:  "Corpus est omne fugiendum"”. This statement is attributed to Porphyry  and appears here six times. Augustine considers Porphyry as the bitterest  enemy of the Christian faith ("fidei christianae acerrimus inimicus"). Yet,  he tempers this portrayal by saying that Porphyry, besides having been  embarassed by the absurdities of his predecessors, was to a certain extent  corrected by some Christian teachings: "Porphyrius, fidei christianae acer-  rimus inimicus, qui iam christianis temporibus fuit; sed tamen ab ipsis  deliramentis erubescendo, a Christianis ex aliqua parte correptus". The  word correptus here suggests more the idea of "being caught" in a dis-  cussion and consequently "corrected" than simply "being caught". This is  borne out by Porphyry’s partial denial of Plato’s harsh concept of reincar-  nation, a denial which partially favors Christian teaching.  3a5 «  vel rideamus quia falsa sunt, vel doleamus quia magna existimantur". Sermo  241,6, PE 38,1137.  36 n  ... doleamus quia magna existimantur". Sermo 241,6, PL 38,1137.  37 "Abjiciamus haec, et vel rideamus quia falsa sunt, vel doleamus quia magna existi-  mantur. Sunt enim ista, fratres mei, magna magnorum deliramenta doctorum. Quanto  melius tenemus magna magnorum sacramenta sanctorum? Amore corporum dicunt redire  animus purgatas, mundatas, sapientes, purgatas animas amore corporum redire ad corpora.  Ergo anima purgata sic amat? Nonne amor iste magnae sunt sordes?". Sermo 241,6, PL  38.1137:doleamus qulia MAaghna existimantur”. Sermo 241,6, 38,.1137.
"Abyiıcıamus haec, er ve]l rıdeamus quıa falsa SUNL, vel doleamus quıa INagha ex1isl-

Aantur. Sunt nım 1sta, fratres mel, 14 MAagNOTUM elıramen OCIOorum Quanto
melıus tenemus T: MAagNOTUM Ccramenta sanctorum? Amore 10) dıcunt redire
anımus purgalas, mundatas, sapıentes, purgalas Nımas 10) ad COTDOTA.
Ergo anıma ur  1a SIC amat? Nonne 490(0)8 ıste ‚] SUuntL sordes‘?”. ermoO 241,6,
38,1 137
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Oorphyry reaCts agaınst ato by postulatıng the statement NY
kınd of body should fled from, for soul app  LA But Augustine
TeEAaCTISs agalnst thıs statement and CNSASCS iın discussions Orphyry himself
and the philosophers who follow OTrphAYTY. We present their d1iscus-
S10NS in scheme:

AUGUSTINE

DIiscussion DIiscussion
All 1€6S$ should shunned. Not all kınd of bodies

hunnend
eA4sS0ONReason

All bodies AICc 1ıke chaın for souls ('hrıstıan faıth and GOod imself
praise bodies”?

Discussion DIiscussion H
TIhere aTe C4SONS praise 16SThere 18 TCASON praise bodies”®

Reason Reasons
Bodies f misery“. uman 1eS, CVEOIl in physıcal

;tature, have dignity, although
1ts weakness as CO!  C

of SIN such that ıt we1ghs uDON the
soul Wis 0:15)%

Human bodies wıll Tans{fOr-
med at the resurrechonN nto 1MMOT-

Incorruptible, agıle, 1eS, and
they will have facılıty In INOVC-

ment“.

"Omne 1X1L, quası OMIMNEC vinculum sıt anımae Sermo 241;7.
38,1137

"Deo docente fides au COTDUS ; bıd
"S1ıne ausa miıhı laudas COTDUS ; bıd
A  Qualecumque sıt5 S1 vul  —— *  © anıma, u: est OMNE fugıendum ‘;

bıd
‘Quıa ef COTDUS quod habemus, quamVI1s habeamus hiınc de DECCALO, el

[0)  u quod COrrumpitur, aggravel anımam (Sap. 9,15); men habet ID istud specıem
SUam, dısposıt1ionem membrorum, stincthonem SCHSUUM, staturam, el caelera

Qua«C bene consıderantes stupent”; bıd.
43 "Verumtamen OMN1NO incorrupubile, OMNINO iımmortale, OMNINO ad OVeEeN-

dum agıle el facıle er1ıt ;  x bıd
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DIiscussion IlDIiIscussion 474
For soul DDY, 1t should soul of Just wiıll happıer
eave anYy kınd of body. after it has been unıted wıth hIs

body“|N.B ere Porphyry 15 represented
by the philosophers““].
Reason Reasons
Augustine does nNOL spec1fy the [CA- As it 15 the of the soul
SOM given by the philosophers; IL the pri1or element (praedicatum)

ın IN it always seeks for SOMIMNEC-that he mplies the 1TCasSOIMN

given previo0usly in paragraph thıng (subditum) ubject it, and
wıth the body bear the MI1SeTYy of thıs 15 the bod  y  ‚40
ife here earth OU, philosophers, eaC| that the

world 1s anımal Its soul 1$ Jup1-
tier OT Hecates Thıs soul 18 Ways
and wıll Ways unıted wıth the
WOT/|! thus the world wiıll have
end Since th1s 15 yOUI jef, then
NnOL 168 0)4 cshould Ned
from OÖtherwise, let Jupiter abandon
the world“”.

"Sed aıt Porphyrıius: S1ine ausa mıhı au'! (0)  uS;, qualecumque Sıt COTIDUS, S1
vult 414  D anıma, U: est IMNNEC fugıendum. Hoc dicunt phılosophı: sed eITanl, sed
delırant  LA bıd Escatologia antıplatonismo dı 'ant  ‚I Agostino, in Augustinia-
n um (1978) underlınes the conflicting CONCCDL of Porphyry and
h1is followers and Augustine death and resurrection. FOor Porphyry and hıs followers
death which 1$ the separatıon of the soul from the 18 Zz00d. Resurrection whiıich ll
result the un10n of the soul wıth the body 18 evıl For Augustine death Can DUN-
shment for S1IN. Resurrection 18 it 1s the last VICtOTY OVOI evıl

45 ‚ZO dico anımas incorruptibilia [0) habıturas”. ermoO 241,/,
38.1137-1138

46 "Duo Nnım SUnNntL Invicem sıbı CONNOCXA, praedıcata el SU! Superat mnıa Deus:
Uu1CcC CuUl Sunt subdıta. Et anıma S1 habet alıquem honorem apud Deum, debet Te
alıquıid subdıtum  LA ıbıd., 38,1137

"lotum hOC, unıvyversumque [0)  5 quod hıs elementis Omnıbus CONSLaL, dicıtis
SSC anımal MAagNnumM, 1d SL, re anımam SUaM, sed SCIHISUS COTDOTIS NON re; quıa
EeXIMNSECUS nıhıl est quod sentirı possıt re tamen intellectum, haerere Deo el 1psam
anımam mundı vOoCcCarı Jovem, vel VvOCarı Hecatem, ıd esL, quası anımam unıvyversalem INUN-

dum regeniem, el Num quoddam anımal facıentem. Eumdemque mundum SSC

dic1Us, futurum, finem NONMN habıturum 1 CIBO aeternus est mundus, el SINE fine
anel mundus, el anımal est mundus:; anıma ista SCHILDCI 9 mundo: certe L0)
est INNC fugıiendum? Quid est quod dıcebas, Orpus est OINNEC fugiendum? Eg0 diıco bea-

anımas incorruptibilıa COTDOTA SC DET abıturas. Iu quı dıcıs, Orpus est IN fugıen-
dum, occıde mundum. Iu dıcıs ut fugıam de fugıat Jupıiuter [UUS de caelo el

terra”. ıbıd., 38,.1137-1138
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ermoO 241,8 Porphyry's Siatement 15 refuted Dy Plato’s e_
the Constitution of the WOTr.|

In paragraph Augustine continues h1is treatement of Porphyry  S
statement Corpus est INNEC uglendum . He refutes thıs wıth argu-

deduced irom Plato’s aCCOuntT of the constitution of the unıverse. It
18 noted that the force of Augustine s argument CeNieErs not only
theıir Content but a1sSO the authorıity of ato hımself. He refers ato

the magister 1storum omnl1um, tıtle 1C g1ves ato precedence ın
authorıity OVCT all philosophers ECVEOIN VeT OTPNYTY hımself. fact
Augustine nOT only corroborates but 6EVECI Justihes Paul’s statement ın
Cor. 5,40-42 the basıs of Plato’s statements The first argument 15
deıties and eavenly bodies have physıca! bodies. Therefore, NOTL all bodies

hunned.
"What do find but that ato se. the aster of all these, In certaiın
book of NIS the constitution of the unıverse, SayS that God, the maker of
deıities, makes these heavenliy deıties, the the sull and the 199(070)81 He,
therefore, Says that (0d 1s the maker of all the ecavenly de1ities He SayS that
the STAa themselves have intelligent souls that comprehen God; they have
visıble 1eSs which actually tell yYOUu in Order that YOU INaYy under-
stand the SUumNn tself, which yOUu SCC, would NnOL SCCI1 unless it had dy;
thıs 18 ITU!  O Any SE  S OT the INOON WOU. NOL © unless 1t had body; this
15 LTU!  ® There{fore, alsoO the postle SayS ere celestial 1e6$ and
errestrial 1e6s And he continues ‘the glory f the celest1 168 and the
glory of the erTrestr1. dıfferent And agaın speakıng of the glory of these
heavenly 1eS, the apostle CONUNUES wıth the words "The Sl0ry of the >
and the glory of the MOOI, and the glory of the STars dıfferent. For star
dıffers In glory from another Star; ıf 1s al the resurrection f the a.d’“(]
Cor. 15.40:42) 5

oug Augustine does NOTL mention here C of ato he 15
referring (O, 1t 18 certamly Timaeus 38c-38e, where afto speaks of the
ITrucCture and the role of the planets and of the eavenly bodies. Here ato
SayS that made the SUull, the S and the five planets in order

4® "Quıid quod Inven1us eumdem atonem, magıstrum 1Storum OmnNnıum, TO QquO-
dam SUO quem scr1psit de constitutone mundl, inducere Deum fabriıcatorem deorum,
facıentem SC1ilcE| deos coelestes, s solem el lunam? ICI CTgO Deum opıfı-
C  = deorum coelestium: dıcıt 1DSas stellas re anımas intellectuales, QuaC intellıgunt
Deum, el 0) visıbılıa Qqua«C CErNUNLUT. Dico, ut ıntellıgates: SOl 1ste quem videts, NON

videretur, 1S1 COTDUS hoc CI UM esL. ulla vel una NOMN videretur, 1S1
essel: CI UM c Ideo C1t el Apostolus: Et COFTDOTAa coelestia, COTDOTaA terrestria.Et
sequıtur: Iıa gloria coelestium, ia el terrestrium. Eit [UTISUS dıiıcens de glorıa coelestium
L0) Apostolus adjunxıt, el aıt: Iıa glorıa Solis, Iıa gloria lunae, Iıa gloria stella-
’ U Stella nım ab stella diıffert iın glor1ıa; SL1C el resurrectLio (1 Cor. 14 40-
” Sermo 241.7. 38,1138
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ne and PTECSCIVC the CasSsSurcs of time SaVC physıca. body
each of them and placed the eavenly bodies ın the orbıts of
the cırcle of the Dıiıfferent the text quoted above 1t 15 ımportant nOTfe
that Paul’s statement the dıfference 1n glory and the nature of bodies
18 made under the infÄuence of Platonıic hought For thı1ıs ICcCason Augustine
ıimself, who Was a1sSO greal exient oya ollower of Paul;, Was S$1M1-
Jarly greatly infÄiluenced Dy ato wıth respecCTt the dıfference of the glory
of the resurrection-lıfe bodies Thıs shows in h1s hought that glorıes of the
resurrection-lıfe bodies ıll Vary accordiıng the egree of merit earned
here.

"YOou SCC that glorificatiıon has been prom1se the f the Saınts; and
there aATec different degrees of glorifications, S$INCE there varyıng egrees of

n49.merTIits for charıty
It DCATS, however, that wıth the Hirst argument Augustine does

NnOTL Convınce h1s phiılosopher-opponents: what do they say?!' 'Thiıs
question indicates theır reluctance, in Augustine’s CYCS, admıt h1s poilnt.
In fact they present another dıfficulty 16 makes the STatus of the heav-enly bodies exception.

"But what do they say? These STAars 1C. yOUu SCC aTre, indee: 1eS; but
1r 50they have intelligent souls:; and they gods

The phrase n have intellıgent souls” apparently 1s the maın ICcCason ın
CONILra presented by the phiılosophers Augustine dismisses thıs argument,
and takes interest iın makıng rebutal°!. Instead, he proceeds gıve
the second argument In CONILINAa. oug the Timaeus (ps. 0-4 15 NOTL

expressly mentlioned, thıs time he uses Plato’s statements the constitu-
t10Nn of the gods, explaııng 1ts connotatiıons and implıcations. He aIT1ves al
the conclusıon that in Plato’s aCCOuntTL has wılled the soul NnOT leave
the bodily WOT': 1n Thıs second argument 1s thus argument from
the 111 and omn1potence of

In Plato’s ACCOUNLTL gods WEIC made Dy wıth corporeal and
incorporeal substances. eing created, gods NOTL immortal and indissol-
uble 'Thıs that accordıng ato cComposed both of corporeal
and incorporeal substances and have ginnıng 15 mortal But in
Plato’s AaCCOUNT thıs mortalıty 15 He explaıins th1ıs 1ın the follow-

49 1det1s quıa prom1ssa est SAanCLOrum corporıbus clarıtas, dıversa specles clarıta-
S, quıa dıversa SuUunt erıta tatıs” ermoO 241,7, 38,1138

1Ilı quıd dıicunt? Stellae stae (Quas videtis, quıdem SUNL, sed nt
SUas anımas intellectuales, Sunt dı Sermo N 38,1138

nNterım de corpor1ıbus, quıa COTDOTA Sun(, CIUM ICUN!| nt anımas
SuUAaSs, utquıd discuuo?”. ermoOo 2447 38,1138
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ıng addresses the de1ities 1n order make them CONSCIOUS of
theıir dissoluble constutution. At th1s they shıver in fear, for they do NOTL
want dıe but immortal. however, AdSSUTeS them that they 111
NO per1s. He W1 that they should nOL dıe Thıs 18 NO the Casc wıth
these gods The 111 of has gıven them the securıty of remaınıng
immortal because Hıs 11l 15 sStronger and INOTC sovereıgn bond than
those wıth Y they Oun at bırth In Augustine’s interpretation of
Plato’s aCCOountT ıt 18 wıthın the 111 of free these gods from ssol-
ut10n. In fact has wiılled that the soul 11l not leave the physıcal
WOT. 1n Thıs DIOVCS that NOT all SOTTS of bodies should shunned

us COMEC NO  < the poılnt. ato sSe'| imagınes God addressing the
gods, whom He has made from COTrpDO and incorporeal ubstances: An oNg
other ings He SayS them Sınce YOU WE  z created, yYOuU CannoL immortal
and indissoluble At thıs utlterance they COUu. tremble in fear. Why? Because
they wished be mmortal; and they dıd nNnot wısh dıe Therefore, in Order

TEINOVC theır fear he SOCS add the words:‘ But YOU wıll disinte-
g  9 NOT wiıll disasters of death fall uDON YOU, they wiıll NOL sStronger

will, which 18 SITONgeT bond for YOUT perpetulty than those wıth which
YOU AT bound’ See, God g1ves securıty the gods He has made. He g1ves
them the SeCurıty of iımmortality; He g1ves them the securıty that they wiıll NOL
eave the hysıiıcal asses of theıir Is it really Imue that CVETIY kınd of
body should cshunned?">2

At the end of Sermo 2A48 Augustine consıders the objection of the phılos-
ophers swered, theır contentions Aa defeated?°: NOL, however,
CVECIY reSpeCT SINCE he prom1ses take u the rest of the objections in the
following He does th1is in ermoOo 242,7-10

52 Modo venlamus ad ICI Inducıtur Deus Platone IDSO alloquı deos, quOS fecıt de
corporalı el de Incorporalı substantıa, inter caeitera dicere Ihs Quon1i1am estis Ort1,
immortales SSC el indıssolubiles NON potestls . Jam ad 1stam OCeMmM 1Ilı intremiscere
Trant. Quare? Quia MMO  es SSC cuplebant, ei MOTI, nolebant. Ergo e1Is auferret t1mo-
rem, SECULUS adjunxıt alque alt "Non tamen dıssolvemın1, NCQUC VOS ulla Ort1is fata
perıment, erunt valentiora quam consılıum meum, quod majJus est vinculum ad
uıtatem qUam Ila quıbus collıgatı SUus  K Ecce eus dat securıtatem dı1s
ac! ecurıtatem ıllıs dat mortalıtatis securıtatem ıllıs quod NON relınquant g10  S
COTDOTUM Certeu est INNC fugiendum?” Sermo 2417 38,1 138

573 Quantum exX1stimo, ‚DU] est ıllıs, SıCut ıntellıgere potesus: Sıcut ei NOS 10quı
DOSSUMUS, an hora sermoOon1s permittit, quanium capacıtas SINIL, ‚DO! est
e1s  . Sermo 241.7. 38,1138
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Sermo 24247 It 15 within the ll of (J04 ralıse hodies

The phılosophers contend that 16S$ made of eart CannoTL ex1st ın
heaven“. Here Augustine 0€5$S NnOT g1ve explicıtly the 1C4aSONMN why for
these philosophers 168 made of eart. CannotTt exXx1ist iın heaven. However,
iın the followın£ paragraph, he g1VvES weight Aas TCasSsOoN; and another ICca-

SOrn 1S the irrevers1ıbilıty of the order of the four elements of the un1verse,
namely, earth, alr and fire Meanwhıle in paragraph Augustine
continues refute them the basıs of W and will, Ü ( @d
these phiılosophers themselves acCcKnowledge. Thıs argument 15 INOTC

than repetition of the argument gıven 1n the DreVIOUS homily, although
this time thıs argument from 111 1S applıed dıfferent problem
In Sermo 241,8 Augustine applıes the argument the wellıng of the
souls of the gods 1n the physıcal eavenly bodies in aCcCcordance wıth Pla-
tO s teaching. Here he applıes the SadIlle argument the W of
make SOl1! bodies MSEeE

"RBut they Sa V that body made of earth CannoL ex1ist In heaven. z  at if G0od
WEeEeTC wıll 7 Contradıct God, and SaYyY ‘G0d Cannot do ıB It 18 NOL that YOU
Just 4S CVEIY Hagall Sa Y that (0d 18 omn1potent? Is it NOTL that ıIn book of
ato, N demonstrated yesterday, OIIC reads that the uncreated God saıd
the gods He made “SIince YOU have been created, YOU certamly
mmortal and ınd1issoluble But YOU wıll 9(0)1 dısıntegrate NOT wıll disasters of
death fall uDONJN YOU, they wıll NOL than wıll, which 15

bond those wıth 1C. YOU aAIc bound’” (J0d has Drought CVETY-
thıng under Hıs wıll He 1$ able do CVECMN what apparently 1$ impossible. For
what does it MC YOU mmortal, but | m  a 1t possible that YOU
111 NOTL dıe, CXCECDL that a poss1ıble Cven what apparently
done?"

Augustine’s question, what does 1t IMCcan, YOU CannotTL be 1M -
mortal, but make 1t poss1ible that you 111 NOT die, CXCEDL that make
possıble CVECEN what apparently CannotTt be done?”, indıcates that from Pla-

Al Sed ON CSL, Inquıunt, SSC errenum In coelo”. ermoO 2027 38,
1141

55 "Sed NON esL, Inquıunt, CSSC ertrenum 10)  U: In coelo. Quid, S1 hOC velıt Deus?
Responde Deum, e1 dıc Non Deus. Nonne eit quıicumque pPaganus, dıcıs
Oomnıpotentem Deum? in TO Platonıis, quod hesterno dıe demonstravı, legıtur
dix1isse eus NON factus 118 aCUHs Quoni1am ests Ort1, MmMO:  es quıdem SSC el
indıssolubiles NOoN potests; NON men dıssolvemiın1, ' ulla VOS Ortıs fata perıment;
HCL ITunt valentiora (QUamMı consılıum INCUM, qoud majus est vinculum ad perpetultatem
vestTram, quam 1la quıbus SS collıgatı?” Ootum ad voluntatem SUda!l redegıt Deus, quı
DOLESL el quod ımpossıbıle eSL. Nam quıd est alıud, NONM potest1s N  Z iımmortales, sed ul
NON morlamını CRO faCI10; N1ISL, quod fıerı NON CBO facıo0?” Sermo 97 M
38,1 141
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tO s ACCOUNT ıt be deduced that ıt 1s Dy the 111 of that bodies
made MSsSeE He bolsters thıs argument in the following paragraphs

Sermo 242,85-10 Weight 15 noL argument agalnst the yes-
urrection of the body
In paragrap x-10) Augustine demonstrates how bodies, although

made of eartt. and Sso1 Can Mse u He g1veEs the following examples:
block of ses the surface of the water”®, CONCAVE vesse]l
made of ead Can float”” By g1ving these examples, ıt 15 apparently hıis
intention ODDOSC the eOTY of the phılosophers of the SC of ato
that the order of the four elements in the physıca unıverse 15 1ITever-
sible°® We wonder, however, whether ato himself, when peakıng of
the order of the elements of the unıverse, INCans appIly ıt also partıcu-
lar Ssubstances 1ın the un1ıverse. In Timaeus ato speaks vaguely of the
sufferings of the souls iın theır aSSOC1at1on wıth the four elements, but there
15 mention whatsoever of the inabılıty of bodies MSeE u because of
theıir aSSOC1at1on wıth the four elements. In fact In Timaeus 49cC ato
admıts PTOCCSS of cyclıcal transformation of the four elements. Because
of this transformatıon ato hesitates call an Y of these elements Dy
fixed Namle For example, solıdıhes into and and 1t
EVaporTales and dissolves Into wınd and It INAaY therefore be saı1ld that
the iıdea of the impossibilıty of particular SOI substances MSE INAaY
poss1ibly have been conceived only Dy those other phiılosophers. Augustine
refutes thıs iın paragrap Dy COomparıson, INanYy others, between

thın but sıckly INan and robust but healthy INa  > TIhe former, although
thın, Can hardly LNOVC because of ıll-health; the latter, althoug eaVy, Can

easıly and wiftly LIMOVEC because of good-health. Thıs PIOVCS that
ea 15 the I1CcCAason for acılıty 1n TOM thıs he concludes that
I here g00d facılıtates then after resurrection immortal-
lty 111 facılıtate ıt Eeven IMNOTE Ihıs deduction po1ints Augustine’s
CONCEDL of the qualıity of the transformed resurrection-l1ıfe bodies, although
thıs CONCEDL 15 NOTL explicıtly mentioned here.

"Which body INOTEC easıly”? Whiıch body IUNs faster? Is it the OC wıth
heavier DOdy, ÖT, the OC wıth lıghter body” on verybody the
lıghter? For lıghter 1e6$ INOVEC easıly; they aCct INOTC quickly; heavıer 165
INOVE wıth INOTEC dıfficulty; they act INOTC slowly. YOou rghtly 11x the NO
You have reckoned 1t ell indeed, and after avıng consıdered all aASDECIS YOU

56 11Quare lıgnum natat SUDCT aquam”?”, Sermo 242,8, 38,1141
"Alıquid Vas COMNCAaVUM, et natat plumbum SUDET aquam . Sermo 242,9, 38,1 142
See I ımaeus fr
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answered that lıghter 1€6S$ IMOVEC IN0O easıly and act INOTC quickly than
heavıler 168 Yes, yOUu SayY. sSswer then Why 18 it that the lıghtest
spıder S1ow, and heavıer horse IUuNSs as wıll speak about INeN

themselves: wıth bıgger ul 15 heavIler; and wıth shorter
ul 1S lıghter. Thıs 18 normally the CasSC, Dut only when OMEONEC else Carrıes
them But ıf each DEISONM CarTıes hıs OW body, the bıgger and healthıer Tuns,
whıle the shorter, unhealthy INan hardly walks e1g thın and TODUS

the thın and unhealthy weighs hardly few pounds; the robust and
ealthy INan weighs INa pounds wıth h1is flesh. ICINOVC from the
wel scale Ihe CaVY ONEC 15 the healthy; the 1ghter OMNC 1s thın Take
aWaY the ONeC who Carrıes them; let them walk:; eave them themselves; let
them IMNOVEC their 168 that the thın OC makes SteD; whereas
SCC the ealthy and robust ONEe runnıng. If health achleve thıs, hOw much
INOTC wıll immortality do Sor)va9

I1 WIT HILOSOPHER. (IVITATE DEI

In De (ivıtate DeL 2225 Augustine specihes h1s maın point of
conflict wıth the phılosophers.

"NOw there 1S dıspute between us and the well-known philosophers about
the blessings that the soul wıll en]JOY In perfect elicıty after thıs ıfe But they
quarrel wıth us about the resurrecthon of the body; in fact they strenuously
deny 1t  n60

In thıs section attempt CXDOSC the several discussions
between Augustine and those philosophers 1ın detaıl, OUuUnNn! in De (ivi-
falte Dei We however, go1ng xclude SOTIIIC points i D ]Judge

59 "Qui facılıus MOVvEeLuUr, quıd velocıus agıtatur, gTav1us [0)  , levius? Quıis NON

respondeat, Levıus? Levıora Nnım [9) acılıus MOVENLUTL, velocıus graviora
dıfficılıus tardıus. erte regulam f1x1St1, certe consıderastı, et CIrcumsSpeCUSs omnıbus
respondiıstı quıa aCılıus Oventur velocıus (0) leviora, quam gravıora.
esL, dıcıs. Responde CT SO miıhr Quare levissıma ATrall! tarde mOveLl, ei gTaVIS QUU:
velocıter currıt? IDSIS homıinıbus Jo0quar: majus L0) homı1nıs gTaVIuS eSL; brevius
10) quod MINUS habet ponderıSs, levius eSsL. ecIO eSL, sed S1 alıus DOTrteL. 1
1pse homo [0)  u SUUM pOTTEeL, valıdus Currı1t, Janguore V1IX ambulat. Appende
INAaCTUM ei robustum homınem; ıllum anguore VIX u lıbellas appendentem, iıllum
salubrıtate COTDOTIS mul pondo in CamInc tenta ambos ollere; gTaVIS est

valıdus, levis est macılentus. eCEel DOTTAlOT, appareatl ambulator; 1DSOS dımıtte sıb1,
agant COTDOTA Suäq, video VI1IX assum VI  ® video valıdum robustumque
Currentem. 1 hOC valet sanıtas, mmortalıtas quıd valebıt?” Sermo s  P 38,1 142
See also De (ıyıtate Deı 13,18, SEL sımılar examples g1ven.

6() "Verum de anımı bon1s, quıbus DOSL hanc 1tam beatıssımus perfruetur, NON nobıs
dissentiunt phılosophı nobıles de Carnıs resurrectione contendunt, hanc Lum DOSSunL
negant”. De (/ıyvıtate Deu 2225 SEL TAns. by City of (G0d,

1076
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only remotely connected wıth the maın theme of resurrection 0)4

transformatıon of the body. For OUT PurpOSC lımıt ourselves the fol-
lowıng books and chapters: Book 10.24.29.30.31:32; Boo 13.16:17.:18:19,
2U: Book 22,25-28

Book I0, and 29 orphyry's re helieve In the UrFX-

rection of the body orıginates from his re acknowledge
Christ the "principle”
In Boo 10.235. 1C 15 introductory chapter the discussions

1n chapters and 2 E} Augustine h1s discussion wıth OTrph3AyTY
the question of purification. Ihe maın question tackled 15 Who
ffects puriıfication in us? Porphyry’s rep1y thıs in the AaCCOUNLTL of
Augustine 1s NOT the in1ıt1atory tes of the SUun and the IN0O but the
"principles”. Porphyry’'s motivatıon iın g1ving this accordıng
Augustine, 15 "t0 prevent the 1e in the effic1enCcy of the tes of an Yy

6111other god, amon$s the crowd of divinıtıes
In Augustine s interpretation, the e "principles” ın orphyry

refers the Father and the Son, whom he (Porphyry calls ın
TeE the Intellect OT Mınd of the Father®® Augustine bases h1ıs interpre-
tatıon Porphyry’s eing Platonist. TOM thıs basıs he proceeds
explaın why OTrpAYTY 0€S nOL make anı y statement al least clear
statement about the Holy Sparıt Porphyry disagrees wıth Plotinus
the Cale gOTY of the soul. OTrpNYyTYy inters from Plotinus’ discussıon the
"princıpal substances” that the 1N ent1ity 1s the natural substance of the
soul, and thıs soul OCCupleSs the position hetween the Father
and the Son, but NnOT position ECLOW them 1C Plotinus TESCIVCS5

for the soul. Augustine claıms that the question and nature of the 1N
entity in the Trmıty Oorphyry refers exactly OUuI 1e concerning the
nature of the Holy pırı the Holy pırı 1S NOTL only the Spirıt of the
Father only the Spirıt of the Son, Dut of both®

61 "Den1ique eodem 1C1! Oraculo CXDTCSSUM princıpla POSSC urgarc, forte,
dıiıctum NON urgäarl solıs el lunae, alıcuus alterıus de1 de turba valere ad
purgandum teletae crederentur” . De 1vıtate De:i 10,23 SEL 40(1),484. See also
IN, Agostino orfirıo  \ in 5.Agostino le grandı rorrenti filosofia CON-

lemporane4a, olenuno (1956) 376-382, 381
"Quae AuU! 1Ca! ESSC princıpla Lamque NICUS, NOVIMUS. 1C1 enım Deum

em el eum Fılıum, quem TaecCe appellat paternum intellectum vel MeN-

tem  ” De (ivitate Del 10.23. SEL 40/1.484
"Postponit quıppe Plotinus anıma LerN| intellectul; ste utem CU)  = dicıt

medıum, NOMN postponıit, interponıt. Et Nımırum HOC dixIit, uL potui S1Vve ul voluıt, quod
1NOS sSancium Spirıtum, NEC Patrıs NnIium Fılhn tantum, sed utrıusque Spirıtum dıcı-
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TOM the discussıon 1n chapter 23 the nature of the "three prın-
cıples” Augustine continues in chapter sShow how these three COUu

taken only ASs ONC, "the princıple ”, when speak of G0od. He does thıs
hrough [W!  ®] illustrations. First, he. points Outft that when speak of

do nNnOT speak of [W!  ®] 0)8 three princıples do NOT spea. of [WO OT

three gods, although ın akıng each of them 4S Person, acknowledge
that each of them 1$ Second, he (UT CONCEDL of the Irınıty
wıth that of the 1ans The Sabelhans dentify the Father and the Son
We, however, lieve that the Father 1S the Father of the S50n, the Son 1s
the SOn of the Father, and the Holy pırı 15 the Spirıt of both the Father
and the Son, but the Holy pırı 15 NOT identical wıth eıther. Ihus the three
COUu taken ON princıple.

Further ın chapter Augustine g1Vves the T1CAasSson why OTDNAYTY
refuses admıt T1S the princıple: OTPAYTY 15 ubject "env1o0ous
pOowers’ "(Invidis potestatibus); he 1s ashamed of h1s subjection; yel he 15
TAal! contradıct these eNVIOUS POWETIS. 1S dıfficult understand here
what Augustine 1ın h1ıs rendering of Porphyry  S attıtude towards
NSt; Augustine 0€S nOT g1ve anı y er explanatıon. However, 1n
Adversus Libros el Julianı Cyrıl of Alexandrıa (* refers

Porphyry’s CONCEPL, followıng ato, of the three princıples of the
Trınıty, Oun! ın the fourth of Porphyry  S Philosophicae Historiae:
the substance of 1SSUeSs from three subs1ıstences: the Supreme
being the NnexXT Hım 1S the Creator; and In the 1V place 15 the
soul of the OT In the Trmity of Neoplatonısm the Creator 15 -
sented DYy the Demuiurge. (anven thıs VIEW and representation ıt NO

becomes understand: why Augustine SaVy>S that OTrph3hyTYy WädsS shamed
of being in subjection these "envi10ous powers” because of the of
Demiurge; and yel OTPNYTY W das afraıd contradıct them. Insofar
Porphyry belıeves that puriıficatıon 1s eitfecte: by the princıples, and 1N-
sofar Christians, 4S Augustine claıms, Nieve that Christ, Dy virtue
of h1s ONeNCSss 1ın dıvıne natiure wıth the Father, 15 the Son of whereas
Porphyry does NOL, 1t 185 ogıical that OTPAYTY denıies TI1S' the pr1ın-
cıple Dy whose incarnatıon purıfed. For the Samnlce ITCason OTrpNAYTY
despises T15 because He appeared iın Hıs flesh

"But Porphyry, being subject the eNVIOUS POWCTS, Decause of which he Wäas
ashame: and al the Samlec time Tal contradıct them openly, refused

mMus De (ivitate DeLl 10,23, SEL 40/1.484
CYRILLUS AL  S, Adversus Libros thel Julianı 6.27/1. 9.
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acknowledge the Oord Christ the principle Dy whose iIncarnatıon
aATIc purified. In fact he espIse Hım iın Hıs ADDCATANCC the flesh"®.

Augustine ebukes OTrphYyTYy for faılıng SCC T1S as the prın-
cıple In Augustine’s teachiıng 1t 15 nOTt the MNesh of 8 1C 15 the
princıple thıs 18 what OTPNAYTY thınks that Christians hold 9(0)8 the
human soul, Dut the Word hrough whom everythıng Was created. The
fMesh does NOTL PUur1I y Dy tself:; it purifies hrough the Word that
became incarnate.

18 Platonist dıd NOL KNOW Hım (Christ) the principle; otherwı1ise he
would KNOW hım 4S INCAals Of purification. FOor 1t 1S nNOL the HNesh OT the
human soul that 1S the princıple, Dut the Word ug whom everything Was
created. It 18 ereiore nOoTt that the Nesh purifies us Dy itself: 1t purifies us

roug! the Word Dy which ıt has been assumed, hen "Ihe Word became
fesh and dwelt AI ONS us  DAl (Jo 1,14)

In chapter Augustine ecalls h1s discussiıon wıth OTpPNAYTY ın
chapter 24; and he ınterchanges OTrp3AYyTY hımself wıth the Platonists wıth
whom he Was discussıing, thus identifyıng these Platonists’ teaching wıth
that of OTrpNAYyTY wıth reSpECL the subject of purıfication. Augustine
STarts Dy indıcatıng point of ımılarıty between these Platonists and
Christianity. He illustrates that 1ın asserting wıth OTPNAYTY the ruth of the
Trinıty evecn when thıs does NnOT correspond exactly the teaching of
Christianity, because of the IN of ımregular terminology (“ets1 verbıs 1N-
dıscıplınatıs utiımını ' ), they have Certaıiın intul1t1on of the goal Christianity
MuUSsSt strıve for. Yet they devlate from the WAaY that Christianıity 'ollows®”.
Augustine Drıing these Platonists the ackowledgement of
Christ’s incarnatıon and 1fs effect of purıhication. At the Samllle time, he

prevent the audience who them 1n hıgh esteem for theır
love of w1ısdom from being miısled Therefore he explo1ts further another
point of sımılarıty. IThe nexXt point he nmngs Out 1s the fact that Porphyry
ackowledges the ex1istence of STACE and 1fs being granted few reach

65 "Sed ubdıtus Porphyrıius invıdıs potestatıbus, de quıbus el erubescebat, el lıbere
edarguere formıdabat, noluıt intellegere Omınum Christum CSSC princıpium, CU1uUSs INCAar-
natıone Uur| Eum qu1ppe in 1Dsa CaInNc contemsıt  AA De (ivitate Dei 10,24, SEL
40/1 485

"Hunc lle 'atONICUS NON COgNOvIt C®  D principium; COgNOscCerel purgatorium.
eque enım Calt prIncCIıp1um est aut anıma humana, sed Verbum PCT quod facta s
Omnı1a8. Non CT£O DEr 1psam MUuUn! sed DCT Verbum quO Ssuscepla est CUM

Verbum Arı factum esit LtaVvL in nobıs”. De (/ivitate Dei 10.24., SEL 40/1,486.
6 / "Itaque videtis ul  u  , eis1ı de 1ong1Nquo, fsı C1ı1e calıgante, patrıam In quäa

manendum SL, sed viam qua eundem est NON tenetis”. De (ivitate DeLi 10,29, SEL
40/
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Dy ırtue of theıir intelligence®®. Augustine focuses the attention of
the Platonists this particular point 1ın theır teaching and 1n Porphyry’s
SIACC 1s granted’ eSSE CONCESSUM). For Augustine thıs CONCeptL 15 of key
importance; 1t 1$ confession also, from the of the Platonists, of the
STACEC of and of the insufficC1enNCy of man  69 Further, this shows that
for the Platonists the STACC of makes possible the fulfillment OT the
perfection of the ıfe of w1ısdom, Since they lıeve, in followıing Plato’®,
that the ıfe of w1ısdom 15 NOT perfectly attaınable here but only iın the af-
erlıfe

"Nevertheless yYyOUu acknowledge the existence f, hen yYyOUu Sd Y that it
has been granted few reach G0od TOu the virtue Of their intellıgence.
FOor YOU do NOL Sa y 1t has pleased few, OT few ave wished 1t. But hen YOU
SdYy "ıt has been granted’, wıthout (0111 YOU acknowledge the STACE of God
and the INSuIficCIeNCYy of You also usec thıs word gTal NO  D openly,
when, ollowıng Plato’s Op1In10N, YOU yourself NOL Ou that ın
WaY in thıs ife reaches the perfect1on of W1SdOom; nevertheless that 18
wanting granted for their en! Dy the providence and of

171God after thıis lıfe those who lıve accordıng theır intellıgence
It 1s ın cConnection wıth the poıint of imılarıty In the CONCEeDL of

STACC that Augustine Mngs into h1is eology of resurrection the role of
hrist’s incarnatıon ın all 1ts aspectSs, namely, Hıs love expressed in medi-
atıon, Hıs bırth from vırgın, and finally Hıs death and resurrection.
Augustine Ca the incarnatıon of T1S "the SUPTCMEC instance of grace”
(summum exemplum gratiae). 'Ihe STACC of shown LIOTC

clearly than 1ın the mediation ÖT the only Son of hrough incarnatlon.
Incarnatıon SaVC IMenNn the hope of love spem dilectionis), Dy 1C INEN

WOU COMNC through T1S The Son of ımplant: in OUT

"Confiteris lamen gratiam, quando quıdem ad Deum DCT virtutem intellegentiae
pervenıre paucıs dicıs SSC concessum”. De 1Vıitate DeL 10,29, SEL 40/1,496.

"Sed CUMmM dicıs SN CONCESSUMN, PrOCU: dubıi0 De1l gratiam, 1970)4| homınıs sufficıenti-
confıter1s . De (/ıvyıtate DeL 10,29, SEL 40/1,496

See PLATO, Phaedrus 249e-250a, 42-453 ato speaks of those pOsses by the.
dıvıine. De (iviıtate Dei 10,29, CSEL 40/1,496.

A  Confıiterıis men gratiam, quando quiıdem ad Deum PCT virtutem ıntellegentae
pervenıre Daucıs dic1s CSSC CONCECSSUMmM Non enım dıicıs: Paucıs placuıt, vel Paucı volue-
runt; sed CUM dıcıs wvb  e CONCESSUM, procul 10 De1 gratiam, NON homiınıs sufficıentiam
confiter1s ter1s et1am hOoc verbo apertius, ubı Platonıiıs sententiam SCQYUCHS NeCC IDSEe dubıi-

In hac vıta homınem Nu. modo ad perfectionem sapıentlae pervenıre, secundum
intellectum tamen viventibus OMNE quod deest provıdentia De1 er gratia DOSL hanc vitam
PDOSSC conpler1”. De (’ivitate DeL 10,29, SEL 40/1.496
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nature the desire for blessedness and immortality”“. By Hıs sufferings and
ea T1S taught look yon OUT OW sufferings.

nIf only YOU had recognized the STACE f God through ESUSs TI1S! OUT Lord
and Hıs incarnatıon ıtself, in which he assumed human Ssoul and body! If
only yOUu could SOr the SUDTEME nstance of grace!AUGUSTINE’S DISCUSSIONS ON THE RESURRECTION  117  nature the desire for blessedness and immortality’””. By His sufferings and  death Christ taught us to look beyond our own sufferings.  "If only you had recognized the grace of God through Jesus Christ our Lord  and His incarnation itself, in which he assumed a human soul and body! If  only you could see the supreme instance of grace! ... The grace of God could  not be more gratefully emphasized than when the only Son of God himself,  while remaining unchangeable Himself, clothed Himself in humanity and gave  the hope of His love to men by the mediation of a man, so that by his hope of  love they would come to him, who was formerly so far from mortals in His  immortality, far from the changeable in His unchangelessness, far from the  wicked in His righteousness, far from the wretched in his blessedness. And  because He has implanted in us the desire to be happy and immortal, He  assumed a mortal [sc. flesh], while remaining in his blessedness, in order to  give us what we love; and by suffering He taught us to look beyond what we  dread"”®,  Augustine does not consider that the birth of Christ from a virgin  poses a great difficulty to the Platonists. He does not discuss it with them;  he simply justifies it by saying:"a wonderful being was born in a wonder-  ful way"“. The case, however, is different with the death, resurrection,  and the transformation of the body of Christ. This was the main difficulty  for the Platonists; and Augustine discusses this with them critically. The  discussion of Augustine with the platonists on the death, resurrection, and  transformation of the body of Christ, centers on resolving the difficulty of  the Platonists in accepting resurrection and transformation of the body of  Christ, which, as Augustine points out is possibly (fortasse) influenced by  Porphyry’s theory: "one must escape any kind of body in order for the  7? "Et quia naturaliter indidit nobis, ut beati inmortalesque esse cupiamus...". De Civi-  tate Dei 10,29, CSEL 40/1,496.  3 "O si cognovisses Dei gratiam per Iesum Christum dominum nostrum ipsamque  eius incarnationem, qua hominis animam corpusque suscepit, summum esse exemplum  gratiae videre potuisse ... Gratia Dei non potuit gratius commendari, quam ut ipse unicus  Dei Filius in se incommutabiliter manens indueretur hominem et spem dilectionis suae  daret hominibus homine medio, qua ad illum ab hominibus veniretur, qui tam longe erat  immortalis a mortalibus, incommutabilis a commutabilibus, iustus ab inpiis, beatus a  miseris. Et quia naturaliter indidit nobis, ut beati immortalesque esse cupiamus, manens  beatus suscipiensque mortalem, ut nobis tribueret quod amamus, perpetiendo docuit con-  temnere quod timemus". De Civitate Dei 10,29, CSEL 40/1,496-497.  74 ”_ mirabilis mirabiliter natus est". De Civitate Dei 10,29, CSEL 40/1,498.TIhe of G0d COU.
NOL INOTC grate emphasızed when the only SOn of God himself,
whıiıle remaınıng unchangeable Hımself, clothed Hımself humanıty and BaVC
the hope of His love INenN Dy the medıiatiıon of I that by his hope of
love they would COMEC hım, who Wäas formerly far from mortals in Hıs
immortality, far from the changeable ıIn Hıs unchangelessness, far from the
wıcked in Hıs rıghteousness, far from the wreiche‘ hıs blessedness. And
Dbecause He has implante In us the desıre appDY and immortal, He
assumed mortal SC flesh], ıle remaınıng ın AIs blessedness, in Order
gıve us hat love; and by suffering He taught us lo00k beyond hat
dread“" >

Augustine does NOTL cCons1ıder that the bırth of Christ from virgın
great dıfficulty the Platonists. He does NOL discuss ıt wıth them:;

he sSımply JustiNes 1t Dy sayıng: 'a WONndeTTU being Was born ın wonder-
ful mm4  way The CasSC, however, 1s eren wıth the ea resurrection,
and the transformatıion of the Dody of T1S Thıs Wäas the maın dıfficulty
fOor the Platonists:; and Augustine discusses thıs wıth them critically. Ihe
discussion of Augustine wıth the platonısts the ca resurrectlon, and
transformatıon of the body of rist, Centers resolving the dıfficulty of
the Platonists 1n acceptung resurrection and transformatıon of the body of
Christ, IC 4S Augustine points Ouft 15 poss1ıbly (fortasse) infÄluenced Dy
Porphyry  S eOory A  one mMust CSCaDC an Yy kınd of body in order for the

T2 "KEt quıa naturalıter indıdıt nObı1s, uL beatı ınmortalesque 6S  Q CUPIaMus...” De (/ivi-
[alte Dei 10,29, SEL 40/1,4906.

73 S1 COZNOVISSES De1l gratiam DCT lesum Christum domınum 1psamque
1US incarnatıonem, qua hOom1ınıs anımam COTDUSGUC uscepIit, SUTNIMNUM Q exemplum
gratiae videre pOtulsseAUGUSTINE’S DISCUSSIONS ON THE RESURRECTION  117  nature the desire for blessedness and immortality’””. By His sufferings and  death Christ taught us to look beyond our own sufferings.  "If only you had recognized the grace of God through Jesus Christ our Lord  and His incarnation itself, in which he assumed a human soul and body! If  only you could see the supreme instance of grace! ... The grace of God could  not be more gratefully emphasized than when the only Son of God himself,  while remaining unchangeable Himself, clothed Himself in humanity and gave  the hope of His love to men by the mediation of a man, so that by his hope of  love they would come to him, who was formerly so far from mortals in His  immortality, far from the changeable in His unchangelessness, far from the  wicked in His righteousness, far from the wretched in his blessedness. And  because He has implanted in us the desire to be happy and immortal, He  assumed a mortal [sc. flesh], while remaining in his blessedness, in order to  give us what we love; and by suffering He taught us to look beyond what we  dread"”®,  Augustine does not consider that the birth of Christ from a virgin  poses a great difficulty to the Platonists. He does not discuss it with them;  he simply justifies it by saying:"a wonderful being was born in a wonder-  ful way"“. The case, however, is different with the death, resurrection,  and the transformation of the body of Christ. This was the main difficulty  for the Platonists; and Augustine discusses this with them critically. The  discussion of Augustine with the platonists on the death, resurrection, and  transformation of the body of Christ, centers on resolving the difficulty of  the Platonists in accepting resurrection and transformation of the body of  Christ, which, as Augustine points out is possibly (fortasse) influenced by  Porphyry’s theory: "one must escape any kind of body in order for the  7? "Et quia naturaliter indidit nobis, ut beati inmortalesque esse cupiamus...". De Civi-  tate Dei 10,29, CSEL 40/1,496.  3 "O si cognovisses Dei gratiam per Iesum Christum dominum nostrum ipsamque  eius incarnationem, qua hominis animam corpusque suscepit, summum esse exemplum  gratiae videre potuisse ... Gratia Dei non potuit gratius commendari, quam ut ipse unicus  Dei Filius in se incommutabiliter manens indueretur hominem et spem dilectionis suae  daret hominibus homine medio, qua ad illum ab hominibus veniretur, qui tam longe erat  immortalis a mortalibus, incommutabilis a commutabilibus, iustus ab inpiis, beatus a  miseris. Et quia naturaliter indidit nobis, ut beati immortalesque esse cupiamus, manens  beatus suscipiensque mortalem, ut nobis tribueret quod amamus, perpetiendo docuit con-  temnere quod timemus". De Civitate Dei 10,29, CSEL 40/1,496-497.  74 ”_ mirabilis mirabiliter natus est". De Civitate Dei 10,29, CSEL 40/1,498.Gratia De1l NON potult gratius commendarı, Quam ul 1pse UNICUS
Deı Fıllus in incommutabılıter indueretur homınem el SDCI dılecthonIs SUac

homıinıbus homıne medio, ua ad ıllum abh homiıinıbus venıretur, quı onge erat
immortalis MO}  1Dus, incommutabılıs commutabılıbus, 1ustus abh INnDUS, Deatus
mI1SserIs. Et quıa naturalıter indıdıt nobıs, beatı ımmortalesque CSSC Cuplamus,
eatus SuscC1pı1eNSquE mortalem, ul nobıs trıbueret quod amMmamus, perpetiendo docuıt CON-
emnere quod timemus”. De (ivitate De1 10,29, SEL 40/1,496-497

74AUGUSTINE’S DISCUSSIONS ON THE RESURRECTION  117  nature the desire for blessedness and immortality’””. By His sufferings and  death Christ taught us to look beyond our own sufferings.  "If only you had recognized the grace of God through Jesus Christ our Lord  and His incarnation itself, in which he assumed a human soul and body! If  only you could see the supreme instance of grace! ... The grace of God could  not be more gratefully emphasized than when the only Son of God himself,  while remaining unchangeable Himself, clothed Himself in humanity and gave  the hope of His love to men by the mediation of a man, so that by his hope of  love they would come to him, who was formerly so far from mortals in His  immortality, far from the changeable in His unchangelessness, far from the  wicked in His righteousness, far from the wretched in his blessedness. And  because He has implanted in us the desire to be happy and immortal, He  assumed a mortal [sc. flesh], while remaining in his blessedness, in order to  give us what we love; and by suffering He taught us to look beyond what we  dread"”®,  Augustine does not consider that the birth of Christ from a virgin  poses a great difficulty to the Platonists. He does not discuss it with them;  he simply justifies it by saying:"a wonderful being was born in a wonder-  ful way"“. The case, however, is different with the death, resurrection,  and the transformation of the body of Christ. This was the main difficulty  for the Platonists; and Augustine discusses this with them critically. The  discussion of Augustine with the platonists on the death, resurrection, and  transformation of the body of Christ, centers on resolving the difficulty of  the Platonists in accepting resurrection and transformation of the body of  Christ, which, as Augustine points out is possibly (fortasse) influenced by  Porphyry’s theory: "one must escape any kind of body in order for the  7? "Et quia naturaliter indidit nobis, ut beati inmortalesque esse cupiamus...". De Civi-  tate Dei 10,29, CSEL 40/1,496.  3 "O si cognovisses Dei gratiam per Iesum Christum dominum nostrum ipsamque  eius incarnationem, qua hominis animam corpusque suscepit, summum esse exemplum  gratiae videre potuisse ... Gratia Dei non potuit gratius commendari, quam ut ipse unicus  Dei Filius in se incommutabiliter manens indueretur hominem et spem dilectionis suae  daret hominibus homine medio, qua ad illum ab hominibus veniretur, qui tam longe erat  immortalis a mortalibus, incommutabilis a commutabilibus, iustus ab inpiis, beatus a  miseris. Et quia naturaliter indidit nobis, ut beati immortalesque esse cupiamus, manens  beatus suscipiensque mortalem, ut nobis tribueret quod amamus, perpetiendo docuit con-  temnere quod timemus". De Civitate Dei 10,29, CSEL 40/1,496-497.  74 ”_ mirabilis mirabiliter natus est". De Civitate Dei 10,29, CSEL 40/1,498.mirabılis miırabiılıter Nnatius est  Ia De ('ivitate De 10,29, SEL 40/1,498.
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soul wWwe. wıth 1ın blessedness  m75 It 15 from thıs point that
Augustine g1ns h1is discussıon wıth the Platonists.

First he contends that Porphyry’s eOTYy has corrected. Can

corrected Dy 1116cAanls of the Platonists’ eOTY, 1C Augustine calls
"incredıble notlon”, taken from ato, concerning the soul of the visıble
WOT. ato teaches that the WOT'! 18 lıving eing; ıt has soul. The
WOT. 15 the appıes lıving being‘®. And the Platonists wısh 1t efeT-
nal This WONUL. INC. that for these Platonists the soul of the WOT.
(0] from the physıcal constitution of the WOT| yel 1t 1S VE appYy.
According Augustine, thı1ıs SOCS the Platonists’ eOTY, and
for that mafttierU Porphyry  S COTY, that an Yy kınd of body cshould

abandoned 1ın order that the soul IMNAaYy appY.
"But he himself Porphyry], by holding thiıs Op1n10n, STOO! ın need of COITSEC-
107 particularly In VIEW of the quıte incredıble notion of this vast COrpore
Z  N which YOU share wıth hım cConceming the soul of thıs world For YOU
5SdY, the authorıity of ato, that the WOT| 15 lıving being and V
appYy 1ving being, which yOu wısh eternal HOow, therefore, the OMNC
hand the soul departs from the DOdy, and the other hand always
enJOys happıness, if for the soul appY CVEIY Dody 18 shunned?"””

In the second place Augustine confronts the Platonists wıth theır
OW 16 that the SUT and planets bodies:; these lıving beings of

blessedness:;: and they AI eternal in theır corporeal forms.
"You also confess ın YOUT books that this SUulIl and other planets 168
1N! ]Jo1n and COMNCUT wıth YOU In this CONVICtION. Oreover wıth
Ofty nkıng, ds YOU thınk, YOU Consıder these living Ings VeC. appY
and eternally unıted wıth theır Corpore: forms  n78

ye- An CIO quod 1psum MO deposıtum el In melıus resurrecCtione
1am incorruptibile qu' ortale subvexIıit, hOcC SsSE credere recusatıs intu-
entes Porphyrıum In his 1DSIS hıbrıs, quıbus ulta DOSUL, (qUuUOS de TCRTCSSU anımae
ScCrpsıt, crebro praecıpere OINNEC Ol 6S  © fugıendum, anıma DOSSI! beata PCITMNA-
NCIC CUMmMm Deo?” De (/ivitate DeL 10,29, SEL 40/1,498.

See PLA' Timaeus 3,
"Sed 19 pDOUUS ista sentiens corrıgendus fult, praesertim CUMmM de anıma undı

hu1lus visıbıilıs el ingent1s COTDOTCAC molıs CUl  = iıllo incredıbilıa sapıatıs. Platone
quıppe Aauctiore anımal SSC dicıtıs mundum el anımal beatıssımum, quod vultıs e}  8 eti1am
semplıternum. Quo mMOdo CT ZO NEC umdquam solvetur L0)  , NC q carebut
beatıtudıne, S1, ul beata Sıt Nnıma, 19) Sıt INNEC fugiendum?”, De (ıvitate DeL 10,29,
SEL 40/1,498

78 "Solem stum eft sıdera NON solum In hıbrıs vestrIis [0) 6S!  D fate-
mi1n1, quod vobıiscum homiınes el conspıcere NOMN CUuNnCcClLaniur el dıcere; CIUM etiam
altıore, ut putatıs, perıtia haec SSC anımalıa beatıssıma perhıbets el CU:  = his Orpor1bus
sempiıterna . De ( ivitate DeL 10,29, SEL 40/1,498
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Thıs WOUu AISUuC agalnst the Platonists themselves:;: and Augustine tIes
bring thıs the attention of the Platonists, who, he thıinks, pretend nNOTL
have knowledge of theır usual WaY of discussıng of theıir usual teaching;
OT else they sımply forget, when presented wıth the Chrıistian teaching OI

the resurrection and the transformatıon of the body.
Whny, ereIioTe, 18 1t that when the Christian faıth 18 urge: uUDO! YOU, at OMNCEC

yYOUu forget, ÖT YOU pre nOoL kNOW YOUIT usual argument and teaching?"””
er confronting the Platonists wıth theır OW teachings Augustine

claıms that discussıon the question of resurrection 15 only wıthıin the
CompelenCe of those who well-instructed in the Scriptures””. He does
nNOL g1ve here the T1ECA4ASON for thıs claım. In Boo ZZLZ5 however, he insınu-
ates that these Platonists consıder scr1ıptural evidence nonsense®!.
Agaınnst thıs background Augustine, IMNay SuSpectl, the
truth of Holy Scriptures; and 1t 15 because of thıs that he makes thıs claım,
nNOTL only 1ın order the authorıty of Christianıty establısh
the doctrine of the resurrection of the DOdy, but also ın order persuade
the Platonists aCCEDL humbly Chrıiıstian teachıng. For the second aım,
that 1S, ın order persuade the Platonists, Augustine repeatedly MNgSs
theır notice theıir prou attıtude 1n NOL acknowledging Christ®. For the
TSt aım, that 18, establısh the resurrection of the DOdy, he
appeals the fact of Chrıist’s resurrectl1on, IC he takes 4S the example
1 demonstrated the truth of Chrıstian teachiıng the future TESUITCEC-

t10N and transformatıon of ()UT bodies. But ECVEOIN thıs Christian teaching has
1fs parallel, Augustine points OuL, in the teaching of the Platonists
the of immortal 1€6Ss ın the celestial sphere where they
MMO  y happy”. Ihus, ASs Augustine 5SdYy>, there 1$ basıs for them

SaYy that ON has flee from anı Y kınd of body in order that one’s soul
INaY appY.

"What the qualities of the of the saınts at the resurrection wıll
De discussed ın IMNOTEC detaıl „ A0010)0824 those who aTrc INO learmed In the Chris-

79 "Quıid CIBO SsL. quod, CUM vobıs fıdes Christiana suadetur, Iunc oblıvıscımı, aut

1gnorare VOS fingıtıs, quıd dısputare aut docere soleatıs?"”. De (/ivıtate Den 10,29, SEL
40/1 ‚498

80 "Qualia SANCLOTrUM [0) in resurrectione futura Sınt, DOLESL alıquanto Scrupulosıus
inter ristianorum scrıpturarem doctissımos dısputarı  ” De (ivitate DeL 10,29, CSEL
40/1 ‚498

X 1 "S1 Väll: dixerunt SSC conscripta”. De (ivitate Deu ÜT d R SEL 40/2,650.
"Qui1d Causac SSL. quur propter Opınıones ves_wras, quas vos IpDSIS obpugnatıs, TISU-

anı SSC nolıtıs, 181 quı1a Chrıistus humıilıter venıt el VOS superbı estis?”". De (ıvitate De1
10,29 SEL 40/1,498

X4 See Iımaeus 3()-34 and 41, 142-147 and S6157
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ti1an crıptures (M thıs, however, ave (0111 the future resurrected
1e! wıll etern theır qualities will lıke that example hıch Christ
BaVC al his OWIl resurrection. But, whatever the qualities of those 1€' IMaYy
be’ the fact 18 that when Christian eachıng 18 that these 1e will 1INCOT-
ruptible, and wıll 9(0)1 obstacle contemplatıon Dy the soul, in which it
15 fixed God, yOUu also Say that In the heavens there ATC immortal 1e6S$ Of
the immortally blessed. What then 18 the asıs of YOUT nkıng that for us

be should shun CVETY kınd of DOdy, that yOUu SCC} shun d4s it
i rat1ıonally the Christian faı  - . if YOU have 1s 1t NOL what
repeatedly Say T1S 15 humble, whereas YOUu proud? Or 15 It possibly
because YOU ashame! of being corrected? And thıis 1S VICce of NOMNC other
than the proud"®,

Chapter ends wıth direct quotation of John 1,1- nIn the be-
ınnıng Was the Word and the Word Was wıth and Was the
Word Thıs Was wıth God 1ın the ginnıng. things WEeIC created
hrough Hım: and nothıng that Was created Camne into being wıthout Hım
In Hım Was lıfe; and that ıfe Wäas the 1g of IC  - The 1g shines 1ın
darkness, and the darkness nNnOT overwhelm f“ Augustine C1Ites thıs IeX!

NOTL only emphasıze the humilıty of the Son of A  who Dy Hıs pırı
taught fisherman [John] w1ısdom ın order NOW and A  Say the words
cıted above, but also and foremost ın rde bring their knowledge that
1n fact In Chrıistian 161 Chrıst 1$ the princıple. Thıs princıple, wıth Hıs
lıfe, sufferings, ea resurrection and ascens10n, all taken interconnected,
ffects 1n rıghteous belıevers all that pertaıns and ea towards theır
resurrection and transformatıon for the tter.

Book 10,50 Plato teaching suffers from flaws. Porphyry CO -

them

ere several points in the teachings of ato 1C Porphyry
does nNnOTL AaBTCcC wıth TIhe first i< after eal the souls of INEN

earth, and into the bodies EVEOIN of beasts®. Thıis 18 also held Dy Plo-

"Qualıia NCLILOTUM [0) resurrectione utura Ssınt, DOLESL alıquanto scrupulos1us
inter Christianarum scrıpturarum doctissımos disputarı; futura iamen sempiıterna mınıme
dubıtamus, el talıa futura, quale SUua resurrectone Christus demonstravı exemplum. Sed
qualiacumque Sınt, CUMmM incorruptubilıa TOTSUS el inmortalıa nıhıloque anımae contemplatı-
ONCIN, in Deo fugıtur, ınpedıientia praedicentur VOSquC etiam dicatıs Kn  Q ın caelestbus
inmortalıa COTDOTA inmortalıter beatorum quıd est quod beata SIMUS, INNC {ugıen-
dum CSSC opinamın1, uL em Christianam quası ratiıonabılı fugere videamını, 1S1 quıa

esL, quod iterum diıco Chrıistus est humılıs, VOS superbi? forte CoOMm1g1 pudet? Et
hOoc vil1um NOMN 1S1 superborum est  x De (ıivitate DeL 10,29, SEL 40/1,498-499

85 See PLATO, Phaedrus 249b, 41: Republic 10,619d-620b, 121-122; Timaeus 42,
158
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tinus®®. The second 15 Just the dead Came from the lıving, the lıv-
ing Ways COINC from the dead®”. TIhe 1n 15 Ouf of forgetfulness of
past mi1serl1es the souls take delıght In comiıing back eart In order
A4SSUIMNC bodies®. The OUu 15 there 15 kınd of inevıtable cycle of de-

from evıl ollowed Dy eviıl.
Augustine States that OTrph3AYyTYy refuses aCCEDL the first pOo1nt; and

OTpPNAYTY, A Augustine does thıs quıite rıghtly. In Augustine’s
supposıition Porphyry  S 1Cason 15 thıs he Was ashamed hold Plato’s
teaching because "he fears that mother miıght COMNNC back 4S mule and

en Dy her SsSon  1189! For thıs 1C4SONMN orphyry another the-
human souls 1Nnto men ’s bodies, but 9(0)! into the Samne bodies

16 they have eft 1ın they COINC back ASSUINE other Ne  < human
168 Augustine CNtC1IZES thı1ıs eOTY. For, Augustine po1nts Ou(l, ıt
WOU in accordance wıth Porphyry  S eOTYy that mother WOU.

gırl and poss1ibly her OW SsSon
vaf after ato has Ssaı1d somethıing It would thought mproper it,
then why dıd Porphyry offer COrrecti1ons SOM and NOL IeW, points? For
1t 15 VE Certam that ato that after death the souls of INeN even

1€6S$ of Dbeasts ven Plotinus, the eacher of Porphyry, held thıs Opinion.
However, Porphyry Ng dıd NOL Calt for it He thought that souls of Men

1Into the 1€e6$ of INCN, NOL, however, their OWTI), 1C| they have aban-
0ONe! Dut nto Ne'  < It clearly made hım us believe i lest
mother who pOss1bly turned into mule would en DYy her SON,; however,
1t dıd nNnOTL make hım us belıeve thıs mother who has turned nto
daughter WOU. possibly IMNa her S()I1n9l.

Wıth thıs (eX{i Augustine renders Porphyry  S eOTYy nmdiculous,
althoug: he po1lnts Ouf 1ts 19 COITTECINESS, LE., that souls 111

PLOTINUS, Enneades 3:4,2;: LOTIN, Enneades I, BREHIER, ed.), Parıs, p.65
PLATO, Phaedrus cf De ( ıyiıtate Dei 10,30, SEL 40/1,501
PLATO, Phaedrus 249a, 41° Republıic 10,619£., 120f.; also VIRGIL, Aeneıd

6.751: Parıs, Les Belles Lettres, 192 Ihe ({eX[ from IRGIL 18 quo dırectly In De
(ivitate De:i 2226 SEL 40/2,653.

"Puduit scılıcet ıllud credere, fortasse fılıum in ulam evoluta vecClia-
ret.  ” De (ivitate Dei 10,30, SEL

20 11AUGUSTINE’S DISCUSSIONS ON THE RESURRECTION  121  tinus®, The second is: just as the dead came from the living, so the liv-  ing always come from the dead”. The third is: out of forgetfulness of  past miseries the souls take delight in coming back to earth in order to  assume bodies®®. The fourth is: there is a kind of inevitable cycle of de-  parture from evil followed by return to evil.  Augustine states that Porphyry refuses to accept the first point; and  Porphyry, as Augustine comments, does this quite rightly. In Augustine’s  supposition Porphyry’s reason is this: he was ashamed to hold Plato’s  teaching because "he fears that a mother might come back as a mule and  be ridden by her son"®! For this reason Porphyry proposes another the-  ory: human souls return into men’s bodies, but not into the same bodies  which they have left behind; they come back to assume other new human  bodies. Augustine criticizes this theory. For, as Augustine points out, it  would be in accordance with Porphyry’s theory that a mother would return  as a girl and possibly marry her own son”,  "If after Plato has said something it would be thought improper to correct it,  then why did Porphyry offer corrections on some, and not a few, points? For  it is very certain that Plato wrote that after death the souls of men retum even  to bodies of beasts. Even Plotinus, the teacher of Porphyry, held this opinion.  However, Porphyry rightly did not care for it. He thought that souls of men  return into the bodies of men, not, however, their own, which they have aban-  doned, but into new bodies. It clearly made him blush to believe it, lest a  mother who possibly turned into a mule would be ridden by her son; however,  it did not make him blush to believe this: a mother who has turned into a  daughter would possibly marry her son  n91.  With this text Augustine renders Porphyry’s theory ridiculous,  although he points out its partial correctness, i.e., that souls will return  8 PLOTINUS, Enneades 3:4,2; PLOTIN, Enneades III, (E. BREHIER, ed.), Paris, p.65.  37 PLATO, Phaedrus 70c f.; cf. De Civitate Dei 10,30, CSEL 40/1,501.  3 PLATO, Phaedrus 249a, p. 41; Republic 10,619f£., p. 120£.; see also VIRGIL, Aeneid  6,751, Paris, Les Belles Lettres, p. 192. The text from VIRGIL is quoted directly in De  Civitate Dei 22,26, CSEL 40/2,653.  89 "Pyuduit scilicet illud credere, ne mater fortasse filium in mulam revoluta vecta-  ret...". De Civitate Dei 10,30, CSEL 40/1,500.  90 n  ... et non puduit hoc credere, ubi revoluta mater in puellam filio forsitan nuberet".  De Civitate Dei 10,30, CSEL 40/1,500.  % "Si post Platonem aliquid emendare existimatur indignum, quur ipse Porphyrius  nonnulla et non parva emendavit? Nam Platonem animas hominum post mortem revolvi  usque ad corpora bestiarum scripsisse certissimum est. Hanc sententiam Porphyrii doctor  tenuit et Plotinus; Porphyrio tamen iure displicuit. In hominum sane non sua quae dimise-  rant, sed alia nova corpora redire humanas animas arbitratus est. Puduit scilicet illud  credere, ne mater fortasse filium in mulam revoluta vectaret; et non puduit hoc credere,  ubi revoluta mater in puellam filio forsitan nuberet". De Civitate Dei 10,30, CSEL 40/1,  500.el NON pudur hOC credere, ubı evoluta ater In puellam filıo forsıtan nubere'
De (ivitate DeL1 10,30, SEL 40/1,500

Yl "S1 DOSL Platonem alıquıd emendare ex1istimatur indıgnum, (Quur IDSe Porphyrıius
nonnulla el NONMN emendavıt? Nam Platonem anımas homınum DOSL revolvı
16 | ad COTDOTA bestiarum SCT1PSISSE certissımum esL. Hanc sententiam Porphyru doctor
tenuıt el Plotinus: Porphyrıo tamen 1ure dısplicuuit. In hommmum Sall! NON SUua qua«c dımıse-
ranti, sed alıa OVa L0) redire humanas anımas arbıtratus BST. Puduıit scılıcet
credere, mater se fiılıum in mulam revoluta ©L el NON puduılt hOcC credere,
ubı evoluta In puellam filıo forsıtan nuberet  bl De ( /ıvitate DeL 10,30 SEL 40/1,
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only into human bodies”* Wıth thıs he 1kewıse pralıses the Christian doc-
trıne taught Dy the prophets: "Ihe belief that souls only NC

theıir OW 16S$ 1S LNOIC honorable than that they time and agaın
dıfferent bodies"”>.

Wıth reSpECL the second point in Plato’s teaching, Wit, Just
the dead Camle from the ving the 1ving Ways COMNNC from the dead,
OTpPNAYyTY SayS that has placed the soul in thıs WOT. ın order that 1t
IMNay realıze the evıls of materı1al WOT. and from here back the
Father, agaın drawn back into CONTLACT wıth evıl For OTPNAYTY
the souls of the thoroughly purıNe« do nOTt COIMNC back ASSUule bodies.
Augustine, however, SCS iNnCOrrectness in thıs eOTY of orphyry For
Augustine the soul 1s gıven the body in order do Evıl 1S only
recognized Dy when he does

"Porphyry also SayS that God had gıven soul the WOT! for thıis
In Order that the soul, realızıng the evıls of the material world, WOU. hurry
the ather and would longer held back OMNCEC agaın Dy the pollution of
such eviıls Here, ughn, Porphyry 18 inconsistent wıth the aCcts; for the soul 1S
given the body in Order that 1t May do g00d; it WOU. NOL know evıl f 1t
dıd NOL do evıl Nevertheless in thıs theory he cCorrected the opinıon of other
Platonıists, and he dıd important question. because he admıtte: that
the soul after ıt has been puriıfied irom evıls and has been establıshe' wıth
the ather wıll suffer the evıls of thıs WOT! Wıth thıs oOpinıon he dıd
AWAY wıth nncıpal Platonic COTY iCc stated that Just d the dead COINC
from the lıving the lıyıng COMNC always irom the dead'"

On the 1r point, namely, Ouf of forgetfulness of past miserles the
soul takes delıght ın comıing back 4SSUIMNC DOdy, Augustine COITECIS

Porphyry  S position Dy reference Virgil’s poetic description of the JOyS
of the blessed after theıir puriıfication:

- Verum L(amen, uL dix1, ] parte est hac opınıone Porphyrıius, ut
saltem solos homınes humanas anımas praecıpıitarı PDOSSC sentret, beluınos utem CailCe-

ICS mıinıme dubitaret” De (ıyvıtate DeLi 10,30, SEL 40/1,500.
Quanto, Inquam, honestius credıitur revertI anımas semel ad proprıa Ua

reverti totlens ad dıversa ”! De (ivitate DeL 10,30, SEL 40/1,500.
"Diıcıt ad hOcC Deum anımam mundo dedısse, materıi1ae COBNOSCCHS mala ad

em reCurrerei 1NCC alıquando 1am talıum DO1uU! contagıone UÜbı tsı 1quu!
inconvenıenter Sapı! (magıs enım est COTDOTIL, uL bona faceret; NOMN nım mala dısce-
rel, SI NONMN faceret), In men alıorum Platonıcorum opınıonem el NON ıIn Dar V ANCN-

davıt, quod MUnN! aD omnıbus alıs anımam CU  = Patre constitutam 1am
mala mundı Nulus CSSC confessus esL. Qua sententa profecto abstulıt, quod SSC

Platoniıcum maxıme perhıbetur, ut VIVIS, ı1ta V1VOS mortuls SCINDECI fıer1  x De
('iviıtate De1 10,30, SEL 40/1,500-501.
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"SO that, orgetful, they MAaYy seek agaın Ihe vau. of heaven, and ONCE INO  -
esire 10 a mortal body"9

Vırgıl, followıng ato, describes that after theır purification, the souls
sent the Elysıan Fields and called the vVer of Lethe, 1C

that they ummoned forgetfulness of the past such that they
agaın desıre back mortal bodies”®. Augustine sShows
wıth Porphyry’s refusal aCCEepL thıs idea of Vıirgil Just Augustine
0€Ss NnOTL aCCept the or1gıinal version of ato for thıs theory, he rejects
that of ırgl Here ın chapter he h1s argument gıven 1ın Sermo
240,5 and

hyry rghtly dıd NOoL lıke thıs, S1INCE 1t 1s really absurd lieve that from
that other lıfe, which could nNnOoL completely appY unless there WeIC COM-

plete of 1ts eternity, the SOulSs WOU. desıire the taınt of COrruptible
bodies and reiu ence those 1685 It 1S d ıf final purıfication 15
achieved ın Order that the soul MAaV long for enewed defilement. For ı1, hen
they arec perfectly purıfled, the result 1s that they forget evil,; the forge:  Ness
of ev1ils nevertheless produces ongıng for the 1eS, In which the souls wıll
agaın implicated ın evıls, 1t follows that SUDTEIMME elicıty 1S the of
elıcıty, the perfection of wısdom 15 the of folly, and perfec cleansıng
1s the of ncleanness there the however long it INAaYy SLay, wıll
NOL be happy the asıs of truth, SINCE 1t 1S in whnhere it MUuStT De
deceived in Order be For it wıll NOL DDY unless it has SecurIity;
however, ın Order have SECUTNLY, it wiıll belıeve that it 11l always DPDY;
but thıs 1S false, SINCE sometimes it wiıll COMMEC CVCN MI1SETY. how then wıll it
eN]JOYy In tru when 1ts JOY wiıll depend false Dbeheve‘? Porphyry Sa  < thıs,
and for thıs ICasSsOM he saıld that after it has been purified the soul Turn:! the
ather that it IMay 19(0)1 at SUOMMNC stage held back IN0O  - DYy the pollu-497t107 of these EeV1IIS

Augustine {[urns the OUu: point, that 1S, that there 15 evıtable
cycle of departure from evıl 1C 15 ollowe!l Dy evıl. In order

95 Scıilıcet inmemores uL CONVCXa revisant uUrsus el IncC1pılanNt COTIDOTA ve
reverti”. IRGIL, Aeneid 6,750 .. p.192 Ihıs 18 dırectly quo! In De (ivitate DeL 10.30.
SEL 40/1,501

96 Ibıd.
” Merı1to dısplıcuıt hOC Porphyrıo, quon1am ecIa credere est illa vıta,

UJUaC beatıssıma CSSC ‚9(0)9! poter1ı 1S1 de SUua uer! aetern1ı cerussıma, esıiderare anımas
corruptibilıum COTDOTUIM abem el inde ad ista TeIMCcAIC, Lamquam hoc agal purgatı-
U, Inquıinatıo requıratur. SI enım quod perfecte Mun: hOC efficıt, Oomnıum oblı-
viscantur, ubı I[UISUS inplıcentur malıs: profecto er1t infelıcıtatıs eliciıtas el
stultıtiae perfect10 sapıentiae ST inmundıtıae ‚aAusa MuUn! Nec verıtate Ibı
beata erıt anıma, quamdıucumque erit. ubı fallatur, ut beata SIL. Non nNnım
erıt NIsı SCCUTA,; uL SCCUTa S1IL, falso putabıt fore, quon1am alıquan-
do er1ıt el miısera. Cu1l CI gaudendı ‚aAusa falsıtas er1t, quO mOdo de verıtate. gaudebıt?

hoc Porphyrıius Dur: anımam ob hOocC revert1 1X1!| ad atrem, alıquando
1am malorum pollu contagıone tur” De (ivitate DeL1 10,30, SEL 40/1,501



124 ALFECHE

reject false thıis COTY of ato, he apphıes Porphyry  S COTY that
perfectly purıfied souls do nOTLt bodies”®.

Book TZ2L Augustine refutes hoth AaLo and Porphyry
In Boo LZZT7 Augustine becomes ECVCnNMN INOTC SCVECEIC wıth the Pla-

tonısts. Whereas in Boo 10,29 and he CXDICSSCS fear concerning the
infÄuence C the Platonıists had Man Yy who WeTiIC attracted theır
search for w1ısdom, here in Boo 12227 he takes aggress1ıve position
agaınst those Platonists, commandıng them STOP threatening wıth theır
teachings and randıng theıir Op1In10ns N entirely alse (falsıssımum).

ere [WO points agaınst 1C Augustine TEACTIS strongly. The
ırst 15 the teaching of ato that the lesser gods, who themselves WEIC

created Dy the 5ı Jreme the makers of other lıvıng cCreatures
ese gods, however, took the soul from and what they dıd Was Just

ashıon the physıca frame”?. The second point 1s the eOTYy of Por-
phyry that souls should fee from al nds of bodies 1ın order
purıNed However, OTphYyTY wıth afto that those who 1ved
unrıghteous 1ıfe TeIuUrn A4SSUMMC bodies punıshment, although Por-
phyry FeICCIS the idea of bodies of beasts, and admıts that of

only He human bodies. Augustine concludes from these [WO

Op1n10ns that the hınkers AIC in fact asserting that theır gods
makers of OUuT chaıns and pr1son ce. instead of being OUT a_
Dbros conpedum NOSLTOTrUM, NC institutores’). Let uüs take note
of Augustine ’s words in the descr1ıption. The words
NOSTWTOTUM, NECC institutores” sal! NOTL only In order ACCUSEC the Platon-
1Sts of teaching negatıve conception of the bodies, Dbut a1sSO ın order
deny their 1e in gods Ihıs second intentlion 1s of ıimportance OUuT

understandıng of Augustine s T reacti1on. In Book 12.25 he Say>S that
these phılosophers NOTL only worshı1ıp these godsloo but also acCtive in
draggıng others worshiıp them together wiıth them. It 1$ thus because of
both fear fOor infÄuence others and for the negatıve Conception of bodies
that he cCcCommands them SLOP In theıir 1ie and in draggıing others
worshı1p their gods wıth them

"Vıdıt hoc Porphyrius urgalamque nımam ob hoc revert] dixıt ad Patrem,
alıquando malorum pollu contagıone eNneatur. Falso 1g1tur quıbusdam est Platoni-
C1S credıitus quası NeCESSAarlus orbıs ılle ab eısdem abeundı el ad eadem revertend1“. De
(ivitate DeL 10,,30, SEL 40/1,501

09 See PLA' I ımaeus 41c, 157
Augustine identifies ese gods wıth angels. See De ( 'ıyıtate DeL 12 23. SEL

40/1
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"TIhe Platonists shoul| e1  er CCascC threatening us wıth punıshmen! for souls
COMIMMN£ from these 1€6S$ 0)4 they should NOL preach us worshiıp those
gods whıle urgıng us flee irom and shun d much poss1ble their
handwork |SC the Dody] us Both fact entirely falseulol

The Statement "Both fact entirely false 15 NOTL Just emn of the
L[W!  ®) pOS1U10NS mentioned above namely, DOodıies AIcC fetters and Jul ce
and gods be worshipped It rather of showing the of
the CONLTAaTrYy statements Chrıstian teaching (1) souls do nNnOTL
C bodies for punıshment and 11) there only One Creator of
lıving thıngs eıther heaven eart He who created heaven and
earth

Or 1l 15 NOT that souls EXPIale for theıir punıshment when they sSeNLT
back AaNCW thıs earthly lıfe:; and there 15 other Creator of lıying
1ngs, eıther heaven OT earth, CEXCEDL the One who made heaven and
earth‘!%2

ese [WO Statements SCIVC demonstrate Augustine double intenduon
The first demonstrates that ECVECNMN the basıs of ato OD1INION that
the WOT.| COUu only have eached the hıghest auty and worth Dy being

wıth lıving ings of all nds that wıth immortal and mortal
103111Ings v} claım that 1f 15 NnOTL punıshment Tefiurn Dodies

OUT eing created eVcCn though WEIC made mortal gıft of
G0od The second cShow that EVCnNn the Dasıs of ato teaching,
that eternal understandıng the form of the ole unNnl-

1041nand also the forms of a ll lıyıng creatures Can conclude that
all lıving Creatures wıthout EXCEDLON WEIC created by and that
therefore they We SaYy GV above because 1l that
ato imself OI the Platonists the interpretation of Augustine SCCTINMN
uUuNawWwaTre of theıir INCONSISLIENCY, namely, ıle the ONe hand he they
teach that the WOTL. 16 the princıpal Creafture for them COUu only
have eached the highest auty and worth Dy being by all kınd of
lıving CTreatures both mortal and immortal the other hand they Ta-

101 "Aut CISO desinant Platonıicı DOCNAS SUus COrpor1ıbus COINIMIMINATN aut
COS nobıs deos cColendos NON praedıcent qQUOTUM nobıs Operatliıonem ut DOSSU-
INUS fug1amus el evadamıus hortantur Lamen SIl ulrumque falsıssımum" De (‚ ivitate
De1 SEL 40/1 612 613

"Nam NCQUE Iuunt DOCNAS CUM ad 1sSLam Vv1ilam denuo revolvuntur
OMN1uUmM VIV! SIVC caelo SIVC nullus est condıtor 151 quO facta 5  —
caelum el terra  au De (ivitate DeL1 12Z SEL 40/1613

See PLATO, I ımaeus and 90-92 143 and AA228
PLATO, Iimaeus 30d, 143:; 3°97C-338 145
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1cCt thıs Dy sayıng that TeIUrnN bodies 15 punıshment. Augustine 111
remaın consıistent bringing this theıir notice.

uIn fact, ıf there 1S other Cause for lıyıing In thıs body CXCEDL that should
DaY OUT punishment, NOW 15 1t that ato himself SaySs that the WOT| could NnOoL
have Ccome other being the MOST eaut1i and the Dest, unless it CI
filled wıth all nds of lıyıng creatures, that 18, immortal and mortal I 9
however, OUT creatiıon, Dy hıch have been made mortal, 1S gift of
how could it punıs.  en reiurn these bodies, that 1S, these EeSS-
Ings of God? And 1f, 4S ato repeatedly Nnsısts, G0d contaıned In Hıs etern:
understandıng the forms of the whole 1verse as well ds lıving crealures,
HNOw dıd He himself NOL all? Or, WOU. He refuse the craftsman Of
SUOMINGC, when the of 9)  uCcın them 1s In Hıs miınd that 15 yon (JUT COIM-
prehension and ineffably praiseworthy?11105

Book 13106 It 15 nOL the body such hut the corruptible body
S  —+ 16 hurden the soul

In Boo  Z 13,16 the discussıon between Augustine and the Platonists
15 ocused LIIOIC the WOTrd and dıgnity of the body. 'The exchange of

becomes COIlOUTIU and full of rıdicule 'The Platonists SCCIMN

aug al (videntur Inridere) the Christian teachıng that ea 18
reckoned the punıshments for the soul. For them Dy 1ts separatıon
from the body Dy €e€a| the soul becomes perfectly appY and TeIUrns
the father. Augustine defends the Christian posıtıon. Hesıitantly he

first from Catholic teaching: S1 nıhıl, JUO i1sta refelleretur
OP1N10, iın COTUM 1ıtterıs invenırem, Operos1us miıh1 1sputandum esset”.
'Thıs statement 1$ PutL in hypothetical form Wıth 1t Augustine indicates
nOL only h1s hesitation confront them at the Oufset wıth Christlanity’s
teaching for fear that he WOULU NOTL effective ın thıs MaAanNnneT, Dut also
point Outft clearly them that in theıir VE OW aCCOULUNT of theır OW dOocC-
trıne there ATC elements that defifeat theır OW posi1tion. Accordingly, refer-
EeNCE W1S 913 15 made wıthout exception of being accepted Dy the
Platonists.

the phılosophers, against WwNOse attacks defend the CC1ty of that
18 Hıs church, thınk that they aAIc W1Se laughıing at us Decause SaYy that

Nam S1 nulla ausa est vivendı HOC 10) 1S1 propier pendenda supplıcıa:
quO modo dıcıt iıdem ato ıter mundum fıerı NON potu1sse pulcherriımum adque OpU-
INUM, 181 Oomnıum anımalıum, id est inmortalıum el mortalıum, gener1bus inpleretur?
1 utem Osira instıtulo, vel mortales condıti SUMUAUS, dıyınum esL;: quO modo
DOCHA est ad ista 9)  , 1d est ad dıyına beneficıla, remeare‘ Et S1 eus quod adsıdue
ato ommemMmMOTaLl, SiCut mundı unıversı, ita OMN1um anımalıum specl1es aeterna ntellı-
gentla continebat: YJuO mOdo NOMN 1pse condebat” An alıquorum CSSC artıfex nollet,
(quOTUM efficıendorum artem ineitfabılıs 1US el ineffabılıter laudabılis IMNeENS haberet‘?" De
(ivitate DeL I2 SEL 40/1,613
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the separatiıon of the soul from the body should reckoned amMmOoNg the soul
punıshments. They that the soul COMes perfectly DDPY when 1t has
been completely strıpped of the body and returns God, sımple and alone,
and, in INanneTr of sayıng, naked On thıs point, ıf had 8(0)1 found anythıng
In their OW wriungs wıth which could refute theıir OpIn10ns, should have
ngaged in INOTC abori0us mentSs, wıth 4C WOU. that it 18 NOoL
the body but the COTTUD! body which 15 burden the soul It 15 for thıs
TCason that ın the DrevIOUS book quoted the sSstatement "FOTr the Corruptible
DOody we1ghs down the soul’ Wis 9.15) By addıng the word ‘corruptible’ the
author that the soul 15 weighed down NOL Dy SOIIIC kınd of body but Dy

body that has changed qualıity Cause of SIN and 1fs CONSequent punishment
CVECIN if he had NOL thıs, ought understand It In other WaYn106.

It 1S, however, from theır VE OW teachıng that Augustine de-
duces wıth ı79 confront them "Sed Cu apertissıme ato
deos Deo factos abere inmortalıa COTDOTA praedicet”. Wıth these
words, wıth the IN of the word 1ın 1fs superlatıve form apertissime,
Augustine CXPICSSCSH h1s intention of wıing the attention of the Platonists

facts Ooun iın theıir OW doctrine ese facts aAaIc OunNn! in Plato’s
first, of the creation of de1ites wıth physıca. bodies'””, and SCC-

ond, of the constitution of the eavenly bodies wıth physıca. forms10%

ese [W  ®) ackowledged Dy the Platonists Augustine points Ouf
them We have shown thıs already ın analysıs of Book 10,29 Thıs
makes the last of Boo 1316 doublet of Book 10,29 But
here ın Boo 1316 Augustine adds another I1CasSONM why these Platonists

ashamed of Joıning the rank of C(Chrıstlans: they aAIc Ta1d ran
the ordınary people Dy joınıng them; and they 1n that 1t 11l

cheapen the value of theıir pallıum (a conventional garb of ph1ılosophers).
Ihus the 1C4AsON 1s PTOLECL the1ır pretent10us soc1al and academic SLaLus

- thought ıf right mention thıs only agaınst those who pride themselves
eing called 0)48 being Platonists, who because of theır pride 1n this Name
AT ashamed Chrıistians, lest by Joming them the ordiınary Name MAaY

Sed phılosophı, {0) calumnıas defendiımus CIVI!  em De1l, HOC est 1US
ecclesiam, sapıenter sıbı videntur inrıdere, quod diıcımus anımae separatıonem
inter 1US ESSC eDU!  um, quıa videlıcet 1US perfectam beatıtudiınem {unc Ilı
fıer1 ex1istiımant, CUIMN mnı PTOTSUS X ula Deum sımplex el sola el quodam
mMmOodo nuda redierit. Ubı SI NıN1L, quO ista refifelleretur OPIN1O, In COTU| lıtteris invenırem,
Operos1us mıhı isputandum qJUO demonstrarem NON L0) Ar anımae, COITU)
tibile (0) nde iıllud est quod de scripturis NnOstrıs super10re lıbro COM-
Memoravımus: COorpus nım corruptibile adgravat anımam. Addendo utlque corruptibile
NON ualıcumque 10)  , sed quale factum est DECCALO CONSCQqUENLE vindıcta, anımam
perhıbuilt adgravarı. Quod et1amsı NONMN addıdısset, Nnı allu! intellegere eberemus  " De
(ivitate DeL1 13,16, SEL 40/1,634

See T ımaeus 38C, D. 152
Ihid.
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cheapen the value of the CaIceIs of the 1Uum; which value 1s nflated INOTE
when ıt 15 MO These philosophers, ryıng find something CrIUCIzZe
in doctrine, aC. the immortalıty of the DOdy, if there wWeTi
contradıction ween OUT seekıng for happiness for the soul and (QUT ısh
have it WAay: In 01008 dy, bound the body 4S urdensome
fetter. And yel theıir OWII founder and eacher ato SayS that gift has been
granted DYy the Supreme the gods made by Hım that they WOU. NOL
someday die. that 1S, they would nNOL separateı firom the 1€6S wıth which
He had lınked them  |1109.

Book 131 It A wıthıin the 1l of Go0od ralse UD human
hodies

Augustine s PDUTITDOSC in Boo 1317 15 simılar that in Sermo 242,
al  S In both he cshow the Platonists that weıght 15 NO
obstacle the resurrection of the body. It 15 wıthın the 111 of that
human bodies, despite of theıir weıght, should T1SE. In each of these [WO

places, however, Augustine uses dıfferent approaches. In ermo 242,7-10
he refutes the Platonists the basıs of examples. In Book 1317 he
refutes them the basıs of theır OW aCCOunT of the constitution of the
unıverse and the of the gods N wılled by Augustine’s
poınınt of departure 15 the Platonists’ OW. CONCEDL of the ole eart For
them the ole earTt! 18 (membrum of theır grealt GC 1$ the

110 111ole unıverse The ole unıverse has four elements IC
1s5 and ordered each iın 1ts OW place In order EeNSUTEC that the
ole unıverse, IC 18 lıvıing being and gTreal god, 111 NnOL dıe the
Supreme has willed that the conJunction of these elements should
indissoluble and everlastıng112 (nven this 16 of the Platonıists

"Hoc tantu! 1StOSs cCcommemoOorandum putaVvı, quı Platonicos VOCAarı vel
N gloriantur, CU1US superbia NOMNIS eruDbesSCUuNn —  D1, COININUNG Ihs CU:  -

vulgo vocabulum lem facıat pallıatorum tanfto magıs inflatam, quanio magıs ex1guam
paucıtatem; ef ua  5 quıd in doctrina Christana reprehendant, exagıtant 2geternıtatem
10)  > M haec sınt inter contrarıa, ut el beatıtudınem QUAaCTaMuS anımae el

SCHHDCI SSC velımus in 0)  5 velut ACIUINMNOSO vinculo conlıgatam; CUM COTITUIMM
AauCcCtor magıster Plato donum deo dıs ab 1lo k dıcat 6S  S CONCCSSUM,
alıquando morlantur, 1d est Corpor1bus, quıbus Conexult, separentur”. De (ivitate De:i
13.16, SEL 40/1,636

110 See PLA' T iımaeus 4Ob:; Phaedrus 246b the soul taken ole Vver! the
whole unıverse. 1S symbolızed Dy Hestia.

11l PLATO, T ımaeus 31b-32c the four elementary cCOoNnstutuents al  P aır, and
fıre; of these bonds, namely, and Ihe un1ıty of the. bonds and the terms
they combıinıng 18 effected Dy continued geometrical proportion.

112 PLATO, T imaeus 339 made the unıverse iree from decay through aBC and
dıseases that could arıse from heat and cold and other factors.
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Augustine SCCS apparent Incons1istency theıir ın theır enı that
earthly 165$ Can immortal? Why? It 15 because they SaVv that the
earth, eing the "central member” (medium membrum) of the ole un1-

15 anımated Dy the un1ıverse iıtself such that ıt 1s iımmortal, ıle at
the SaImne time they deny earthly bodies the poss1ıbilıty of being immortal.
In h1s analysıs Augustine takes nNnOoTtfe of the aCCOULUNT of the Platonists. All
theır gods OW'! theır ımmortalıty the 111 of the Supreme Gods
immortal because (Gj0od has wiılled 1t. TIhus the un1ıverse, the © and all
the ther eavenly bodies immortal because has wiılled and estab-
lıshed them be immortal. f thıs 18 S then, Augustine asks, why make
other lıving bodies exception? ou ıt NOL poss1ible for human
es immortal 1f has wiılled them immortal In the
future?

[TIhese Platonıists contend that erITEesStr1. bodies CannolL be immortal, when
they do 19{011 oOu that the ole 1fSse. 1s Dart of theıir gOd, who 15 NOL
SUDICINC, Dut nevertheless that 1S, the whole of thıs unıverse When,
therefore, that Supreme God Crea| for them another being whom they
4S god, that 1S, thıs universe, and thıs ranked above other gods
1C! under hım, they that thıis Saıme god 15 aniımating
that 15 SdY, GOod has plante ın 1t soul that 1s 'atıonal OT intelligent,
which 1s enclosed in the quıite Vast INass of 1fs dy; God has also 1she:
the four eliements of the Saıme body 1ts Darts that plac: and arranged
ın their PIODCI places. Ihe aton1ıs WOULU wısh that the Junctures of these
four elements indissoluble and everlastıng, lest theır great god die On this
assumption that the earth, cen! mem In the DOody of the anımate
god, 15 immortal, what ICAasSson 1S there that the Dodies f other lıving 1Nngs
ea] a1sSO immortal, if (GG0d W1 that likewise?“"!

TIhe NnexXTt dıfficulty that the Platonists present 15 the ımpossibility of
e bodies immortal the basıs that earth, of IC they have
been made, 111 eventually dısıntegrate and perısh, and that they 111 final-
1y earth, theır or1gın. Augustine wonders why Platonists attrıbute
this nature only eart. and NnOT the other elements. Why NOT apply ıt

113 "Contendunt ist1ı errestria 0) sempiıterna 6S!  D 1NON DOSSC, 1psam
unıvyversam de1 SUl, NON quıdem sSumm 1, lamen magnı, 1d est totıus Nulus mundı,
membrum medio posıtum el sempıternum CSSC NON ubıtent. Cum CI O deus Hle
INUS fecerit e1s erum quCm Dulant deum, 1d est stum mundum, ceter1ıs dıs, quı infra
Cum SUNL, praeferendum, eundemque SS5C existiment anımantem, anıma scılıce! SICutL
adserunt, atıonalı vel intellectualı in 4 mole COTrDOTIS 1US inclusa, 1PS1USque
COTDOTIS Llamquam membra OCIS Suls posıta adque gesta quatiuor constituerıt elementa,
(JuUOTUM luncturam, deus OTUumM morI1atur, insolubiılem sempI1-
Imnam velınt: quıd esL, ut iın MAal0rIis anımantıs lamquam medium INemM-
brum aeterna Ssıt leITaA, el alıorum anımantıum terrestrium L0)  n S] Deus sıcut iıllud velıt,
aeterna N NON possint?”, De ( ivitate DeL 1317 SEL 40/1,637
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also fire, he asks. Supposing this 1S applıed the element of fire,
WOU Plato’s aCCOUNT of w promise of iımmortalıty to the gods NOL fall

victim? OT, 15 ıt because thıs does nNOT appIly nNıre the basıs that
has 8(0)1 wiılled 1t’? If then 1t 1s agaın, Augustine po1ints OutL, because of

wıll thate bodıies Cal 11SE
they SqaYy that earth has reiu earth from wnere the earthly 1€eS of

anımals have been taken Thıs 1s the why they SaY, it 15 NCCECSSATY that
they disıntegrate and perısh, and, In thıs WAaY, they AaICc restoTrEe| the enduring
and everlastıng irom where they have been taken OINCOMNEC makes
sımılar assertion also about fire. and SdaVS that Dodies which have been taken
from the unıversal fire should the unıversal fire In Order CcCome
heavenly lıving beings, would the immortalıty which ato promi1sed, dSs
0Ug speakıng for the SUDTEINEC God, those gods 19(0)1 fall Dy the violence
of thıs argument? Or does this NOL ppen Decause God does NOL wıll it, hose
wiıll, ato SayS, force CONquer! What then prevents the wıll of Gi0d
from effecting thıs also In earthly 1eS, seeing that ato admıts that God 15
able CIMNSUIC that things which have COINC ex1istence shoul NOoL perısh,
thıngs hıich have Dbeen bound ogether should NOL urrended, which
have been taken from the elements should NOL return them, and that souls
establıshe: in 1e$ NOL CVOCI orsake them Dut should eN]JOy wıth them
iımmortalıty and everlastıng happiness?"*"“

The last argument that Augustine uUscs agaınst the Platonists 15
longer dırectly connected wıth theıir positlon. He rather quest1ons theır
authorıty speak altfaırs. He denıies the valıdıty of their claım;
and he asserTts the prophets’ authority, claımıng for them the guldance of
the Spiırıt

‚ Why sShould NnOL God able EeNSUTE that earthly 1€e8 do NOL die? Are
SUDDOSC that G0d 18 NOTL DOWE: the extient that Christians beliıeve, Dut

only d far d the Platonists believe? Those philosophers, SUTC, could
KNOW the and the DOWCI of God, and the rophets could not? fact
the 1s ITU!  ® As far He e1gNs reveal, the pin of God has taught

114 "Sed s Inquıunt, eddenda EeSL, unde anımalıum terrestria sSsum la Sunt
10)  5 quO ft, Inquiunt, uL sıt dıssolvı el morı el mOodo 1T1a€e stabılı

sempiıternae, unde uerant SUum{[a, restitul 1 qu1s hOc etiam de igne sımılıter adfırmet
1CAa| reddenda SSC Uun1verso 1221 n QUuUaC inde Sum SUnNL, caelesta lerent

anımalıa: inmortalıtas, quam talıbus dıs, velut deo loquente, promısıt Plato,
Lamquam violenta diısputation1s hu1lus intercıdet? An 1l propierca NON fit, quıa eus NOMN

vult, CU1uUSs voluntatem, alt Plato, nulla VIS vincıt? Qui1d CI prohıbet, uL hOoc eti1am de
erres! corpor1ıbus Deus pOssı efficere, quandoquıdem, ul QuUaC SUnt OCCI-
dant QuUaC Sunt Vvincta Oolvantur NEC qua«c SUnNtL elemenus sumta reddantur
adque uL anımae in Corporıbus constitutae q D  C eseran! el CUl e1s nmortalıta-

sempiıterna beatıtudıine perfruan! DOSSC Deum CO  1tetur Plato De ( iviıtate Del
13A7 SEL 40/1,637
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the rophets make known Hıs 11l The phılosophers however are deceived
111bDy human speculatiıon hen they trıed know thıs WI.

Book I5 The natural heavy weight of the body ll he S_
formed
Book 13 18 stand CEvVecn closer ermo P In both works

Augustine refutes the argument from natural weıght presented Dy the Pla-
OoNn1Ssts order dism1ss the poss1bıilıty of human bodies and

heaven 1Io th1ıs end he dıfferent examples Here however
Book he adds the example 1C 15 the Ire and the n_
S1ON of fIS body He POSILS thıs ell measured OppOSI1tioON the
argument Dy the Platonists These Platonists the S1fuation of
OUT TSt parents their PTIMINVE They aAaISucC that the TISst couple
because of the natural weıght of theır bodies 1ve: eart 1C Wäas

the Name paradıse
"But they SdY, IL 15 that natural weı1ıght eıther earthly Dodies
down 0)4 forces them down earth that ereiore they Could NOL

heaven Indeed those first human beings lıved wOooded
and fruitful land 1C. Was the 1anNne paradıse But Decause they 1INSISL

the weıght of earthly DOodies should reply thıs objection eiıther
VICW of the body of Christ wıth which He ascende: NO heaven VICW
of the SOIT of 1e$ that the Saınts wıll have al the resurrection  m116

Augustine choice of the example sei Dy T1S 4SCCNSION and Dy
ensi10n of OUuT OW future Te 15 nNnOT ICI} presentation of
U: example agaınst the example of OUuT TSt parents theır PTIM1UVE
appY It 15 iıllustrate ell the effect that the on 111
bring about the transformatıon of OUuUT anımale FE-
tale In paradıse dam and ven bore anımale At the TESUITEC-
8(0)8| the Just 111 bear COTDUS spiritale IThıs dıscussion 15 continued
the HNX chapter

115 A|Quur CIBO NON 1L, errestr1a morlantur”? An eus NON est quO
16 | Chrıstianı credunt quO Platonicı volunt? Nımirum Quı1DDC consıliıum De1
el potuerunt phılosophı DOWMWeETUNL prophetae CUMm CONLTarı0
De1l prophetas ad enuntiandum C1IUS, antum dıgnatus esSL, volutatem Spirıtus 1US docue-
ML, phılosophos cognoscenda CON1ECLUrTa humana deceperıt”. De ( ivitate De:
13 1  9 SEL 40/1,637

116 "Sed NECECSSC est u terrena 10) naturale pondus vel terra Nneat
vel ad el ideo caelo AND NOM pOSSINL Prim1ı quıdem ıllı homines terTra
Tant NECINOTOSA adque fructuosa, qua«C paradısı obtinuıt; sed quı1a el ad hOcC N-
dendum est vel propiter Christı CU|  - QuUO ascendit caelum vel propier NCLIOTUM
qualıa re!  ne futura SUnNtL Ntueantur paulo adtentius pondera ID: terrena ” De
(ivitate Deı SEL 40/1 639
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Book I3.19 OULS of the Just ll Iive hetter with theır NS-

formed hodies

Augustine asSserTtSs Chrıstian teaching: ea COuU 9(0)! have befal-
len human 1ings 1f SIN had nOoTt been cCommiıtted. Despite ea hOw-
CVCI, the souls of the Just lıve al Trest after they have CD  ed from thıs
ıte Yet 1t 15 that they 11l lıve ın better after they have been
unıted agaın wıth theıir bodies in perfect A  €e1s mehlius (l SU1Ss
corpor1bus ene valentibus Vv1ivere”. The opınıon that the souls of the Just
lıve in better 1n un1ıon wıth theıir bodies in perfect 15 better,
iın Augustine s observatıon, than the opınıon that souls strıpped of the
16$ and 1ved in the heıight of happıness. He finds thıs EVvVCcCn

the Platonists themselves: A  ut et1am illı, quı Omn1ı MmMOdo 6ESSC sıne COTDOTC
beatıssımum existimant, hanc opınıonem SUamm sententla repugnante COMN-

vincant'. The phrase "hanc opin1ıonem SUamMı sententl1a repugnante CONVIN-
cant  „ cshows that In Augustine s jJudgement EVCN „ 40010)0824 the Platonists
themselves there dıvergent Op1in10ns regardıng theıir OW teaching ancC
opinionem SUamM). TIThus he d1sproves theıir eOTYy that the souls in the
height of elicıty when strıpped of the 1€esS, whıiıle, the other hand, he
favors certaın S X11 the Chrıstian teaching that the souls ıIn
better when they unıted wıth theır bodies In better condıtion.

'Ihe conflicting Op1n10ns cshown Dy the opposıtion ın the the-
TM€eS of ato and OTPNAYTY, IC Augustine recalls here, he has
already demonstrated in Book 10,30 For ato both the souls of the Just
and the unjust, after ıffering per1 of time, 111 COINC back ASSUMTC

1€S$ in order undergo sufferings agaın. OTPNYTY, however, TreaCTts
the harshness of Plato’s EOTY, in denyıng the reiurn of souls into the
1€e$s of beasts, but aCCEDIS other NC human bodies untıil
nnally they completely released from CVETIY kınd of body and
1Into everlastıng elıcıty, and 111 longer mMI1SEeTY. ere 1S,
however, in the teaching of both ato and OTpNYTY, and for that matiter in
that of Platonists themselves, aspecCt 1C accordıng Augustine,
favors the Christian teachıng that un1on wıth bodies ın perfect 15
better than dısjunction from bodies. Augustine has perce1ved thıs
becomes clear from the followıng passSasc.

Or OIC of them will 1sSe MeN, whether those who AI ST1 die OTr
those who dead, that 15 SdY, whether those who AIc wıthout
bodies 0)4 those whoO wıll eave 1N!| their 1eS, above the immortal gods,

whom the Supreme God, accordıng ato, prom1ses inestimable gift,



‚LTINE’ URRECTION 133

namely, indissoluble lıfe, that 1S, everlasting unıon wıth theır
bodies. ”!!

Here Augustine indıcates that un1ıon wıth bodies IC immortal 15
better than the of the souls in separatıon from the bodies. He

that thıs opınıon 15 CeVCcCn deductible from Porphyry  S positlion.
Therefore, lest he WOU. CONquered Dy NMNSt, who prom1ses etern.:
ıfe Hıs saınts, Porphyry also establıshe: purıfied souls In of CVECTI-
astıng happıness, wıthout an y e1ir former miserles; and In Order
contradıct T1S he denies the resurrection of the incorruptible bodies, and
aSSeTTSs that souls will lıve for eternity wıthout SOIT of DOody. However,
wıth thıs OP1INION, whatever 1ts worth INAaY be’ he taught that souls Must submıiıt
themselves even gods wıth 168 1n rel1g10us homage. Why Was thıs,
unless it Wäas because he lNeved that those souls, although NOL assoclated
wıth 1658, AIe NOL Superi10r the deılitiesv7118.

Hıs aım iın thıs IX 15 clear: show that the souls of the Just
ın better when they iın un1ıon wıth their bodies in perfect
health!? Ihıs COu have happene wıth the first human ings had they
NOL sinned. They WOUuU have been rewarded wıth transformed iımmortal
1€S, wıth IC they WOU. have been unıted and 1ved forever. Ihıs
111 also happen the Just al the resurrection. Ihey 11l unıted wıth
theır former bodies, but then already free from an Yy SO  - of COIrruption;
there 111 instance where somethıng 111 interfere wıth their perfect
elıcıty.

. 4Nereiore, ıf those Platonists wıll NOL dare, do NOL thınk they will,
human souls above the gods who in the heigth of happiness and yel

incorporated in eternal 168, why 15 1t that 1t rdiculous for them that
the Christian faıth eaches that the first human 1Ings WEeEIC created that, if
they had nOoL sınned, death would NOL have sundered them from their 1eS,
Dut for theır merits In observing 1ence they WOUL. have received the gıft
of ımmortality of 1€eS$ wıth which they would have lıved for CVET,; and that

117 Neque Nnım qu1squam audebıt illorum sapıentes homines, S1ve MOTr1turos S1ve 1lam
MOTLUOS, 1d est Aaut Carenies corpor1bus AautL L0) relıcturos, dıs inmortalibus anteponere,
quıbus Deus SUTINIMMUS apul Platonem ingens, indıssolubilem Cılıcet ıd est
aeternum SUl1Ss corpor1ıbus consorhum pollıcetur”. De (iv De: 3.19: SEL 40/1,641

118 Itaque SIO VINCI videretiur 1tam sancus pollıcen perpeliuam, etiam 1ıpse
ur anımas SINe. ullo ad mi1ser1as pristinas 1fu In aeterna felıcitate constitult; el ut
Christo adversaretur, resurrectionem IncCorruptubil1um [0) NC£YaNns NON solum SINe.
terren1Ss, sed SINe ullıs OMN1INO corporıibus adserult ın sempıternum SSC victuras. Nec
tamen 1sta qualıcumque opınıone praecepit saltem dıs corporatıs rel1g10N1s Obsequ10
subderentur. Quid ıta, 1S1 quıa Cas, quamVvıs nullı COTDOTI soclatas, NON redıdıt illıs SSEC
melıores?". De (/ivitate Dei 13,19, SEL

119 "Lice: nNnım 1uSstorum pı1orum anımae defunctorum quod in requie Vvivant ubıta-
fas NONMN sıt, 196[ adeo Lamen e1s mehlıus CUM) SU1Ss corpor1bus bene valentbus

Vv1ivere ” De (ivitate Dei 13.19. SEL 40/1,641
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al the resurrecthlon the Just wiıll inhabıt the Samıc 1658 in 1C. they 1ve' In
hardshıp earth; yel these wıll such that iTace of COrruption and
hardshıp 111 affect their esh, NOT wıll SO  R Of OT paın Nntieriere
wıth theır happıness?11120

TIhe WOords A  NO ace of Corruption and hardshıp 11l affect theır flesh, NOT

111l an Y SO  > of paın and interfere wıth theıir happıness” SCIVC

descer1be the total transformatıon of the Just, both in theır physıcal constitu-
t10N and ın theır psychological and pırıtual condıtlon.

Book 1320 The flesh of the SALNFLS "rests In hope”
ere 1 further point in the teachıng of the philosophers IC

Augustine OPPOSCS ın Boo  r 1320 namely ıt 1s hrough forgetfulness that
souls long have theır 1€6S$ agaın. Thıs time, however, he longer
challenges them wıth that COu deduced firom their OW

teaching but wıth the teachıng of the Christian al For Augustine the
flesh of the Just whose souls have eady (0)  ed in hope

"Accordingly 10  < the SOUlIS of the departed Just do 970)1 find death STI1EVOUS,
hen they separate: from theır bodies, because theıir fesh TesSts In

1121hope
The eXpression "the flesh of the Just 1n hOp!  v 15 surprısıng ONe 1ın
Augustine. One WOUL rather CXPECL from hım "the souls of the Just rest 1n
hop  ” He SaYy>, however, the former. We SUSPECL that he INCcCanls that even
after ea the souls of the Just ST1 retaın certain kınd of relatıonshıp
wıth theır bodies. ven when eady eparated from each other Dy ea
the soul and the flesh ST1 retaın the ongıng be unıted someday wıth
each other. We notice thıs theme al NC in this chapter. Augustine easıly
interchanges the soul and Mesh wıth TESDECL hope Ihus, from sayıng
that the 27 ın hop  „ he at ONCEC chıfts sayıng that the souls

fOor the resurrection of their bodies wıth patıent ongın  LA In thıs
chapter Augustine 1S motivated 1n epicting the continued relatıonshıp

A  Quapropter, S1 NO audeDun iste, SICut AaUSUTOS SSC NON arDbı'  E dis ‚at1SS1-
mM1s el tamen In aetern1s corpor1bus CONS! humanas anımas an!  ‚pO! (qUUuI e1s
videtur absurdum, quod fides Christiana praedicat, eit prımos homines ita fuisse condıitos,
ul, S1 NON pPEeCCaSsSsSCNL, nulla MO SU1S corporıbus solverentur, DIO mer1ı0s oboedien-
t1ae custoditae inmortalıtate donatı CUM e1s viverent In aeternum; el talıa SancCLOS in IESUT-

rectione ‚aD1ıturos 1psa, in quıbus hıc laboraverunt, 19)  5 ut NC *0)00000| Carnı alıquıd
COITUPLONIS vel dıfficultatis CC OTum eatıtudını alıquıid dolorıs infelıcıtatis possıt
accıdere?”. De (ıivıtate Dei 13.19, SEL 40/1,643

"Proinde UNcC SancCcCLiorum anımae efunctorum 1ideo NONMN gravem°
quäa separalae SUNL corpor1ıbus SUlS, quıa Cal OTUuIM requiescıt spe  A De (iviıtate DeL1
13.20. SEL 40/1,643
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between the soul and the ANesh Dy the wısh OPPOSC Plato’s teaching that
the flesh 15 SOUICC of mM1SserYy and that the soul, because of forgetfulness
of past mM1SeETYy 1C 1t shared wıth the flesh, wıshes body
Thus, by presenting both the soul and the flesh A continually ongıng for
each other, Augustine attempts both of Plato’s teachings,
namely, h1s negatıve CONCEDL of the ANesh and h1s eOTY of forgetfulness.
For Augustine the MNesh In itself 15 g00d and integral of human
ings, and, therefore, ıt 15 only when they unıted agaın wıth theıir
bodies ın perfect ea that human 1ngs INOTEC perfectly appY;
and 1t 15 NOT because of forgetfulness but because of (meminerunt)
of the promise of NSt, A  who dece1lives an Y one ,  LA expressed 1n
2118 "even the haırs WOU remaın intact”, that the soul ongs
unıted wıth the flesh Thıs 1$ agaln, in opınıon, antı-Platonic, diırected
especlally agaınst OTpNAYTY.

"Accordingly NO  < the souls of the Just who have departed do 9(0)1 find death
SrT1eVOUS, when they have been separate from their 1eS, Decause theıir flesh
TeSTSs ın hope, whatever MaYy the ndıgnıty It eceived after it Was already
bereft of sensatiıon FOr It 18 NOL, 4S ato imagıned, that they long for their
bodies through forget.  NesSs, but rather, Decause they have remem  red what
has been prom1se them Dy him, whoO decelves ONG, and who also BaVC
them the of the integrit y CVECIN of their haırs 1,18), they hope
for the resurrection of the 1€eS$ wıth patıent longing, for 0Ug they uffered
much hardshıp ın those 1eS, they wıll experience nothing Of the kınd here-
after'  1 ]

The object of hope 1s the transformed bodies, IC 11l have qual-
11es Eeven better than those enjoyed Dy OUT TSt parents in theır primıtıve
ıfe of happıness. Augustine mentilons here theıir several dıfferent and bet-
er qualıties. IThe transformed 1€eS$ wıll NOTL have the poss1bılıty öf yıng,
in Conftrast the pristine bodies 1} COUu. nNnOTLt have they 111 NOT
have anı y need of nourıshment, In Conf{örast the pristine bodies 1Cc
needed food and S  nk iın order SUTV1VEe. Ihe transformed 1€e6S$ 111
much better than the anımal 1€6S$ NO  < and In paradise”“. Ihey 111 be

"Proinde UunNncC SANCIOTrUumM anımae eIiunctorum iıdeo NON Tavem CM
quäa secDaralaec SUNL Corpor1ıbus SU1S, quıa Cal‘ COTU|! requlescıt In 5} quaslıbet SIne ullo
1am contumelıas acCıp1sse videatur. Non en1ım, SICut Platonı Vv1isum SSL, 10)
oblıvyıone desıderant, sed pot1us, quıa memiınerunt quıd sıbı ab sıt prom1ssum, quı
nemınem 1t, quı e1Is et1am de capıllorum SUOrumM integrıtate ecurıtatem dedıt,-
tionem 10)  > in quıbus mul dura perpessı SUNL, hıl in e1Is ulterius tale Sensurı
desıderabilite: el patıenter expectant  Aö De ( /ıvıitate Dei 13,20, SEL 40/1,643

"Non solum nNnım NnOoN er1ıt tale, quale UNC est In quaVvIıs optıma valetudıne, sed HEL
tale quıdem, quale fuınt Dr1mM1S homminıbus ante peCCalum, quı lıcet morTI1turı NON CSSCNL,
181 DECCASSCNL, ıment1ıs tamen homınes nondum spırıtalıa, sed uC
anımalıa 40) terrena gestante:  LA De (ivitate Del 13.20. SEL 40/1,644
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spirıtual; the MNesh 11l perfect obedience the spırıt in such -
1CI that the relationshıp between them 111 complete d bring

124of indissoluble immortalıty These oughts epeated-
1y 1ıke refraın Augustine s discussıions whenever he speaks of the
antıthesis of suffering NO and of resurrection and transformatıon of
bodies later.

Book 2.25-26 TIhe problem ın the discussion the c_

tiıon with the philosophers (an he ackled and resolved

apters 7 28 taken AS OMNC unıt. Referring the
he asSssem from the four chapters, O’Meara, in Porphyry's Philos-
ophy from Oracles In Augustine, DUuts it ollows

"Ih1ls whole PaSSagC, excerpted from four of the concludıng chapters of the
CLY. Deli, deals wıth the resurrection of the flesh: the theme 1s introduce: at the
ginnıng of 25 de CAFNLS resurrectione contendunt, and completed wıth the
last words of 28 FOLa quaestio de CAarnis resurrectione solvetur'  ‚11

The discussıon 15 nOTL held wıth OTrpNAyTY imself but wıth the Ob-
stinate denıers wh: represent OTDNAYTY. The maın question ackled 15
g1ven in chapter mMan have COMC leve in the prediction of
God (who 15 Christ for the Christians), whom also OTDPNAYTY acknowledges

such that he calls Hım Father and Kıng, why NOTL liıeve the PTC-
diction of Christ mself the resurrection of the bodies, when Christ
Hımself demonstrated 1t wıth Hıs OW resurrection? TOmM thıs question
Call SCC that for Augustine the prediction extends from the Old JTestament

the New estamen In h1Ss expositıion, however, he 18 apparently
inchned ShOow only the prophecy and 1ts fulfillment in the New esta-
ment.

IThe question COVEIS [WO maın dıfficulties (1) the dıfficulty of PIOV-
ıng the credibilıty of TISL, and 11) the dıfficulty of provıng that T1S
truly 105S5C irom the dead Concering the TSt dıfficulty, Augustine PICS-
ents the fact of the fulhllment Airst of the prophecy of 1e€ in Chrıst.
Ihıs point 15 nOot made clear in chapter Z but, because of the hınt given
that th1s 18 COunNnteract invented STOTY that Peter’s wiıitcheraft COMMM-

pelled make prediction””®, ONC easıly SCC that Augustine 15

De 1Vıtlate Dei 13,20, SEL Ihe esh wıll spırıtual but NOL spırıt.
ere Augustine Warls agaınst A  D WION®S interpretation of Cor. 15,

O’MEARA, Porphyry s Philosophy from Oracles in ugustine, Parıs, 1959,
Neque Nnım PetrIı malefic11s CuUum au credentium tanto prenuntiare

conpulsus est  d De (ivitate De1 Z 23 SEL /2,650 Ihıs Sa 1s about false
oracle the duratiıon of the relıg10n.
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eferring the fulfillment of the prophecy of belıef In Christ. Thıs 15
made clear in Boo 18.35. where Augustine contradıcts Dasans who ;  20

SaVy that Peter used SOICETY ECNSUTC that the Name of Christ should
worsh1ıpped for 365 yYCAaIs, and the completion of that number of

VCAars it cshould COITINIC immediate end”127-
Wıth reESDECL the second dıfficulty, Augustine 1ns1ısts the COT-

of the 116e of Christians, the Dasıs that God mself has
approved 1t, that He mself has fulfilled 1t  128

The followers of OTPNAYTY thıs insıstence Dy Augustine.
Ihey Sa y that those predictions should understood iın another WAaY.
Whichever 15 this other WAaY 18 NnOTL specıfie Dy Augustine. However,
Augustine quıte clearly 15 eferring the opposıtıon of these philosophers

the teachıng of the Christians that T1S resurrected, who for them (the
ıstlans 1s$ equa wıth the Father despite of Hıs incarnatlion. It 15 be
noted that orphyry 1mself Was bıtter the teachıng that
became incarnate In Christ!*? Ihıs 1s illustrated iın Book 10,24 and 2 9

have already shown. And iın Boo Z Augustine Stamps h1s seal
the teachıng of the Chrıiıstan relıgıon the truth of Christ’s OW PIC-

diıction and 1fs fulfillment Dy Hımself the basıs of the truthfulness of
1mself. T1SL, he claıms, truly TOSC from the dead: and by extension

of the truth of Hıs prediction, there 111 also resurrection of the
bodies Thus, In order Dut clear h1s point, addressing the phılosophers,
Augustine SayS that "1f they want discover something that the Imighty
CannoTt do, 1t 15 thıs God CannotTL he  „

OT dIC uDDOSC that G0Ood CannoTL affec the flesh MNSeE and lıve
etern: lıfe, OI, dIC belıeve that He wıll NOL do it because 1t 1S evıl and
unworthy of Hım? But d for Omnıpotence, Dy 1C| he makes MNan
and marvels, have already sa1ld much If they want discover what
the Almighty Cannot do, here they have it; wıll SayY He CannotL lie  "130.

Petrum maleficıa fecısse subıungunt, ut coleretur Christi DCI trecen-
[OS sexagınta quinque aNnnOS, deınde conpleto 1NUINCTIO AaNNOTUM, sıne INOTa
sSsumerel finem“”. De (‚ ıvitate DeL 18,53, SEL 40/2,358

SI Nnım propierea dıcunt alıo modo SSC credenda, } S1 dixerint alld CS}  Z COMN-
scrıpta, IN1urıam facıant ıllı Deo, Cul INaAaNUum perhıbent teshmonıum: 10)
el vel et1am graviıorem acıunt inıuri1am, S1 alı dıcunt SNır intellegenda, NONMN SICutL INUN-
dus credıdıt, quCm credıturum Ipse laudavıt, IpSe promisıt, 1pse conplevıt”. De ( ivitate
DeL 2225 SEL 40/2,650-651

um quıppe in 1psa CaInc contemsıt". De (/ivitate Dei 10,24, SEL 40/1,485
130 "Utrum Nnım NON facere uL resurgal Cal vat aetlternum, propiereca

credendum NONMN est 1d Cu  = SSC facturum, quıa malum est adque indıgnum Deo”? Sed de
Omnıpotentıa e1uS, (qua LOL ei tlanta 'aC1! incredıbilıa, 1am mul dıximus. 1 volunt invenıre
quod Omnıpotens 1NON DOLESL, PTOTSUS; CO dicam, mentiri NON potest  A De (ivitate
DeL1 2228 SEL 40/2,651
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Thıs idea of prediction and fulfillment by EVECN OMN-

C1le: wıth the teaching of ato. Augustine po1ints thıs Out ın chapter 26,
where he agaın takes the phiılosophical appe.: Porphyry  S rejection
of resurrection of the bodies the basıs that souls should avo1d an y COMN-

taCct wıth bodies 1f they iın 155 Augustine’s appe ato 15
presented forcefully. He that ato, whom they consıder have
the highest authority, cshould COITECTI hıis eachıng 1f Porphyry 1S fol-
OWEe: HE  ndet lıbros SUOoS 1Storum Oomn1ı1um magıster Plato” In ugus-
tine’s understandıng of ato the raısıng u of bodies MUuUSTL poss1ble
ıle God promised perform apparently ımpossi1ible deed Referring

Plato’s AaCCOUNT of the of ımmortalıty of the deıties, Augustine
addresses the phiılosophers ollows

”If those who hear these things NOL only stup1d but NOL deaf, they wıll
surely NOTL Ou that according ato what 1$ 1Imposs1ible has been promised

the deities made Dy the God who created them FOr He who SayS
"It 1S that yYOu CannoTL immortal, but Dy will YOU wıll immortal’,
what does He INC. but that ‘Nevertheless, Dy act yOuU wiıll come SOMMMC-

thıng that CannoL done”? erefore, He, who accordiıng ato has PToM-
sed do hat 1S impossible, wıll ra1se the Nesh incorruptible, 1IMMO
and Dpırıtual Why do these philosophers Nal Out that hat (G0d has DIOMM-
sed 18 iımpossible, when the WOT| has believed In prom1Sse, as 1t
promi1se the WOT'| itself will believe, and hen C OutL that 1t 18 (j0d
who wiıll do 1L, who, d CVEOI ato declares, does the iımpossible?n131.

In chapter 27 Augustine 15 apparently lJonger ebatıng wıth the
phılosophers. TIhus, instead of h1s usual WaY of refuting them the basıs
of the Contradıctory Oopin10ns of atfo and OTPNAYTY, he 1O
reconcıle both, UM theır theorles combined, wıth Chrıistianıty. TOM
ato thıs 1S the point of poss1ible reconcıliation: soul Can ex1st for CVCI
in bodiless TOM OTDPAYTY the point 1S th1ıs the soul 1C 15 COIM-

pletely purıfied and has SONC back the Father 111 Tretiurn the
evıls of thıs WOT| Augustine thınks that ıf ato and Orphyry had COIM-
munıcated wıth each other and had combıned the truth 1C each ONe of
them had SCCIL, they WONL. have COMIIC the SaInlec conclusıon: souls WOU

131 SE NOMN solum absurdı, sed surdı NON SUNL quı haec audıunt, NON utique dubitant dıs
acltıs ab illo Deo quı ecCcı1!| secundum Platonem quod est inpossıbıle fulsse prom1ssum.
Quı Nım 1C1 "Vos quıdem 1INMO]  es SSC NON potest1s, sed INCca voluntate ertis’, quıd
alıud dıicıt quamı "'1d quod fıer1 NOMN facıente men eritis’? Ille 1g1tur ‚AINCmMmM

Incorruptibilem inmortalem, spırıtalem resuscıtabıt, quı 1uxta Platonem 1ıd quod Inposs1ıb1-
le est aCcC SSC promısıt. Quid uC, quod promisıt Deus, quod Deo promıittent
credıdıit mundus, quı et1am 1pse DrOm1SSus est rediturus, 6S  D inpossibıile clamant, quando
quıdem NOSs Deum, quı secundum Platonem aCcı! inpossıbılıa, 1d facturum A w cla-
mamus?”. De (/ivitate De1 Z225. SEL 40/2,652-653
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165 and WOUu recelve bodies iın C they m1g lıve
MMO  V in happıness.

"Plato and Porphyry each made certaiın StatementSs, which, ıf they had
exchange: them, COU. have pDOSS1DLy made them Christians ato sal that
souls COU. NOL ex1ist forever wıthout 1eS; for that 1s why he saıd that CVCMN
the souls of the WI1SEe, er atter NOW Jong, wiıll nevertheless reiurn
1es$ Porphyry, the other hand, sa1d that the perfectly purıfied soul, after
it had SONC back the er, wıll reiurmn these evıls f the WOT'!
And DYy thıs MCAaANs, that 1, if ato had cCommuniıicated the 1C| he Sa  <

Porphyry, namely, that CVECIN the completely purified SOulSs of the Just and of
the W1SE wıll retiurmn human bodies, and, simllarıly, ıf Porphyry had COM-
muniıcated ato the that he SaW, namely, that the holy souls wıll

the M1SETY of the corruptible DOdy, such that would NOL SdYy
singly but Jointly would Say things, then thınk that they would have
already SCECIHI this the conclusıon that souls WOU. 1es and
would ecelıve the kınd of 1e6S$ In which they would lıve happıly and 1MMOT-
tallynß?..

In chapter 2% Augustine er in order SCC hOw he MAaY
INOIC exactly reconcıle the philosophers’ standpoı1nt wıth that of COChrıistian-
1ty. TIhe only remalınıng aspect of the question 1S ShOow that it 1s the VE
SAdI11C souls and the VE S\AdL11C bodies 1C 111 unıte agaın and lıve 1M-

133mortally in happıness He does thıs Dy integrating the teachiıng of
Marcus Varro, OUuUnN! iın h1s De populi Romanl, the re-un1ıon
of the Samıle soul and of the Samnle body. Augustine hought 1t best
Varro’’s OW words:

"Some ‘genethliacı' SC astrologers], he sald, have wrıltten that for INeN who
dIC born agaın there 1S hat the reeks call MOALYYEVEOLONV; wıth thıs,
they wrıte that re! takes place after four hundred and fOrty YCAaIS effect

132 Sıngula quaedam dixerunt Pla  S adque Porphyrıius, qua® S1 inter COMMuUNICATE
potulssent, aCclı essent fortasse Christianı ato diıxıt SINe corpor1bus anımas In
A NOMN Ideo nım dıxıt eti1am sapıentum anımas DOSL quamlıbet longum LEMPUS,
Lamen ad COTDOTA redituras Porphyrıius autem dıixıt anımam purgatıssımam , CU|  = redier
ad atrem, ad aeC ala mundı NUMYUaM SSC edıturam Ac DCT hOC, quod VCEIUMM vidıt
ato, S1 dedisset PorphyrIio, eti1am 1UStorum adque sapıentum purgatissımas anımas ad
humana 0) edituras: IUISUus quod VEIUMN vıdıt Porphyrıus, 61 dedisset Platon1, 1UMN-

Quam redıturas ad miser1as corruptibilıs COTDOTIS anımas SanClas; NON sıngul ı haec
sıngula, sed ambo el sıngulı ulrumque i1iceren PULO quod viderent SSC 1am CONSCdUCNS,
ut 6i edirent anımae ad 10) ef talıa recıperent5 In quıbus beate adque INMOT-
talıter viverent”. De (‚ ivıtate DeiZ SEL 40/2,653-654

133 ere Augustne theory Of A permanent un10n of souls and 1€6S agaınst
theory of LCEMPOTATY un10n whiıich also Cicero and held See De (ıivitate Deı

ZEZ7 SEL 40/2,655
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1S bring into conjunction agaln the Samlıe soul and the Same body which
formerly WeTITC unıted ıIn human beingn134.

Augustine does NnOT confirm this rıght, for the TCASON that Christianity
does NOTL teach re-un1ion of bodies at the resurrection. However,
he calls 1t mer1tOor10us for [W  ®] 1CasOnNs (1) 1t overthrows and destroys argu-

1C deny the poss1ibilıty of resurrection of 1€S, and 11) ıt
135teaches re-un10n of the SAa souls and bodies aft the resurrection

Wıth the eaching of ato the of souls of the Just
bodies, together wıth that of OTPNYTY NON-rTreiurn the m1SerYy of COI -

ruptible bodies, and ally together wıth that of Varro the of the
Same souls and of the Samle bodies each other, Augustne consıders the
dıfficulty about the resurrection of the flesh has been solved for the philos-
ophers.

"Therefore ıf ato and OT, rather, those wh6 love them and stil]
alıve, AI wıth us that CVEOIN the holy SOUlS wiıll reiurn 1eS, ato
SaYyS, Dut that they wıll NOL TrTeiurn evil, Porphyry SdVYS, the e_
QuUENCE of these premises would what the (hrıstian faıth eaches souls wiıll
recCelive the kınd f bodies which they MaYy lıve happıly forever wıthout evıl
Left them also assım1ılate thıs irom Varr:! that souls wiıll retiurn the Samlnıc
168 In which they WeTiIC formerly unıted; and then the ole question about

1r 136the rTesurrecCtion of the Nesh etern: lıfe wıll solved for them

Thıs cShOows that the philosophers’ teachıng the resurrection of bodies
Can be reconcıled wıth that of Christianity. The transformatıon of the body
15 a1sSO nclude!' iın theır teaching.

Ho1nulo City Mamerto ÄLFECHE, OS

"Genethlıacı quıdam scrı1pserun' Inquıit, C!  D In renascendis homıinıbus (Quam appel-
lant NOALYYEVEOLOV Graecı; hac scrıpserunt confıicı annıs MNUINCTO quadrıngent1s quadra-
gınta, ut dem COTDUS ei eadem anıma, quaC fuerint CON1uncta iın homiıine alıquando, eadem
ITUCSUS ean cCoN1unctionem”. De (ivitate De1 2228 SEL 40/2,655

] 35 "Iste Varro quıdem S1ve 1Ilı genethlıacı NnNeSCIO quı (non Nnım nomına "0)09100| prodi-
dıt, (0) cCOoMMEMOTAaVIt sententiam) alıquıd ixerunt, quod lıcet falsum sıt (cum Nım
seme!l ad eadem COTDOTA QuUaC anımae ermt, NUMq ua SUNtT DOSLca elıctu-
rae), lamen ulta ıllıus inposs1ibılıtatıs, qua 11055 istı garrıunt, argumenta convellıt el
destrult” De (ivitate De 2228 SEL 40/2,655

1 36 AAQuapropter ato ef Porphyrıius, vel DOotULUS quicumque iıllos ılıgunt el adhuc
vivunt, S1 nobıs consentiunt et1am SancLas anımas ad redıturas, Sıcut alt ato,
tamen ad mala ulla redıturas, SıcCut alıt Porphyrıius, ut hıs fıat CONSCQUCNS, quod fides
praedical Chrıistiana, lıa L0) ecepluras, In quıbus SINEe ullo malo felıcı-
ter vivant, adsuman etiam hOcC de Varrone, ut ad eadem L0) I  eant, In quıbus ant!  ®
fuerunt, apul quaestio de arnıs in aeternum resurrectione solvetur  «x De (‚ ivita-
fe DeL 2228 SEL 40/2,655-656.


