
WAS AUGUSTINIAN” CONCUPISCENCE
PRE-AUGUSTINIAN AFRICA?

Introduction
In hIs artıcle CONCUPILSCENTLA wrıtten for the Augustinus

Lexicon, Gerald Bonner makes [WO sweeping assert10ns: (1) that “the
explanatıon and UuUsSsec ofof Alugustine]’s understandıng
cLoncupiscentia| 1S be Ooun in the in 8 B ıt AaDPPCAars ın the
Latın 1ble,” and, ( that "Alugustine| W ds wıthın Afrıcan tradition
understandıng cLoncupiscentia|] quality C m1g be g0o0d
eV1il,; but 1G Was normally employe in unfavorable sense.””!

The first of ese conclusıons 15 LOO far reachıng due ıts
unqualıfie: uUsc of the phrase ..  1n the Latın Bıble.” hıs oversimplıfıes
the atter In that the atın 1CH LEXT: al eas the time of
Augustine’s ordınatıon bıshop, W ds extremely flu1d.? In Tact,
WOU ontend that Augustine’s adoption and subsequent redefinıtion
of the term CONCUPLSCENTIA, though ıt almost certamly Wäas ase‘
hıs readıng of the C Cannot be saı1d be 4se uDON h1is havıng
consıistently read that term in IHNanYy of the Latin Bıble }

TIThe second assertion, though Correcft in ıts partıcularıty, 15 (078
sweepıng ın that ıt al eas mplıes the existence of “Afrıcan
tradıtıon surroundıing the theological of CONCUPILSCENTLA in
patrıst1ic or Afrıca In fact: it 15 thıs implıcatıon, combıned ıth
Bonner’s Om1ss1ıon of discussıon regardıngz the partıcular aSpeCts of
Augustine’s teachıngs CONCUPILSCENTLA and how they COU ave
een derıved from hıs orth Afrıcan predecessors, which provıdes thıs
study ıth ıts theme Is ıt In fact demonstrable that Augustine TEW
from the partıcular theologıcal tradıtions of Chrıstian Or Afrıca

Augustinus Lexikon, ed Cornelius ayer (Basel Schwabe Co Al
cols. L2Z2 “"Concupiscentia,” Dy Gerald Bonner. Note that both of these
conclusıons slıghtly modıfied forms of hat Bonner had wrıtten in hıs “ Libido and
Concupiscentia in St Augustine”, ın Studia Patrıstica N: ed Berlın:
Akademıie Verlag, 303-3 14, partıcularly 305 and 308

For the sake of D:  „ discussıon of the of the bıblıcal ([exT{ al the t1imes of
Cyprian and Tertullıan and of JTertullıan’s abılıty provıde hıs OW translatıons, both
of which complıcate thıs question exponentially, has been intentionally bypassed.

hıs asserton Can be demonstrated Dy perusal of the ADDAralus of the Beuron
editiıon and Sabatıier’s volumes for the full bıblıography SCC footnote 18 Infra) Even
Augustine hımself Can Occasıonally be found substituting varıant erms in place of
CONCUPILSCENKA. Q)i COUTSC, whether he dıd thıs accıdentally, 1.e., TOM (0)  , becau-

he wıshed cCommunicate partıcular 1UaNcCce of meanıng because he actually
had in front of hım partıcular mMOoMmMent genulne varıant text 1s normally quıte c1f-
ficult OV!



(16% the hought of Tertullıan and yprıan aAs he developed hıis
understandıng of concupiscence?

Before attempting aNnsSsWer fo thıs question [WO prelımınary
1SSUES SC requisıte. 1IrS 1S the 1Ssue of delıneating the PI1MAarYy
features of Augustine’s doectrine of CONCUpPISCENCE. Second 15 the eed
for 18 explıcatıon of the method OllOowe: in thıs investigatıon.

Augustine’s °*mature’” doctrine of Concupiscence.
hether not Augustine s understandıng of CONCupISCeNCe

volved s1gnificantly VT the COUTSC of hıs lıfe,“ the publıshed studıes
thıs OpI1C SCCIN be agreed that the pOos1t10ns he defended in hıs

ast (WenLY in hıs battle ıth the Pelagıans (and especıally ıth
Julıan of Aeclanum) represent Augustine’s oughts al eir mMoOst
developed and mMoOost consıstent Stage: ese VIEWS IMNay be
summarızed ollows

For the 16 W that Augustine s teachiıng dıd NnOTL apprecl1ably evolve, SE Dn e Mathıi]s
Lamberıigts’ “A Critical Kvaluatıon of Critiques of Augustine s 1e6W of Sexualıty”
Augustine and Hıs CO eds Robert [)odaro and George Lawless (London: out-
edge, 2-83, where he wrıtes “It ought be emphasızed that Augustine’s
negatıve evaluatıon of sexualıty 1S whiıich 1UNS through hIis entire wriıtten
» and CannoLtL, therefore, be SCECI characterıstic partıcular the ate August1i-

alone... It]hroughout h1ıs lıfe. Augustine devı1ated irom h1s standpoıint.”
Representing somewhat dıfferent po1lnt-of-VIeW, Johannes Vall ort has noftfe that
“Augustine expounds h1is doctrines especlally ın the struggle agaınst the Pelagıans.
And in thıs struggle maınly forced Dy the sharp opposıtion of Juhan of Aeclanum
he developed them urther.” For the atter, SCC Johannes Van Oort, “Augustine
Sexual Concupiscence and Orıginal Sın Studia Patrıstica VolAPapers Presen-
ted the Tenth International Conference Patrıstic Studies held In Oxford 1985/, ed
KElızabeth Livingstone (Leuven Peeters Press, 2W)

In spıte of thıs COnsIistenCYy, the s1gnifiıcance of the bıshop of Hippo’s ideas have
nOt faıled tension N modern SCHNOlars In tact, SOINC SCNOlars have
SCCI in them unnecessarıly negatıve and pessimi1stic streak which has, when wed-
ded Augustine’s general theological domınance wıthın estern Christendom,
imparted dysfunctional legaCy Western Man’s sexualıty. The negatıve aSssessmeNntT
of Augustine’s VIEWS and influence ıth whiıich best acquainted 15 that of Elaiıne
PAGELS ın her Adam, Fve An the Serpent (New York Random House, CSPC-
clally chapters and Others include Uta Ranke-Heiınemann In her Eunuchs for the
Kingdom of Heaven. Women, Sexuality and the Catholic Church, Heinegg
(New ork Doubleday, 75-98:;: and efer Brown in h1s The Body and Soctety.
Men, Women AAan Sexual Renuncıiatıion In Early Christianity (New ork Columbıa
Universıty Press, 387/-42/.. especlally 306 and followıng. More appreclatıve
assessments and/or rebuttals of Pagels el al. have been publıshed Dy Math1]s Aambe-
r1gts, Van Bavel and (Gjerald Bonner. Lamberigts’ coplously footnoted artıcle in
the volume by Dodaro and Lawless, also cıted \  LDYA, 15 g00d place begın. FOor

specıfically directed al the pOos1ıt1ons en DYy Pagels, or Ldem, “"Augustine,
Julhı1an of Aeclanum and Pagels’ dam, Fve and the Serpent*” Augustiniana
(1989) 2073435 FOor addıtıonal discussions of the posıtıve aSpeCts of Augustine’s
VIEWS, SCC Vall Bavel “Augustinus’ houding tegenOVver seksualıte1t”, Kleio
(Jjulı-september 1706=-1833; especlally 182-185, and 313314 of Dr. Bon-
ner’s “ T ıbıdo and Concupiscentia” cıteda



CONCUPISCENE PRE-A|  TINI AFRICA 41

Concupiscentia has wounded Adam)’s natural descendents
In that, viırus-lıke, ıt has entrenched ıtself wıthın human
nature ıIn such WAaY that it 1s able evade the ontrol of the
human mınd, both rationally and morally In short, 1t
“overwhelms the Ole intellec
One of ıts 1e products 15 sexual ust (Libido carnalis)
1C 15 In always morally bad evıl. °CQur sexualıty
bears wıtness OUT fallen condıtion” V1a the observable
phenomena of the dısobedience of the sexual OITSans, the
shame MOST people feel al nakedness and the Pr1VaCy and/or
darkness MOST desıre when engagıng in sexual actıvıtles.?
Concupiscence, because ıt produces thıs evıl lust, 1S the
vehiıcle by IC Orıginal SIn 1s transferred LO all human
beings and by 1G all natural descendants of dam COME
under the ontro|l of the eV1I In fact, ultimate responsıbilıty
for ıt 1S assıgned the devıl in dS much he 15 the author of
sın. '°
In spıte of these aforementioned results, because there
remaıns residue of freewill ın CVEIY human eıng (and thus
thıcal responsıbility), when freewill 1S combıined ıth the
dıvine CONCUPLSCENTLIA becomes conquerable In
aptıze Chrıstians, CONCUPLSCENTLA remaıns only
ımpulse SIN; ıt Cannot force Chrıstian cCommıt S1IN,
a  oug complete Victory should only be expecte in the
exi lıfe, tollowıng the resurrection complete
Chrıistlıkeness.''

dee. De DECC, mertıtis el remMLSSLONE, I7 97i LOLd., IL, 3 9 Contra duas epistu-las Pelagianorum, 8 34-35; and Contra Iulianum, I E}
Bonner, “ Libido and Concupiscentia”, 309
Ibid., 310 Recall, however, that thıs dıd NnOoTt iINCAan for Augustine that marrıage 1S

evıl In
See, De NUptILS el CONCUPLSCENF1A L, 220247 IL, 3555 and Contra Iulianum

I E} 63 where Augustine wrıtesCONCUPISCENE IN PRE-AUGUSTINIAN NORTH AFRICA  41  Concupiscentia has wounded Adam’s natural descendents  in that, virus-like, it has entrenched itself within human  nature in such a way that it is able to evade the control of the  human mind, both rationally and morally.° In short, it  “overwhelms the whole intellect.”7  One of its chief products is sexual lust (/ibido carnalis)  ;  which is in se always morally bad or evil. “Our sexuality  bears witness to our fallen condition” ® via the observable  phenomena of the disobedience of the sexual organs, the  shame most people feel at nakedness and the privacy and/or  darkness most desire when engaging in sexual activities.°  Concupiscence, because it produces this evil lust, is the  vehicle by which Original Sin is transferred to all human  beings and by which all natural descendants of Adam come  under the control of the devil. In fact, ultimate responsibility  for it is assigned to the devil in as much as he is the author of  sin. !”  In spite of these aforementioned results, because there  remains a residue of freewill in every human being (and thus  ethical responsibility), when freewill is combined with the  divine grace, concupiscentia becomes conquerable. In  baptized Christians, concupiscentia remains only as an  impulse to sin; it cannot force a Christian to commit sin,  although complete victory should only be expected in the  next  life;  following  the  resurrection  to complete  Christlikeness.'  © See, e.g., De pecc. meritis et remissione, I, 57; ibid., Il, 36; Contra duas epistu-  las Pelagianorum, 1, 34-35; and Contra Iulianum, IV, 57.  7 Bonner, “Libido and Concupiscentia” , 309.  ® Ibid., 310. Recall, however, that this did not mean for Augustine that marriage is  evil in se.  * See, e.g., De nuptis et concupiscentia I, 22,24; IL, 33,55 and Contra Iulianum  IV, 63 where Augustine writes “... the disobedience of the sexual organs is evil; ... it  arose as a counterpart to the disobedience which the man committed with the tree.”  All English translations of Augustine employed herein are the work of Roland J.  Teske. See Answer to the Pelagians, vols. 24/1; 24/2 and 24/3 in the series The Works  of Saint Augustine. A Translation for the 21“ Century, (New York: New City Press,  1997-1999).  '° See, e.g., De natura et gratia 28; De nuptiis et concupiscentia I, 21-22; Contra  Iulianum IL, 9; II, 51; IV, 38; IV, 65; V, 3; VI, 22; VI, 27 and Contra duas epistulas  Pelagianorum L, 36 and I, 11 where we read that “children of believing spouses are ...  born guilty on account of original sin ... and for this reason ... are under the power of  the devil ... the author of the sin.”  ” See, e.g., De perfectione iustitiae hominis 13,31; De pecc. meritis et remissione,  I, 39,70; IL, 4; De nuptiis et concupiscentia I, 33,38; Contra Iulianum, HE 62:EV456;  IN, 83;the dısobedience of the sexual OTgans 1S evil;
the dısobedience which the I1Nan cCommıtted wıth the tree.”

All Englısh translatıons of Augustine employed herein AIC the ork of Roland
Teske See Answer the Pelagians, vols. 24f1; 24/7) and 24/%3 in the ser1es The Works
of Saint Augustine. Iranslation for the 2]sl Century, (New ork New City Press,99 /-

1U dee., De NAalura el gratia 28; De NUpTLLS el CONCUPISCENTLA 8 21<22: Contra
Iulianum UL, 9: UL, 312 I 38 I E 65; V’ B VI, 2 C AB and Contra duas epistulasPelagianorum I7 36 and 3 11 where read that “Cchıldren of belıeving SPOUSESCONCUPISCENE IN PRE-AUGUSTINIAN NORTH AFRICA  41  Concupiscentia has wounded Adam’s natural descendents  in that, virus-like, it has entrenched itself within human  nature in such a way that it is able to evade the control of the  human mind, both rationally and morally.° In short, it  “overwhelms the whole intellect.”7  One of its chief products is sexual lust (/ibido carnalis)  ;  which is in se always morally bad or evil. “Our sexuality  bears witness to our fallen condition” ® via the observable  phenomena of the disobedience of the sexual organs, the  shame most people feel at nakedness and the privacy and/or  darkness most desire when engaging in sexual activities.°  Concupiscence, because it produces this evil lust, is the  vehicle by which Original Sin is transferred to all human  beings and by which all natural descendants of Adam come  under the control of the devil. In fact, ultimate responsibility  for it is assigned to the devil in as much as he is the author of  sin. !”  In spite of these aforementioned results, because there  remains a residue of freewill in every human being (and thus  ethical responsibility), when freewill is combined with the  divine grace, concupiscentia becomes conquerable. In  baptized Christians, concupiscentia remains only as an  impulse to sin; it cannot force a Christian to commit sin,  although complete victory should only be expected in the  next  life;  following  the  resurrection  to complete  Christlikeness.'  © See, e.g., De pecc. meritis et remissione, I, 57; ibid., Il, 36; Contra duas epistu-  las Pelagianorum, 1, 34-35; and Contra Iulianum, IV, 57.  7 Bonner, “Libido and Concupiscentia” , 309.  ® Ibid., 310. Recall, however, that this did not mean for Augustine that marriage is  evil in se.  * See, e.g., De nuptis et concupiscentia I, 22,24; IL, 33,55 and Contra Iulianum  IV, 63 where Augustine writes “... the disobedience of the sexual organs is evil; ... it  arose as a counterpart to the disobedience which the man committed with the tree.”  All English translations of Augustine employed herein are the work of Roland J.  Teske. See Answer to the Pelagians, vols. 24/1; 24/2 and 24/3 in the series The Works  of Saint Augustine. A Translation for the 21“ Century, (New York: New City Press,  1997-1999).  '° See, e.g., De natura et gratia 28; De nuptiis et concupiscentia I, 21-22; Contra  Iulianum IL, 9; II, 51; IV, 38; IV, 65; V, 3; VI, 22; VI, 27 and Contra duas epistulas  Pelagianorum L, 36 and I, 11 where we read that “children of believing spouses are ...  born guilty on account of original sin ... and for this reason ... are under the power of  the devil ... the author of the sin.”  ” See, e.g., De perfectione iustitiae hominis 13,31; De pecc. meritis et remissione,  I, 39,70; IL, 4; De nuptiis et concupiscentia I, 33,38; Contra Iulianum, HE 62:EV456;  IN, 83;born guilty aCCOount of or1gınal SINCONCUPISCENE IN PRE-AUGUSTINIAN NORTH AFRICA  41  Concupiscentia has wounded Adam’s natural descendents  in that, virus-like, it has entrenched itself within human  nature in such a way that it is able to evade the control of the  human mind, both rationally and morally.° In short, it  “overwhelms the whole intellect.”7  One of its chief products is sexual lust (/ibido carnalis)  ;  which is in se always morally bad or evil. “Our sexuality  bears witness to our fallen condition” ® via the observable  phenomena of the disobedience of the sexual organs, the  shame most people feel at nakedness and the privacy and/or  darkness most desire when engaging in sexual activities.°  Concupiscence, because it produces this evil lust, is the  vehicle by which Original Sin is transferred to all human  beings and by which all natural descendants of Adam come  under the control of the devil. In fact, ultimate responsibility  for it is assigned to the devil in as much as he is the author of  sin. !”  In spite of these aforementioned results, because there  remains a residue of freewill in every human being (and thus  ethical responsibility), when freewill is combined with the  divine grace, concupiscentia becomes conquerable. In  baptized Christians, concupiscentia remains only as an  impulse to sin; it cannot force a Christian to commit sin,  although complete victory should only be expected in the  next  life;  following  the  resurrection  to complete  Christlikeness.'  © See, e.g., De pecc. meritis et remissione, I, 57; ibid., Il, 36; Contra duas epistu-  las Pelagianorum, 1, 34-35; and Contra Iulianum, IV, 57.  7 Bonner, “Libido and Concupiscentia” , 309.  ® Ibid., 310. Recall, however, that this did not mean for Augustine that marriage is  evil in se.  * See, e.g., De nuptis et concupiscentia I, 22,24; IL, 33,55 and Contra Iulianum  IV, 63 where Augustine writes “... the disobedience of the sexual organs is evil; ... it  arose as a counterpart to the disobedience which the man committed with the tree.”  All English translations of Augustine employed herein are the work of Roland J.  Teske. See Answer to the Pelagians, vols. 24/1; 24/2 and 24/3 in the series The Works  of Saint Augustine. A Translation for the 21“ Century, (New York: New City Press,  1997-1999).  '° See, e.g., De natura et gratia 28; De nuptiis et concupiscentia I, 21-22; Contra  Iulianum IL, 9; II, 51; IV, 38; IV, 65; V, 3; VI, 22; VI, 27 and Contra duas epistulas  Pelagianorum L, 36 and I, 11 where we read that “children of believing spouses are ...  born guilty on account of original sin ... and for this reason ... are under the power of  the devil ... the author of the sin.”  ” See, e.g., De perfectione iustitiae hominis 13,31; De pecc. meritis et remissione,  I, 39,70; IL, 4; De nuptiis et concupiscentia I, 33,38; Contra Iulianum, HE 62:EV456;  IN, 83;and for thıs ICasoNCONCUPISCENE IN PRE-AUGUSTINIAN NORTH AFRICA  41  Concupiscentia has wounded Adam’s natural descendents  in that, virus-like, it has entrenched itself within human  nature in such a way that it is able to evade the control of the  human mind, both rationally and morally.° In short, it  “overwhelms the whole intellect.”7  One of its chief products is sexual lust (/ibido carnalis)  ;  which is in se always morally bad or evil. “Our sexuality  bears witness to our fallen condition” ® via the observable  phenomena of the disobedience of the sexual organs, the  shame most people feel at nakedness and the privacy and/or  darkness most desire when engaging in sexual activities.°  Concupiscence, because it produces this evil lust, is the  vehicle by which Original Sin is transferred to all human  beings and by which all natural descendants of Adam come  under the control of the devil. In fact, ultimate responsibility  for it is assigned to the devil in as much as he is the author of  sin. !”  In spite of these aforementioned results, because there  remains a residue of freewill in every human being (and thus  ethical responsibility), when freewill is combined with the  divine grace, concupiscentia becomes conquerable. In  baptized Christians, concupiscentia remains only as an  impulse to sin; it cannot force a Christian to commit sin,  although complete victory should only be expected in the  next  life;  following  the  resurrection  to complete  Christlikeness.'  © See, e.g., De pecc. meritis et remissione, I, 57; ibid., Il, 36; Contra duas epistu-  las Pelagianorum, 1, 34-35; and Contra Iulianum, IV, 57.  7 Bonner, “Libido and Concupiscentia” , 309.  ® Ibid., 310. Recall, however, that this did not mean for Augustine that marriage is  evil in se.  * See, e.g., De nuptis et concupiscentia I, 22,24; IL, 33,55 and Contra Iulianum  IV, 63 where Augustine writes “... the disobedience of the sexual organs is evil; ... it  arose as a counterpart to the disobedience which the man committed with the tree.”  All English translations of Augustine employed herein are the work of Roland J.  Teske. See Answer to the Pelagians, vols. 24/1; 24/2 and 24/3 in the series The Works  of Saint Augustine. A Translation for the 21“ Century, (New York: New City Press,  1997-1999).  '° See, e.g., De natura et gratia 28; De nuptiis et concupiscentia I, 21-22; Contra  Iulianum IL, 9; II, 51; IV, 38; IV, 65; V, 3; VI, 22; VI, 27 and Contra duas epistulas  Pelagianorum L, 36 and I, 11 where we read that “children of believing spouses are ...  born guilty on account of original sin ... and for this reason ... are under the power of  the devil ... the author of the sin.”  ” See, e.g., De perfectione iustitiae hominis 13,31; De pecc. meritis et remissione,  I, 39,70; IL, 4; De nuptiis et concupiscentia I, 33,38; Contra Iulianum, HE 62:EV456;  IN, 83;under the of
the devılCONCUPISCENE IN PRE-AUGUSTINIAN NORTH AFRICA  41  Concupiscentia has wounded Adam’s natural descendents  in that, virus-like, it has entrenched itself within human  nature in such a way that it is able to evade the control of the  human mind, both rationally and morally.° In short, it  “overwhelms the whole intellect.”7  One of its chief products is sexual lust (/ibido carnalis)  ;  which is in se always morally bad or evil. “Our sexuality  bears witness to our fallen condition” ® via the observable  phenomena of the disobedience of the sexual organs, the  shame most people feel at nakedness and the privacy and/or  darkness most desire when engaging in sexual activities.°  Concupiscence, because it produces this evil lust, is the  vehicle by which Original Sin is transferred to all human  beings and by which all natural descendants of Adam come  under the control of the devil. In fact, ultimate responsibility  for it is assigned to the devil in as much as he is the author of  sin. !”  In spite of these aforementioned results, because there  remains a residue of freewill in every human being (and thus  ethical responsibility), when freewill is combined with the  divine grace, concupiscentia becomes conquerable. In  baptized Christians, concupiscentia remains only as an  impulse to sin; it cannot force a Christian to commit sin,  although complete victory should only be expected in the  next  life;  following  the  resurrection  to complete  Christlikeness.'  © See, e.g., De pecc. meritis et remissione, I, 57; ibid., Il, 36; Contra duas epistu-  las Pelagianorum, 1, 34-35; and Contra Iulianum, IV, 57.  7 Bonner, “Libido and Concupiscentia” , 309.  ® Ibid., 310. Recall, however, that this did not mean for Augustine that marriage is  evil in se.  * See, e.g., De nuptis et concupiscentia I, 22,24; IL, 33,55 and Contra Iulianum  IV, 63 where Augustine writes “... the disobedience of the sexual organs is evil; ... it  arose as a counterpart to the disobedience which the man committed with the tree.”  All English translations of Augustine employed herein are the work of Roland J.  Teske. See Answer to the Pelagians, vols. 24/1; 24/2 and 24/3 in the series The Works  of Saint Augustine. A Translation for the 21“ Century, (New York: New City Press,  1997-1999).  '° See, e.g., De natura et gratia 28; De nuptiis et concupiscentia I, 21-22; Contra  Iulianum IL, 9; II, 51; IV, 38; IV, 65; V, 3; VI, 22; VI, 27 and Contra duas epistulas  Pelagianorum L, 36 and I, 11 where we read that “children of believing spouses are ...  born guilty on account of original sin ... and for this reason ... are under the power of  the devil ... the author of the sin.”  ” See, e.g., De perfectione iustitiae hominis 13,31; De pecc. meritis et remissione,  I, 39,70; IL, 4; De nuptiis et concupiscentia I, 33,38; Contra Iulianum, HE 62:EV456;  IN, 83;the author of the SIN

dee. De perfectione Iustitiae hominis SE De DECC., merıtLs el rem1SSLONE,1, 39,70; IL, 4; De NUpTfLLS el CONCUPLSCENH1LA I7 34038 Contra Iulianum, 1L, O2i I E 56;IV, R3



The Method of Investigation.
Assumıing the sign1ıficance of the INOTEC than 100 (to SaY

nothıng of other contextual dıfference 1G separate Augustine
from h1ıs or Afrıcan predecessors and gıiven the aforementioned
flu1dıty of the (exXT of the Latın © hat then remaıns viable
methodological ‘“ground Zzero” for thıs Lype of investigation? The
soundest footing, though ıt 100 has ıts dıfficulties, “ seemed be that
of rTeIu the or1ginal eXIs of the biblical materı1als.'

Given the fact that “Cconcupiscentia 15 Chrıstian technical
word, generally translatıng the Greek epithumia, first looked al the
places in 16 epithumla, along ıth the allıed term hedone, 15
employed in the Christian scriptures.”” Next, culled from thıs 1ist the

which WEeEIC clearly negatıve in tone OT implicatıon, LG ose
where ONC of ese terms 15 employed in ontext ıth sınful behavıor,
OL, in IC moral exhortatıon and/or moral disapproval
are/1ıs the x0al of the author.'® hıs 1st of in hand, then

12 The allusıon here 1$ of COUTISC the extual problems of the Hebrew, Tamaıc
and Greek or1ginals, nOot mentiıon the host of problems assoclated ıth the produc-
107 of the | '  X

| 4 Choosing confine thıs investigatıon the “bhiblıical mater1als” cshould not be
viewed claım that an Yy of ese three wriıters drew theır inspıratıon for ese ideas
exclusively irom the Bıble 10 varyıng degrees, all Tree WEIC unquestionably 1mMpac-
ted Dy other CONtemMpOTarYy cultural intellectual cCurrents Wıth regard Tertullıan
and, lesser extent, Cyprıan, OMNC of the mMoOost often discussed intellectual influence.
1S that of late-antıque philosophy, especlally StO1C philosophy. perusal of the recent
hlıterature reveals that whiıle MOST scholars do speak of StO1C ideas being observable
in the wrıitings of these LWO, ere remaıns consıderable dısagreement concerning HOW

quantıfy that influence. (G1iven the varlıance of op1nıon thıs and other quest10ns
regardıng influence, search confined the bıblıcal evidence seemed be the least
problematıc COUTISC SIince ONC doubts that both Tertullıan and Cyprıan WeiIC funda-
mentally and profoundly influenced DYy the Bıble For SOTNC of the Varıo0us Op1n10Ns
concerning the degree of StO1C influence Tertullıan and Cyprıan SCC, g 9 Michel
panneut, Tertullien el les premıiers moralıstes afriıcains Parıs Gembloux, 25 8
31 78-80 95-96 (includıng footnotes wıth references other lıterature), and Mar-
C1a Colısh, The StOLC Tradition from Antıquıity the Early Middle Ages, II Sto1icısm
In Chrıistian Latın Thought through the Sıxth Century (Leıden Brıll, E

For brief discussıon of Tertullhan’s incorporatiıon of Platonıc 1deas into h1s doc-
trıne of the human soul, along ıth selected bıbliıography, e 49-50 and footno-

infra.
14 Bonner, “Concupiscentia, col 1114
15 hat Augustine called upON the bıblıcal pA of epithumia and hedone

foundatıon for h1s doectrine has been noted by Lamberigts 1n h1s artıcle Arr Critical
Evaluatıon Pasc 180 For the (JId Jestament, which employed forms of
the Hebrew FrOOTS ’avah, häv hovah and äd WETIC also consulted.

16 Interestingly, thıs step of study has led conclude that the New esta-
ment of epithumia 1$ overwhelmıingly negatıve 1in that would classıfy approx1-
mately 8R 5-090% of ıts 38 uUscs negatıve and approxımately 35% of ıts SCS both
negatıve and overtly sexual. DACE Lamberıigts, whose phrase “Irequently negatıve COI-

notatıons” regardıng the NI 's employment of epithumia and hedone TOVCS be bıt
of understatemen
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referenced the avaılable volumes of the Beuron Vetus Latına FOjeCt”
an the volumes the atın 162 texti produce by Petrus
Sabatıer It Was al thıs NCIure that thıngs became complıcated
ese IESOUTCECS revealed that 1010N CONCUDLISCENNA Iibido and
eır derived forms the translators of the ValIıIOUs Latın
employe less than phrases (8 om  1Cafte the
aforementioned CONCEPLIS In ına Step, the RO  Z
atabase“ Was sed search the works of Cyprıan and Tertullıan for
the (OGCGUTITENGE of ese terms order 18 produce exhaustive 1st of

1C ese [WO authors discuss eIr understandıng of
CONCUDISCENNA ell an Y elated doectrines

Evıdence from theor of St Cyprian
The sıgnıfıcant Cyprıan works pınpolinted by thıs

ınvestigatıon number almost [WO dozen and NCOMPASS works
and several etters Most of these INaYy be categoriızed A alfırmıng Just
[WO 1ideas (D the conquerabılıty of CONCUPLSCENILA CAHTRES and (2) the
sıgnıfıcant role assıgned the eV1 the actual COINIMISSION of SIN

On al eas eleven (VCCaesS101Ss fıve dıfferent works Cyprıan
makes 1{ sulfiıcıently clear that he bellıeves the struggle ıth the esh
and CVCN the 1CC of CONCUPDISCCNCEC 15 wınnable Moreover 1{ 15 also
the CdSC that Cyprıan eachıng normally VL media
between the eXiremes of resıgnatıon SIN and the poss1ıbıilıty of
complete Christian perfection On the ONE hand he unfolds the
INCAMNS of the phrase a 191011 1Nnto temptatıon” from The OT'!
Prayer he NOTtEes that all eed help |Ssınce ] ONeC StroNg hıs
OW strength “* 111e the er he wrıtes that though the struggle

17 Avaılable WeTC about and 1/2 volumes of the Beuron edıtıon COVEI1N£
the MaJOrıCy f the etters and indıyıdual 00 of the The c1/2„ here

form
used only indıcate that had ACCCSS of the book of Sirach fascıcle

IX See Petrus Sabatıer Bıbliorum Sacrorum Latınae Versiones Antıquae SC Vetus
Italica el (’aeterae UWAECUMQUE Codicıbus Mss antıquorum Iibris
potuerunt uae CUM Vulgata Latına CUM exXiu Graeco CAMpParatur Remıis
RKegıinaldus Florentaıin 1 /43 reprıint Turnhout Belgıum Brepols 991

19 h1Is complıcatıon offered tangıble proof that IIr Bonner prev1ıo0usly
Statement about the Latın Bıble W ds far 1{078 general CT pPasc UD

2U Cetedoc 1Drary of Christian atın exXfis Ihe VCIS10O1 employed W ds
& release 2000, moderante aul Tombeur UnıLnversıtas Catholıica Lovanıens1ıs
OVanı1 NovIı, OUVAaIln-la-Neuve, Belgıum

dee., D De mortalitate and 26; De zelo el Iiuore 16; De hono patıentiae 24;
and De habitu o and AT

2’2 See De dominica NnNe



ıth the esh 1S the and MoOSsT obstinate for maıdens, ”
ere nevertheless AICc SOMNNC of them who ..  NO longer ave desıres of
the flesh and of the ody  77 and who aIc, apparently ıth SUCCC5SS5S,
““cutting AdWAYy the desıires of the flesh.” 23

search of the OCCAaS10ONs in 1C Cyprıan mentıions the role of
the devıl in the Context of cConcupiscentia reveals rep key
De zelo el liuore Z De dominıiıca oratıone 14, and De habitu ulrgınum

In the 1IrsS of eSse; Cyprıan all but certaın {O ave John
1514 in mınd he WAarns that the eV1ı offers “t0 the CYCS seductiıve

forms and Ca y pleasures acıles voluptates) that Dy S1g he MaYy
destroy (destruat) chastıty. Interestingly, 6se ree Can be
equalliy counterbalanced Dy ree er,al]l drawn from De
habiıtu uWLIrZiINUM,“ In which Cyprıan that inappropriate human
conduct such over-adornment, unchaste conversatıon, and g0o1ng
the Caln c“  enkındle passıons” (lıbıdınum), Can "become
inducement 166  27 (inlecebram V1It11S) OL, MOST clearly, Caln diırectly
“£foster the desıire of sexual ust  27 (concupiscendI lıbıdınem nutr1as).
The fact hat the three9IC assıgn ead role the evV1i in
the PIOCCSS, AIC neatly counterbalance by ree 106 al]l po1in
human conduct, though obvıously numeriıical coinc1ıdence, do po1n

certaın paradoxıical quality In yprıan’s hought IC Was

noted above, 18 also present In Augustine s formulatıons For Cyprıan,
the eV1 1S who deftly employs all the Varıo0us
Concupiscentiae CAFNLS agaınst the human 1U However, Cyprıan 1S
also convınced that 1T e6se SaJmıle humans aAaTrec nOL watchful, they in
themselves Cal wreak havoc eır ne1ghbor, EVCMN when the chosen
COUISC of actıon 1S NOTt intentional.”

Even HAI interesting, g1ven the SpeC1IHC ODPI1C of thıs
investigatıon, AIC [WO taken from yprıan’s etters The 1rS
1S from section of Letter 64, and the second 1S extended PAassSsasc
drawn irom sect1ons and Ba of Letter

23 See De habıtu uLrgınum and 27 respectively.
24 See chapters 9, 18 and 19 respectively.
25 See also section of Letter where, in elucıdatıng the dıfference between

adulterer and ONC who temporarıly disavowed Chrıistianıity, Cyprıan, followıng Tertul-
hıan, polnts Out that MOST who have disowned Chrıst have done under orture
other whereas adulterer always commıt hıs SINS *f h1is free wıll.” ess
prominent, but alsOo sıgnıfıcant 15 Cyprıian s affırmatıon that the post-lapsarıan human
has maıintaıned reedom of the 11l found 1in De habitu uırgınum For Cyprıan
“(Gjod does not order |continence], but ENCOUTASCSH ıt; 1910)8 does he iımpose the yoke of
necessIity, Ssince the choice of the 111 remaılns Tee.  07
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In section of Letter O4 Cyprıan, he concludes hıs
discussıion of hıs belıef that ONC, regardless of the number of eIr
SINS degree of eIr sınfulness, should ave eir ACCECSS
ındere: rhetorically asks:CONCUPISCENE IN PRE-AUGUSTINIAN NORTH AFRICA  45  In section 5 of Letter 64° Cyprian, as he concludes his  discussion of his belief that no one, regardless of the number of their  sins or degree of their sinfulness, should have their access to grace  hindered, rhetorically asks:  ... how much more should an infant not be prohibited, who,  recently born, has not sinned at all, except that, born carnally  according to Adam, he has contracted the contagion of the first  death from the first nativity. He approaches more easily from  this very fact to receive the remission of sins because those  which are remitted are not his own sins, but the sins of  another.”  That Cyprian would mention a “contagion” in close proximity  with a reference to Adam seems quite straightforward, especially if we  allow ourselves to read later (and primarily Augustinian) doctrinal  formulations into his words.® Also significant, for reasons which will  * According to Duquenne, this letter probably dates from the Spring, i.e., “post  mai”, 252. See Luc Duquenne, Chronologie des lettres de S. Cyprien (Bruxelles: Soci-  Ete des Bollandistes, 1972), 34. See also G. W. Clarke, The Letters of St. Cyprian of  Carthage Vol. III, Letters 55-66, Ancient Christian Writers Series, no. 46 (New York:  Newman Press, 1986), 302-303, where Clarke, while accepting Duquenne’s dating,  notes that this date is only a reasonable supposition.  ” AIl translations of Cyprian used here are from volumes 51 (“Letters” translated  by Rose Bernard Donna) and 36 (“Treatises” translated by Roy J. Deferrari, ef al:)of  the series The Fathers of the Church, A New Translation (Washington, D.C.: Catholic  University of America Press, 1964 and 1958 respectively). For the Latin text see CCL  3C, 423-425. The relevant lines read: ... quanto magis prohiberi non debet infans qui  recens natus nihil peccauit, nisi quod secundum Adam carnaliter natus contagium  mortis antiquae prima natiuitate contraxit, qui ad remissam peccatorum accipiendam  hoc ipso facilius accedit quod illi remittuntur non propria sed aliena peccata.  *®_ The fact that Augustine saw this passage as confirming his own teaching logi-  cally follows from the number of times he makes explicit reference to it. See, e.g., De  pecc. meritis et remissione IL, 5,10-11; Contra Iulianum I, 6,22; I, 7,32; IL, 17,31;  Contra duas epistulas Pelagianorum 4,23 and, especially, ibid. 4,28 where he referen-  ces Cyprian’s Ad Quirinum (a.k.a. Testimonia) 3,54 as “proving” that Cyprian held  and taught the doctrine of original sin. It is worth noting, however, that in that passa-  ge, which is in fact little more than a florigelium, Cyprian offers no explanatory com-  ment or exegesis. He merely cites several biblical passages such as Job 14:4-5 and  Psalm 50/51:7 as supporting the idea and moves on to his next topic. See also Julius  Gross, Entstehungsgeschichte des Erbsündendogmas (München: Ernst Reinhardt Ver-  lag, 1960), 121-123 and Joseph Ziegler, „Iob 14, 4-5a als wichtigster Schriftbeweis  für die These ‘Neminem sine sorde et sine peccato esse’ (Cyprian, test 3,54) bei den  lateinischen christlichen Schriftstellern‘“, Bayerische Akademie der Wissenschaften,  Philos.-hist. Klasse, Sitzungsberichte 1985, 3 (München: C.H. Beck, 1985). For ahow much INOTE should infant not be prohı1bited, who,

recently born, has NOT sınned Al all, CEXCECDL that, orn carnallyaccordıng Adam, he has contracted the contagıon of the fırst
ea from the 1rs natıvıty. He approaches INOTEC easıly Irom
thıs VEILY fact recel1ve the rem1ss1ion of SINS because ose
1C are remiıtted arec nOot h1ıs OW S1INS, but the SINS of
another.“

hat Cyprıan WOUu mention "contagıon ” ın close prox1imıty
ıth reference dam quıte straı1ıghtforward, especlally ıf
OW ourselves {O read ater (and prımarıly ugustinı1an doctrinal
formulations into hIs WOTrds.“® Iso sıgnıficant, for I1CaSONS 1C ll

26 According Duquenne, thıs letter probably ates from the Spring, 1e.. “"post
kE  MAaL 252 See Luc Duquenne, Chronologie des ettres de Cyprien (Bruxelles: SOCI1-
ete des Bollandıstes, See also Clarke, The Letters of St. Cyprian of
Carthage Vol. ITI, Letters 55-66, Ancıent Christian rıters Serles, (New ork
Newman Press, 302-303, where Clarke, whıle accepting Duquenne’s datıng,
NnOTtes that thıs date 15 only reasonable Supposıtion.

DA All translatıons of Cyprıan used here TOM volumes ( “Letters‘” translated
by OSse Bernard Donna) and 36 ( JIreatises” translated Dy ROYy Deferrari, el al.) of
the ser1es The Fathers of the Church, New Translation (Washington, Catholic
Universıty of America Press, 1964 and 958 respectively). For the Latın text NL CC
3 4EA DES Ihe relevant lınes readCONCUPISCENE IN PRE-AUGUSTINIAN NORTH AFRICA  45  In section 5 of Letter 64° Cyprian, as he concludes his  discussion of his belief that no one, regardless of the number of their  sins or degree of their sinfulness, should have their access to grace  hindered, rhetorically asks:  ... how much more should an infant not be prohibited, who,  recently born, has not sinned at all, except that, born carnally  according to Adam, he has contracted the contagion of the first  death from the first nativity. He approaches more easily from  this very fact to receive the remission of sins because those  which are remitted are not his own sins, but the sins of  another.”  That Cyprian would mention a “contagion” in close proximity  with a reference to Adam seems quite straightforward, especially if we  allow ourselves to read later (and primarily Augustinian) doctrinal  formulations into his words.® Also significant, for reasons which will  * According to Duquenne, this letter probably dates from the Spring, i.e., “post  mai”, 252. See Luc Duquenne, Chronologie des lettres de S. Cyprien (Bruxelles: Soci-  Ete des Bollandistes, 1972), 34. See also G. W. Clarke, The Letters of St. Cyprian of  Carthage Vol. III, Letters 55-66, Ancient Christian Writers Series, no. 46 (New York:  Newman Press, 1986), 302-303, where Clarke, while accepting Duquenne’s dating,  notes that this date is only a reasonable supposition.  ” AIl translations of Cyprian used here are from volumes 51 (“Letters” translated  by Rose Bernard Donna) and 36 (“Treatises” translated by Roy J. Deferrari, ef al:)of  the series The Fathers of the Church, A New Translation (Washington, D.C.: Catholic  University of America Press, 1964 and 1958 respectively). For the Latin text see CCL  3C, 423-425. The relevant lines read: ... quanto magis prohiberi non debet infans qui  recens natus nihil peccauit, nisi quod secundum Adam carnaliter natus contagium  mortis antiquae prima natiuitate contraxit, qui ad remissam peccatorum accipiendam  hoc ipso facilius accedit quod illi remittuntur non propria sed aliena peccata.  *®_ The fact that Augustine saw this passage as confirming his own teaching logi-  cally follows from the number of times he makes explicit reference to it. See, e.g., De  pecc. meritis et remissione IL, 5,10-11; Contra Iulianum I, 6,22; I, 7,32; IL, 17,31;  Contra duas epistulas Pelagianorum 4,23 and, especially, ibid. 4,28 where he referen-  ces Cyprian’s Ad Quirinum (a.k.a. Testimonia) 3,54 as “proving” that Cyprian held  and taught the doctrine of original sin. It is worth noting, however, that in that passa-  ge, which is in fact little more than a florigelium, Cyprian offers no explanatory com-  ment or exegesis. He merely cites several biblical passages such as Job 14:4-5 and  Psalm 50/51:7 as supporting the idea and moves on to his next topic. See also Julius  Gross, Entstehungsgeschichte des Erbsündendogmas (München: Ernst Reinhardt Ver-  lag, 1960), 121-123 and Joseph Ziegler, „Iob 14, 4-5a als wichtigster Schriftbeweis  für die These ‘Neminem sine sorde et sine peccato esse’ (Cyprian, test 3,54) bei den  lateinischen christlichen Schriftstellern‘“, Bayerische Akademie der Wissenschaften,  Philos.-hist. Klasse, Sitzungsberichte 1985, 3 (München: C.H. Beck, 1985). For aquanto magıs prohıberi HON debet infans quı
TeCECENS natus nıhıl peccauıt, n1s1ı quod secundum Adam carnalıter natus contagıum
mortis antıquae prıma natıuıitate contraxıt, quı1 ad remıissam peccatorum accıpıendam
hoc 1DSO facılıus accediıt quod Ilı remiıttuntur NON proprıa sed alıena peccata.

2®% Ihe Tact that Augustine SaJ W thıs DASSarc confirmıing hıs OW teaching 10g1-
cally ollows TOM the number of times he makes explhicıt reference ıt. See, De
DECC. meriıitis el FeEMLSSLONE 1L, 5,10-1 © Contra Iulianum K 622 1, ED 11L, K3
Contra duas eptstulas Pelagianorum 4:23 and, especılally, hid. 4,28 where he referen-
CCS Cyprian’s Ouirıinum (a.k.a. lestimonia) 3,54 "provıng” that Cyprıan held
and taught the doctrine of or1gıinal SIN It 1s orth noting, however, that in that a-
SC, which 1$ in fact hıttle INOTC than florıgelıum, Cyprıan offers explanatory COIMN-
ment exeges1s. He merely cıtes several bıblıcal such Job 445 and
Psalm 50/51:7 supporting the idea and hIis NnexXtT topıc. See also Julhius
Gross, Entstehungsgeschichte des Erbsündendogmas (München: rnst Reıinhardt Ver-
lag, 244103 and Joseph Ziegler, „„I1ob 1 E 4A59 als wıichtigster Schriftbeweis
für dıe I hese ‘Neminem SIne sorde el Ssıne peccato sSse  7 Cyprian, test 3,54) be1 den
lateinıischen christlichen Schriftstellern‘“‘. Bayerische Akademie der Wissenschaften,
Philos.-hist. Klasse, Sitzungsberichte 1985, (München: Beck, For



SOI become rent, 1S Cyprıan  S clear assertion that Bse SINS
NnOTL the child’s ın anı y dırect WAaY, but that they AIC “the SINS of another”
(alıena peccata).

Lookıng Letter DD fınd Cyprıan asserting that the
ultımate of the aılıngs of the esh 1S wofold both the EeEV1 and
the flesh play role. He wrıtes that 66  these evıl6 (16 specıfically
adultery and dolatry, but also the SIN catalogues of Eph and (Zol 3)
do not COMNC from the Holy Spirıt but, from the instigatıon of the
adversary and from the unclean spırıt of inborn CONCupIsScence.‘
Indeed, accordıng Cyprıan, 1t 1S ese [WO Causecs combıned that
‘“ drıve 1981>0! aCT agaınst (God and the devıl.” Consp1cuous
by ıts absence 1S the lack of full explanatıon elucıdatıon
concerning thıs “unclean spiırıt of inborn CONCUHISCENCE: 11€e ıt 1s
conce1vable that Cyprıan felt explanatıon ere would take hıs
readers L[O0 far afıeld in hat had already become long letter, ıt

MmMOSst lıkely that he Was confıident that Antonı1anus, the etter’s

second PAaSSagc which demonstrates Cyprıan’s VIEWS the effectiveness of baptısm
d ell second reference h1s belıef in the ‘““Contag1on, ” SCC De habıtu uLrginum
23% where, employıng Paulıne termıinology, Cyprıan wrıtes that all who ün baptızed
.o6,  put off the old I11all Dy the of the savıng waters” and that ese Samnle baptızed
indıvyıduals also “renewed DYy the Holy Spirıt, an aAre cleansed irom the impurI1-
t1es of the old contagıon DYy second biırth.” (CT: the Latın homıiınem iıllıc ueterem DTdA-
t1a auacrı salutarıs eit innouatı Spirıtu SanctoO sordıbus contag1on1s antı-
JQUaC terata natıuıtate purgantur.) The dea that baptısm 18 iıtself the “second bırth”
INOTC than plausıble extrapolatıon irom John’s  ‚ gospel. See John 6E where in hıs discus-
S10N ıth Nicodemus regardıng the necessity of being “born agaln, Jesus, in 3i
also includes the necessity of being born of both "the Wa and the spiırıt  27 The dea of
the hereditary contagıon 18, of COUISC, less immediıately defensı1ıble.

29 hıs letter probably ates from NnOL INOTEC than months before Letter 6 $
havıng been wriıtten between August DA and May 252 For thıs date SC Clarke, The
Letters of Sl Cyprian, 159-160 well Duquenne, Chronologtie, 3 9 who assıgns it

SOTIC pomt before the end of the Summer of Al
4() For the Latın of thıs portion of Letter SC( 290 ere read:

Neque nım mala facta de SanCiO spiırıtu uen1ıunt sed de adversarıı instinctu eit de
inmundo spırıtu natae concupiscentliae Contra deum facere eit dıabolo serulire conpel-
lunt hat humanıty 15 culpable for concupiscentia 1S$ MOST irequently in De habitu
ULFZ2INUM. Here, though Cyprıan explicıtly mentions Adam in relationshıp
Concupiscentld, he does explicıtly Sa y virgıns that, 1f and when they dIiC NOL careful
about theır dress, 5Sd y nothıing of theır frequenting of the publıc baths, they attract
“the CYCS of the youth, draw after Ithemselves|] the sıghs ÖT MCN, foster the de-
sıre of CONCUPISCENCE, enkındle the tıre of hope, that, wıthout perhaps losıng yOUr
OW soul, yYOUu nevertheless Tu1N others and offer yourselves Ssword and pO1SON, it
WEIC, oOse wh: behold yYOU46  J. YATES  soon become apparent, is Cyprian’s clear assertion that these sins are  not the child’s in any direct way, but that they are “the sins of another”  (aliena peccata).  Looking to Letter 55,° we find Cyprian asserting that the  ultimate cause of the failings of the flesh is twofold: both the devil and  the flesh play a role. He writes that “these evil deeds (i.e. specifically  adultery and idolatry, but also the sin catalogues of Eph. 5 and Col. 3)  do not come from the Holy Spirit but, from the instigation of the  adversary and from the unclean spirit of inborn concupiscence.”  Indeed, according to Cyprian, it is these two causes combined that  “drive men to act against God and to serve the devil.” * Conspicuous  by its absence is the lack of a full explanation or elucidation  concerning this “unclean spirit of inborn concupiscence.” While it is  conceivable that Cyprian felt an explanation here would take his  readers too far afield in what had already become a long letter, it  seems most likely that he was confident that Antonianus, the letter’s  second passage which demonstrates Cyprian’s views on the effectiveness of baptism  as well as a second reference to his belief in the “contagion,” see De habitu uirginum  23, where, employing Pauline terminology, Cyprian writes that all who are baptized  “put off the old man by the grace of the saving waters” and that these same baptized  individuals are also “renewed by the Holy Spirit, [and] are cleansed from the impuri-  ties of the old contagion by a second birth.” (Cf. the Latin: hominem illic ueterem gra-  tia lauacri salutaris exponunt et innouati Spiritu sancto a sordibus contagionis anti-  quae iterata natiuitate purgantur.) The idea that baptism is itself the “second birth” is a  more than plausible extrapolation from John’s gospel. See John 3, where in his discus-  sion with Nicodemus regarding the necessity of being “born again,” Jesus, in verse 5,  also includes the necessity of being born of both “the water and the spirit.” The idea of  the hereditary contagion is, of course, less immediately defensible.  2 This letter probably dates from not more than 12 months before Letter 64,  having been written between August 251 and May 252. For this date see Clarke, The  Letters of St. Cyprian, 159-160 as well as Duquenne, Chronologie, 32, who assigns it  to some point before the end of the Summer of 251.  3 For the Latin of this portion of Letter 55 see CCL 3C, 290. There we read:  Neque enim mala facta de sancto spiritu ueniunt sed de adversarii instinctu et de  inmundo spiritu natae concupiscentiae contra deum facere et diabolo seruire conpel-  lunt. That humanity is culpable for concupiscentia is most frequently in De habitu  uirginum. Here, though Cyprian never explicitly mentions Adam in relationship to  concupiscentia, he does explicitly say to virgins that, if and when they are not careful  about their dress, to say nothing of their frequenting of the public baths, they attract  “the eyes of the youth, draw after [themselves] the sighs of young men, foster the de-  sire of concupiscence, enkindle the fire of hope, so that, without perhaps losing your  own soul, you nevertheless ruin others and offer yourselves a sword and a poison, as it  were, to those who behold you ...” This quote is from chapter 9. For other similar  ideas see chapters 6, 18 and 19 where various activities of men and women are clai-  med to ignite or re-ignite concupiscentia.hıs 15 TOM chapter For other sımılar
ideas SCC chapters 6, 18 and 19 where Varı0us actıvıtles of InNenNn and AIC claı-
med ı1gnıte re-1gnıte concupiscentia.
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recıplent, ell ANYVYONC ıth whom he Was lıkely chare ıt,
WOU 19(0)1 fınd ıt problematıc and, therefore, WOUuU requıre further
explanatıon.

More troublıng, however, AI the words1 aAapPPCAaTr IHNEIC
lınes ater (still ın Letter D ere; Cyprıan 1S intent

refuting ose wh WOU permanently bar AaNyYONC who has een
gu1lty of ıdolatry from CVeGT eing re-assımiılated into atholıc
COMMUNI1ON. Cyprıan’s OppONnNentTts ontend that “the ıdolatry of the
guilty DASSCS VCT the ONC who 15 nNnot ZU1LLYy and that ..  one PCISON 15
staıned by the SIN of another.” Cyprıan thıs posıtion ıth the
ıdea that “everyone hımself 18 held responsıble for hıs OW SIN and ONEeE
Cannot be gu1lty for another” (unumquemque in PDECCALO SUO 1psum
tener1 HCC alıum PIO altero ICUM Her), and duly h1s
16 W ıth quotations from Ezekıiel 180978 and from Deuteronomy
24:16 >

hat ere exX1Ists dıfficulty In ese [WO etters for readers far
removed from yprlan’s Contexfi 18 obvıo0us: How COU SOTNCONEC who
() has een NIeCiIe from birth ıth “unclean spırıt of iınborn
CONCUPISCENCE Letter and ıth the ancılent “"contagıon of the 1Irs
e (Letter and who (Z2) stands in immediate eed of baptısm,
be, sımultaneously, the inherıtor of SINS 16 ..  are nNOT h1s OW  r but
the SINS of another” non proprıa sed alıena peccata Letter 64) and
yel noTt .  ullty for another” neC alıum PDIO altero ICUmM ner1]
Letter SN The dıfficulty only increases when 1t 1s remembered that
ese [WO etters aIrc separate Dy, al MOST, only [WO YCAars of time.

ıle heeding the Caveat agaınst tryıng TIGIHOVeEe Cyprıan
from h1is OW time and COnfext( Dy assumınz he felt eed for
hıgh degree of theologıical systematızatıon), thıs sıtuatıon remaıns
puzzlıng when recogNIZe: (1) the statements close prox1imıity
each er wıthın the Sdi1le letter Letter JI} and, (Z) the CTE ıth
which the etter’s 1S alıd Ouft Even INOTE problematıc 15
yprlan’s siımultaneous insıstence that h1ıs OP1IN10NS Concerning the
iımpossI1bıilıty of SINS eing commutable WeTC both “ according OUT
faıth and the form of dıvıne preachıng gıven us  27 (secundum em

Ezekıiel 8:20 reads in part ”I he VIirtuous man’s virtue ll be hIis OW. and the
wıicked man’s wıckedness be hıs.” Deuteronomy 16 has “Fathers chall NOTL dıe
for theır children and the chıldren chall NOTt dıe for theır athers. Everyone shall dıe in
hıs OW SIN It 1s poss1ıble that Cypriıan viewed the last sentence of the Deuteronomy

h1s ..  out  27 Perhaps he Sa|W the “contagıon” passed from Adam 1M-
mediately becomiıng the SIN of the recıplent and therefore nNnOoTt the SIN of another. Such

resolution of COUTSEC remaıns problematıc In that ıt 1S both from sılence
and ONC that Cyprian, for SOINC ICAaSON, dıd 31011 regar' needing explıcatıon.



NOstram elt dıumnae praedication1s atam formam) and In accord ıth
...  rule of trut (ratıo verıtatıs). Surely, ese WeTC nNnOTt phrases that
CeNLUrY bıshop WOUuU carelessly throw around rıvlal
discussıon. Though 1t COu be that Cyprıan felt ensi1on between
declarıng that lıttle 11CS5 stO0d in eed of baptısm (sınce they arec al]
orn ıth “unclean spırıt of inborn Concupiscence” and/or
““Contagıon ), and that these infections dıd not amount {O inherıted SIN,
ıt NECCSSAL Y, g1ven the ear of contextual assıstance., admıt
that an Yy such conclusıon would be, al best, speculatıon.

the pıcture of Cyprıan 16 CIMNCISCS ere 1S ON of
Christian teacher who, althoug sensıtıve {O the problem of
CONCUPISCENCE, (consciously? refuses step beyond the general lınes
of the problem laıd Out by Scripture. In ese he shows
hımself {O be teacher confıident of the necessIity and eIfcaCcy of
baptısm ell ASs of the role the eV1 plays in the lıves of all ose
who desıre lıve in obedience God However, al po1n O0€eSs ONC

fınd Cyprıan assıgnıng sıgnıfıcance cConcupiscentia, and
nowhere 0O€Ss he betray the belief that ıt, ın WaYy ITNOTC 1ST1R®© than
er human struggles, PTFOVCS the effects of the Fall, OT that ıt 1S
especlally diabolical. In LaCct. In WaYy which could be abeled aASs

almost anythıng eXCcept “Augustinlian, Cyprıan be
completely al Casc ıth keeping Concupiscentia and Al y idea of aliena
pDPeECCALA dıstinctly separate he SOCS Ou hıs pastoral CONCEINS

Ervıdence from theor of Tertullian“
Like Cyprıan, Tertullıan also held pOos1t10ns sımılar those

Augustine WOU later adop concerning the conquerabilıty of
ConcCcupiscentia CAFrNLS and of the role of the devıl in the cCOomMmMmM1IsSs10N of
SIN in general and of sexual SIN in partıcular.”

32 It SOCS wıthout sayıng that assessing Tertullhan’s theologıcal VIEWS, because of
hıs Over! and wıdespread USC of polemi1Cc and rhetorı1c, Sa Yy nothing of the 1SSUES SUT-

roundıng h1is Montanıiıst affılıatıons, Can DOSC signıficant problems. When, for ‚X amll-

ple, 18 partıcular statement genumely reflectıive of hıs thought and hen 15 it merely
ad hOcC thıs partıcular debate that particular exhortation?

3 As Was done ıth Cyprıan d, Tertullıan s thoughts the reedom of the
wıll, whıle certamly s1ıgnıfıcant, dIC restricted the footnotes. (G1iven the theologıical
pos1it10ns of Marcıon, 1t chould NOT be surprisiıng that clear endorsements of the TEE-
dom of the 111 quıte irequently in Tertullhan’s ork agaınst hım. g00d ‚X alll-

ple Caln be found in book I, chapter Here, after declarıng that the soul of I1a 15
“infirm, ” SOCS insıst that thıs Infirmıty 1S direct result of ““Ithe soul’s] [0) of
the wiıll, being free., nOoTt olave” and that the soul sinned only through ““that which
WAas addıtion its nature, that 1$ through ıts free-wiıll”.
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(G1ven JTertullan’s ever-present moralısm and ethıcal severI1ty, it
15 needless dwell the former of ese: examples INaYy be oOun
virtually Dassım. Ihe few In IC Tertullıan Can be (8010081 In
SYyMpalhY ıth ose who aATe strugglıng ıth theır lower natures AaIec
consistently and thoroughly overwhelmed by hıs invective agaınst all
who persist iın lıves of SIN For example, ın chapter of De
MONOZAMIAG, work datıng from 210/21 1’34 Tertullıan, In somewhat
aın attempt defend hımself agaınst the charge of undue harshness
regardıng hI1s polıcy of VE an only ONC marrl1age, wrıtes that “the
infırmıty of the flesh” should be admıtte valı CXCUSC for
ose who faıl Indeed, for hım. the weakness of the flesh ex1Ists be
COonquered, regardless of the sıtuatıon the Christian 1n hımself in
Siıince thıs weakness “does nOoTt CXCUSE INan whose apse 15 the result
of orture (defect10): far less 0€eSs ıt GCAUUSC ONC whose apse 15 the
result Öf ust (impudıcam).” 35

Chapter of De anıma, wrıtten In eıther 206 ZU %; 15
passagc 1C g1ves clear pıcture of the role Tertullian assıgns the
devıl in the COommMm1ss1ıon of SsIn.° Interestingly, ıt 1S also OINlEC of the four
mMoOst sıgnıfıcant for h1s understandıng of CONCuUpISCENCE. Here,
Jertullıan, synthesıizıng both the bıblıcal record an the hought of
Plato cConcerning the constıitution of the human soul (whıich he dıd
1eW partıally acceptable),” spe of the human soul dS pOossessing

34 All dates for works referenced in thıs study have been taken from Barnes’
Tertullian Hıstorical and Literary Study Oxford Clarendon Press, 54-56

35 See also: Apologeticum 9,19; 46,11 (where JTertullıan claıms (hyperbolically?)that Chrıistjans violate Jesus’ injJunction found in atthew S that hey NOT
vVen lust after another woman); UXOYenm and De pudicıitia passage which
granits the g00d glımpse of Tertullıan soft s1de” though Ven there he 15 still quıteM Z0OrOUS), 1S De ULIFZINIOUS uelandıs 10 Here: he admıts that “the struggleConcupiscence” “great” for those who, Dy virtue of theır havıng been marrıed, have
become “accustomed such CONCUPISCENCE”.

1A6 Other good examples AL De paenıtentia T Aduersus Marcıonem \Aa J: De
exhortatione Castıtatıis x De anıma 3 E hıd. 4 E} and Apologeticum 226 where the
role of demons and fallen angels play 1n generatıng SIN wıthın the Ssystem of Jertullıan
1Ss exphlıcıtly diıscussed.

47 As 15 the asec ıth hıs relatıonshıp Sto1c1ısm C: footnote 13 SUDYrAa), Tertulli-
an s  ® relatiıonshıp Platonısm in general 15 quıte complex For general IMmments Nü w
Erıc Osborn, “”"Tertullıian Phılosopher and Roman’”, 1n Die Weltlichheit des Tau-
hens In der Alten Kirche Berlın: Walter de Gruyter, 231-9247 and CSP 233.9241
and aszınk, „Einfluss des Platonısmus 1m frühen Christentum“‘, Vigiliae Chris-
tiıanae (1965) 129-162, CS\D 145 and 1L52.154 aszınk 18 also the best SUOUTCE for
detaıled (and extremely erudıte) analysıs of specıfic of the De anımda. See
h1ıis OE Tertullianı De Anıma (Amsterdam: Muelenhoff, 23(00)-231 along ıth
41*_44%* of that work’s introduction. Iso helpful LOr specıfiıc informatıon A
Osborn, Tertullian, Fiırst Theologian of the West (Cambrıdge: Cambridge UniversıtyPress, 164-167:; Barnes, Tertullian, 205-210:; and Adhemar d’Ales, °"Lertullien
Helleniste,” Revue des Etudes (1957) 329-362, CSpP 334-343 and MOst
especılally 338-3472



both rational and irratıional lement The irratıonal element,
C CONILIFra alo, W as not orıginally present al creat1on, “came
aier  27 and Was ‘“ımbedded iın the soul” from the “suggestion of the
serpent” and 1S the part that has produce “the VELY aCT of the 1rs
transgress10n. ” hıs attrıbution of the soul’s iırratıonal element the
evV1 Hts ell SINCE, when Tertullıan couples it ıth the ideas that “the
ımpulse {O SIN proceeds from the devıl” and that al SIN 1S ırratıonal,
he 15 then Justified in concludıng that 1S also irratı1ıonal form of
sınful CONcCupIsScence. In short, havıng egun from the aX10MS
(borrowed from Scripture and ato respectively) that Go0od 1S the
soul’s Creator and that He 1S completely ratıonal, Tertullıan 1S able
reject anı y theorles 1C assıgn God OT 111 the genes1s of
irrationalıty, and, by extens10n, SIN and/or anı y of the negatıve forms of
CONCUPISCENCE.”“

In 1t10N De Aanıma 1 there aAIc three other
which SCCIH helpful for full elucıdatıon a h1ıs eachıng regardıng
concupiscentia. In De anıma 21. A Tertullıan discusses the question of
the Dya the human soul 1s conce1lved. In the PTOCCSS of
defending h1Is 16 W hat both the body and soul aIec sımultaneously
generated, he alsSO notes, almost ın passıng, that

Nature should, for uUS, be object of TOVGTOEHNCGE and not the
OCCasıon of blushes It 15 ust that has eTIOule: the intercourse
of the9 not the natural UuUsc of thıs function. It 1S the BXCES$S
and NOTt the normal actıvıty whiıich 1S unclean. hus has natural
ıntercourse een blessed Dy God “increase and multıply. On
the er hand, He has cursed PXCESS adultery, debauchery
and lewdness.”

3 It 15 also interesting note that here, Tertullıan, much would Augustine [WO
centurıies ater for brief discussıon of thıs SCC Lamberı1gts, “A Critical Evaluatıon

179-180 and footnotes), 18 quıte clear that ere exIist SOTINC g00d and excellent
forms of cConcupiscentia. As examples, he makes reference uke where Jesus
“desited” eal the ast Supper ıth HIS discıples and Tiımothy 4° 1 where an yONC
who “desıires” be bıshop desıires g00d and ratıonal thıng

30 No Englısh translatıon that checked Was able Capture the diırectness and
sımplicıty of the Latın, which Can be found in C 1L, 823 Natura ueneranda est, 1910)8!

erubescenda. Concubıtum 11ıbıdo, 1O  —; condı1ic10 foedauıt. EXCeSSus, NO  —_ STatus est

Impudicus, s1quı1dem bendictus status apud deum crescıte el In multitudınem rofic1-
t C} (zinE maledıctus, adulterja ST Stupra el lupanarıa. Incıdentally, further COI -

roboratıon of thıs posıtıion 1S found In book V! chapter 16, of Aduersus Marcıonem
where read OMNC of Tertullıan s endorsements of the g0o0d of marrlage.
Whıle NOTL particularly surprisiıng in tself, the fact that he explicıtly couples thıs
dorsement ıth rejection of the possı1bilıty that CONCUPISCENCE continues ex1Iist WwIt-
hın marrıage 1$ sıgnıfıcant. In the PTOCCSS of exegeting Thessaloni1ans Ava Tertullı-

opınes that Paul’s exhortatıon that al] Christilans should learn hOow pOSSeSSs theır



CONCUPISCENE PRE-AUGUSTINIAN AFRICA 5

hat Tertullian COUuU TaW such lıne of demarcatıon between
marıtal “natural” actıvıty and actıvıtles sponsored by ust WOU
SCCIN (O indıcate that he., al eas al thıs Juncture, dıd not SE ust
normally present in marıtal sexual intercourse.“© The Ir pPasSsagc 15
from chapter of De pudicıitia, work 1C ates from 280721
Here, Tertullıan offers ST1 another of hıs INan Y cCommentarıes the
events of the fall and 1ts results.“ The most Impress1ive lınes read:

Let f the Sensualısts wısh ıt, that ıIn the ancıent days
kınd of Iimpurıty Was lowed Let that before

Christ the esh Was wan(ton, CVCNMN that it Was Oost before ıt Was

vessels in honor” and NOL .6.  In the lust of CONCUPISCENCE, VEn the Gentiles” does NO
appIy marrıed DCISONS SINCEe “"CONCUPISCENCECONCUPISCENE IN PRE-AUGUSTINIAN NORTH AFRICA  S4  That Tertullian could draw such a line of demarcation between  marital or “natural” activity and activities sponsored by lust would  seem to indicate that he, at least at this juncture, did not see lust as  normally present in marital sexual intercourse.“ The third passage is  from chapter 6 of De pudicitia, a work which dates from 210/211.  Here, Tertullian offers still another of his many commentaries on the  events of the fall and its results.“ The most impressive lines read:  Let us grant if the Sensualists wish it, that in the ancient days  every kind of impurity was allowed. Let us grant that before  Christ the flesh was wanton, even that it was lost before it was  vessels in honor” and not ‘“in the lust of concupiscence, even as the Gentiles” does not  apply to married persons since “concupiscence ... is not ascribed to marriage even  among the Gentiles, but to extravagant, unnatural and enormous sins” and that “the  law of nature ... does not forbid connubial intercourse, but concupiscence.” For a  discussion of the way the early Latin Christians exegeted verses 4-5 of this passage,  see Jean Doignon, “L’ex6&göese latine ancienne de I Thessaloniciens 4,4-5 sur la pos-  session de notre vas,” Bulletin de litt&rature eccle&siastique 83 (juillet-septembre,  1982), 163-177, and esp. pages 163-165. Regarding the repeated assertions of Tertul-  lian concerning what constitutes “natural” sexual activity and the degree to which  such activities were or were not a part of the later Roman Empire, see chapter 2 “  ‘“Pagan’ and ‘Christian’ Marriage Ideology and Practice” of Judith Evans Grubbs’,  Law and Family in Late Antiquity (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995). Especially helpful  are pages 54-73 where Grubbs argues that Christian marriages did not adhere to hig-  her standards of morality than did those of the pagans and that, moreover, Roman  standards of morality had generally been quite high for some time. She attributes this  common (and according to her still current) misconception to the literary techniques  of the contemporary satirists and to the fact that they were largely commenting on the  mores of the very highest Roman social classes. For a differing take on the evidence,  see the multiple publications of French scholar Paul Veyne germane to this issue.  Most seminally, see his ‘La Famille et 1’amour sous le haut-empire Romain,” Annales  Economies Societes Civilisations 33 (janvier-fevrier 1978), 35-63.  %* Note, however, the contrast, if not contradiction, this statement makes with the  statement from De uirginibus uelandis 10 cited in footnote 35 supra. There, in a work  which, at the outside, dates from 3 years earlier, Tertullian does attribute concupiscen-  ce to married sexual relations in so far as the married have become ““accustomed” to it.  * Despite the limited parameters of this investigation, no less than 18 passages  containing key elements of the doctrine of the fall and of the consequences of the first  sin were located. Examples include the ideas that the warped sense of pleasure gained  from sin is “inborn” in Apologeticum 7; that the soul is now ‘“infirm” Aduersus Mar-  cionem II, 9; that for everyone there exists a “veil of former corruption” which must  be removed by means of “new birth” in water De anima 41 and numerous assertions  that we all (or at least the souls of all of us) were ‘“in Adam” De pudicitia 6 and De  anima 27 (both discussed supra). Even more clear and detailed is De anima 40 where  being in Adam is taken as being synonymous with being “sinful”, “unclean” and  “shameful.”1S NOL ascrıibed marrı1age ‚VCNM

ONg the Gentiles, but eXtravagant, unnatural and Sins” and that “the
law of natureCONCUPISCENE IN PRE-AUGUSTINIAN NORTH AFRICA  S4  That Tertullian could draw such a line of demarcation between  marital or “natural” activity and activities sponsored by lust would  seem to indicate that he, at least at this juncture, did not see lust as  normally present in marital sexual intercourse.“ The third passage is  from chapter 6 of De pudicitia, a work which dates from 210/211.  Here, Tertullian offers still another of his many commentaries on the  events of the fall and its results.“ The most impressive lines read:  Let us grant if the Sensualists wish it, that in the ancient days  every kind of impurity was allowed. Let us grant that before  Christ the flesh was wanton, even that it was lost before it was  vessels in honor” and not ‘“in the lust of concupiscence, even as the Gentiles” does not  apply to married persons since “concupiscence ... is not ascribed to marriage even  among the Gentiles, but to extravagant, unnatural and enormous sins” and that “the  law of nature ... does not forbid connubial intercourse, but concupiscence.” For a  discussion of the way the early Latin Christians exegeted verses 4-5 of this passage,  see Jean Doignon, “L’ex6&göese latine ancienne de I Thessaloniciens 4,4-5 sur la pos-  session de notre vas,” Bulletin de litt&rature eccle&siastique 83 (juillet-septembre,  1982), 163-177, and esp. pages 163-165. Regarding the repeated assertions of Tertul-  lian concerning what constitutes “natural” sexual activity and the degree to which  such activities were or were not a part of the later Roman Empire, see chapter 2 “  ‘“Pagan’ and ‘Christian’ Marriage Ideology and Practice” of Judith Evans Grubbs’,  Law and Family in Late Antiquity (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995). Especially helpful  are pages 54-73 where Grubbs argues that Christian marriages did not adhere to hig-  her standards of morality than did those of the pagans and that, moreover, Roman  standards of morality had generally been quite high for some time. She attributes this  common (and according to her still current) misconception to the literary techniques  of the contemporary satirists and to the fact that they were largely commenting on the  mores of the very highest Roman social classes. For a differing take on the evidence,  see the multiple publications of French scholar Paul Veyne germane to this issue.  Most seminally, see his ‘La Famille et 1’amour sous le haut-empire Romain,” Annales  Economies Societes Civilisations 33 (janvier-fevrier 1978), 35-63.  %* Note, however, the contrast, if not contradiction, this statement makes with the  statement from De uirginibus uelandis 10 cited in footnote 35 supra. There, in a work  which, at the outside, dates from 3 years earlier, Tertullian does attribute concupiscen-  ce to married sexual relations in so far as the married have become ““accustomed” to it.  * Despite the limited parameters of this investigation, no less than 18 passages  containing key elements of the doctrine of the fall and of the consequences of the first  sin were located. Examples include the ideas that the warped sense of pleasure gained  from sin is “inborn” in Apologeticum 7; that the soul is now ‘“infirm” Aduersus Mar-  cionem II, 9; that for everyone there exists a “veil of former corruption” which must  be removed by means of “new birth” in water De anima 41 and numerous assertions  that we all (or at least the souls of all of us) were ‘“in Adam” De pudicitia 6 and De  anima 27 (both discussed supra). Even more clear and detailed is De anima 40 where  being in Adam is taken as being synonymous with being “sinful”, “unclean” and  “shameful.”does not forbıd connubı1al intercourse, but CONCupISCeENCEe.” For
discussion of the WaYy the early Latın Christlans exegeted VCGTESOCS s of thıs Passasc,
SCC Jean Do1gnon, AL eXegeseE latıne ancıenne de Ihessalonıicıens 4,4-5 SUT la DOS-
sess10n de notre vas,  27 Bulletin de lıtterature ecclesiastique 83 (Jjuıllet-septembre,

163-177, and CS\D 163-165 Regardıng the repeated assertions of JTertul-
l1an concerning hat constitutes “”natural” sexual actıvıty and the degree which
such actıvıt1es WEIC WeTC NnOL part of the later Roman Empire, SN{ chapter 6

'Pagan and °Chrıstian’ Marrıage Ideology and Practice” of Judıth Evans Grubbs’,
Law An Family In Late Antiquity Oxford: C'larendon Press, Especılally helpful
AIC 54-73 where Grubbs AI UCS that Christian marrı1ages dıd not adhere h1g-
her standards of moralıty than dıd those of the pagans and that,nRoman
standards of moralıty had generally been quıte hıgh for SOTNC t1ime She attrıbutes thıs
COINMON and accordıng her still current) m1sconception the lıterary techn1ıques
of the CONteEMpOrarYy satırısts and the fact that they WeTIC largely commenting the

of the VE hıghest Roman sOoc1al classes. For dıffering take the evidence,
SCC the multiple publıcatıons of French cholar aul eyne SCIMANC thıs 1SsSue.
Most semınally, SCC hıs 44 8O) Famılle el 1L’amour SOUS le haut-empıire Romaın, ’ Annales
econOoMlLes Societes (Civilisations (Janvıer-Tevrier 35-63

Note, however, the NtLTrastl, ıf not contradıction, thıs Statement makes wıth the
sStatement from De WLIFZ2INLOUS uelandıs 10 cıted in footnote a There, in work
whiıch, the outsıde, dates from YCals earlıer, Tertullıan does attrıbute CONCUPISCEN-
CM marrıed sexual relatıons In far the marrıed have become “accustomed’” it

Despite the 1mıted paramelers of thıs invest1igation, less than
contaımnıng KeYy elements of the doctrine of the fall and of the CONSCYUCNCES of the first
SIN WEeEeTIC located. Xamples include the ideas that the warped of pleasure gained
Irom SIN 18 “inborn” Apologeticum FE that the soul 15 L1OW “infiırm “ Aduersus Mar-
CLlLONEM 1L, 99 that for CVECIYONC there exX1IsSts *ve1l of former corruption ” whiıich MuSst
be removed Dy of ...  NEW bırth” water De Aanıma 41 and assert10ns
that al] (Or least the souls of al of us) WEIC ...  1in Adam ” De pudicitia and De
Aanıma discussed supra). ven INOTEC clear and detaıjled 1S De anıma where
being 1ın dam 1S taken being SYNONYMOUS wıth being “sınful”, “unclean” and
“shameful.”



sought out Dy ıts ord It W as not vel worthy of the gıft“ of
salvatıon; ıt Was NnOTt yeLl ready for the oblıgatıon of sanctıty. It
Was STÜ1 reckoned eing In dam (LE Salnt’s italıcs), sınful,
quıickly usting for hat seemed beautiful, preoccupled ıth
thıngs base, repressing prurıence ıth g leaves. The pOo1son of
ust and the m1 staı1ns WEeIC everywhere wıthın ıt, NnOTt

pOSSESSINg, that plan (of the onkeys)* which the waflers had
not yeL cleansed.

But when the Word of (G0d descended into esh52  J. YATES  sought out by its Lord. It was not yet worthy of the gift” of  salvation; it was not yet ready for the obligation of sanctity. It  was still reckoned as being in Adam (Le Saint’s italics), sinful,  quickly lusting for what seemed beautiful, preoccupied with  things base, repressing prurience with fig leaves. The poison of  lust and the milky stains were everywhere within it, not  possessing, that plant (of the donkeys)* which the waters had  not yet cleansed.  But when the Word of God descended into flesh ... which  belonged to heaven, not to hell and which was girt with flowers  of sanctity and not with leaves of lust, flesh which imparted its  own purity to the waters — from this time on, any flesh  whatsoever [baptized] into Christ loses its former residual  stains.“ Now it is something different. Now it emerges new, not  * Here, “gift” replaces Le Saint’s choice of “grace” for the Latin ““dono.” This  change represents the first of several emendations to Le Saint’s translation. For the  full bibliographical information, see footnote 45 infra.  ‘# The translation here, though still not without difficulties, follows vol. 394 of the  Sources Chretiennes, page 173, which reads “... et les souillures, laitueses, faute de  poss&der ‘la plante des änes’, que les eaux non plus n’avaient encore lav6ee.” The por-  tion of Le Saint’s translation that I have here replaced reads: “... the infecting filth ...,  and well were they able to cling to it, since as yet there were no waters which them-  selves had cleansed it.” For the rationale of Micaelli and Munier in support of this  reading, which hinges on reading ‘“id onear” in place of “idoneae” see pages 121-122  of their volume. In part, they write “Tertullien s’est empress€e de tirer de ces vertus de  l’epilobe; mais, pour lui, la plante des änes, par excellence, c’est le Christ qui, par son  bapt&me, a communiqu€ ä l’eau le pouvoir de laver toutes les souillures de la chair, le  Christ, dont les corps est la nourriture des chretiens accuses d’adorer une t&te d’äne et  affubl6s, d&es lors, du sobriquet d’asinarii (asini cultores), forge tout expres par Tertul-  lien.” Note also that I have included their emended Latin text in footnote 45 infra, thus  accepting their text over that of the CCL editor Dekkers who, concerning this line,  confessed that ‘“locus nondum sanatus.””  # The phrase “from this time on, any flesh whatsoever [baptized] into Christ loses  its former residual stains” here replaces Le Saint’s “all flesh which is in Christ loses  its old, residual stains.” In my view, the repeated references in this context to waters  justify the insertion of the adjective “baptized.” Cf. again Munier’s translation which  also adds “a lav6”. Regardless of the view taken on the best way to resolve these diffi-  culties, the fact remains that the most important point for the purposes of this investi-  gation is contained in the final sentence of this paragraph where Tertullian juxtaposes  the concupiscent, and therefore filthy, generative relations of fallen human beings  with the spiritual, and therefore immaculate, regeneration provided by baptism. Final-  1y, note also that this text is an all but certain adaptation of and allusion to 2 Cor. 5:17.  If correct, this observation could offer a new insight into the role of baptism in Tertul-  lian’s theology in that, here, he could be equating that sacrament with the Pauline idea  of reconciliation.1C
elonge: heaven, not hell and 1Cc Was gırt ıth flowers
of sanctıty and not ıth leaves of lust, flesh which iımparted 1ts
OW purıty the watlters firom thıs time ©]  E an y esh
whatsoever [baptızed] into Christ loses 1ts former res1idual
staıns.“ Now ıt 18 somethıng 1ı1ieren NOw ıt CINCISCS NCW, NOTt

42 Here, ..  gıft  97 replaces Le Saıint cho1ice of “gracen for the Latın ‘*dono.” h1ıs
change represents the first of several emendatıons Le Salint’s translatıon. For the
full bıbliographical informatıon, SCC footnote infra.

44  Un The translatıon here, though still noOoTt wıthout dıfficulties, follows vol 3094 of the
SOUFCES Chretiennes, pPasc 173 whıich reads52  J. YATES  sought out by its Lord. It was not yet worthy of the gift” of  salvation; it was not yet ready for the obligation of sanctity. It  was still reckoned as being in Adam (Le Saint’s italics), sinful,  quickly lusting for what seemed beautiful, preoccupied with  things base, repressing prurience with fig leaves. The poison of  lust and the milky stains were everywhere within it, not  possessing, that plant (of the donkeys)* which the waters had  not yet cleansed.  But when the Word of God descended into flesh ... which  belonged to heaven, not to hell and which was girt with flowers  of sanctity and not with leaves of lust, flesh which imparted its  own purity to the waters — from this time on, any flesh  whatsoever [baptized] into Christ loses its former residual  stains.“ Now it is something different. Now it emerges new, not  * Here, “gift” replaces Le Saint’s choice of “grace” for the Latin ““dono.” This  change represents the first of several emendations to Le Saint’s translation. For the  full bibliographical information, see footnote 45 infra.  ‘# The translation here, though still not without difficulties, follows vol. 394 of the  Sources Chretiennes, page 173, which reads “... et les souillures, laitueses, faute de  poss&der ‘la plante des änes’, que les eaux non plus n’avaient encore lav6ee.” The por-  tion of Le Saint’s translation that I have here replaced reads: “... the infecting filth ...,  and well were they able to cling to it, since as yet there were no waters which them-  selves had cleansed it.” For the rationale of Micaelli and Munier in support of this  reading, which hinges on reading ‘“id onear” in place of “idoneae” see pages 121-122  of their volume. In part, they write “Tertullien s’est empress€e de tirer de ces vertus de  l’epilobe; mais, pour lui, la plante des änes, par excellence, c’est le Christ qui, par son  bapt&me, a communiqu€ ä l’eau le pouvoir de laver toutes les souillures de la chair, le  Christ, dont les corps est la nourriture des chretiens accuses d’adorer une t&te d’äne et  affubl6s, d&es lors, du sobriquet d’asinarii (asini cultores), forge tout expres par Tertul-  lien.” Note also that I have included their emended Latin text in footnote 45 infra, thus  accepting their text over that of the CCL editor Dekkers who, concerning this line,  confessed that ‘“locus nondum sanatus.””  # The phrase “from this time on, any flesh whatsoever [baptized] into Christ loses  its former residual stains” here replaces Le Saint’s “all flesh which is in Christ loses  its old, residual stains.” In my view, the repeated references in this context to waters  justify the insertion of the adjective “baptized.” Cf. again Munier’s translation which  also adds “a lav6”. Regardless of the view taken on the best way to resolve these diffi-  culties, the fact remains that the most important point for the purposes of this investi-  gation is contained in the final sentence of this paragraph where Tertullian juxtaposes  the concupiscent, and therefore filthy, generative relations of fallen human beings  with the spiritual, and therefore immaculate, regeneration provided by baptism. Final-  1y, note also that this text is an all but certain adaptation of and allusion to 2 Cor. 5:17.  If correct, this observation could offer a new insight into the role of baptism in Tertul-  lian’s theology in that, here, he could be equating that sacrament with the Pauline idea  of reconciliation.el les souillures, laıtueses, faute de
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bapteme, Commun1que |’eau le DOUVOIr de laver toutes les souillures de la chaır, le
TISt, dont les COTDS est la nourrıture des chretiens QaCCUSES d’adorer uUune tete d’äne el
affubles, des lors, du sobriquet d’asınarıl (asını cultores), Lorge tout eXpres Dar Tertul-
hen  27 ote also that have included theır emended atın text in footnote infra, thus
accepting theır texti VCI that of the CT edıtor Dekkers who, concerning thıs Inme,
confessed that “10Cus nondum sanatus.”

Ihe phrase “tIrom thıs time U: anı y esh whatsoever [baptızed] nto Christ loses
1ts former residual stalns” here replaces Le Salnt’s “*ql] esh which 18 ın Christ loses
1ts old, residual sta1ns.” In VIEW, the repeated references in thıs Context waters

Justify the insertion of the adjective "baptızed.” @* agaın Muniler’s translatıon whıich
also adds Iavı  A Regardless of the 1e6W en the best WaY resolve ese dıffi-
culties, the fact remaılns that the MOST ıimportant point for the PUTDOSCS of th1ıs invest1-
gatıon 1$ contaıned in the final sentence of thıs paragraph where Tertullıan Juxtaposes
the cConcupIiscent, and therefore Llthy, generatıve relatıons of tfallen human beings
ıth the spiırıtual, and therefore immaculate, regeneratiıon provıded DYy baptısm. Fınal-
1y, note also that thıs text 15 all but certaın adaptatıon of and allusıon (Jor. ST

COTTSREL; thıs observatıon could offer 11C  S insıght nto the role of baptısm ın Tertul-
han’s theology in that, here, he could be equatıng that sacrament ıth the Paulıne ıdea
of reconcıhllation.
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from the slıme of9 nOoTt from the of CONCUPISCENCE,
but from pure and the Holy Spiırıt.”
ote that ın thıs PAaASSaLC Tertullıan draws 3338 between the

Fall, the SIN of the ITS couple and eır sexual function, OL, perhaps
better, eır sexual dysfunction. mong er 1deas, ote ell that
[WO OCCAasS1ons in these few lınes he makes direct ınk between dam
and Eve’s leafy COveriıngs and the of ust and/or
CONCUpPISCENCE.“

The Oou and ast PassSasc 1S De cultu feminarum LL where
Tertullıan wrıtes of “the 12N0OM1ny, INCanN, of the first“ SIN (prımı
eHecu and the odıum of being the of the tall (perdıti1on1s) of the
human race.” h1s salvo 1S Oll0owe: Dy the accusatıon that each of the
“beloved sisters” of the audıiıence 1S also ..  an Eve  77 and ıth the
claım that ...  you ATIC the ONC who opened the OOr the EeVil,CONCUPISCENE IN PRE-AUGUSTINIAN NORTH AFRICA  53  from the slime of sperm, not from the filth of concupiscence,  but from pure water and the Holy Spirit.®  Note that in this passage Tertullian draws links between the  Fall, the sin of the first couple and their sexual function, or, perhaps  better, their sexual dysfunction. Among other ideas, note well that on  two occasions in these few lines he makes a direct link between Adam  and Eve’s leafy coverings and the presence of lust and/or  concupiscence.“  The fourth and last passage is De cultu feminarum 1,1,11 where  Tertullian writes of “the ignominy, I mean, of the first” sin (primi  delicti) and the odium of being the cause of the fall (perditionis) of the  human race.” This salvo is followed by the accusation that each of the  “beloved sisters” of the target audience is also “an Eve” and with the  claim that “you are the one who opened the door to the Devil, ... you  * This translation is by William P. Le Saint. See Tertullian Treatises on Penance  (Westminster, Maryland: The Newman Press, 1959). For the Latin, see CCL II, 1291  (while noting the addition of some material from SC 394 as mentioned in footnote 43  supra) where we read: Habuerint pristina tempora omnis impudicitiae, si uolunt psy-  chici, etiam potestatem. Luserit ante christum caro, immo perierit antequam a domino  Suo requisita est: nondum erat digna dono salutis, nondum apta officio sanctitatis.  Adhuc in adam deputabatur cum suo uitio, facile quod speciosum uiderat concupi-  scens et ad inferiora respiciens et de ficulneis foliis pruriginem retinens. Inhaerebat  usquequaque libidinis uirus et lacteae sordes non habentes, idoneae quod nec ipsae  adhuc aquae lauerant. At ubi sermo dei descendit in carnem ... quae non ad inferos,  sed ad caelum pertineret, quae non lasciuiae frondibus, sed sanctimoniae floribus  praecingeretur, quae munditias suas aquis traderet, exinde caro quaecumque in christo  reliquas sordes pristinas soluit, alia iam res est, noua emergit, iam non ex seminis  limo, non ex concupiscentiae fimo, sed ex aqua pura et spiritu mundo.  * Itis also helpful to recall that the biblical text of Genesis 3:7 explicitly men-  tions only that Adam and Eve had acquired “shame”(cf. Genesis 2:25) and that their  newfound knowledge of their nakedness, according to Genesis 3:10, only made them  “afraid.” On this point also cf. De uirginibus uelandis 11 where, in yet another accom-  modation of theology to a polemical and exhortatory context, Tertullian notes only  that Adam and Eve, after they obtained “intelligence” given them by “the tree of  recognition,” were “first sensible of nothing more than of their cause for shame” and  that, apparently much as all humans normally do by, at the latest, the onset of puberty,  “they each marked their intelligence of their own sex by a covering.” Conspicuous by  its absence is a mention of lust, concupiscence and/or sexual temptation.  ” Here, I have again amended the English translation, which reads “original sin,”  in order to reflect the more ambiguous sense of the Latin “primi delicti.” Translating  the phrase “primi delicti” as “original sin” seems problematic in that it reads a later  and dogma-laden formulation back into the thought of Tertullian. For a view which  supports this choice, see Osborn, T7ertullian, First Theologian, 163 where he writes,  “Tertullian, like Paul, wrote a lot about sin. He made the first moves toward a doctrine  of original sin ...” (italics added) and page 167 where he notes, even more explicitly,  that “[w]hile Tertullian displays the ori_gins of the idea, one cannot attribute the later  doctrine of original sin to him.”YOU

45 hıs translatıon 18 by Wıllıam Le Saılnt See Tertullian Ireatises ENANCE
( Westminster, Maryland: The Newman Press. For the Latın, 7 E1 H. 291
(whıle noting the addıtion of SUOTIINIC materı1al from 304 mentioned in footnote
SUDFA) where read Habuerint pristina t(empora OmMn1I1Is ıimpudicitiae, 61 uolunt DSY-
chıc1, et1am potestatem. ] useriıt ante chrıstum CaIQ, 1IMmo perlerit domıno
SUO requisıta est nondum erai dıgna dono salutis, nondum apta offic10 sanctıtatıs.
Adhuc in dam deputabatur Cu SUuO u1t10, facıle quod spec10sum ulderat CONCUDI-

ef ad inferi10ra respiclens eit de ficulneis folıus prurıginem retinens. Inhaerebat
uUuSq  uc lıbıdinis Ulrus et acteae sordes HNON habentes, idoneae quod NECEC 1psae
adhuc q auerant. ubı de1 descendit inCONCUPISCENE IN PRE-AUGUSTINIAN NORTH AFRICA  53  from the slime of sperm, not from the filth of concupiscence,  but from pure water and the Holy Spirit.®  Note that in this passage Tertullian draws links between the  Fall, the sin of the first couple and their sexual function, or, perhaps  better, their sexual dysfunction. Among other ideas, note well that on  two occasions in these few lines he makes a direct link between Adam  and Eve’s leafy coverings and the presence of lust and/or  concupiscence.“  The fourth and last passage is De cultu feminarum 1,1,11 where  Tertullian writes of “the ignominy, I mean, of the first” sin (primi  delicti) and the odium of being the cause of the fall (perditionis) of the  human race.” This salvo is followed by the accusation that each of the  “beloved sisters” of the target audience is also “an Eve” and with the  claim that “you are the one who opened the door to the Devil, ... you  * This translation is by William P. Le Saint. See Tertullian Treatises on Penance  (Westminster, Maryland: The Newman Press, 1959). For the Latin, see CCL II, 1291  (while noting the addition of some material from SC 394 as mentioned in footnote 43  supra) where we read: Habuerint pristina tempora omnis impudicitiae, si uolunt psy-  chici, etiam potestatem. Luserit ante christum caro, immo perierit antequam a domino  Suo requisita est: nondum erat digna dono salutis, nondum apta officio sanctitatis.  Adhuc in adam deputabatur cum suo uitio, facile quod speciosum uiderat concupi-  scens et ad inferiora respiciens et de ficulneis foliis pruriginem retinens. Inhaerebat  usquequaque libidinis uirus et lacteae sordes non habentes, idoneae quod nec ipsae  adhuc aquae lauerant. At ubi sermo dei descendit in carnem ... quae non ad inferos,  sed ad caelum pertineret, quae non lasciuiae frondibus, sed sanctimoniae floribus  praecingeretur, quae munditias suas aquis traderet, exinde caro quaecumque in christo  reliquas sordes pristinas soluit, alia iam res est, noua emergit, iam non ex seminis  limo, non ex concupiscentiae fimo, sed ex aqua pura et spiritu mundo.  * Itis also helpful to recall that the biblical text of Genesis 3:7 explicitly men-  tions only that Adam and Eve had acquired “shame”(cf. Genesis 2:25) and that their  newfound knowledge of their nakedness, according to Genesis 3:10, only made them  “afraid.” On this point also cf. De uirginibus uelandis 11 where, in yet another accom-  modation of theology to a polemical and exhortatory context, Tertullian notes only  that Adam and Eve, after they obtained “intelligence” given them by “the tree of  recognition,” were “first sensible of nothing more than of their cause for shame” and  that, apparently much as all humans normally do by, at the latest, the onset of puberty,  “they each marked their intelligence of their own sex by a covering.” Conspicuous by  its absence is a mention of lust, concupiscence and/or sexual temptation.  ” Here, I have again amended the English translation, which reads “original sin,”  in order to reflect the more ambiguous sense of the Latin “primi delicti.” Translating  the phrase “primi delicti” as “original sin” seems problematic in that it reads a later  and dogma-laden formulation back into the thought of Tertullian. For a view which  supports this choice, see Osborn, T7ertullian, First Theologian, 163 where he writes,  “Tertullian, like Paul, wrote a lot about sin. He made the first moves toward a doctrine  of original sin ...” (italics added) and page 167 where he notes, even more explicitly,  that “[w]hile Tertullian displays the ori_gins of the idea, one cannot attribute the later  doctrine of original sin to him.”YJUaC 110  —_ ad inferos,
sed ad caelum pertineret, UUaC NO  - lascıu1ae firondıbus, sed sanctıiımon1ae florıbus
praecıngeretur, JUaAC mundıtlas SUas aquı1s raderet, exinde aAlrO UACCUMGUC in christo
rel1ıquas sordes pristinas soluıt, alıa 1am ICS est, OUuUa emergıt, 1am 10  e sem1n1s
11mo, 1OMN CONcupiscentlae 11mo, sed aUyua DUra spırıtu mundo.

46 1S also helpful recall that the bıblıcal text of enes1is explicıtly INECN-
t10ns only that Adam and Eve had acquıred "shame ’(cf. enes1is 2:25) and that theır
newfound knowledge of theır nakedness, accordıng enes1is only made them
“afra1d.” On thıs pomt also C1. De uLrgiInNIbUS uelandıs 11 where, in yel another—
modatıon of theology polemical and exhortatory Context, Tertullıan NnNOtes only
that dam and Eve, after they obtaıned “intelligence” gıven them by “the tree of
recogniıtion, ” WCIC “first sensıble of nothing INOTEC than of theır ause for shame‘” and
that, apparently much all humans normally do DYy, al the latest, the ONSE of puberty,
"they each marked theır intellıgence of theır OW SX Dy Cover1ing.” Conspicuous Dy
1ts absence 1S mention of lust, CONCUPISCENCE and/or sexual temptatıon.

47 Here, have agaın amended the Englısh translatıon, whıich reads "or1ıginal SIN,
in order reflect the INOTC amb1gu0us of the Latın ““prımı delict1i.” Iranslatıng
the phrase “"prımı dehet1i” or1gıinal SIN  77 problematıc in that ıt reads later
and dogma-laden formulation back into the thought of Tertullian. For 16 W which

thıs choice, SCC Osborn, Tertullian, Fiırst Theologian, 163 where he wriıtes,
"Iertullıan, 1ke Paul, WwrTrote lot about SIN He made the first toward doectrine
of or1gıinal SIN (ıtalıcs added) and PAaAasc 167 where he ‚VCN INOTE exphicıtly,
that [ w ]hıle Tertullıan diısplays the ori_gins of the idea, ONC Cannot attrıbute the later
doctrine of orıgınal SIN hım



ATC the ONEC who persuaded hım whom the eVvV1 W as nNnOTL Strong
enough attack. All (O00 easıly YOU destroyed (elısıst1) the image of
God, INa  S Because of yOUr ese that 1S ea EeVCN the Son of God
had {O dıe.” ıle ıt 1S irue that Tertullıan 1S probably“ employıng the
precedent of the author of Timothy OL1 (whiıch, incıdentally, also
has recommendatıons for the PropCI WaYy for dress) hıs
layıng the ame for the fall al the feet of Eve 1S theologically
puzzlıng, CVCI) ıf it 1S rhetorically masterful.”

hıs ast PasSsSascC, in 1t10N pomting toward the first of
UT SUMMAALY observatıons, hıghlıghts MmMOst troublıng aspect of
Tertullıan hought thıs subject hIs IinconsIistenCcYy. Though wıde
atıtude MUuUSst be g1ven the observatıon that thıs work’s larger
polemical intent, 1.e., heap chame uDON hıs female readers in order
18 gaın elIr undıvıded attention and OPCH them h1s correctives,
the of thıs DASSaRc neve  eless remaıns problematıc for the
arger pıcture Elsewhere, Tertullıan 15 quıte clear in hıs acceplance of
the argumen of such Romans and Corinthlians 15
10 ınk the fall dam and portray hım the thesıs of Christ's
‘“second dam  27 antı-thes1is.” Here; however, and unliıke the author of
Timothy 2 he explicıtly StTates that it 1S because of the SIN of Kve that
Chrıst had COMMEC and die, thus nOT only disregardıng the masterful
Paulıne parallel, but a1sSO indıcatıng that there arec aSpeCts of that 1IrS
SIN 1C WeTITC still In eed of explatıon. S1mply put, the first
observatıon 1S that, g1ven the general of thıs ad hOc
theological style, the question of Tertulliıan overall place wıthın the
or Afifrıcan tradıtıon ıth regard the 1Ssue of Concupiscentia
Cannot be conclusıvely resolved.

second, INOTEC positive observatıon surrounds Tertullıan
introduction of the 1dea of ‘“irrationalıty” into the equation of the fall

4X ote well, however, that he makes explıicıt reference Paul and that he
employs introductory formula (as he often oes make plaın hıs reader that he
has th1ıs (exXxt In mıind.

49 In Tertullıan s defense, Dy referencing Corinthians LL ONC might poss1ıbly
gu that aul provıded Tertullıan ıth st1ll] another authoritatıve precedent for such
rhetorical technıques. On the other hand, it chould al1sSO be noted that although aul
does make much of Eve’s aıllure in Cor. L3 he does not dırectly ınk ıt culpabı-
lıty for the results of the Fall, does Tertullıan. Also interesting 1in thıs regard, Al
though D does nOL permit full treatmentT, 1$ De DECC. mertıitis el remissionel,
16,21 where Augustine, explicıtly referenc1ing SIr. 25124 “apolog1zes” for the places
where crıpture ACCUSCS Eve of introducıng SIN into the world hıs passasc would
SCCII] offer ndırect Support for the general conclusıon that Augustine 15 INOTC e-
matıc in hıs theologıcal reasonıng that ATC eiıther Tertullıan Cyprıian.

5() See, LO De pudicitia 6; De Aanımda 4() and De MmONOZ2AMIA In the latter, the
“Sirst Adam’””/“second Adam” parallelısm 1$ quıte clear.
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and ıts ffects As note above, ırratıionalıty of sınful behavıor iın
general, and post-lapsarıan sexual function In partıcular, 15
allmar. of Augustine’s 1eW.>' Moreover, when thıs lement of
ırrationalıty 15 Tertullıan Calr syllogıstic deduction that all
that 15 iırratiıonal proceeds from the evıl, ıt 1S only OT'! ogıcal Step

see1ng anythıng that 1S iırrational evıl In
Thırdly, ıt 1S also interesting that Tertullıan 0€Ss allege that

dam and Eve’s SIN ımmediately affected human sexualıty and sexual
function. Recall, for example, that In De pudicitia the Tertulli1anıc
PUTDOSC for the 1g leaves, aka “leaves of lust  29 (lascıu1ae Irondıbus),
Wäds -yepPreSsS pruriıence” (prurıgınem retinens) and that the flesh of
all humanıty, 1C al that time Was ST1 ..  1n Adam,” Was inhabıted
everywhere ıth “the po1son of lust  27 (lıbıdınıs VIrus) and ..  mı
sta1ns” actleae sordes).

Fourthly, and S{T1 lookıng back De pudicitia 6, ıt also
Valı observe that Tertullıan mplıes that al unregeneralte esh iın
truth belongs “t0 hell” (ad infernos) and that 1A7 ı thıs flesh 15 washed
in the „DUre water” of baptısm,: iıtself 1S explıcıtly opposed
“the slıme of and the of ConNcupıscence” (EX sem1n1s l1ımo,
NON concupiscentiae 1M0), ıt loses ıfs “res1idual staıns” (relıquas
sordes). Here agaın ONEC 1s impressed ıth how close thıs language and
spırıt 15 Augustine’s pıcture of CONcupiscence infecting al] Darts of
the human body

Fınally, recallıng the words of De anıma 27 52 and before getting
1{070 xcıted that ave hıt upON real precedent for Augustine’s
hought in Jertullıan, should recall that he, al eas al hıs Stage, ”
dıd NOTL regard “normal actıvıty” between arrıed couples
“unclean.” hıs PAaASSasc WOUuU SCCIEH indıcate that marrıed sexual
actıvıty, long ıt 15 practiced in moderatıon, 15 not, ıt Wäas for
Augustine, evıl of iC. g00d UuUsc 1S made. On the NLrarYy,
althoug Tertullıan O€Ss g1ve credit the evıl of ust havıng made
relatıons between the problematıc, he O€es SCCER cConvınced that
ıt Wäas NOT harmful, CVCNMN sınful, In

> NSee 40-41, includıng footnote 67 Ü  d Also note that thıs diıstınction
does g1ve SUOTIINC credence Augustine’s repeate assert10ns, CONIra Julıan of cla-
HU that hıs VIEWS in CONSONANCE ıth tradıtıon, SINCEe, Lamberıigts has clearly
shown, Juhan belıeved that there W ds> nothıng irratı1ıonal ‚VCN unnatural about CON-

CupiSscent1a. see, amberı1gts, “A Critical Evaluatıon > 7T where he wrıtes, W hat
Juhan could NOL aCCcepL, however, Was that CONCUuPILSCENTIA had been characterıised
havıng the elude the rational (ıtalıcs added) and moral of the
human person.”

52 50-51 and footnote Ü,  d
53 Le.; 206 Z Recall also the apparent contradıction pointed Out between thıs

ork and De ULFZ2INLOUS uelandıs In footnote 40 Da



Conclusıion
If as Judge concerning the relatıve degree of influence

that Cyprıan and Tertullıan CO ave had Augustine, WOUuU ave
conclude that ere eX1Ists grealter affınıty, In both quality and

quantıty, between Tertullıan and Augustine than between Cyprıan and
Augustine. Indeed, He ıt INaYy be generally irue hat “Cyprıan Wäas
the medium hrough whom Tertullıan influenced Augustine, when
discussıng the development of the 1deas surroundıng CONCupLSCENA,
1t LNOTIC AaCCUTrate 18 SCC Cyprıan rea 1ın the chaın from
Tertullıan Augustine than the key lınk.”

hıs saıd, MuSsSst nNOT forget re-ask thıs artıcle’s ematıc
question: Are ese affınıtıes Strong enough demonstrate that
Augustine TEW from the partıcular theologıca tradıtıon of Chrıstian
or Afrıca he developed hıs understandıng of cConcupıscence?
Well, yCS and On the ONEC hand, Cyprıan and Tertullıan do SC

prefigure several of Augustine’s specıfic formulatıons concernıng
CONCuUPILSCENTLA, especlally in the choice Augustine chared ıth
Tertullıan explicıtly lınk CONCUpISCENCE an ırratıonalıty the
negatıve characteristics of post-lapsarıan sexualıty. On the other hand,
and argely because of eır OW (self-ımposed”) lımıtatiıons and
contradıctions (e.2., recall Tertullı1ıan general wıllıngness OW
polemi1cs and rhetorıic take precedence Vl theologıca
systematızatıon), al po1n do Cyprıan OT Tertullian provıde
substantıal evidence foreshadowıng the consıderable dıfıce
Augustine W as ater CONstruct In other words, when tudıed irom
the standpoınt of cshared VOCAaDULaTrY, it safe assert that, 1ıle
the ideas an attıtudes Concerning CONCuUPILSCENTLA and ıts general
semantıc domaın m1g ave een borrowed from “wıthın Afrıcan
tradıtıon, ” hat Augustine dıd ıth that Scriptural and tradıtional
data Was profoundly, 8 somethıng less than completely, hıs OW

Leuven oOnathan
54 James Morgan, The Importance of Tertullian In the Development of Chrıistian

o2ma London Kegan Paul, Jrench, Irubner Ü: Ltd: 166 Indeed, the
huge dısparıty between the number of times Augustine invoked the of Cyprıan
and Tertullıan (T, footnote 55 infra) does offer plece of corroboratıiıon Morgan’s
aSsserHonN.

55 Ihough it Can be NSKYy DdAYy L[O0 much attention purely statıstiıcal evıdence,
it remaıns interesting note that, when taken whole, Augustine s COFDUS ODErUmM
contaıns 589 references Cyprıan by Nalllece Almost 10% (52 references) of these AICcC

be found In Just the [WO works Contra Iulianum and Contra Iulianum (ODUS ımper-
fectum) Cur10us, but equalliy interesting, 1S the fact that ın the whole of Augustine
there only references the Nalllc of Tertullıan and hıs Nalllc 1S found Only OMNCC
In the [WO works specıfically dırected agalnst Juhan.

56 Agaın, these onner’s words fIrom col 1174 of hıs Augustinus Lexikon artı-
cle (T footnote d


