
AUGUSTINE THE
CHRIST AND TEMPTATION

In the Aquımnas Lecture for 1999 arılyn cCord ams
addressed the question of hat SO  A of human naftfure the Word of (G0d
assumed in the incarnatıon accordıng Varıo0us medieval hınkers
Given the Chalcedonıian definıtion, ONe m1g SUDDOSC that there
WOUuU nNnOoTt be much dıfference the VIEeEWS of subsequent ortho-
dox Chrıistian thinkers.! She, however, examıned the understandıng of
Chrıst’s human nature In S1X theolog1ans of the 1ddle Ages, namely,
Anselm, efier Lombard, Bonaventure, Aquınas, SCcotus, and Martın
Luther, and cshowed that theır conceptions of the human nafture of
Chriıst IIC consıderably and In interesting WAaYyS that had 1gn111-
cant impact how they understood the role of T1S hıs study
11l z Augustine of Hıppo example of another thınker ıth
interestingl1y dıfferent conception of the uman nature assumed Dy
Chrıst OT, INOTC precıisely, thıs study ll examıne [WO aSpecCts of
Augustine s 16 W of Chrıst’'s human nature 1C. belıeve, ave
interesting implicatiıons for OUT understandıng of hrıst’'s role in OUT

redemption and salvatıon and MO for OUT imıtatıon, especlally
In endurıng temptatıon.

No OMNC who aCCepPLISs the Gospels Can denYy that Christ W ds

empted Hıs fast for forty days and subsequent temptatıon by the
ev1 presented ın all Tee of the synoptic Gospels, and ugus-
tine clearly recognized thıs and held that Chriıst’s temptations WEIC

teach us how dIC respond temptatıon. He saıd, for
example, ın homily the Gospel of John that 6‘he W as empted,
but NOT in danger, In order that he m1g eaCc yYOUu who AIC. ıIn dan-
SCI hOow rCDIY the tempter and how nOoTt follow the tempfter,
but CSCaADC from the danger of temptation. ””“ But he 210 laımed
that Christ WOU NOTL ave een empted iT he had NOoTt wılled be
‘6For’ 27 Augustine SdY5, “he also deigned be empted by the
eVvil,; Dy whom he, of COUITSC, WOU NOT ave een empted ıf he
dıd NOT 111 be, Just d5, ıf he dıd NOT all l  E he WOU nNnOoTt ave
SuITere and he replıed the ev1 hat YOU 0Ug reply hım

Marılyn McCord ams, What Sort of Human Nature ? Medieval Philosophy
and the Systematics of Chrıistology. Ihe Aquınas Lecture, 999 (Mılwaukee: Mar-
quelte Unıiversıty Press, Adams riefly mentions Augustine s interpretation of
the words of Psalm 24 which drew attention the topıc of thıs

“Et Jle quıdem 6st, sed NON perichtatus; ut doceret In tentatıone PCI-
ichtantem tentatorı respondere, el pOStL tentatorem NON ıre, sed de periculo tentatıon1ıs
exIire ” (In Iohannıs evangelium IracLialius 5 C C 3 E} 44 7)
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in temptations. ”> Augustine SCECS the trıple temptatıon of Christ Dy
the eVv1i exemplıfyıng SOTT of temptatıon that human
eing Call face. Speakıng of the trıple SIN of John, Augustine SaYyS,
“These AdIiIC three, and yYOUu fınd nothıing by 16 human cupıdıty
Call be empted eXCEDL the desıire of the esh the desıre of the
CYCS the ambıtıion of the WOT. Ihrough ese three the ord
W as empted Dy the devil.  ”4 ımılarly, in homily salm 30,
Augustine interprets the Psalmıiıst words, \ MO 111 ead Ouf
of the they ave hıdden for me,  27 referring the sufferiıng
of hrıs and the 61 the eVvV1 lays for human
eing Of that SNAaTrc he SdayS that the evı ..  put In the CI1OT
and C1IT1OT Dy 3 ı B he entices, eITOT Dy ; T he breaks and
snatches. ose the OOT of cupıdıty agaınst CIIOTL, close the OOT of
fear agaınst IT  9 and YOU 111 be led ouf of the SI1aIc Y our COIMN-

mander, who de1gned CVCIl be empted YOUI aCCOUNLT, revealed
In hımself example of such Hheht.? Clearly Augustine hought
that COChrıist’s temptations Dy the eV1 WEIC be lesson for
Chrıstians 1ın Tacıng and Overcomıng temptatıon.

There AIC, however, In ugustine lımıtatıons the extfent to
which hrıs Was empted For example, the bıshop of 1ppO
ırectly C1Ite': Heh 4° 13 1c SaVYS, ° For do NOT ave hıgh
prıes who sympathıze ıth OUT weaknesses, but ONC empted
in everythıng 1ıke u but wıthout SIN Wıth confidence, therefore, let

approac the throne of in order that INaYy obtaın
and fınd in tımely elp  797 Ihe author of the Letter the
Hebrews approac ıth confıdence the throne of in
order obtaın and fınd In help, precıisely
because ave hıgh priest who cShow compassıon OWATr:| OUuT
weaknesses and who W ds$s empted In all thıngs lıke u  9 but W ds ıth-
Out SIN Augustine, however, alludes ıt thıs DASSasıc only fıve times,
always whıiıle quoting Ambrose of Mılan authorıty agamınst the
elagıans In order cshow that Ambrose held the doctrine of or1g1nal

“ Nam ei entarı dıgnatus est dıabolo, qUuUO utique S1 nollet 1910)81 tentare(tur,
quemadmodum S1 nollet NON pateretur: respondıt dıabolo, YUaC In tentatiıon-
ıbus debeas respondere. (Ibıd.)

“"'I'tıa Sunt ista, nıhıl iInven1s unde cupıdıtas humana, n1ısS1 aut des1ıde-
M0 Carnıs, aut des1ider10 oculorum, aut ambıtıone saeculı. Per ista trıa est
OMI1INUS dıabolo” (In Johannıs epistulam Z 3 E}

° Posult in muscıpula CITOTICIN ef terTrorem CITOTITCEIN YUO ıllıcıat, terrorem YUO
irangat, el raplat. Iu claude Januam cupıdıtatıs COonftra CITOTICH, claude jJanuam
t1morIs CONnTira terrorem. el educerI1s de muscıpula. HujJusmodı PURNAaC eXxemplum 1pse
bı Imperator [UUS, quı propter et1am tentarı dıgnatus est, ın demonstravıt ”
(Enarratıiones INn Psalmos AÄAÄX, Enarratıo 2 Sermo I 10 ( 4: 38, 98)
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sın.© ach time he quotes the ate bıshop of ılan words from hıs
longer exfant cCommentary Isa1ah Ambrose had sald:
I he W as empted In all thıngs, and In the lıkeness of human

beings he endured all thıngs, but ONC born of the pırıt, he held
back from SIN For 'every human eıng 15 har (Ps and
OMNC 1S wıthout SIN eXcept the OMNC G0d It remaıned true, then, that
from INan and 9 that 1S, through that unıon of bodies,
OIMNC 1Ss oun 18 be free of SIN But he who 1S free of SIN 1S also free
from thıs So  { of conception. ”” The allusıon Heb _D 1le clear
enough and noted by the edıtors of 15 ar the 0Ca po1ın of the
quotatıion.

When,9Augustine 00 al certaın specıfic instances
In which T1IS WAas, it WOU SCCIN, empted, he vırtually TEIMMOVES
hım from aAIly fo temptatıon. In the body of thıs ll
look al [WO instances of thıs procedure, IC throw interesting 1g
uDON the SO  x of human nature that T1S assumed and, belıeve,
ralse SOTINC quest1ons oOu whether the bıshop of 1ppoO accepte: in
1fs ıteral the claım that OUT hıgh prıes W as empted 1ke in
all thıngs, 1le remamnıng wıthout SIN

TIhe Temptation to Despair ın the Face of ea

In speakıng of the fear of eal arl Rahner saıd that Hrıs-
tı1an needs NOL face ea lıke O1C OT 1ıke Socrates, but INnaYy “ami1:
tate Jesus In the (Jarden of Olıves OT PIay he dıd the
'God, God, why ave YOU abandoned me ‘?’ and then add, NIO
YOUI an cCOommend Sspirıt, absolutely incomprehensıble
G0d 28 hat 1S, in the face of eag| TIStan m1g acknowledge
desperate fear and yel also confidently entrust hımself the an of

Augustine quotes Ambrose’s Exposıitio INn Isaıam prophetam, ork that 15
longer extant, in De gratia Christi el de DeCCAaALO orıginalı 1, 41, 417, In De nNuptiLS el
CONCUPLSCENLFLA 1, 336 40, and IL, 57 1 E in Contra Julianum L, 4, E and ın Opus
ımperfectum CONIFra Julianum 1 106,

° Item iıdem ıpse Cu exponeretl Isa1am prophetam loquens de Christo ‘Ideo,’
Inquıit, et quası homo DCI unıversa est, ef In sıiımılıtudıne homınum Cuncia
sustinult: sed quası de Spirıtu NnNatus abstinult peCccalo. Ommnıs Nnım OMO mendax
(Ps ef NECINO sıne DeCCALO, n1ısı unNus Deus. Servatum est 1g1ıtur, uft VITO l
mulıere, 1d esLT, PDCI iıllam COTDOTUM Commi1xXxtionem, CINO vıdeatur CAPDCIS SSC delict.
Quı1 autem CAPCIS est delıct1. CAÄDCIS est et1am hujJusmodı conception1s ” (De DEeCCALO
orıginalı IL, 41, 41, 410)

arl ner, Karl Rahner In Dialogue: Conversations and Interviews 7965-
1982, ed aul Imhof and Hubert Bıallowons. {r. Harvey Egan (New ork ('ross-
road, E
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God, Christ dıd in confronting hıs ea But ıf Christ the
1S be MO for Chrıistians in the face of eal Christ had 5Sd Y
oOSsSe words from salm A expression of hıs OW fear and feel-
ng of abandonment ın the face of e9] Augustine, however, claıms
that Christ's words the C €$My God, God, why ave yYOUu
abandoned me ‘?” (Mt dıd NOT CXPTCSS Christ’'s OW. personal
fear and feelıng of abandonment Dy God Rather, he claıms that
hrıs spoke those words in the PCISON of hıs body, the Church In
both hıs Enarratıiıones INn Psalmos and De gratia Novı Testamenti,
1C dIC the only [WO of hıs writings In which he COMMENTIS xtien-

sıvely the alm, Augustine places Christ’s expression of aban-
donment In the mouth of the Church

In the Enarrationes In Psalmos he asks, ° What dıd the ord
intend say? er all, God had NOL abandoned hım SINCE he hımself
W as God ertamly, the Son of (G0d 15 God; certamly, the Word of
(G0d 15 God?? In confirmatıon that he 1s God, Augustine appeals
the words of John’s rologue and SaYy5S, ‘And SINCEe God, the Word,
became flesh, he hung upDON the and saıd, God, God,
ook al Why ave yYOUu abandoned me ? (Ps 74 2)10 But uguS-
tine SC ask why he saıld thıs .. 0€Ss he Sa y thıs ıf nof
because WEeEeTIC er®e, if nNnOoTt because the Church 15 the body of
Christ. ””} dıd he 5Sd y thıs 6$1f NOoTt somehow make attentive,
sayıng "Ihıs salm Was wrıtten [8101 me  ’ Augustine NOTL

thınk that the incarnate Word COU ave addressed the words of
the salm G0od the Father

But the salm continues: ° Far from salvatıon AICc the
words of S1ins ” (Ps 21 52) Augustine asks, “Whiıch SIns? For ıt
W as sa1d of hım., He dıd NnOoTt commıt SIN, 1910)8 W as deceıt found In hıs
mouth ” Pt 2:22).E Hence, Augustine asks, ° HOW could Chriıst
ave saıd, SINS,’ eXCEDL because he for OUT SINS and made
OUT SINS hıs SINS In order that he m1g make hıs rıghteousness OUT

voluıt dicere Dominus? Non nNnım derel1ıquerat ıllum Deus, CU) ıpse
esse! Deus:;: utique Fılıus De1 Deus, utique Verbum De1l Deus” (Enarrationes INn
Psalmos AAI, enarratıo 2’ (A4. 38, 123)

“ Hr C Verbum eus factum esse‘ Car pendebat in CIUCC, el diıcebat: eus
INCUS, eus INCUS, respice QUATC dereliquıisti? ” (Ibıd.)

11 ..  Quare dıcıtur. n1ıs1 qula NOS ıbı CTAMMUS, n1ısı qula L0)  u Christı FEcclesia”
(Ibıd

““Utquı1d dıxıt, eus INCUS, Deus INCUS, respice QUAaTC derel1quıisti”? Nn1ıS1
quodammodo intentos 11055 facıens ei dıcens., Psalmus ste de scr1ptus est‘?”
(Ibıd.)

“ Quorum delıctorum., de qUO dıctum est Quı1 non fecıt, Hi inven-
(UuSs est dolus in OIC ejJus? ” (Ibıd.)
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righteousness. ”'“ Siınce Chrıist hımself had SINS, he must al eas
the assumption that the whole salm Was about hım ave saıd,

“My SINS, ’ In the DECISON of the Church And in the Samnle WAaY, he
saıd, .. My God, God, why ave yOUu abandoned me ? ” nNOTt ın hıs
OW PCISON, SInNCEe he W as (G0d and COU NOT abandon hımself, but in
the PCISON of the Church But In that Casc Chriıst the INan the
W as NOT empted Dy oughts of abandonment In the face of ca
er human beings m1g be empted hat 1S, he 15 NOoTt himself
SOTNCOIIIC who 1S able sympathıze ıth OUT weaknesses because he
experienced them, althoug he W as instructing hOow might
behave

Augustine 15 sımply applyıng the words of Chrıst the
the 1rs rule of Tycon1us, “C()n the ord and h1s Body, ”

ı© the bıshop had OUnN! in the ONnatıs exegele S Liber Regu-
larum.! Augustine incorporated Iyconıuus’ rules iın hıis OW

work bıblıcal interpretatıon, De doctrina Christiana 1L, 30, 47-
36; He i1llustrates the fırst rule ıth from Isa1ah “He
placed brıdegroom and adorned ıth
jewels wıfe  27 (Is Augustine SdaYyS, °“ One PCISON, er
all, 1S speakıng.... and yel ıt 1S of COUISC NCCCSSaAL Y understand
whiıich of ese [WO Statements belongs the head and which the
body, that 1S, Chrıst and the Church.”!/ Sımilarly Iyconıus
interprets the STON: ewn from the mountaın ın Dan TT refer-
nng inıtially Chrıst the head, but then hıs body when ıt fılls
the ole WOT

In Letter 140, which 15 also ın the Retractationes called
work, namely, De gratia Novı Testamenti,'® Augustine SCS salm
21 framework fOor structurıng hıs 18 the fıve quest10ns
pose for hım by hıs frıend and former Manıchee, Honoratus,'? for
whom he had earher wrıtten De utilitate credendıt. The 1IrsS of Hon-

‘“ Quomodo CI£O dıicıt delıctorum n1ıS1 qula DIO dehetis nOostrıs 1pse
precatur, ef delicta nOostra SUua delıcta fecıt, ut Justitiam SU amı NOsStram Justitiam fac-
eret‘” 59 (Ibıd.)

See The 0o0k of Rules of I yconıus, ed Burkıitt Cambrıdge Universıty
Press, 1894:; TCDT. Nendeln, Liechtenstein: KrTaus,

See Augustine: De Doctrina Christiana, ed ıth introduction, translatıon,
and NOTtfes by Green, ()xford Early Christian Texts Oxford ('larendon Press,

Augustine, De doctrina Christiana HL 34 CL SZ 104
1 X Augustine, Retractationes IL, C} 3r*

In Opus imperfectum CONIFra Julianum V’ 26 45, 1464, Juhan
confirm that the Manıchean Honoratus W as the Samle CrSoN the Honoratus wıth
hom Augustine later corresponded.
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oratus’ fıve quest10ns as hat the words of the Lord, “My God,
God, why ave yYOU abandoned me ? >> meant.?29 Turning ese

words, Augustine SaYyS, Hence, Christ the INan and the Same

Chriıst God, Dy whose mMoOSst mercıful umanıty and in whose form
of servant 0Ug learn hat cshould SCOTM in thıs ıfe and
hat cshould hope for in the next, took iın hıs Passıon... the
voılce of OUT weakness.. sald, “God, God, why ave YOU aban-
one: me ?” (Ps 2Q Since Honoratus had as Ou the
meanıng of ese words, Augustine begıns explanatıon of the
ole salm in order dıstiınguıish the of the New esta-
ment from that of the Old

Christ’'s words the C  E Augustine explaıns, ShOW that the
salm W as prophecy [0101 hım that understan‘ °hOW the

of the New 1estament dıd nNOoTL unmentioned CVCN al that time
when it W as veıled in the Old. 7’22 Augustine SaVYsS that the salm SayS
..  in the PCISON of hrıst hat belongs the form of the servant in
1C he ore OUT weakness.  2»”23 Augustine s words eed be read
ıth Calr for he dıstinguıshes the PCISON of Chrıst, the form of the
SETIV  E} and OUT weakness. He Say>S that TIS saı1d the words of the
salm ..  1n the volce of OUT weakness, ” and adds that Paul also prayed
ıth that VOol1ce when hıs praycr Was nOoTt heard and he Was in SOINC

abandoned ° In the Vvolce of thıs weakness of OUIS, which OUT

head transferred hımself, there 1Ss saıld in the salm, God,
God, why ave yYOUu abandoned me ?’ He 1S, of COUTSC, abandoned in

3324PrayciI insofar he 15 not heard
Up thıs pomt ıt 15 nOot perfectly clear whose VOICe ıt 15 that

speaks these words. But Augustine continues, ° Jesus ansierre thıs
VOlce hımself, namely, the volce of hıs body, that 1S, of hıs Church,
which needs be eformed from the old uman being Into the NCW, the
VOI1CEe, namely, of hıs uman weakness, which the g00ds of the Old

See Augustine, Epistula 140, 17 CSEL 156
21 ° Proinde homo Chrıstus demque eus Chrıstus, CUJUS misericordissıma

humanıtate, ın CUJUS forma servılı discere deberemus quıd In hac vıta contem-
nendum, el quıd In alıa sperandum essetT, In 1psa passıone.. suscepit infırm1-
tatıs nOstrae el dixıt Deus INCUS, eus INCUS, ut quıd dereliquisti? ” (Epistula
140, 59 CSEL 449 65)

““Quemadmodum gratia Testamenti Novı NC tempore tacebatur, quando In
etere velabatur ” (Epistula 140, 6‚ 15 CSEL 44’ 166)

“ Tdicıtur nım PCISONA Christi, quod ad formam ServVı attınet, in Qua porta-
batur NOSsTITrTa infirmiıtas ” (Ibıd.)

“EX 0,& CISO huJus infırmıtatıs nOstirae, qUam In transfiguravıt 1NOS-

LTU: dicıtur in hOocC psalmo, Deus INCUS, eus INCUS, respice In II u
dereliquısti? In quıppe derelınquıtur deprecans, ın quUO NON exaudıtur ” (Ibıd.)
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Testament had be denıed in order that ıt WOU learn desıire and
hope for the g0o0ds of the New. 7’25 Among the g00ds of the old uman
being the continuation of the present ıfe 15 chlef. these words Dy
hıch the uman day and the length of thıs ıfe desıired words of
SINS and far from that salvatıon of 1C do NOoTt POSSCSS the real-
Ity, but for 2C do eady DOSSCSS the hope.  22726 Augustine
explaıns that immediately after the words, “My God, God, why
ave YOU abDandone: me? 5 > the salm adds “Fa_r from salvatıon
the words of SINS  29 (Ps D OIC thıs 1991% °“"These

977words of SINS, and they far from that salvatıon of mMıne
But the words COU. also be grouped another WaY that they SaYy
° ave yYOU abDandone: far from salvatıon ?’ ASs ıf Sa y

abandonıng IM  9 that 1S, by NOotLt hearıng YOUu ave become far
from salvatıon, that 1S, from the present salvatıon of thıs lıfe,’ that
the other 18 Ihe words of SINS, that IsS: ese words spoke,

928words of SINS because they the words of carnal desıires.
At thıs pomt Augustine makes ıt clear that ese dIC the words

of the Church i ®  st SayS these words in the PDCISON of hıs body,
1C 1Ss the Church He Sa y > these words in the PCTSON of the weak-
N of SINIU flesh, which he transferred that ıkeness of sınful
flesh, 1C he assumed from the Virgin.  »”29 Here agaın ıt 15 ımportant

SCC the dıstiınction Augustine makes between sınful flesh, the
weakness of which hrıst saıd these words, and the lıkeness of sınful
flesh, IC hrıst assumed from the ırgın He continues, “He
spe ese words In the PCISON of hıs SPOUSC, because he has unıted
her hımself in SOTINC way  2230 Augustine cıtes Is 61 10, 1C he had

° Hanc In transfiguravıt Jesus, sciılicet COrporIs SUl, hoc est
Eccles1i1ae SUac veitfere homiıne in VU reformandae: scılıcet infırmıiıtatıs
SUAaC humanae, Cu1l deneganda fuerant bona VeterI1is estament!, ut bona Novı Testa-
ment1 ar SPCITATC jam diısceret ”

haec verba, quıbus humanus dies ei vıtae huJus prolıxıitas cConcupIiscıtur,
verba sSsunt delıctorum, ei onge Sunt ab salute CUJUS nondum remM, sed ]Jam SPCIN
gerımus ”

° Haec verba delıctorum Sunt, ef onge ab illa salute INCca sunt  27 (Ep1S-
tula 140, 6, E SEL 44’ 64)

‘““Quare dereliquistı onge salute mea®? dıceret, Relinquendo IN
hOocC est; NON exaudıendo, longe factus salute INCAa, praesentI scılıcet salute
huJjus vıtae: ut alıus SCHNSUS sıt, verba delıctorumn1d est.; ista QuUaC d1x1, verba
Sunt delıctorum INCOTUM., quıa verba Sunt carnalıum desıderiorum ; (Epistula 140, 6,

SEL 44, 6-7)
‘ Haec PCISONA SUu1 COTrpOTrIS Chrıstus dıcıt, quod est Ecclesia 2eC PCI-

0)881 dicıt infırmıtatıs arnıs peccatı, QUaI transfıguraVvıt in Cal QUaM sumpsıt
Vırgıine, sımılıtudınem arnıs peccatı ” (Epistula 140, 6, 18 CSEL 447 168)

“ Haec Sponsus PCISONA SPONSAC loquitur, quıa unıvıt <1bı quodam
modo’” (Ibıd.)
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sed in De doctrina chrıstiana exemplıfy Tyconus’ 1IrS rule, and
apphıes them hat Paul saı1d 10101 T1IS and the Church In Eph

As f hıs readers m1g balk al thıs interpretation, Augustine
asks, ..  V then, do dısdaın hear the volce of the body from the
lıps of the ea TIhe Church suffered ın hım when he SuTiere‘ for the
Church, Just he suffered the Church when the Church SUTITIere for
hım For, Just dS heard the volce of the Church suffering In hrıst
‘God, God, 00 and 0) also heard the volce of hrıst
suffering In the Church aul, Saul, why YOU persecuting me?
Augustine SCS hıs doectrine of the whole hrıst (totus Chrıstus), both
head and body, In order ICHIOVC the C of abandonmen the

from the PCISON of hrıst the head and appIYy it hrıst the
body, that 1S, the Church Ihus the hrıst hımself dıd not

experience oughts of abandonment Dy God, but sımply applıed
hımself the words of hıs body, the Church

Christ and Sexual Temptation
In the fourth book of Julıan of Eclanum’s Florum ugus-

tine read quıte hıs surprıse that ulıan had accused hım of rev1ving
the heresy of the Apollinarists.“ Augustine had rıght be surprised
SIncCe he W as wrıting hıs reDLY Julhı1an Florum, the huge Opus
imperfectum CONIFra Iulianum, al the Samnle time that he W as wrıting for
Quodvultdeus, deacon and the future bıshop of Carthage, De haere-
SIDUS, in which he, of COUTSC, ea ıth Apollınarısm, ıstıng it the
fiıfty-Iifth of the eıghty-eıght heresies that had arısen SInNCe the comıng
of Christ.° Augustine W ds ell nformed about hat Apollinarıs of

31 ““Qui1d CI SO dedıgnamur audıre COorporI1s OTIC capıtıs? Ecclesia in 1110
patıebatur, quando DIO Eccles1ı1a patıebatur: sicut et1am in Eccles1ı1a patıebatur 1pSe,
quando PTO 1110 Eccles1ia patiıebatur. Nam sıcut audıyımus Eccles1iae in Chrısto
patıentis, Deus, eus INCUS, respice, 7 A SIC et1am audıyımus Christı In Cclie-
S1a patıent1s, Saule, Saule, quı1d persequer1Ss ” (Epistula 140, 6, SEL 443

37 See Opus imperfectum CONIra Iulianum } 45, 365 Apollıinarıs of
Laodıcea W as prominent theologıan, exegele, polemuicıst, and INan of etters In the

CeNTUTY. He broke AWaY irom the Church ın 475 See Augustine, De haeresibus
55 (X1 46, 325° fOor Englısh translatıon SCn Heresies in Arıanısm and Other
Heresties (Hyde Park, New City Press, Or SCC Charles Kannengleser,

Apollınarıs of Laodicea, Apollinarısm, ’ın The Encyclopedia of the Early Church,
vols (New ork (Q)xford Universıty Press, I’ 58-59

See Epıistula 224, SEL 534 452 In which Augustine explaıns that he 1$
wrıiting hıs Juhan’s Florum and wrıting hıs Retractationes, but wiıll,
nonetheless, begın De haeresibus for Quodvultdeus.
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Laodıcea held accordıng the best SOUTCECS avaılable hım, namely,
the Anacephalaiosts attrıbuted Epıphanı1us of Salamıs and the
Dıversarum haeresion lıher of Phiılaster of Brescı1ı

The aCccusatıon that ulılan brought agamst Augustine of reVIV-
ıng the heresy of the Apollinarısts ınıtially tunned Augustıine, but the
ensumg debate Key for openıng the [WO quıte dıfferent
VIEWS of the umanıty assumed by the Word accordıng the [WO
bıshops, especılally ıth relatıon 18 Chrıst’'s experlienciıng sexual
temptatıon. oth of them held that Chriıst, the Son of God, assumed
ITUu: human nature, lıke UTS in all thıngs SAaVC SIN But the nature that
15 assumed accordıng Julıan and the nature that hrıst assumed
accordıng Augustine SCCI1I] quıte dıfferent and ave quıte dıfferent
implıcatıons, 18(0)1 merely for the masculınıty of Jesus, but also for hıs
abılıty function model, especılally for male chastıty. Hence, the
dıfference between Augustine s 1e W of the human nature of hrıst
and that of ullan 15 NOT merely speculatıvely interesting, though
somewhat indelıcate in the discussıon of the body of the SAaVI1OT
which ıt ea It 15 also practically of interest in terms of Christ’s
eing MO of chastıty, because, ıf Augustine 1S COITECL, then Jesus

experienced the SO  x of sexual arousal and temptations that
other inen experi1ence and ıth which they ave struggle 1 they

remaın chaste
In the fourth book of Florum Julıan Warns h1s reader agaınst

the eachıng of Augustine.”” He Says Augustine, ‘SI WAd the reader,
then, be fully alert al thıs poimnt, for he 11l SE that YOU revıive the
heresy of the Apollınarısts ıth addıtiıon from Manıi, ’’° Julıan SOCS

{O explaın hat Apollınarıs held, namely, that he ..  185 sa1d ave
1IrsS introduced such incarnatıon of Chriıst that he saı1d that he
assumed from the uman substance only the body, ıle the e1ıty
ıtself took the place of the soul. Chrıst WOU SCCIHN (0 ave assumed,

Epıphanıus (315-40 bıshop of Salamıs Cyprus, wrTrote large ork
heresies called Panarıon, “medicine chest” of antıdotes for heresy. Augustine
knew only the Anacephalaiosis, which he took be ork of Epıiphanıus, though
cholars NO claım that the ork Was produced Dy SOTNCONMNC else Phılaster of TeSs-
C1a wrTrTote hıs Dıversarum heresion lıhber between 38() and 390 For Phılaster’s work.
SE en 9, 207-324

Juhan’s ork 15 extfant only in the Opus imperfectum, though because of the
bıtterness that had arısen VeCT Augustine’s havıngz allegedly m1squoted Juhan in De
NUptLS el Concupiscentia, it certaın that Augustine quoted the whole of the fiırst
S1X books of Florum. Ihe last [WO 00 of the work lost, SINCEe Augustine
diıed before respondıing them

°“ Hıc 1gıtur ut adsıt {OTLO anımo lector, admoneo: videbiıt Nnım Apollınarıstarum
haeresim, sed CUuU Manıchael DCI adjectione repararı ” (Op ImMD I 49 45,



240

nOot INan, but the cadaver of man. >7 Thıs tirst posıtıon of Apollı-
narıs WäSs, ulıan9 quıickly and easıly efuted by the words of the
ord “I ave ıt in lay OoOWN soul, and ave ıt In

18 a  q} ıt agaln ” (Jn 18) But Apollınarıs "thought
somethıng else which might g1ve bırth thıs heresy of hıs, IC

lasts the present, and he saıd that ere Was indeed uman soul
In Christ, but that he dıd nNOoT ave SCHNSCS of the body, and he
declared that he Was unable 18 suffer Sins.  ””38

Augustine appeals the book that Epıphan1ius Öf yprus WTOLTLEe
heresies and repOTTS hat the book contaıned, namely, that SOTIINC

Apollınarısts held that hrıst’s “body Was consubstantıal ıth the
dıvinıty,  7 ıle others “denı1ed that he assumed uman soul, ” and
ST1 others taught that 6‘he dıd NOoTt AdSSUTIEC flesh from created flesh,
that 1S, of Mary, but that the Word became Mesh, - and ST1 ater SOTIINC
laımed that °“ he dıd NOoTt AdSSUTle mind.  2280 Augustine Ins1sts, “I ave

read, EXCEDL In YOUI book, YOUI claım that the Apollinarısts held
that hrıst dıd NOTL ave the SCI1ISCS5 of the body and W as incapable of
suffering, 1OT ave VGL heard ıt from anyone.  ”42

Cıprıanı has in recent study examıned the character
of the Apollınarısm ıth 16 Juhan charges Augustine and has
pointed ıts SOUTCECS ın the antı-Apollinarısm of the wrıtings of
eoOdore of Mopsuestia.““ Cıprıanı that Apollınarıs hımself

Apollınarıs quıppe prımo talem incarnatıonem Christı indux1isse fertur,
diceret solum O!  u de humana substantıa assumptum vider]1, PIO anıma CIO 1psam
fulsse deıtatem: stusque 1ONMN hominem, sed cadaver videretur homiınıs SUuS-

cepıisse ” (Ibıd.)
“ Excogıtavıt aul unde eJus haeresı1s, QUAaC perdurat hactenus, nascere([ur; el

dixıit, anımam quıdem humanam in SIO fulsse, sed SCIHIISUS In COTrpOTIS NON
fu1lsse, iımpassıbılem Cu) pronuntiavıt un1ıvers1ıs exstitisse peccatıs ” (Ibid.)

For the Anacephaliosis, SCC Epiphanius Panarıon Haeres. [-5935, ed oll
(Leıipzıg: Hınriıchs’she Buchhandlung, 234-237, Epiphanıus Panarıon
Haeres. 34-64, ed oll and Dummer (Berlın: Akademıe Verlag, 1-4,
211-214, and Epiphanius II Panarıon Haeres. 65-80, ed oll and Dummer
Berlın: Akademıe Verlag, SCC 42, 85 3-8RTZ

“Epıiphanıus... dıxıt Apollınarıstarum quosdam in Domino Jesu Christo
dıvınıtatı L0)  u consubstantıale dix1isse:; al108 autem NCYASSC quod anımam
sumpserit; alı08.. contendisse 1NON CUu arnem sumpsı1sse de Creafta CaINe, 1d est,
Marıae. sed Verbum 1091001 factum; pOostea VCIO dix1isse quod NO  — sumpserı1t
mentem “ (Op ImMpD I 49 45,

41 Quod CTZO affırmas Apollınarıstas In Chrısto SCHNSUS COTDOTIS 19(0)01
fulsse, CUMYUC ıllos pronuntliasse ımpassıbılem; 11CC uspiam leg]1, NnısS1 In hOC ıbro
[uUO HE alıquando ab alıquo audıv1ı" (Ibıd.) See Augustine, De haeresibus 5535 C
46, 3725 and Anacephalaiosis HIL, 11, 873

NSee Cıprıani, ° Echl antıapollinarısticı arıstotel1ısmo nella polemica dı
(nuli1ano d’Eclano, Augustinianum AA (1981) 373380
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dıd NOTL deny the SCIISCS5 Chrıist’s body, Julıan laımed that he
dıd

Eeglı semplıcemente detto che movımentI affez1o0n1 (path-
emata) psıche anımale CamnNe, invece dı 6SSGCIE guıldatı
da HNOUS humano, guldatı dal erbo, perche questo CTa Ssuf-
ficı1ente garantıre la santıta del Redentore. Erano statı crıticı
dı Apollınare dedurre tes1 vivıfıcazıone CaIllec
ad del erbo, logıca CO  Zd, negazıone
sensı1ıbıilıtä corporale perfino il Carattere {1tt1710 del COIDO dı
Christo 3743

Cıprıanı also that it Was eodore of Mopsuestla who Was the
SOUTCEC of the Arıstotelian elements that Francoıi1s Refoule had pointed
Out In Juhan’s thought.“*

The aCcCcusatıon that Augustine denı1ed bodıly sens1bilıty
SCI1S5C5S5 18 hrıst must ave inıtıally SITUC Augustine outlandısh,
but Julıan SOM makes ıt clear hat he has In mınd. He claıms that,
accordıng Apollinarıs and Augustine, Chrıs dıd not aVO1d SINS bDy
vırtue of hı1ıs Judgment, but that Dy the blessedness of flesh, 1C
Was depriıved of OUT SCHNSCS, he COUuU nOot experlıence the desıre for
SINS.  49 Apollınarıs, Julhıian claıms, ‘deprived |Chrıst| of the ullness
of OUT natural SCIISCS for fear that he WOU become owered In dig-
nıty by sharıng in OUT flesh.?’46 Julıan points Ouft that the atholıc
opposıtion Apollinarıs W as fıerce °hbecause In aCCOTrd ıth such
faıth the mysterı1es of hrıst WOU suffer greater loss than the INEeIMM-
ers of Christ. ”“ Ihe Catholics argued, “ FOT, ıf hrıst W as born
S()  —; of avı ın order that he miıght g1ve example and that
m1g follow In the Lootsteps of hım who commıtted SIN but dıd
no(L, nonetheless, put the characterıistics of UT substance In CVCIY
respectl, ıf he possessed eıther flesh wıthout soul OT human nature
wıthout the SCHNSCS that nature SaVC us, aAIc shown that he could 18(011

4 Ciprıani, °“ Ech]l antıapollinarıstic1, ” 3823 Cıprıanı cıtes DASSasıc from
homily of eodore of Mopsuestla In which he uUscs the Salllc lıne of al‘ gument
agaınst Apollınarısm.

NSee Franco1s Refoule, ° Julıen d’Eclane, theologıen el phılosophe, ” Recherche
de SCLIENCE religieuse (1964) 472-84 and 2339247

45 ° Non quı virtute Judıcı1 delıcta vıtasset; sed quı felıcıtate arnıs nostrıs SCI1-
sıbus sequestratae, cupıdıtatem vit1iorum sentire nequı1vısset‘ (Op. IımMpD 1 4 E

“ Ne arnıs nNnOsITae cCOomMmMmuUNlONe vilesceret, naturalıum Cu SCIISUUTMM integr1-
tate fraudavıt ” (Op IıMp } 49 45,

4 / “Quı1a apud talem fıdem maJus damnum myster1a Chrıstı, qUam membra PCI-
ferrent” (Ibıd.)



DA

ave fulfilled the role of example and of the law.’’48 Julhian ITUuUNs

through the temptations assoc1ated ıth the SCI1SCS5 of S12 SmMe.
a  r and earıng and claıms that ere WOU ave een nothıing
pra1sewo  Yy in Christ’s self-dıscıplıne f he dıd 1910)1 ave these
SCHNSCS Fınally, however, he asks, hat 1S the glory of chastıty
ıf he lacked virılıty rather than had 1119 and ıf hat he W d>

hought accomplısh Dy the strengt. of h1s mınd Came from the
weakness of hıs members?’”’*9 Not merely WOUuU TIS ave ost all
meriıt for hıs act1o0ons and sulfering, but hıs eachıng WOUu ave een
charged ıth TauU ıf he saı1d human beings: .. By CONquering the
real ımpulses of YOUI nature, mıtate the chastıty of hım whose 1ImMpO-

made hım aAaDPCAaL chaste . ?”>0 hen in somewhat Surpr1sıng
turn, Julıan acknowledges that Apollınarıs dıd 187011 SaYy all ese thıngs,
but he insısts that they all follow from hıs ON claım that rıst the
Ianl lacked OSse SCI1SCS that gıven by nature and that fall into

3351SINS, nNnoTt by uSC, but Dy HN
Julıan ACCUSECS Augustine of blamıng “ CONCUPISCENCE of the

flesh In aCCOTrd ıth the Statements of hıs teacher, Manı ’’°%* He COIN-

tinues, “ You Sa y that the CONCUpISCeENCE of the SCIISCS Was not present
in the body of hrıst, eıther In aCCOTd ıth the Manıchees In
aCccord ıth the Apollinarısts. 253 hen In another odd twıst Julıan

concede that Augustine really W as 1910)1 Apollınarıst, but
Was Manıchee somethıng that 1S, of COUISC, At that po1In
Julıan demands the passagc of scrıpture where Augustine “reads that
Christ Was naturally eunuch.‘’ 54 He insısts that Chriıst NOTt cshun
the male SCÄ, but assumed ıts realıty, in reSspecCL ole In hıs

NT nım factus est Christus semıne Davıd ut nobıs daret exemplum,
ef SCQUCTICMU vestigla eJus, quı 19(0)8| fecıt, C amen PCTI omn1a substan-
t1ae nNnOstrae induit proprietatem, S1 vel arnenm SsIıne anıma, vel homınem Sıne SeNs1-
Dus, quıbus 1910 imbuit natura, gestavıt, exemplı formam el leg1s NON docetur 1mM-
plesse” (1bıd.)

Quae autem glorıa castıtatıs, 1 virılıtas magıs aberat quam voluntas, el quod
putabatur fier1 de vigore anım1, venıjebat de debilıtate membrorum ? ” (Ibıd.)

° Imıtamiını castıtatem, cCerta naturae vestrae irrmıtamenta vincentes, ıllıus YUCIN
debilıtas fecıt pudıcum viderı” (Op IMpD I 5() 45,

51 °° Kt Apollınarıs Oomnıa ısta 10  ; dixerat: DCI ıllud NUmM quod pronuntlarat,
homiını Chrısto defulsse COS SCHSUS, quı natura indıti, 1910)81 USU, sed CXCESSU ad vıtıa
labuntur:; haec Oomn1a JUaC Catholicıs relata sunt, praeJud1ıc10 OP1IN10N1S SUac MUTfUS
excepIt. (Ibıd.)

‘Concupiscentiam Carnıs ACCUSAaS, Juxta praeceptorIi1s tu1 dıcta Manıiıchae1i”
(Ibıd.)

* DDIic1ıs cConcupıscentiam SCHNSUUM in Christı COTDOTC NON [u1sse, vel secundum
Manıchaeos, vel secundum Apollinarıstas” (Ibıd.)

*Illud eifflagıto, ubı legerI1s Christum eunuchum fulsse naturalıter ” (Op
ımD 1 52 4 '
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OTSaNs, ole in hıs body, irue human, complete man and that
..  there W as iın hım the Concupiscence of the flesh mingled ıth the
SCI1S5C5S5 of the ole body and the realıty and sound condıtion of hıs
members.  2955 Agaımnst the OCEeNSs VIEWS of Manı and Apollınarıs, by
whom heC of COUTSC, Augustine, Julı1an Ins1sts, “ Nothing ıIn
ord Causcs shame. maıntaın the realıty of the members into
1C he entered ACCOUNT of salvatıon In order that miıght
recelve the SOI SuUupport of hıs example.  2”56 The holiness of Chrıst
WAas, Julıan insısts, due “the goodness of hıs miınd, ” nNnOoTt ..
defect of h1s flesh.?>/ He proclaıms that “the al of Chrıstians 15 187011
embarrassed SaYy that hrist has sexual OTSaNs, ECVCIMN though
conceal] ese In OUT OW CAdsSCc modestly possible.  2»”58 T1S
lacked ““nothing belongıng nature, ” and hıs “Chastıty W das lofty in
ıts integrity and Was not aroused Dy the ongıng of desiıre

29259because ıt W as the virgın SPDOUSC of hıs holy mınd. Julıan Ar UCS
that, CVCIIl ıf hrıst had nOot assumed CONCUpISCENCE of the flesh for
NC usıng Augustine’s bıblıcal termınology he WOUuU NOT ave
condemned ıt by not assumıng ıt, Just he dıd NOT condemn marrı1age
Dy choosing the hıgher x0o0d of chastıty. He ..  WOU not ave COIMN-
demned the of the genıtal flesh, CVCMN ıf he had chosen NOTt

25 6)ave the capacıty for ıt In hıs substance.
Augustine, the other hand, insısts that hrıst dıd NOoTt ave SIN-

ful flesh, but only the 1keness of siınful flesh and that he., therefore, dıd
NOotLt ave ConNcupıscence of the flesh that resists the spirit.® He accused

“Et tamen ıta aversatus 1910)81 est virılem, ut eJus suscıperet verıtatem,
integer PCI Oomn1ı1a V1scerum, integer COTpOTIS, homo VCIUS, VIT perfectus CONCUPIS-
centiam Carnıs totius COTrpOTIS immı1ıxtam sens1bus, ei verıtatem sanıtatem condi1-
tiıonemque membrorum fulsse in e0o  27 (Op IMpD 1 Y 43, 369-70)

°“ Nıhıil CIZO pudet in Domino I1CO in QUaC propter alutem ILCAaMl venıt,
eneoO verıtatem membrorum, uft exemplı eJus solıdıtatem ATrCCEMYUC suscıpı1am ” (Op
ImMp 1 4 C}

° Praedico in sanctıtatem benefic10 anım1, NOMN Carnıs steti1sse PTrac-
Judıc10 ” (Op IımMpD IV9

* Non erubescıt fıdes Chrıistianorum, dıcere Christum habulsse genitalıa; Cu
amen In nobıs, qUamı honestissıme,occulamus ” (1bıd.)

““Castıtasque eJus continua integritate celsa, nullo permota lıbıdınıs appetıitu,
QUAaC VIrgo Ssancftae mentIis exstiterat (Op IıMp 1} 4 E

NC SCHI1ISUTN CcCarnıs genitalıs damnasset, S1 eJus possı1ıbılıtatem NC in sub-
tantıa SUua habere voluısset ” (Op IMpD 1 58 4I

On the dıstınction between ° <iınful flesh ” (Caro peccatı) and “the lıkeness of
sınful flesh ” (sSımılıtudo arnıs peccatı), which 1s based Rom 823 SCC Ihomas
Weınandy, In the Likeness of Sınful Flesh An ESSay the Humanıty of Christ
(Edinburgh: TWAr Clark, Weiınandy Arg UuCS strongly that Chriıst assumed ..  OUr
OW) siınful humanıty ” although “he sSinned personally, had inner
propensıty SIN (concup1ıscence)... ” 09 18)
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ulıan of NOTL 6CVENn sparıng Christ’'s dreams. Augustine regularly PCI-
sonıfies CONCUPISCENCE of the flesh ” In arguıng agamnst ullıan and
spe of it d Julıan ‘“darlın  77 “ favorıte. ” He SaYy5, 6‘We know
that hrıst dıd, of COUTSC, sleep, and ıf YOUT darlıng (*SUSCECDLA) Was

present in hım, che al times surely deluded hıs sleeping SCI1SCS Dy such
dreams that ıt seemed hım that he Wäas CVCMN avıngz intercourse, and

h1is flesh aroused by the stimulus of thıs g00d of WOU make
hıs genıtals uselessly and POUT forth useless seed 7702

Agaın ulıan that, CVCIMN ıf hrıs dıd not nclude In hıs
OW members “the of the sexual organs, ” he surely dıd not
make somethıng evıl when he orme: the members of the patrıarchs
and SaVC them ..  SCX and ıfts sense. ®© For Julıan the body of the
107 lacked nothıng of the nature of uman beings. Augustine, the
er hand, SaYyS {o Julıan OM blaspheme enormously when yYOUu
make the flesh of hrıs equa: the flesh of er uman beings.
You do NOoTt SCC that he CamMe, NOTt in sınful flesh, but in the lıkeness of
siınful flesh ”© Augustine that °Chrıst abstaiıned from SIN in
such WaYy that he abstaiıned from CVECLY desıre for SIN, not that he
resisted desıre he had, but that the desıre ex1isted al all
W as 131011 that he COUu nNnOoTt ave had It, ıf he had wiılled LO, but he
WOU nof ave rıghtly wılled {O ave hat sınful flesh,1 he dıd
not have, WOU 19(0)1 ave forced hım ave CVCI) agaınst hıs will  2065

The [WO bıshops sed dıfferent anguage In referring hat
ONEC SayS hrıs had and the er SayS he dıd NOoTt ave For Julıan ıt
1S natural of the body; LNOTC specıfically it 18 the of the
sexual OTSans, 1C for Julıan includes natural CONCUpISCeENCE
desıre. At times he Ca: ıt sımply virility.®® Julıan almost always

° Dormisse quıppe NOVIMUS Chrıstum, In qUuUO S1 erat ista [ua Ssusceplta, profecto
sop1tos eJus SCIISUS alıquando PCI talıa SsSOomn1a deludebat, ut s1ıb1 et1am concumbere
videretur, ita Cal‘ eJus sSto {UuO bono stimulante COoMMOTa, el In irtum xten-
deret genitalıa el ıTIıta effunderet sem1ına. (Ibıd.)

“ FacC CI£O, quon1am Christus, CUMm SUua membra formaret, noluerıt e1s SCI1ISUMM
admıscere genıtalıum, quUO 1ON erat 1U 1ideo CU Isaac, aco ei omnıum
membra iingebat, e1sque el dabat ei SCHSUNM, malum alıquıd facıebat? (Op
IUMD I 59 &3

‘ Immanıter, Julıane, blasphemas, an Christı Caefterorum
homınum Carnı: HCC videns ıllum venısse 1ON ın Aarnle peccatı, sed In sımılıtudine
Carnıs peccatl, quod nullo modo VCIUIMN essel, n1ısı Caefterorum esse‘: Cal‘ peccatı”
(Op ImMp I 60 4 9

“Chrıstus abstinult peCCalo, uft abstineret et1am ab OMnı cupıdıtate peccatı
NON ut el ex1stent1 resisteret, sed uft ılla NUNguUam PTOTISUS exısteret: 1NON quod Can NON

possetl habere S1 vellet, sed 1ON recte vellet, quod eu aA1ilO peccatı QUuam ‚81(0)8! SCIC-
bat, et1am invıtum habere 1910)8! cogeret (Op ımp 1 45

See above note
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avo1ds usıng the words “CONCUPISCENCE of the flesh; ” by 1C Paul
SayS the flesh USTts agaınst the spırıt (Gal _ 7) and 1C John SaVyS
0€Ss not COTMNC from the Father (1 JIn 16) He prefers speak of
°natural CONCUpPISCENCE, ” which he 15 nNOoTt blameworthy in ıts
9 specıles, moderate USC, but only in ıts excess.©/ For Juhan
sexual desıre 15 natural and g00d the desıre for food and drınk,
provıded, of COUTSC, ıt 1S not eXCESSIVE. ıthout it T1S WAäs, aCCOTrd-
ng Julıan, ımpotent, eunuch, NOT real As Julıan SCCSs the
Augustine s posıtıon, Chrıst’'s dıscıplıne ıth regar fo0od, drınk.
and SCX Was due 1{8 ack of human SCHNSCS and eIr correspondıng
desıres, NOoTt the strengt. of hıs ıll Just he Cannot SCIVC
MO for emperance regardıng food drınk, SINCEe he dıd not ave
the of and the desıre for food and drınk, he CannoTL, In
Julı1an VIEW, SCIVC MO of chastıty, SINCEe he dıd NOoTt ave an Y
sensatıon in h1s sexual OTSans anı Y sexual desıres. So LO0O, for Julian
hıs STatus eacher 185 undermined, SINCEe he COU NOTL NOW hat
he Was alkıng Oou ıf he sımply lacked the desıres, and long-
Ings of the rest of mankınd

For Augustine, the er hand, hat hrıst lacked W ds NOTL
somethıng natural, but defect In uman nature stemmıng from OTNg-
inal SIN and inchnıng OIMC SIN hrıst had uman soul and
human, male body; hat he lacked W as “ <sınful flesh, ” the n]Jured
damaged uman nature the rest of ave inherıted from dam He
lacked the desıre longing of the esh that rebels agaınst the mınd,
but he had the full of human SCIISCS and the male sexual9
which he COUuU ave sed ıf he had wanted What he lacked W as

anı Yy desıre longing that he had 1g agaınst resist in order
be temperate chaste For such desıre, 1G WOUuU have be
resisted, 1s for Augustine sınful desıre.

For Juhan uman nature 15 much closer the SO  an of human
nature of IC Arıstotle wrıtes, namely, the specıfic GSSEHCTE
SOUTCEC of actıvıties, includıng natural desıres. Refoule AIQUCS that
Julhian derived h1s CONCEDL of nature along ıth er fea-
ure of hıs hought from the Artıstotelian phılosophy of the period.®®
In fact, he concludes, ° JIulhıen fut Samnls nul oute I’un des premiers
tenter uUunec synthese les princıpes de la philosophie arıstotehıienne
ef les donnees de la Revelation. ”® He SV hlıkens Julian Ihomas

“Clarebıit cConcupiscentiae naturalıs NON NUS, 1910)81 specıem, 1NON modum.,
sed culpam veniıre ” (Op ImMpD 1 45,

IThough others lımıt the influence of Arıstotle the categories and dıalectic,
Refoule points the Arıstotelian influence ulıan’s of Justice, of the
virtues, and of nature. See Refoule, 39244
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Aquinas! /° Such Arıstotelian uman nature contaıns only g00d
characterI1stics, IC for Christian Arıstotelian (GG0od- g1ven. For
Augustine, the er hand, °human nature, ” aASs ıt has ex1isted, not

ıt 1ll exIist in the future lıfe, eıther that in 16
dam and Eve WCIC reated Dy God, in 1C there Was noth-
ing but 200d, that state in IC humans 110  < born ıth the
damage inherıted from Adam’s sin./! Sexual desıre (Libido) Can be
called natural, “because CVEIY human being 1Ss born ıth it‚”72 but In
iıtself ıt 18 somethıng evıl. “It 15 1a(01]1 OUT nature, but defect agaınst
16 must 1g by INCAans of virtue For do NOTt CONQUCT
somethıng 200d by g00d, but somethıng evıl Dy g00d ”” For
Augustine the human nature assumed Dy the Word 15 1ıke the uman
nature ıth 1C dam and Eve WEIC created: NOoTt 1ıke the fallen
uman nature ıth 1C each of 1Ss NO born./* As dam and Eve
WEeIC NOTt TrTeated ıth sınful flesh and Its dısorderly desıres, the
uman nature hrıst assumed Was NOoTt sınful flesh, but the lıkeness of
sınful flesh, and had such dısorderly desires CONCUPISCENCE of
the flesh

Given Augustine’s Convıction rooted In the Letters of Paul and
of John that CONCUPISCENCE of the flesh 1S dısordered desıre that 15
noTt merely the result of am s SIN, but also evıl In ıtself, thoughevıl ofe ONC Can make g00d uUusec wıthın marrıage, it 1S under-
standable why he denies ıts In Christ Ihe human hrıst
COu nOL, accordıng to Augustine, be subject {O such dısordered long-
Ings and desıres, sexual otherwıse. Christ’s sexualıty Was COIMN-
pletely under the control of h1ıs l that he experienced reDel-
lıon of the flesh; he had sexual desıre SINCEe he dıd NOoTt 1ll
ÖOtherwise, he WOU ave had sınful flesh 1ıke UTS rather than the

Refoule, 245
Refoule,
Augustine stated such definıtion of “nature ” iın De lıbero arbıtrıo 1L, 19,( 2 $ 307 E eti1am 1psam naturam alıter dicımus Cu proprie Joquımur

naturam hominıs ıIn UUa prımum 1n SUO CNCIC inculpabilis factus esLT, alıter istam In
QJUuUa ıllıus damnatı OCN:; ei mortales el 1gnarı carnı subdıtı NaSCIMUur, 1uxta Yyuemmodum dicıt Apostolus: Fulmus nNnım el 1OS naturalıter filı lIrae Ssiıcut el ceter1. ”

C6 Quod autem NUNC agıtur, naturalem SSC ilıbıdınem el CDO dıco, quıa CUu ılla
nascıtur Omnı1s homo  97 Contra Iulianum V, 77 447 301)

*Adhuc 1ON eu1gilas, ut intelligas NOsStram naturam 1ON CSSC, sed ulıt1um, COMN-
ira quod ulırtute pugnamus? Neque Nnım bono bonum, sed bono utique malum
ulncımus ” Contra Iulianum N.; 7, 28 4 C} 301)

{ hıs 15 especlally apparent fIrom Augustine’s claım in De CLIVitate Deı1 AIV, 273
that, ıf Adam and Eve had NOT sınned, they WOU have g1ven bırth chıldren In
paradıse wıthout ust and that theır sexual OTgans WOUuU have obeyed their 111
In the SaJmne WaY (JUT hands and feet NO AI moved obedience UUuT ll
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lıkeness of sınful flesh On the other hand, Julıan certamly
ave SıroNg when he claıms that the Augustinian hrıst
CannotTt be creaıble eacher mMO of chastıty f he had ONec of the

and inclinatıons of er males. Hence, Julıan ıth
Chriıst who 1S, in SOIINC WAaYS, much LINOTC attractıve eacher and

example of the virtues, and especlally of chastıty, than the Christ of
Augustine. The problem 15 knotty ONC, and the he  Z of the problem
hes In the dıfferent of nature and eIr impliıcations
1ssue that ll surface in dıfferent forms ater in the hıstory of eOl-
OSY al the time of Baılus and Jansenius, especılally In the atter s bat-
tle agaınst the Jesuit defenders of the SO-Calle: püre nature. ” ”> But
that 15 another STOTY for nother time. For the present let ıt uffice that
thıs has shown that the SO  s of uman nature that TIS
assumed accordıng Augustine, that 1S, the lıkeness of sınful flesh,
1S sıgnıfıcantly dıfferent from the SO  2 of human nature have, that
1S, sınful flesh, that the temptatıons that the Augustinıan Christ
aCce: SCCIN quıte dıfferent from the temptations that the rest of the
uman FEACE eNCOUNTtETS

olan TESKE,

See Augustine, Jansen1ius, and the State of ure Nature, ” In AU2UStINus
INn der Neuzeit, ed Kurt Flasch and Dominique de Courcelles (Turnhou Brepols,

161-174


