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AUGUSTINE AND JULIAN ROMANS „

DURING THE SECOND
CO  RSY (413 430)

Ihe YCaI 418 W dsSs crucı1al turnıng pOo1NtL the Pelagıan COIN-

troversy.‘ elagıus and Caelestius had quıt the Augustine
We  OoOWN contammıng the declaratıon (AUSaA finita est
(sermo 131) W ds delıvered these events What Uugus-
tiine COu nNnOoTL foresee however 15 that the second and EVECN LNOTC

perT10 of the Pelagıan CONLTOVEISY W as ou sStart
ogether ıth eighteen er bıshops Juhan of Aeclanum efused
S1211 the ‚pistula TIractor1ıa of Pope Z0osımus 1C had condemned
elagıus and Caelestius hıs efusal marked the begiınnıng of the
second phase of the elagıan CONLTOVEISY

In ullan of Aeclanum Augustine encountered formıdable
Augustine frequently heated debates ıth Juhan rage

for VCT the COUISC of twelve VCaIs from 418 und the former eı
43() The fırst book of De NUDILLS el CONCUPISCENNA (418/419) COMN-

Augustine 18 Juhan claım that or1ıg1inal SIN mplıed
condemnatıon of INATLASC and had made the latter tantamount
work of the eV1 ulıan reDutta Augustine book Canlec

quıickly Turbantium W das publıshed 420/421 er havıng
rece1ved SUMIMALY of Turbantium Augustine eacted agaınst i{
ıth part [WO of De NUDILLS el CONCUPLSCENMLA (420/421) hıttle later
and er obtaınıng unabrıdged VerIrsSION of Julıan Turbantiıum
Augustine composed hıs Contra TIulianum (421 lıttle later)

On prı 3oth the Imperi1al OUuTT Ravenna condemned and exıled
Pelagıus and Caelestius Ihe Councıl of Carthage 1ssued NM1INEC CanNONs attackıng the
Pelagıan understandıng of wıthout ment0nNıng eıther Pelagıus Caelestius by
Name At the beginnıng of the SUTMNIMNET OSIMUS confirmed the CINDIIC aCTionNn Dy
condemning Pelagıus and Caelestius HIS Epistula Iractorıa WERMELINGER
Rom und Pelagius Die theologische Posıtıon der römıschen Bischhöfe pelagıan-
ıschen Streıit den Jahren 411 4572 (Päpste und apsttum Stuttgart 9’7/5 196-
204 and 316 318

urıng the first Pelagıan Controversy (411 417) the central elagıan f1g-
ICS WEeIC Pelagıus and Caelestius Ihe dıspute concentrated doctrinal quest10Ns
such and free ıll The second Pelagıan CONLTOVETISY 418 430) Sa  S Julhian of
Aeclanum sıdıng ıth the Pelagıan CamMMp order challenge Augustine
324 The second CONLTOVETSY 1 TOM the beginnıng, characterıze Dy hıgh-
leve] of rhetoric and bıtterness

Julıan’ Turbantium fragmentarıly preserVve: Augustine’ De
Nuptiis el Concupiscentia I $ C’ontra Iulianum, and Opus imperfectum CONIFra
Iulianum For them SCC (X+. XX 340 396
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Meanwhıle, Juhan reacted agaınst De Nuptits el CONCUPLSCENTLA II
ıth second book., the Florum (probably Augustine
refutes thıs work In Opus ımperfectum CONLIra Iulianuma
Ihe fact that Augustine quotes hıs al length 15 fortu1ntous ıt
1S through ugustine’s quotations of ulıan that the work has een
preserved. Finally, should 191011 forget Augustine’s Contra UAaSs
epistulas pelagianorum (about 420) As the tıtle makes plaın, thıs
work contaıns Augustine’s reactıon [WO Pelagıan etters (1) let-
ter from Juhan the Pelagıans Rome and (2) letter from the
eıighteen non-conformist bıshops who had efused sıgn the papa
condemnatıon of elagıus and Caelestius.*

In the COUTSC of the diıscussıon ıth Juhlıan, Augustine repeal-
ediy delıvered comprehensıve arYy Romans ese fre-

references interesting 181011 only because they demonstrate
that Augustine changed hıs mınd regardıng the meanıng and applıca-
t1on of Romans 7E but also because Augustine employe ese VEISCS
AS vehıcle for explaımnıng hıs VIEWS both the Teedom of the all
and CONCUPILSCENFLA CAFNILS. In hat follows, ıll fırst o0ok at ugus-
tine’s interpretation of Romans ıt 15 gı1ven in De UDILELLS el CON-

Cupiscentia, Contra UaAS epistulas pelagianorum, Contra Iulianum,
and Opus ımperfectum CONIFra Iulianum.? hıs 111 be ollowe Dy

of Juhan’s interpretation It has een preserved In (the rele-
ant iragments of) hıs 00 Florum and Turbantium.

Augustine’ interpretation of Romans un  2

In the ; S part of De nuptus eft concupiscentia, wrıtten durıng
the wınter of 418-419, Augustine wanted that he consıdered
marrıage bonum and that ıf needed be dıstınguıished from evıl
desıre. In hıs VIeW, genuılne marrıage comprised three g00ds PIO-

BONNER, De IVuptiLs el Concupiscentiad, in ITZGERALD ed.)
Augustine trough the Ages. An encyclopedia, Grand Rapıds Cambridge, 592-593;

BONNER, Contra Iulianum, 1in FITZGERALD (ed.), 0 480; BONNER,
(’ontra Iulianum ODUS iımperfectum, In FITZGERALD ed.) 0 480-48 1
‚AMBERIGTS, Julıan of Aeclanum, 1n ITZGERALD (ed.), 0 478-479

FOor discussıon of Romans and in Sermons 151156 (October 419
INOTEC lıkely 417), SCn J ESELLE, Exploring the Inner Confliect. Augustine’s Sermons

KRomans and S, In PATTE ELLE, Engaging Augustine Romans. Self,
C ontext, and T’heology INn Interpretation, Harrısburg, 2002, L11 TESELLE also

Augustine s Old Latın ext of Romans K and Its Englısh J ranslatıon, in
PATTE ELLE, 0 129-146 Romans 18 scarcely present INn Augustine’s

epıstles the DeTION 418-430 (references found In ED, 194 (Romans
ate 418 early 419) and In Ep. 196 (Romans #:7-16:17.24-25: yCar 418)
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creation, fıdelıty, and the On the er hand, the lu$t of the
flesh 15 not natural marrı1age. It 1S evıl that has resulte: from the
fırst SIN Because of thıs CONCUPILSCENK1IA, 6CVCNn marrıage between
Chrıstians oes nNOotLt produce DUIC and unblemıshed hıldren of God.®
nstead the product 1S always chıladren contamınated Dy thıs orıgınal
SIN, CA1laren who AaIiIc ıIn desperate eed of eing reborn into
amıly through the sacrament of baptısm Wıth baptısm the gu1 of
or1g1inal SIN 15 forgıven that it 1S longer ounted SIN CONCU-
pıSCENTIA ıtself remaıns present — C VCN post-baptısm— NOoTt sub-
E} but kınd of bad, evıl and dısease-I1ke qualıity hıs disease
1s eing healed In the lives of those who aptıze and m  ıng

Its complete healıng, however, mMust awalt the redemption
of OUT bodies In the resurrection. /

It 15 wıthın thıs COnCcupiscentia-laden framework that Uugus-
tine offers analysıs of Romans 15425 According h1is readıng,
the phrase “the body of thıs eath ” (cE Romans [224) 15 best SCCH

indıcatıng the present condıtion of Chrıstians. Concupiscence of the
flesh 1s ever-present. Even in the per10ds In i FE OMNC IN  S to
avO1d consenting ıt, ıt remaıns the evıl and shameful desıre agamıst
1IC OIMC mMust struggle. According Augustine, the apostle Paul 15
speakıng of ese desıires when he SayS “Non enım quod olo hoc
aAYO, sed quod 0odı, ıllud faciıo” KRomans 15) and ‘“ Nunc 1IAM
AON CZO ODECETOF sed ıd quod INn habiıtat peccatum ” (Romans
FE}

ote ell that thıs 15 the 1Irs time that Augustine interprets the
‘I’ of Romans ‘ d referring the apostle Paul hımself, SVn ıf he
0€eSs ıth INOTEC than hıttle hesıtation: “Idem apostolus loquens
velut SUAdE introductione ” In hıs early Commentarıes
Romans, Augustine had consıstently interpreted thıs referring

humans Sub lege.? In instance In 16 he offers COINMMNECEN-

In order help hıs readers, Augustine provıdes them ıth example:
ven the domesticated olıve tiree produces only the seed of 1ı1ld olıve Tees See De
NUuptiLS el Concupiscentia 1,32,3/7-1,34,39 in (B 42, p.248

De NUpTILS ef CONCUPISCENKLA 2328 SEL GZ. pp.240-2;
De NUpTLLS el CONCUPLSCENFLA Z COCSEL 42, p.242
In both hıs Commentary Romans and h1is Commentary (Gala-

t1ans (394/395), Augustine works Ouft NCW schema describe the WaY by which
humans Can reach eternal and perfect Ihe scheme 18 repeated in De diversıis
Ouaestionibus and 18 referred wıthout being repeated in Sımplicianum. It
makes UuUsScC of the CONceptL CONCUPISCENK1LA and COomprises OUur stages (gradus which
Augustine has derıved from aul In SUu: the scheme ollows: “ Itaque
1StOS gradus homintıs distinguamus, Ante Legem <ubh Lege, sub gratia, INn DACE nte
Legem, sSeQuımur CONCUPISCENTLAM CAFrNIS: sub Lege, trahimur ah El subh gratia, PE
sequımur eCaAM, NecC trahimur ab In DUACE, nulla est CONCUPILSCENTLA CAFrNIS. ” (Exp
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Lary Romans in De NUptLLS el CONCUPLSCENLIAG, however, he intro-
duces the VeTISECS by Inquıit (v 1  e  z 3)7 aıt (v K  7  a  X
Aadıuxıt subiugit (v sequitur TOM thıs ONMNC INa Yy
conclude that Augustine the ‘I’ 118 be interpreted referring
the apostle. 10

Let turn back riefly Romans 15:447 On the ONEC hand,
ll 15 ın armonYy ıth the all of the Law, specıfically the Law

1C commands ‘““Non CONCUDLSCES ” (Exodus On the
er hand, SayS Augustine, the ‘I’ of Romans makes it plaın that
ese desıres aATC real for the aptıze: belıever, 6VERn ıf he 0€Ss NOL
CONsent them In other words, CeVCN saınt ıke the apostle
uffers under the law of Concupiscentia. Even Paul 1S nOL MN

perfectus. Nevertheless, Augustine 1S clear that thıs fact cCannot
be sed 18 BXCuUSe sınful behavıor. WOU be miıstake CONSENT
the desıire and then claım InnNOocence OT powerlessness by pretending
that “It 18 1a(011 who do 72 1

When Paul Say> in “Non emın quod uOolo, hoc ASO,
sed quod Odi, illud facio” Y Augustine belheves that thıs “ iıllud facıo ”
quarumdam propositionum epistula ad Romanos 1 y 6) nte legem lıve
1gnorance ıth respect SIN We 1ve followers of UT fleshly desires and do not
fıght agaınst OUT evıl lusts We Iust and readıly Consent OUT sınful ımpulses. Sub
ege gaın knowledge Ou OUT SIN We fıght agaınst CONCUPISCENCE, but

Dy the °habıt of SIN  4 hıs 18 because nNnOoTt yel assısted Dy faıth Sub
gratia longer conquered by the temptatiıon of uoluptas. (Gjrace restIOrESs uUse

CAasSUuTe of Tree l and the poss1bıilıty do the g00d In the fourth INn DACE,
COnNcupIscence longer eX1sts. There 18 struggle; lıve ıIn perfect and harmo-
N10USs Thıs 111 only be reached when the mortal body 18 made immortal
in the resurrection. Regardıng thıs schema, MARTIN, Rhetoric and XegZESLS In
Augustine s Interpretation of Romans K d A (Studıes In Bıble and Early (hrıistian-
Ity, 47), Lewiston/Queenston/Lampeter, 2001, 63 remarks: “ Paul wıll be carefully
subjected hat be hıs OW)! hermeneutical rule, yel it 18 d rule that 15
un1ıquely product of Augustine s distinctive readıng of the Apostle!” Wrıting De
diversis Ouaestionibus and Exposıitio ad Romanos, Augustine beliıeved that Paul, in
Romans 147425. referred humans under the law (Sub ege The Law demonstrates
that people sub lege, because of SIN, nNnOoTt able ulfıill the prescripts of the Law
humble attıtude and the invocatıon of dıviıne 18 theır only hope for Overcomıng
thıs internal struggle. In Sımplicıianum, the dıfference between the ..  sub lege  27 and
..  sub gratia ” 18 less distinct. Regardıng Romans J7]:14 (“eg0 carnalıs sum”),
Augustine, ıIn De diversis quaestionıbus, noted that “I ConNnsent the flesh, nNnOTL yel set
free Dy spiırıtual orace”. In Sımplicıianum, however, Augustine explaıns thıs
Dy noting that there aArc [WO kınds of carnalıs. Besıdes those who nondum Sub
gratia sed <ub lege, the ord carnalıs also refer those who ad quemdam
modum carnales: 1AM etiam <ub gratia Consıtull, 1AM redempti sanguine Domunl, el
renatı DEr em (De diversis quaestionibus ad Sımplicianum Labo£) See also W.S
ABOCK, Augustine s Interpretation of Romans (A.D 94-3906) 1n Augustinian Stud-
1es (1979) 5954 /4

Comp. AF LEKKERKERKER; Römer und Römer heı Augustin,
Amsterdam, 1942,

11 De NUpPELLS el ConNCcupiSCenNt1a 230 CSEL 42, p.242



IHEVHAI NOT WILL E

SCONCUPISCO: . In er words, Paul, EVERnR he 15 strıving for
perfecti0on, 0€Ss 181011 and has kept the rule “Non CONCUDPLSCES ” (ef.
FExodus 20, E which he has mentioned in Paul o1ves in
evıl desıre in spıte of the fact that he O0€Ss nNnOoTt actually want ere-
fore he SayS In i“  1a4m NO  D CDO ODEFOF S, sed quod habiıtat
In peccatum ” . The Law reveals requırement 1C cCannot
completely ulfıill because of OUT OW powerlessness. How then 0€Ss
Augustine understand the erb facere in 157 By appealıng

“ SCILO enım qula on habıtat In N hoc est INn MEeEed,
bonum; velle enım adıacet mMINhL, perficere honum ANON INVe-
N1L0  27 He

‘“He au sald this, hecause the 200d 18 brought completion
when evıl desıre eXISt, Just evıl 15 brought completion when
ONeEe obeys evıl desıres. But when they exıist and A4re noTl obeyed, evıl
15 not brought completion, hecause they 4r€e nolt obeyed, and the
200d 15 not brought completion, hecause they eXLSE. Rather, the
g00d 18 achieved In pDart, hecause ONeE 0Des nolt CONSeENT evıl
desires, and the evıl Femalns INn part, hecause ONe i} has such
desires. For this FEASON, then, the apostle did noL SaYy that he CANNOT
do the 200d, hut that he CANNOL ring it completion. er all, DEeEO-
ple do much g00d INn carryıng Oult the words of scrıpture: ‘Do nolt
after YOUF desires’ (SIr. hut they do noL ring the 200d
completion, hecause they do not fulfıll the words of scripture, Do nNOTL
desıre (EX 2 9 Vn

er havıng made dıstinction between facere and perficere ugus-
tine remarks that Paul, long he 15 In hac mortalitate, struggle:
agaınst evıl desıres. Bonum facere 15 ere SCCI the equıvalent of
avoldıng S1VINZ Nne s cConsent IO evıl desıires; hbhonum perficere 15
lIınked 18 the total absence of evıl desıres. Accordıing Augustine,

For thıs Tans SCC [ESKE (ed.), The Works of Saıint Augustine 1, 2 E}
New ork 1998, p.48 ° Hoc ideo diıctum est quıa iunc perficıtur bonum, quando
desider1ia mala nulla Sun(t, sıcut t[unc perficıtur malum, quando malıs desıiıder1us oboed-
ıtur, quando autem Sunt quıdem, sed NON e1s oboeditur HC malum perficıtur, quı1a NON
e1s oboeditur, 1CC bonum, qula sunt, sed fıt alıqua parte bonum, qula CONCUPIS-
centlae malae consentitur, el alıqua parte remanet malum, quıa uel concupıiscıtur.
Ideo CISO apostolus 1910)91 alt facere bonum <1ıbı 1NON adıacere., sed perficere. Multum
Nnım bon1 facıt, quı facıt quod scrıptum est °“Dost concupiscentlas {[uas NOoON eas  27
(Sır. 1 E 30), sed NO  ; perficıt, quıa NON inplet quod scrı1ıptum est ‘“ Non CONCUDPISCAS ”
(Ex 20 1E) De NUptLLS el CONCUPLSCENKLA 102932 CSEL 4 E 244:; cft. also C’ontra
Iulianum 362 col 734:; NAI. 447 col 854-855; Opus Iimperfectum 6,9

col S54 See also AFr LEKKERKERKER, Römer und Römer hei UQ2UusStiN,
Amsterdam, 1954, SA | _ EKKERKERKER remarks that the dıstınction between

perficere and facere 15 due INncCOoNsIstenCYy of the Latın translatıon. See also:
PEATZ, Der Römerbrief INn der (ınadenlehre Augustins, Würzburg, 1938, 169
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the latter 1S only possıble In the ıfe fo COMEC, In Ila iInmortalıitate
beatissima.

Regardıng Romans V (“et captıyantem <ub lege DEC-
catı  27 Augustine Qg1ves [WO poss1ıble explanatıons: “eıther In the

of ryıng take captıve, that LS, pushing CONSENT
and do the actıon, Ör rather and FhiLSs 18 beyond CONLFrOVvVersYy IN the

of holding captıve according the flesh” The 1Irs inter-
pretatıon, accordıng 10 the PCISON 15 pushed towards Consen(, 15
rejected. Interestingly, in Augustine s later works, ıt 15 longer CVER
introduced ASs legıtımate option. * The centerpiece of the bıshop’s
hermeneutical grid eTe 15 the fact that ST1 lıve ıth “the body of
thıs eath, ” Irom IC 11l be set free only when AIc UT-
rected fo OUT 11Cc  S ıfe in hrıs

Augustine’s posıtıon relatıng the 6I7 In Romans 15 clearer in
Contra Uas epistulas pelagianorum (ca 420). Here Augustine has

defend hımself agaınst Julıan who NOT only denies that the ‘I‚ of
Romans 18 COuU refer Paul but who also reproaches Augustine
for iımplyıng that Paul and er apostles had always een pollute by
thıs unbrıdled passion. */ Basıng hımself ser1es of 1DI1Ca a-
t10ns, Augustine ADIOVeES that the Law COU take AWaY SIN
but, rather, always and only Causecs ıt increase. The Law 15 NOTL bad
Romans 12) The value of the Law 1S 118 be OUuUnNn!| in the fact that ıt
brought owledge of SIN In Romans S (u AON CO@NOUIL
151 Der legem” ) Augustine SCCS indıcatıon that Paul 15 speakıng
“"tamquam de SC  »” He adds that CVCN ıf the $I’ of chapter 0€eSs NOT
refer 18 Paul but, aSs the Pelagıans prefer, ONC under the lawW, ıt
remaıns irue that the law INn 0€es NOT and CannoTt in WaY mediate
salvation.®

13 De NUpLLS el CONCUPISCENFK1A CS  ’ 42, 244)
Agaın thıs Tans 18 from of ESKE (cf. Supra). ..  quod autem

dixıt captıuantem sub lege peccatı, hoc est subh 1pSa, YJUaC est In membris
me1s, auft captıuantem dixıt captıuare conantem, 1d est ad consentiendum inplendum
YJUC entem, aut potius quod NON habet controuersiam captıuantem secundum
9 QUam 1851 enerefl carnalıs concupiscentla, (QJUamn egem peccatı u0ocal, non
utique In ullum inlıcıtum desıderi1um, Cul INCMNS oboedire NON debeat, COIM-
oQueret”. De NUptLLS el CONCUPILSCENKIA 1,30,34 42, 245)

ERROUARD, L’Exegese augustinıenne de Rom [L25 entre 3906 el
418 AVecC des VEMAFquUesS SUr les deux premeres periodes de la CFLSE pelagienne, ıIn
Recherches augustinıennes 16, Parıs, 1981, 101-195, 192-193

Contra duas epistulas pelagıanorum bCSEL 6 % 433455
Epistula ad Romanos, irg 5 85 88, 301 Contra duas epistulas

pelagianorum 1L8:143 CSEL 60, 433)
Contra duas epistulas pelagıanorum 1113 CSEL 60, 433-435 See

also; ıbLd, 1:16 SEL 6 $ 438 Augustine mentions that VenNn ıf OIMlC Da a thıs PDaS-
Sarc dealıng ıth SUOTNCONEC subh lege, it remaıns irue that thıs CISOoN experlences
certaın powerlessness. In other words.,. there 15 somethıing nOTt exactly “free” about
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Neve  eless ıt 15 clear that, accordıng the bıshop of Hıppo,
VEeISCS 7b-13!? should be understood autobiographically: Paul refers

hıs OW childhood*® (Romans 7:9a ECSO ulLuebam alıquando
Sıne ege and the per10d urıng 1C he Was transgressor of the
Law (Romans 7:9  T“ adueniente mandato reulxXıt).
Augustine makes specıal pomn of the fact that Paul W as NOoTt capable
of keeping the Law “Eg20 OFTTUUS SUum (v 9e):7

TOom the beginnıng of hıs interpretation of 14-25; Augustine
claıms that Paul stands sub gratia, but S: ın spıte of thıs posıtıon,
ST1 subject hıs mMO and corruptible flesh and S{T1 struggles
agaınst the inchlination owards SIN Verse 14b e20 carnalıs
Sum 18 understood referring Paul the spırıtually redeemed
saınt whose body hiıc el RN remaıns ın eed of lıberation. ugus-
tine makes ote of the fact that Paul SCS the present form SU. and
NOT the perfect ful The term carnalıs cshould be understood agamnst
the background of Corinthlians 15 “Seminatur COFDUS anımale,
surgit COFDUS spiritale ” and mplıes that the apostle dıd NOT yvel
ave spırıtual body.“* Augustine interprets the eXpression ““ UCENUN-
datus WWZA sub peccato” Romans 14c) by makıng reference
Romans 8 DE “ At NOS primitias habentes SDLFLEUS el LDS1 INn nobısmet
LDSLS INZEMESCIMUS adoptionem exspectantes, redemptionem COYF-

OUT free ll Augustine’s pomnt 15 that the Law In does adequately resolve the
fallen human being’s dılemma.

Regardıngz the slıght, ıf ultımately insıgnıficant, dıfferences in the Latın
1DIi1Ca LEXL, SE F ONNARD, ın Z 66

‘““Aetatem UAMOl ab Infantia anlte rationales NNO. uoluerit intel-
legi  27 C’ontra duas epistulas pelagianorum 1,14; CSEL 60, 436 For the modern
exegetical diıscussion SCr DE KRUYF, De brief VUaN Paulus 4an de Romeinen,
Boxtel, 19806, 153

Augustine belıeves that Paul’s sSTtatement here does NO contradıct hıl
“Secundum Lustitiam, GQUAE IN lege estT, CONVErSAtiuUsSs INeE querella” . Ihe [WO

expressing dıfferent attıtudes. Paul miıght have kept the forum externum of
the Law Out of fear, but thıs does NO INecan that he dıd NOT transgress the law In hıs
heart Eph I and Tıt OV' that thıs 18 indeed W as the AscC According
Augustine, these refer the time aul W ds still called Saul Ihe TCcason for thıs
1S that, In Eph 2:6ff and In Jıtus 3:4-7, he explıicıtly acknowledges that he W das lıb-
erated by God’s goodness and love, Hon operibus Lustitiae, QUA NOS fecimus (Tit
3:53) Contra duas epistulas pelagıanorum I9 SEL 60, 437 Augustine’s point18 that Paul admıts that In hıs lıfe as Saul he WAas led by sınful desıires and that he Was
domg that which h1s selfishness and vıl inchnations W das compellıng hım do hıs
sınfulness refers the time pr10r Paul’s Convers10on, 1e the time he W as still 11vV-
ıng under the law For the bıshop of Hıppo, thıs TOVES that the formal keeping of the
Law does NnOoTt necessarıly ımply sinlessness.

The ord carnalıs 18 best understood mortalıs “Eg20 AaAutem carnalıs
5UM, SICHUS pDPOoSSsel dicere: “Eg0 autem mortalıs Sum quod utıque NO  > IA
secundum COFDUS intellegeretur dixXisse, quod nondum fuerat Inmortalitate uestitum “
Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum 117} COCSEL 6 E 439)
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DOrILS nOstrL. He clearly belheves ıt 1S legıtımate 18 claım that 14bc
refers already saved Paul whose body ST1 needs lıberatiıon
corruptione. According Augustine, thıs actually applıes CVCIY-
ONEC SINCE CVECIYONC 15 continually struggling spiritalı dılectione CM
CAFNLS affectione SIne CONSENSLON23

Augustine’s exeges1s of 15 15 emphatıc in the claım that the
apostle dıd nOoTt Consent hıs CONCUDLSCENK1LA CAFNILS. nstead Paul COIl-
SENTS the Law rather than the ConNcupiscence of the flesh *
Regardıng the COTTEeCI understandıng of the ‘I’ In Romans f ugus-
tıne, havıng note: that reads “ Nunc 1AM AON CSO
ODEVOF sed ıd quod habıtat In peccatum, ” SOCS 1{8 claım
that UNC Call INnecan nothıng other than 1AM UNC s<ub gratia.“”
At the SAarmıle tıme, Augustine 0€es acknowledge that E contaıns

possıble dıfficulty for thıs interpretation: Uideo alıam
legem In membrtıs MEILS, captıuantem In lege peccatl.230  M. VERSCHOREN  poris nostri” . He clearly believes it is legitimate to claim that 14bc  refers to an already saved Paul whose body still needs liberation a  corruptione. According to Augustine, this actually applies to every-  one since everyone is continually struggling spiritali dilectione cum  carnis affectione sine consension  €.23  Augustine’s exegesis of 7:15 is emphatic in the claim that the  apostle did not consent to his concupiscentia carnis. Instead Paul con-  sents to the Law rather than to the concupiscence of the flesh.?*  Regarding the correct understanding of the ‘I’ in Romans 7, Augus-  tine, having noted that verse 17 reads “Nunc autem iam non ego  operor illud, sed id quod habitat in me peccatum,” goes on to claim  that nunc autem can mean nothing other than am nunc sub gratia.”  At the same time, Augustine does acknowledge that verse 23 contains  a possible difficulty for this interpretation: “Uideo autem aliam  legem in membris meis, (...) captiuantem me in lege peccati...”  The expression captiuantem me (v. 23) might be initially sur-  prising. It is certainly surprising if one simultaneously thinks of the  ego carnalis sum (v. 14b) and uenundatus sub peccato (v. 14c). One  could get the impression that such statements refer to someone sub  lege and not yet sub gratia. Augustine, however, believes that this is  not the case: by analogy with the expression “ego autem carnalis  sum” (v. 14b) and “uenundatus sub peccato” (v. 14c), Augustine  explains verse 23 with a reference to the caro corruptibilis. Al these  verses indicate a sinful impulse, not an intellectual assent to this  impulse. It belongs to me because it is in my flesh. My flesh is I; it  does not refer to another or second nature within me.?®  Verse 24: “Quis me liberabit de corpore mortis huius” refers to  Paul’s own life as a Christian. Here, Paul the Christian is asking for full  and complete liberation. The liberation of the corpus mortis implies a  total cure from the disease of concupiscentia carnis and the translation  of the body ad gloriam. This much-desired total healing is still future.  Although it is already present in an initial stage (efiam et nos Ipsi prim-  itias habentes spiritu, cf. Romans 8:23), it will only become fully real  at the resurrection.?”’ It is a classic example of “already ... not yet.”  23 Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum 1,17 CSEL 60, p. 439-440.  2 Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum 1,17 CSEL 60, p. 439-440.  25 «  Quid est ‘nunc autem’ nisi ‘iam nunc sub gratia, quae liberavit delec-  tationem uoluntatis a consensione cupiditatis?” Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum  1,18 CSEL 60 p. 440.  26 “Sic et hoc potest intellegi, ut “captivantem me” dixerit “carne” non  mente, ‘“motione”” non cnsensione, iet ideo ‘“captiuantem me” quia et in ipsa carne  non est aliena natura, sed nostra” (Contra duas epistulas Pelagianorum 1,20 CSEL  60, p. 441-442.  27 See: Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum 1,23 CSEL 60, p; 443.The expression captıuantem (v 23} m1g be inıtıally SUT-

priısıng 1s certamly surprisıng ıf ONC sımultaneously of the
ECLO carnalıs S (v 14b) and uHeNUNdaAtUs sub DECCALO (v 14c) One
COUu gel the iImpress10n that such sStatements refer SOINCONC sub
lege and not yel sub gratia. Augustine, however, belheves that thıs 15
NOT the ÜASS by analogy ıth the expression ‘“  e20 carnalıs
SUum (v 14b) and “uenundatus sub peccato ” (v 14c), Augustine
explaıns 23 ıth reference the (UTO corruptibilis. All ese
VCeISCS indıcate sınful ımpulse, not intellectua assent 18 thıs
mpulse belongs because it 15 in flesh My flesh 15 } ıt
0€es NOtL refer {O another second nafture wıthın me 26

Verse “Onuls lıberabiıt de COFDOFE MOFtTLS hu1us” refers O
Paul’s OW ıfe dS Christian Here., Paul the Christian 15 askıng for full
and complete lıberation. The lıberatiıon of the COFDUS MOFrtTLS mplhıes
ola ( from the disease of CONCcupLSCENTLA CAFNLS and the translatıon
of the body ad gloriam. 'Thıs much-desired ofta healıng 15 ST1 future
0Ug it 15 already present In inıtı1al S  g (etiam el NOSN LDS1 prım-
1t1as habentes spirıtu, ci. Romans 6:23). ıt 11l only become UulLY real

the resurrection */ It 1S classıc example of “ already230  M. VERSCHOREN  poris nostri” . He clearly believes it is legitimate to claim that 14bc  refers to an already saved Paul whose body still needs liberation a  corruptione. According to Augustine, this actually applies to every-  one since everyone is continually struggling spiritali dilectione cum  carnis affectione sine consension  €.23  Augustine’s exegesis of 7:15 is emphatic in the claim that the  apostle did not consent to his concupiscentia carnis. Instead Paul con-  sents to the Law rather than to the concupiscence of the flesh.?*  Regarding the correct understanding of the ‘I’ in Romans 7, Augus-  tine, having noted that verse 17 reads “Nunc autem iam non ego  operor illud, sed id quod habitat in me peccatum,” goes on to claim  that nunc autem can mean nothing other than am nunc sub gratia.”  At the same time, Augustine does acknowledge that verse 23 contains  a possible difficulty for this interpretation: “Uideo autem aliam  legem in membris meis, (...) captiuantem me in lege peccati...”  The expression captiuantem me (v. 23) might be initially sur-  prising. It is certainly surprising if one simultaneously thinks of the  ego carnalis sum (v. 14b) and uenundatus sub peccato (v. 14c). One  could get the impression that such statements refer to someone sub  lege and not yet sub gratia. Augustine, however, believes that this is  not the case: by analogy with the expression “ego autem carnalis  sum” (v. 14b) and “uenundatus sub peccato” (v. 14c), Augustine  explains verse 23 with a reference to the caro corruptibilis. Al these  verses indicate a sinful impulse, not an intellectual assent to this  impulse. It belongs to me because it is in my flesh. My flesh is I; it  does not refer to another or second nature within me.?®  Verse 24: “Quis me liberabit de corpore mortis huius” refers to  Paul’s own life as a Christian. Here, Paul the Christian is asking for full  and complete liberation. The liberation of the corpus mortis implies a  total cure from the disease of concupiscentia carnis and the translation  of the body ad gloriam. This much-desired total healing is still future.  Although it is already present in an initial stage (efiam et nos Ipsi prim-  itias habentes spiritu, cf. Romans 8:23), it will only become fully real  at the resurrection.?”’ It is a classic example of “already ... not yet.”  23 Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum 1,17 CSEL 60, p. 439-440.  2 Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum 1,17 CSEL 60, p. 439-440.  25 «  Quid est ‘nunc autem’ nisi ‘iam nunc sub gratia, quae liberavit delec-  tationem uoluntatis a consensione cupiditatis?” Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum  1,18 CSEL 60 p. 440.  26 “Sic et hoc potest intellegi, ut “captivantem me” dixerit “carne” non  mente, ‘“motione”” non cnsensione, iet ideo ‘“captiuantem me” quia et in ipsa carne  non est aliena natura, sed nostra” (Contra duas epistulas Pelagianorum 1,20 CSEL  60, p. 441-442.  27 See: Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum 1,23 CSEL 60, p; 443.NOTL yet  29
Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum 114 CSEL 60, 9-44\|
Contra duas epistulas pelagıanorum 1.1J7 SEL 60, S

Quıid est "NUnC autem’ n1ıs1ı 1am NUIC sub gratia, UJUaAC hıberavıt delec-
tatıonem uoluntatiıs cConsensione cupıdıtatıs? ” Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum
Ia CSEL

“ SIC el hoc potest intelleg1, ut ““cCaptıvantem me  27 dixeriıt “C e„ 1ON
mente, “motione ” 19710)8! cnsens1i0ne, let deo captıuantem me  27 quıa el In 1psa Carne
1NON est alıena natura, sed nostra ” Contra duas epistulas Pelagianorum 120 CSEL
60, 441 -4472

See (C’ontra duas epistulas pelagıanorum 1.23 CSEL 60, P; 447



IHE Ya HAT NOT WILL 231

The originality“® of Augustine’s interpretatiıon ete hes In the
fact that he O explaıns why he thınks that thıs DAaASSasc should be
SGCM referring humans sub gratia. In SuUupport of thıs interpreta-
t1on he draws the reader’s attention the UNC of Romans F  —-
According Augustine, thıs should be read together ıth both
Romans OE ( “Condelector enım legi Dei secundum interiorem
hominem ” ) and Romans %+ ] i“  NU. ETSO condemnatıo est UNC ALSs
qul Sunt In Christo Iesu  77 Augustine wonders how SOTNCOIMIC sub lege
COUu that he elıghts ın the law of (G0d er the inward pPCTI-
SOMN He concludes that ese only app1y human beings
who AT sub raa Augustine admıts that he dıd NOT always hold
thıs OpIn10Nn. FEarlıer he thought that the apostle W as desceribing INan
under the law Here Augustine 15 referring {O EXxpositio uarumdam
propositionum epistula apostolica ad Romanos, Exposıitio epistu-
lae ad (Jalatos and hıs letter Simplicianum.°” Now, however, he
has changed hıs mınd. At the SaJIlle tiıme, he 15 qu1c that he
believes that thıs NC  < exeges1s O€es NOT detract from the apostle’s
holiness. He 1S speakıng Ou hımself and hıs fellow Chrıistians all of
whom sub gratia.

Augustine concludes Dy claımıng (agaın) that Paul W ds speakıng
about hımself d Christıian, ASs ell dS about all of OSse who stand-
ıng under STACC, d> Paul Sdy>S, nNot yet being the perfecta In 1C
ea ll conquered (1 Corimnthians and OUT MO body ll
be hlıberated from the Concupiscentia CAFNIS, A currently must

In C’ontra duas eptstulas pelagianorum K Augustine hımseltf SayS:
“Vısum Autfem alıquando etiam mihi fuerat ‘“hominem <ub lege’ SO apostoli SEITIINONE
describi. Sed Vvım mıihrL pOstea sta verba fecerunt here the verses follow)” . Augus-
tine have been influenced here Dy 11Cc  S readıng of the fext See PLATZ.
Der Römerbrief INn der (Gnadenlehre Augustins, (Cassıc1acum, 9 Würtzburg, 1938,

163 and AF LEKKERKERKER, Römer und Römer hei Augustin, Amsterdam,
1942, Although here Augustine explıicıtly SaysS that he holds NC W interpreta-
tı1on. thıs does NO NC that, earlıer, he would NnOTL have applıed certaın CISCS of thıs
passSage Chrıstians: SCC De DeCCalorum merIi1ıtLis 29s 2" 17; De NALlur«a gratia
5 9 68, De perfectione ıustitiae hoOomınıs I 1 18: 28 What 18 11ICW 1S Augustine’s
explıcıt explaınatıon of why he thınks thıs pPassSagc should be understood referring

Christians Subh gratia.
See Contra duas epistulas pelagıanorum 22 COCSEL 6() SPer-

haps the present ense verbs of VV 4ff also played role In the formulatıon f thıs
11ICW interpretation. (r T 17 COCSEL 60, 439; PEATZ, Der Römerbrief In der
Gnadenlehre Augustins, 165 FoOor COMMENTXIS regardıng paralle interpretation of
Romans In the recently dıscovered letter 6* 88, 34-25), Dr

BERROUARD, Les ettres 6* el 19* de saınt Augustin. Leur date el les renseigne-
Ment qu 'elles apportent Sr '"evolutıon de la CFLSE “pelagienne ” In Revue des Etudes
augustinıiennes (1981) 264-277, specıfically 28756

See UD notfe
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resist.?! In word, the “ late  27 ugustine reads Romans auUutO-
bıographically of both Paul and CVETIY genumely converted Chrıistian

In on TIulianum (composed In 421), Romans 18 read in
reference all Chrıstians who theır WaY to perfection. Uugus-
tine emphasızes (n reaction Juhan) that Paul’s statements regardıng
the experiıence of siınful ongıng (VvV 18.20.23-25) refer 18 both Paul
hımself and 18 st1ans in general.”* Ne  < element 1S the fact that
ugustine SUppOTTS hıs interpretation of Romans ıth VEeEISCS from
(jalatıans Paul 0€eSs address the (Galatıans ıth almost the Samne
words d those Oun in Romans 14-15 ere 1S talk of being wıllıng
but NO eing able (Gal 17CX of struggle between the spırıt and the
flesh (v a- of walkıng accordıng the spirıt in order aVvO1d the
works of COoncupiscentia CAFrNLS (v 16) ere 18 also talk of eing let
by the spirıt (Gal 18 cf. Rom AZO) Just the call noft obey the
sınful desıires (Rom l2) attunes VE ell the eXxpression °° CONCU-
pDisCENHAS CAFrNLS perficeritis” (Gal 16b).

At the end of the ast book of Contra Iulianum, Augustine MNICE
LNOTC ull1an acCCcept the “ correct” understandıng of Romans
When Julıan reproaches Augustine for miı1ısunderstandıng Romans K
Augustine admıts that thıs 15 certamly irue regardıng hıs earher
mpts 18 interpret it DA In thıs exegesI1s, he hought Ya and ED

41 “ Hıc hu1usmodiı In sta scripturae apostolıcae Circumstantıa dılı-
genter consıderatis recte intellegıtur apostolus NOMN quıdem solum In SUua PCTISONA,
CIUMM al108 et1am sub gratia constitutos s1ıgnıficasse ”. Contra duas epistulas pela-
21an0rum 1.24 CSEL 444 See also: EL CSEL 6 E e

* Describebat humanam In hac corruptıbıilı Aarllec naturam, NOMN D' De1
CUu VIt10 primıtus instıtutam., sed uoluntatıs arbıtrıo uenıente priımorum homınum
ult10 sauc1ı1atam “ C’ontra Iulianum 201 col Pa Iste CTQO conflıctus 19(0)81
ludaeorum, 1CC quorumlıbet alıorum sed plane Christianorum fiıldelium el bene
uluendo In hOocC certamıne laborantıum, breuıter Ostendıtur ad Romanos, ubı alt ngl_
tur Ipse CO mente SerV1IO leg1 Deı, Aarllc autem leg1 peccatı ” (Rom 8 © M C ontra
Iulıanum 3,62 44, col 734

‘ Recole amen quıd scrıbat ad (Galatas, certe homıiınes baptızatos. “ DIco
utem, inquıit, spiırıtu ambulate., cConcupıscent1as arnıs perfecer1t1s ” (Gal 3:16)
Non alt Ne fecerI1t1s, quı1a Cas 1910)8! habere 19(0)8! eranlt; sed “Ne perfecerI1t1s ; ıd est
DCarum, uoluntatıs impleatıs. aTOo enım, inquılt, Concupiscat aduerus

spırıtum, ef spiırıtus aduersum haec nNnım Inu1cem aduersantur:; ut 19(0)81 QUaAC
uultis facıatıs” (Gal W/A 1ıde S1 NON hoc est ad Romanos: ' Non nNnım quod uolo
facıo bonum, sed quod nolo malum hoc LE  ago . De1inde ad (jalatas addıt el dicıt ‘““Quod
S1 spırıtu ducımiın1; 1O  5 adhuc est1s subh ege (Gal 3:18) VUVıde S1 NON hoc est ad
OMAanOs: ‘ Iam NON CO ODCIOT ıllud ”: °Condelector leg1 De1 secundum interıorem
homınem ” el ...  non regenet peccatum in uUEeSITO mortalı COTDOTC, ad obediendum
desider11s 1US  27 (cT. Rom 15 20.79 and O212): Contra Iulianum 362 col
F33: For Jear STITESS the fact that thıs refers chrıstians, Na Opus ımperfectum
CONILFra Iulianum 1,./2 L 85,1 86: 6,8 col 514 ®7 PLATZ. Der
Römerbrief In der (ınadenlehre Augustins, (Cassıcl1acum, ürzburg, 1938, 164

* Imo UCTO CO pr1us CUu alıter intellexeram, uel potius NN intellex-
CI aM, quod ICa quaedam ıllıus temporI1s et1am scrıpta testantur , ( ontra Iuliıanum
6,70 col 865
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eferred uman beings under the law At that time he hought of COMN-

cupıscence compellın and iırresistible force and, therefore, OMNC
that COU NO be ascrıbed 18 °°sSaınt ” Paul .° It W dads only ater, SaYyS
Augustine, that he realızed that ese CONCupiSCeENtLAE carnales NOTL
completely elımınated by baptısm and continue We insıde baptızed
people, intrinsıc as they the COFDUS corruptibile that all only
become COFDUS spirıtuale al the resurrection.”® Julıan wanted
ascrıbe the claım of Romans 4M} 15 NOoTt that do hat”) SUOTIIC-
ONMNC ST1 under the law Juhan held the 1e6W that the forgıveness of SINS
also ımplıed lıberatiıon from COonNcupıIscence that ““grace 15 NOTL
needed fo aVvO1d SINS and CONYUCT carnal desires”. Augustine rejects thıs

the grounds that ıf clearly contradıcts the experlience of all st1ans
Paul NCIUdE: In 1-13, Paul 15 speakıng about lıvıng under law, NOT

under STIACC Augustine refers the past tenses verbs in ese VEISCS, In
opposıtıon 118 the UNC which Stan! Out clearly, along ıth 1UTN-
ber of present tense verbs In VEISCS and following. Of COUTSC, ONEC
should fıght agamnst all evıl desıres. When they AIC fully Conquered,
they al exI1ist. In thıs respect Augustine’s 1e6W dıffers from
the 1e6W of the anıcheans who hought that both g0o0d and evıl
substance COUuU exX1Ist separately.

When Julıan objects, Augustine ANSWEeEeTS by noting that hıs CXC-

gESIS 15 neıther the fırst NOT the only 18 ake the of Romans In
hıs WdYy He CVCN claıms that ıt W das hıs readıng of COMMENLaATfOTS 1ıke
‘Hılary, Gregory, Ambrose, and the er holy and famous teachers
of the Church’?’>/ that forced hım 18 change hıs Op1ını0n.

Augustine 0€eSs NOT adduce quotations from theır works al thıs
place, but elsewhere he o0€es In C’ontra Iulianum 227 he quotes

“Il CONCOI1t le peche dont parle Saılnt-Paul peche actuel
consentI, ei 110  — Das le mMOouvemen spontane de la Concupiscence auquelle
resiste. Dans Ces condıtions 1’ıdee qu en Rom VIIL, 7-25, 1' Apötre parleraıt de
L’homme sub oratla, donc aussı de lu1-meme, pouvaıt Iu1 venIır l’esprit” DE
VEER, L’Exegese de Rom VII el AYEAN varıatıons, in 2 E} Parıs, 197/4, 71I0-778

“ Sed postea mehorıbus intellegentiorıbus Cess], uel potius 1DS1, quod
fatendum est uerıtatl, ut viderem in ıllıs Apostolı vocıbus gemitum SSC SancfLforum
Conftira carnales concupiscentias dımıcantıum. Quı1 CU) mente sınt spırıtuales, adhuc
tamen 1sSto corruptibıilı COTDOITC quod anımam (Wıs 16), recfe ıntellıguntur
SSC carnales, quı1a erun‘ el COTDOTEC spiırıtuales, quando semınatum anımale.,

L0) spirıtuale (ef: COr 15:44); el recie adhuc intellıguntur parte CapPp-
t1u1 sub lege peccatı, YJUaC desıder1o0rum, quıbus NONMN censentiunt, motibus sublacet”
( ontra Iulianum 6, 70 col 865-866 See Iso SAGE, Le peche originel dans
la pDeENSEE de saınt Augustin de 417 450, 1ın Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes 15
(1969)

“hınc factum est ut S1IC ista intellıgerem, quemadmodum intellexıt hılar-
1US, gregorIlus, ambros1ıius ei caeterI1 eccles1i1ae sanctı not1 YJUC doctores, quı el Ipsum
apostolum aduersus carnales cConcupıiscentlas qUas habere nolebat, ei amen habebat,
Strenue conflıxisse, eumdem YUUC conflıctum SUUMmM ıllıs Suls uerbiıs fulsse
senserunt ”. C’ontra Iulianum ‚2370 col 66
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Hılary, defensor ACerrımus of the CatANOol1c Church agaınst the
haeretict. In ıllary’'s Job Augustine reads that merıt
regaın the richness of the fırst creation 1C ost through the
devıl In am s offence We AIiCc purıfıed Dy the struggle ıth the pPaS-
S10NS warrıng in We cshould reJo1ce because ‘“üıf ere 15 W,
ere 18 victory” ® Iso Gregory refers the inner onflıct in hıis
polog1a e fuga SUGQ 2,91 “We AIC under attack wıthın ourselves from
(QUT OW VICEeS and pass1ıons, and AIC day and nıg oppressed Dy the
burnıng temptations of the body of thıs lowlıness and of the body of
death The law of SIN 16 15 in OUT members resists the law of the
spirit””.  »” 39 Ihe thırd PCISON Augustine refers 1S Ambrose who eaches
that the COFDUS MOFtTLS (Romans A23)) refers the Chrıstian Paul .“
Regardıng Romans 1:23.:18:20 Ambrose underlınes that urıng thıs
ıfetime humans Cevecn after baptısm ST1L experlience BVGH ıf
they er resistance them It 15 OUT duty 1{0 1g agamınst thıs flesh.“!
According Ambrose the ONa 1ta cshould be S1TuUate after thıs lıfe,
when the lex carnalıs longer OPDDOSCS the lex mentLiSs (Galatıans

17): when there 1S conflıct ıth the body of thıs ex (Romans
7:23) Who the ceter. Ecclesiae sanctı notique doctores ugus-
tine refers to‘? It that al eas Jerome should be understood.“
18 remarkably that throughout the Pelagıan CONLTOVETISY Augustine
refers only VC summarıly Jerome’s work because hıs authorıty
W as NOT approve by the Pelagıans. Apart from the influence the
above-mentioned authors ave had Augustıine, ıt 15 vıdent that
Augustine’s 11C  S interpretation of Romans alsSoO resulte irom hıs
OW rereadıng of the texLt

It 15 also urıng thıs per10' that Augustine 1S wrıting hıs
Retractationes On less than four OCCAaAS1ONSs he mentions hıs

See Contra Iulianum 227 (PL col 692) See this fext
DOIGNON, Corpora vıtiorum materıies. UYne formule-cle du SUr Job
Hılaıire de Poitiers, Inspire d’Origene el Fransmıs DAr Augustin Contra Iulinaum 2i
8273 1in Vigiliae Christianae (1981) 209-221

(JREGOR Y AZIANZUS, Oratıo apologetica 2,91 (PG 35,494) in Rufinus’
translatıon, Apologeticus O1 46,67-68) hıs text 18 quoted ın Augustine, Opus
imperfectum CONItra Iuliıanum 1,67 BA /71-7 Ihe translatıon 18 agaın
Teske’s

Ambrose, De Paenıtentia 1453 (SC 179, 62-64) 15 quoted by Augustine
in (/ontra Iuliaunum 25 (PL col 675) In Contra Iulıanum Zi5 Augustine
quotes Ser1es of from Ambrose, De paradıso, namely 1330 12.54: 12,60 and
1577

hıs text fIrom De Ssacramento regenerationis 1Ve de philosophia 1S
quoted by Augustine in ( ontra Iulianum 2:14 MI col 83-684)

De hono MOFtTLS 3,9 18 quoted Dy Augustine In C’ontra duas epistulas
pelagianorum 4,31 60. 567)

See BERROUARD, 0O 194
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change of opınıon. And each time he adapts ıt the context and COIMN-
tent of the partıcular work he 15 discussıng (cf. 123 1242 1.26:
and Whıle the Retractationes presented objective
CDOIT, ıt should not be read if ıt WeETITC otally removed from the
polemics of the Pelagıan CONLTOVETSY. De Veer apt1y remarks that, in
the mıddle of the CONtrOVerTSY, Augustine declares hıs 1ICc  S opınıon
be the only ONC that 15 really possıble (Contra Iulianum 6:23,70);
whereas, In the INOTE Tranquıl envıronment of the Retractationes, he
pr it sımply the INOTIC probable.““

Opus ımperfectum conitra Iulianum r  9 ugustine
dıstinguıshes dıfferent kınds of SINS order interpret Romans
He claıms that there three elements that cshould be dıstınguıished: (1)
SIN, (2) the penalty of SIN and (3) SIN that 15 ıtself also the punıshment of
SIN ugustine defines number OMNC above, 1.€.; d the domeg of
hat Justice orbıds and AS acts from 1C uman eINES free
abstaıln. TIhe SIN of Adam 15 the prime example of thıs ugustine
remarks that ere ar  $ of COUISC, evıl aCHONS which uman eINgSs do
and from 1C they free hold back, but ere 1S (1 who 15 4S
free as that fırst insofar A4S he Was "undamaged ”, 1L.E). In the SaIille

dS that In which he W as or1g1nally created by G0od order
explaın “the penalty of SIN  27 Augustine refers SINNers being for
theır Ccrımes being ormente Dy corporal punıshment. Romans
should be sıtuated In the thır: category: dS SIN that 15 ıtself the punısh-
ment of SIN Thıs sıtuatiıon 15 then elated 18 the *body of thıs death ” *>

At the end of the first book of Opus iımperfectum Augustine
refers agaın 18 the tradıtıon when he wonders whether Romans
should be understood referring SOMMNCONC who 15 ST1 under the
law the apostle hımself post-convers1on. According C ugus-
tine, Romans refers the evıl of CONCUpISCeENCE which eX1ISts In
the body of thıs eg] Ihe sıtuatiıon of the body of thıs ea dıd nNnot
yvel exıst in paradıse and ıll be removed al the end of times when
thıs corruptible body 11l ave putL Incorruptibıilıty. Here, ugus-
tine 15 In lıne ıth Ambrose he explıcıtly references Ambrose’s
Commentary the Gospel of Luke and hıs ost work, The Sacrament
of Rebirth Phıilosoph,y, which he also quotes In Contra Iuliıanum
2514 Was Ambrose’s convic'_tion that dam perished and that all
perıshed in him.“®©

1974, TFI10.77X%
DE VEER, L’Exegese de Rom VII el AYZAN varıatıons, in ; 2 E Parıs,

45 Opus imperfectum CONIra TIulianum 1,47 SEL 83,1 34-235

w
See Opus iımperfectum CONILFa Iulianum 1,48; 1743 and 1,99 CSEL
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Augustine also ODDOSCS Juhan’s interpretation of Romans
1425 For starters, Augustine claıms that Juhan’s interpretatiıon 1S

ıllogıical. One cannot EXpecCL Jew claım that he had the hope of
eing lıberated by ıt had een gıven through Jesus
Christ Augustine then quotes K and 17109 Nowhere 15 past

employed: the {ext reads faCiO NOT feci (v 15): ODEFOF nNnOoTt
SUM (v 17)% ASO noTt egl (v 19), quod olo NOT HNO  - quod

volo (v 19b) All these time stıpulatıons indıcate sıtuatıon that ST1
obtaıns Verses AA make mention of the ensi1on between the CON-
delectatio legi Dei secundum Interiorem hominem ell fo the
Oopposing law of SIN that 1s In OUT esh hıs VeErYy real oNg0o1ng ten-
S10N cshows Juhan’s interpretation of Romans 224 which would SCC
thıs referring the past, 18 be iımpossıble. In Augustine’s mınd,
such A interpretation also contaıns other dangers For example, ONE

m1g be empted thınk that the lıberatıon that has een provıde
by Christ al the forg1ı1veness of SIN hat thıs 15 NOL the CasSsec 15
PIOVCNO by the fact that also DIAY, part of the Our Father, nNnOoTt

be ead into temptatıon a  CW 611834 1S only ıth the
recognıtıion of the abıdıng ension between the inclıiınatıon owards
SIN the ONC hand and the inner delıght because of Law
the other that the endurıng for (as expressed In the
prayer) reCelves ıts full meanıng.

Fınally, ote that, althoug. Augustine usually interprets
Romans referring O human beings sub gratia, ere dIC

which leave the reader ıth the Impress1ion that Augustine 15
thınkıng of InNan who had NO yel een set free. For example, thıs

be the Casc In Opus iımperfectum 5,28 (see col
551 (ibid., and 532 (ibid., In book 5 the dıscussıon
revolves around the problem of the relatıonshıp between neCcessitas
and voluntas, IO0 accordıng Juhlıan. aTrc completely dıf-
ferent. Augustine Ca Romans FA and 9-2| in order
demonstrate that such 1e W 0€Ss NOt do Justice the experlence of
uman beings (5,28 contaıns clear reference fo au Wıthın them-
selves, human beings experlence that they ack the 18 do hat
they want Augustine that such human mMust ave ost hat-
GVr liıbertas (libertas perdita, ct. Y he m1g ave prevıously
had, that he needs and that he COUuU NOTt possıbly ave
vel een ..  sef Iree  27 Augustine insısts defending the 16 W that
human e1ng, long has NOT converted hım, 1S NOoTt
able do the g00d Dy of HIS OW He 1S ST1 subject
the W of hıs OW sınful desıres.

Opus imperfectum CONILFra Iulianum 1,6 7 COCSEL 831 T:
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oug Augustine, especılally In the Opus ıimperfectum, en
refers ese “Verses of powerlessness’, ıt should alsSOo be realızed
that, in spıte of thıs recogniıtion of inner 1sharmonYy ın human beings,
Augustine SCCS, In the intentional Orlentatıon towards the 200d,
eXpress1ion of OUT lıberty. It 15 irue that human beings arec longer in
possession of am s lihertas (cI: Rom S: (Jal 301 /3 Nev-
CiIess, the behever does, In SOTIILIC hold NIO relatıve yel
VC. real lıhertas: “lf they had freedom, they COUuU 187011 SVven ave
wılled that 1C 18 holy and rıghteous and g00d ”

In Su Cal SaYy that Augustine stressed the VEISCS of
Romans that CXDICSS ack of human simultaneouslLy ıth
the eed for ere. CI& CSD Romans 17:24) He 15 convınced that
NO  E er am s transgress10n, uman beings aAIc born under the
pena. necessIity of sınnıng which Saılnt Paul eferred ıIn Romans 7

necessity from 1C OMNC Can be sei free only by the of (GJ0d
through Jesus Christ OUTr ord (Romans 25)

Julian’s interpretation of Romans 14-25

ere 1S systematıc discussıon of Romans in the
extfant wrıtings of Julıan of Aeclanum As ulıan hınts In Florum,

Turbantıiıum COU ell ave contaıned al eas one.*? ulıan 0€Ss
NOT thınk that the Paul of thıs pPAasSsSasc 15 speakıng of hımself
Chrıstian Rather, he 15 speakıng behalf of the Jews Wwho, because
they yel identify themselves ıth hrıst, ST1 sub lege.””

“Sl nulla e1Is esset, 1d quod sanctum ef 1ustum el bonum esL, 1CC velle
potu1lssent ” "Dus imperfectum Q:11 col

Florum Opus imperfectum CONIFra Iulianum) B 68 SEL 8I, 1!
G

Turbantium fr (L 8Ö, 361 Contra Iulianum 3,61) and
irg 319-3720 Contra Iulianum 6,42); N8:8 RX 304-395 Juhan here defends d

interpretation which WAas followed by the majJorıty of the Fathers C” SCHELKE,
Paulus Lehrer der Väter, At the Sallıc time, interpretation In which the c13
refers aul do exıist INn early Christian lıterature (c£. 242-245) SCHELKE
correctly remarks that Jerome, ıke Augustine, defended both VIEWS. Augustine ICDU-
dıates the first interpretatiıon in favour of the second OMNC (See Retractationes
LA C also SCHELKE, 0 24 7-248) Regardıng the habıt f SINNING,
uhan’s interpretatiıon 15 VeETY sımılar the VIEW of Pelagıus. ıke Juhıan, Pelagıus
speaks of SOTITNCOMNC who 1$ longer capable of domg the g00d ° Hınc In PCISONA
1US homiınıs loquıtur quı legem acC1pıt, 1d est, quı prımum De1 mandatı congnoscıt,
CUu cConsuetudınem habeat delınquend1 . In epistulam ad OMANOS “Et 1am
quası inebriatus cConsuetudıne DeCCaLorum, 1gnOrT1 quıd fac10, quıd Nnım OPDCIOTL, NOMN

intellego ” (1d. 193 ” Ante consuetudınem CISO lıbens COO 1pse facıebam ”
° HEst voluntas, sed NON est effectus, qula carnalıs CcConsuetudo voluntatı resisted (id.
13 Non CRO, qula InvV1tus, sed consuetudo peccatı, QUaI amen necessitatem
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Julıan remaıns UPCH the possı1ıbılıty that Paul 1S referring hıs OW
STatus pr10r hıs conversion.>! According Julıan, the nCce
° FOor know that g00d 0o€es nOoTt wWwWe in II  9 that 1S, in flesh ”
(Romans 18) CONTTAadICTs (Galatıans Z M  > C I% 18 NOoTt who lıve, but
hrıst lıves in me  E& ıf OMNC interprets the referring the Chrıs-
t1an Paul.>?% In er words, Romans must be Ou oOSse who ave
efused hrıst'’s gifts And they ave probably efused them because
they thınk that they ave eed of them.°® ullan refuses belıeve
that there eX1Ists force wıthın human nature that compels uman
aCT agaınst hıs OW will.>* At the SAamnlec tiıme, he 0€Ss admıt that
habıt of sınnıng trap ONeC in lıfestyle that 1S VC. dıfficult
change that Julıan WOUuU ave explaıned Romans 15 nOot
in terms of the compellıng force of inborn CONCupIScCenCe but sımply
in terms of bad habits.° At thıs point, however, he a1lsSO introduces the
Caveaft that Paul has exaggerated the ULS consuetudinis.?° According
ulıan, orthodox Catholics ave always interpreted VEeISCS such
46415 and T1 wıthout dısparagıng uman nature They INaY ell
refer odıous WaY of lıfe, but they Canno refer inherently
COTTUpL and dysfunctional uman being.?’

What W ds plan in 91VvIng the Law? ulıan knows from
Romans that “the commandment 1s holy, Just and o00d” ere-
fore, (10d must NOT ave gıven the law ıth the intention that ıt WOU

worsening of uman nature Ihe Lawgıver nNniende: better
human beings and ShOwW them how O practice virtue. De facto Just
the opposıte OCccurred. In INnı y E} ıt that the law actually
worked in such WAYy help evıl become INOTC evıl.°® Elsewhere,
ulıan lınks Romans OF the Iaw 18 holy, and the COM-
mandment holy, Just, and 200d, hut In order that SIN mMLg he seen

SIN, ıt produces death AD hrough the 200d that SIN mLQ

Ipse mıhı paravı ” (1d. 7120) Ihe Latın texfi 18 edıted Dy OUTER, Pelagius’s
Exposıtion of Thırteen Epistles 9} SE Paul, vols 1_a Texts and Studies 9, 1-3, Cam-
rıdge, 7219 For Englısh translatıon and helpful introduction SCC
RUYN, Pelagius’s Commentary Paul’s Epistle the Romans, Oxford, 9923

51 Turbantium irg 307 .88 8S, 305 Contra Iulianum 3,64)
Turbantium irg 317 (1 88, 304 (’ontra Iulianum 6123413
Turbantium irg 319( 8 9 394 Contra Iulianum 6;72):; irg

3() E 88, 304-395 =( ontra Iulianum 6,/72)
Turhbantium irg 318 (1 88, 394 C’ontra Iulianum 6;71); SCC

also irg ({ XX 362 Contra Iuliıanum 3,65) and irg C 88, 363
(/ontra Iulıiıanum 2:30)

@& % Opus imperfectum CONLFra Iulianum 4,87
Turbantium irg 371 ( 88, 395 Contra Iuliıanum 6:23,73)
Florum Opus Imperfectum C’ontra Iulianum) 3,.178
Florum Opus Imperfectum Contra Iulianum) 2220



IHE VIL HAI NOT WILL 239

hecome sinful In PCXCess through the commandment” ıth Corinthi-
ans 15:55-56 “Where death 15 YOUF sting? ere 15 yOoUr Victory.
But the sting ofea A SIN, AAan the of SIN 15 the [aw. TOmM
thıs he concludes that 1S W  ’ then, IC yOUTr sting ODiaıne:
by the help of voluntary sınfulness in u  y 18 shown ave eeCn COIN-

quered and broken Dy the virtues of the al and Dy the CTIOWINS
of the faithful’ >?

In the Irs book of Florum, Julhan addresses the 1SSuUeSs of
reedom and Julıan that Romans DA o0€es NOoTt COIMN-

emn human nature Rather ıt sShows that the law of SIN in the
members 1S merely the detritus that has resulted from the bad habıt of
SINNING. In the ‘“ Miser erso° OMO, QULS Ilıhberabit de CO -

DOTE MOFtTLS hulus” (Romans 7:24); ulıan fınds eviıdence of the NCS-
atıve ımpact of SIN from 1Cc Call only be lıberated by hrıst
Our lıberatıon 111 only when gel Serl10ous Oou PTaCc-
tıcıng virtue .° In Julıan mınd, ıt 15 clear that ere Paul 1s addressing
the Jews who, CVCNMN er the Law had een g1ven, kept SINNINS.
COorpus mMortis hu1lus thus refers SIN, nNnOot the reated esh such.
Had ıt een the atter, Paul WOU ave spoken of MOS COrporI1s. hat
in order comprehend Julıan schema ONMNC mMust thınk ethıcally,
GVn in the instances where “natural” termınology 15 used, 1S made
clear In hıs eXeges1Ss of Coloss1ans 20 S5L “Mortificate membra UMCN-

Ira QUAE Sunl ferram, iımmundıtiam el auarıtiam, QUAdE est SIM-
ulacrorum SEerultus, propter qQUAE uenıt Ira De1 In fili0s incredulitatis,
In quibus el UOS alıqguando uUlueretLiSs In e ( Put ea YOUI
members 11& ATIC uDON eart fornıcatıon, impurıty, and avarıce,
1C 15 the worshıp of OlISs aCcCCount of 1C the aAaNSCI of (10d

upOoN the chıildren of unbelıef, whom YOU OC walked
when yYOU 1Vve' hem ) According Julıan., ıt 15 clear that
membra ere stands for DeCCAaAlLa. Moreover, 1S ıt NOTt obvıous that
Romans 15 ryıng tell that the COFDUS peccatı 1S eiıng
destroyed by the ul ultra NOn SEerUulaAamus peccato?®' TIhe call for
lıberatıon in Romans 1<YA refers SINS that ave een freely COM-
mıtted Verse 25 g1ves the ultımate solution the problem COChrist’s
grace.®

Florum Opus Imperfectum (/ontra Iulianum) 6,40 Ihe transla-
t10ns and quotations AICc agaln Teske’s (cf. n.9 SUpra).

CT. Florum Opus imperfectum CONIra Iuliıanum) 1,67 CSEL 85,1
61 Florum Opus imperfectum CONILFra Iulianum) 1,67 CSEL 85,1

Florum Opus imperfectum CONILFra Iulıanum) 167 SEL 85,1
68
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Julı1an then ackles Romans FD Nl another law ıIn
members, resisting the law of mınd and ıng captıve

under the law of SIN 1Q 15 ıIn members’”. According LO
Julıan, thıs refers the sıtuatiıon of NC recent CON-
ve Prior that recent vent; the CONVverTT had een “ sınner ”
1LE, he had een sed SinNınNg. hıs habıt Was 1ke second
nature that generated resistance when the 11C belıever egan
make better ethıcal choices. er all, ıt W ds only ONC chapter CaTlT-
her that Paul had wrıtten w |hat 5Sd y 15 only human aCCOUnNntT
of the weakness of the flesh ” KRomans 6:49) Clearly, thıs 15 not
Oou the created condıtıon, but about the VitLa. es 15 sed
speak fıguratively of SINS. In the Samne Paul laımed that they
had tormerly offered theır members in the servıce of uncleanness
and IN1quIity uUuDON IN1quIity. hıs ıdea 15 re-confirmed Dy Romans

“Cum CSSCHMUS INn DASSLONS pecCccatorum operaban-
tur  27 Obvıously Paul Was alıve when he these WworTrds: he
W ds ST1 In the pOSsess10N of body TIThe eXpress1ion ..  NO longer
being In the flesh ” then mMust refer the human eing who 15
longer lıving In sınful sıtuati1on. Cum ECESYSECMMUS In thus
refers SIN, nNnoTt the created substance ® Paul has condemned
morally evıl acts, but he has a(011 condemned the body; after all, ıt
1S somethıng God has created. Romans 1425 cshould not be SCCH

eıther dıscredıting human nature condemnatıon of desıire
such. It 1S sımply condemnatıon of iımmoral ee Julıan

thınks that thıs 1s the only interpretation that allows ON make
human 886 the actual locus for gul hat locus cCannoTt be eıther
marrl1age sexual intercourse 1C accordıing Julhlıan, belong

the natural order. They ave both een instituted Dy God In
word, Romans cCannot be sed crıt1que eıther sexual inter-
COUTLSE marrıage, Just ıt CAannoTt be sa1d fOo ave restricted
human Treedom ave Ooverpowered it 64

In De NUuptiLS el CONCUPLSCENTLIA Z Augustine reproaches
Julıan for havıng omıtted part of Augustine’s statement when he
quoted from Augustine’s De nNuptiLs et CONCUPLSCENFTIA ugus-
tine CVOCI thınks that Julıan m1g ave exc1ısed the phrase human
beings had NOoTt fırst sınned) In the body of that former hıfe, though
they Cannot 110 be concel1ved wıthout it In the body f thıs eath”
(See Romans [ ZE) PUTDOSC, ater, Julıan, In hıs Florum,
rebuts thıs charge bDy callıng Augustine har. Augustine NO admıts

63 Florum Opus imperfectum CONILFra Iulıanum) 1,69 SEL 85,1
7516

Florum Opus imperfectum CONIra Iulianum) L:#  D
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that the Om1ss1ıon W ds made by the ONC wh had summarızed the
Turbantıum for hım, but he adds “ld praetermisit IUa riıderetur
exspectala el prolata reSspOonsL0 ” (Contra Iul1ıanum ODUS imperfec-
tum 1,6 7 SEL 85,1 69) In Augustine s mınd, the ridiculous ele-
ment W as nNOL in Juhan’s eXegeESIS SGCIH In LOTLO Rather, the problem
lay in the fact that Juhian had laımed that unconverted Jew WOU
be lıkely claım that the of Christ WOU set hım free.

Conclusions and ına remarks

Ihe essentı1al dıfference between Augustine’s and Juhan’s
interpretatiıon les in the fact that Augustine aCCECPDIS the ıdea of
orıgınal SIN whereas Julıan explıcıtly rejects ıt Augustine STITESSES
the necessIity of9 Julıan the possı1bıilıties of human free all
Augustine works Out hıs interpretation [WO levels the eve of
the indıvıdual and the eve of the entirety of the human TACO As he

Romans Augustine demonstrates how the human
ıll has een atifecte by am s fall Augustine s observatıons

15 and sShow hat he when he discusses the loss of
the DUIC reedom of the ll (libertas). Julıan 0€Ss nNnoTt aCcCcept that
OUT 31l has een fundamentally changed because of am s fall
1ie Augustine’s 16 W mplıes the eed for 1mıted free all for
the continued existence of SIN, Julıan beheves that SIN Cal only
exIst ıf and when the all 1S fully free. Julıan Can only explaın the
experlience of moral incapacıty that 1S found iın Romans NCS-
atıve CONSCYUCNCC of Julıan let CeVCHn slıp the remark that the
apostle had exaggerated the VLS cConsuetudinıs. In Julhian’s efforts

attrıbute uoluntarıum each and sınful aCctT, he 1S forced
deny ownplay the lement of compulsıves that

obvıous in Paul describes hıs EXpereNCE of the irue nature
of

According the Augustıine, the SI’ of Romans 1s
both general sStatement applıcable all Christians <ubh gratia and
partıcular (and autobiographical stTatement applıcable 18 Paul
Augustine SUuppOTTS thıs ıth data gleaned from the actual experI1-
CC of Chrıstians. He also refers (Galatıans ıth ıts inner
ension between the CONCUPLSCENTIA CAaAFrNLS and the CONCUPILSCENKLIA
SDILFLEUS. Augustine also makes much of Paul’s choıice of the present
ense verbs forms in Romans 1E Fınally, ıt 1S durıng thıs
of the CONLTOVEISY that he admıts that the interpretation g1ven Dy
others in combınatıon ıth hıs OW 0ONg0OINZ tudıes had led hım
thıs 11ICW exeges1s. For Julhı1an ıf SUCS wıthout sayıng that the 6I’ In
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Romans refers humans sub lege Augustine W d> MNg
when he crıtiqued Juhan’s exeges1s inconsıstent insofar Jew
under the Law WOU nNnOot C Out that Chrıst’s WOU seit hım
free. Though Augustine offers hıs <ub gratia- interpretation ONMNC
that had een carefully consıdered, 1t should be sa1d that the bıshop
of 1ppo pushed Julıan m1 that these VCISCS Cal only
refer SOTITNCOMNC <ub gratia. Fınally it Must be admıtted that Julıan,
Just Augustine had done, COUuU marshal Chrıstian tradıtıon ıIn SUD-
DOTT of hıs 16 W

In Augustine’s 1e W it 15 the real-world, here-and-now, S1tu-
atıon of Chrıstians that hes behıind the reference “the body of
thıs deat (cf. Romans /:24) According 118 Julıan the COFDUS MO -
f1LS 1S NnOoTt elated OUT nature such but OUT sınful habıts, of
IC Canl be Tee by Christ, ıf ıll but appIYy ourselves and
OUT still-free W1 the practice of vırtue. Augustine e1eve that
humans ..  IN the body of thıs eath” WEIC S{T1 able struggle
agaınst theır sınful desıires. COUTSC, he also acknowledges that all
honest bellıevers NOW that aDSOlute siınlessness 1S ımpossı1ble in
thıs ıfe the Sallle tıme, he that thıs realızatıon ests

honest analysıs of ne’s  * OW post-lapsarıan possıbıilıties and
weaknesses, rather than INn ““pess1imistic ” 16 W of human
beings.

It 1S D1ty that Augustine and Julıan WEeTIC en “speakıng
theır OW languages” and COUu INaNASC completely
into each other WaYy of thınkıng. Augustine Was partıcularly een

defend Christ’s9 111e Julhıan W ds cConcerned DICSCIVC the
thıcal call inherent in eing genuılne iscıple of Chrıiıst What
Augustine faıled SCC W as that Julı1an also had apprec1atıon for
Chrıist’s that Was bıt ımportan hım moralıty and
ethıcs WEeTC Augustine.®

arleen VERSCHOREN

65 would lıke thank prof. dr. Lamberıgts for hıis critical remarks and
useful suggest1ons and grateful drs Yates for proofreadıng thıs text


