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Introduction

Concupiscentia Carnı carna. CONCUPISCCNCC carnal desire)*
OIlC of the MoOSstT sıgnıfıcan themes that occupled the mınd of the old

bıshop of 1ppO especılally hıs bıtter debates ıth Julıan of
Eclanum the MOoOSstT vehement antagonıst h1ıs old dADC 1g al the
egınnNınNg of De NUDILLS et CONCUDLSCENA of 4182471 that inıt1ated theır
CONLrOVETSY, Augustine claıms that hıs PUITDOSC dıstingu1sh “the
g0o0odness of irom the evıl of CONCUDPISCENLLA CUTNLN AaCCOUNT
of whiıich human eing wh Orn hrough ıf CONTracts orıgınal

Ihıs artıcle or1g1nates TOM chapter of OCTIOTA| dıissertation under the SUDCI-
VIS101N of Professor Carlos Stee] [ have benefited TOmM hıs valuable COMMENIXIS and SUS-

especılally orateful Professor erd Van 1e] for hıs COMMENXIS
which saved TOM Man mıstakes a1sSO learned lot from Professor Martın Stone

the discussıon the relevant chapter dıssertation An earher draft of thıs artı-
cle has been presented al the Doctors and Post-doctors Meeting of De Wulft Mansıon
Centre for Ancıent Medieval and Renalssance Phılosophy al Leuven Belgıum

would lıke CADICSS deep gratitude for the COMMENTS from Davıd Butorac and
Dr Marco Forlıves1ıI other partlıcıpants of that meetnng also iındebted
the helpful COMMENTIS from frıend Dr Donggı X 1a hına ast but nOoTt the least
specı1al thanks AI due Professor Math1Js Lamberi1gts for hıs kındness of permıtung

1ıfe Irom h1is artıcle Juhan of Eclanum that COI be publıshed Dy
Freiıburg Universıty

In thıs Concupiscentia CUArTNıs 111 be left ICS or1ginal form order
avo1d the Strong sexual COoNNOotLatıon of the Englısh CXPTCSS1ONS hlıke carnal desıire
carnal CONCUPISCCNCC, which 11l be revealed problematıc render Augustine’ OI1$-
nal reflections ONCupiscentia.

ETER BROWN, Augustine of Hıppo Bıiography New Edıition Ith EpIL-
log2ue) (Berkeley and LOs Angeles Uni1versıty of Calıfornıa Press) 2000 374 For
superb presentation of the theologıcal and phılosophıcal CONteXT of Juhan CONCCD-
105 of CONCUDISCENLNLA SCC MATHIS [ AMBERIGTS Phılosophical and Theologı-
cal Background of Julhıan of Aeclanum Concept of Concupiscence (forthcomıng)
For the sıgnıfıcance of thıs the Pelagıan CONLTOVETSY, N ERALD BONNER
i Augustine of Hıppo Life and Controversies (thırd edıtıon Norwich anterbury
Press) 2002 and OSEF OSSL, Julıan VON Aeclanum Studıen SELNEM Lehen
sSeinenm erk Seiner Lehre und ihrer Uberlieferung (Leıden/Boston/Köln Brıull) 2001
250 318 For general AaCCOUNLT of Augustine CONLTOVETISY 1ıth Julhıan SCC ATHUS
‚AAMBERIGTS * Recent Research 1NfOo Pelagıanısm ıth Partıcular Emphasıs the ole
of Julıan of Aeclanum ” Augustiniana (2002) V 198



sın 4 In book XIV of De CiuLtate Del, which W as composed almost
durıng the Samle per10d, Augustine’s aCCOUunNntT of am s SIN and 1fs
punıshment revolves around CONCUPILSCENTLA CAFNLS and ıfts effects.?
hıs theme 15 further developed the length of book in hıs ater
work C'ontra Julianum.  6 However, thıs dıd not StOp Julıan and ugus-
tine from quıbbling NC thıs 1Ssue tediously in the ast work of the
er bıshop, who Was prevented Dy ea bring it completion.’
In modern scholarshıp CONCupLSCENTLA CAFNLS also ranks the
MoOst interpreted over-interpreted terms iın Augustinıan studies.®
Due thıs somewhaft misleadıng er Augustine has een frequently
aCccused Dy h1is unsympathetic COMMENLATLOTS of pessimıstıc 16 W
regardıng SCX and marrı1age, which profoundly influenced the hrıst-
1lan tradıtıon for centurIies. Thıs assumption has een rıghtly questioned
in recent VYCAaIrs and the richness of Augustine’s insıghts into sexualıty

De NUptLLS el CONCUPILSCENKLA (later NUDT. ef CONC), L, K 42) *Inten-
t10 ıgıtur hulus hbrı haec est, ut, quantum NOS Domuinus adıuuare dıgnatur, carnalıs COMN-

cupiscentiae malum, propter quod homo., quı PDCI iıllam nascıtur, trahıt or1gınale PCC-
Catum, dıscernamus bonitate nuptiarum. ” For the Englısh translatıon of Augustine’s
antı-Pelagıan works, cıtes ıth slıght moderatıon TOM the superb rendıition Dy
ROLAND ESKE in the ser1es of Ihe Works of Saınt Augustine: Iranslatıon for the
21 Century, ed Rotelle (New ork New Cıity Press, 1990- later WSA)
See also Retractactiones (retr.) I, 55

For the datıng of thıs book, N Bibliotheque Augustinienne, eUVvVTITES de Saılnt
Augustıin (Parıs Desclee: De Brouwer, 949- 6R0 2 E VE lıvre AIV, de {6)  — cöte,
est sıgnale dans le (/ontra adversarıum le21s el prophetarum quı date des eNVITONS de
420 el pourraılt etre PCU posterieur. ” See also ETER ROWN 2000, 283 and GER-
ARD DALY, Augustine s City eader’s (yuide Oxford: Clarendon), 1999,
34-35 For the theme of thıs book, cfi. JALY 1999, E33

hat 15 the ook of thıs polemical work wriıtten In 421-422, which 18 Iıne-
by-lıne refutation of Juhan’s work of Turbantium. The latter DNDOW only ex1ists In
fragments.

In thıs unfinıshed ork Contra Julianum ODUS ımperfectum ( Jul IMp S1X
books), Augustine always cıtes Julı1an ork Florum completely in 1ts or1gınal
form before critic1zıng ıt Due thıs unusual effort, S1X books Out of eight of Juhan’s
text have been completely preserved.

For specıfic research the te of CONCUPILSCENLLA, SCC the classıc artıcle of
RANCOIS-JOSEPH ONNARD, e D} notion de CONCupIsScence phılosophie augustini-
enne ”, Recherches Augustiniennes (1965) 9-1 Also Malr (JERALD BONNER,
“ Liıbido and CONCUPLSCENTLA In St Augustine”, Studia Patrıstica (1962) 303-314:;
ıd “Concupiscentia ”, In Augustinus-Lexikon, ed Mayer (Basel: chwabe CO
9086- L22: UGO BIANCHI, “ Augustine Concupiscence ”, Studıia Patrıs-
f1Ca 202-212; EANE, The Development of the notion of CONCUPISCENCE INn
Saint Augustine. dissertation submuitted the (Graduate School of the Unitversity of
Notre Dame, (Notre Dame, Indıana) 1993: ETER BURNELL, “Concupiscence and
Moral Freedom in Augustine and before Augustine, ” Augustinian Studies (1995)
49-63, and ARLEEN ERSCHOREN, °"The Appearance of the Concept Concupiscentia
In Augustine’s karly Antımanıchaean Wrıtings (388-391)”, Augustiniana (2002)
199-240



DID AUGUSTINE LOSE PHILOSOPHICAL

has een brought into scene..? Neve  eless, ıt 1S S{1 ei1eve that
Augustine’s interpretation of sexual lust 15 {00 closely connected ıth
h1is problematic conception of or1ginal SIN and has lıttle independent
value from phılosophıcal pomm of 1eW By contrast, Juhan’s INOTIC

refined naturalıstic conception of CONCUPISCENCE has oOun INOTC favor
ıth scholars of hıstory of phılosophy. h1s posıtion 15 ell e_
sented In Rıchard Sorab]1’s recent work Emotion an Peace of Mind,
which offers clear and V1V1d depıiction of emotıon in ate ancıent
hought Its maın eme 15 the fate of the StOo1C phılosophy of emotıon
in the Hellenistic and Roman per10ds. h1s fıne exposıtıon ends ıth

comparatıve study of Augustine and Julıan ust and the wiıll,
where Sorabyı asserts,

“ Augustine s Casc agaınst lust centred the idea of the ıll beheve
Julıan WON the phılosophıcal and showed that Augustine’s
objections faıled But he lost the polıtical battle.? 19
The polıtical battle, the hıstory of reception, 15 NOT OUT COIMN-

CETN ere  11 In thıs study, all examıne Sorab]Jı’s evaluatıon of thıs
debate in detaıl SCC 1f Augustine s ACCOUNT of sexual ust and ıts
relatıon the all 15 philosophically indefensı1ıble First a

closer ook al Augustine s not1ion of CONCuplLSCeENt1A CAFNILS. hen
Augustine’s reflections sexual ust and Its essentıial relatıon the

For recent studıes dealıng ıth Augustine’s viewpomnt sexualıty, cf. ETER
ROWN “ dexualıty and Socıiety in the ıfth Century Augustine and Julıan of
Eclanum ”, In Irıa OT Scritt1i in NO dı Arnaldo Momuiglıano, ed Dy a7
0MO0 Edızıon1i New Press), 1983, 49-70; id IThe Body and Society: Men, Women
and Sexual Renuncı1atiıon in Karly Christianıty (New ork Columbıa Universıty
esgs); 1988, ELIZABETH LARK, ‘ Adam’’s Only Companıon: Augustine and
the Early (hrıstian ebate Marrıage ”, Recherches Augustiniennes 21 (1986) 139-
162; *Sex, Shame, and Rhetoric Engendering Karly Christian Ethics”, Journal of
the merıcan Academy of Relıgıion, (1992) n AVID UNTER, “ Augustin-
1lan Pessimiısm ? New o0ok al Augustine’s Teaching SexX., Marrıage and
Celıbacy” Augustinıan Studıies (1994) 153-1 77 LAMBERIGTS, N Critical Kvalu-
atıon of Crıtiques of Augustine s 16 W of Sexualıty , in Augustine and Hıs Crıitics,
ed by Robert Dodaro and George Lawless (London: Routledge), 2000, 176-197, and
JOHN C(C'AVADINI “ Feelıng Rıght Augustine the Passıons and Sexual Desıire ”,
Augustini1an Studıes 36/1 (2005) 195-21 7

RICHARD SORABIJI Emaotion and Peace of Mind: From StOLC Agıtatıon F1LS-
tiıan I emptation, Oxford (Oxford Universıty Press) 2000, 400: 416

11 In hıs rTevVI1eW SorabJ1’s book, efer Brown provıdes masterly ACCOUNT of
Augustine’s SsO-Calle: Victory iın the polıtıcal battle Brown Ocates Augustine’s
thoughts in theır cultural and soc1al and convıincıngly clarıfıed that ugus-
tine’s insıghts into sexualıty dıd noTt dominate the subsequent per10ds Sorab]ı ımplıc-
ıtly indicates. It deserves notice that Brown does nOot question Soraby1’s jJudgment
regardıng the phılosophıcal battle Brown’s TeVIEW Can be found in Philosophical
Books, (2002) 18S.208



all AIC be examıned by analyzıng SOTMNNC Key er thıs
areful readıng of the texXTL, ll in detaıls orab]Jı s ecriticısm
1 1S in favor of Juhan’s conception of the ıll and ust

I1 Augustine’s cConcept of concupiscentia Carnıs.

In Augustine’s wrıtings, the terms referring to sexual ust AIC
Ilıhido and CONCUPLSCENFTLA CAFrNIS, somet1imes sımply CONCUPILSCENLA.
Labıdo 15 classıcal word which Cal be sed d general amnle of all
desıres (cupiditates); however, COoncupisScentia 15 bıblıcal term IC
translates the TeeC word epithumia.'  2 For the atter, Augustine often
refers the Johannıne trı1ad of CONCUPILSCENTLA In John
‘ Nolıite ılıgere mMuUNdUum: qu1a OMNILA GQUAE INn mMmMundo SUNL, CONCUPLS-
centia CAFNLS est,; el CONCUPISCENTLIA oculorum, el ambıtio saeculı.”
(“DO NOT love the WOT. for al] that 1S in the WOT 15 the CONCUPIS-

of flesh, and the CoNncupiscence of the CYC5S, and the prıde of
lite. ) In CONTIra: the er [WO spırıtua. dısorders, CONCUPILSCEN-
f1Q CAFNLS closely connected ıth sensual pleasure. Moreover,
when the object ÖT the ust the CONCUPISCENCE 1S NOTt specıfied, ıt
refers the ust that 4A1 OUSCS (JUT sexual organs.!* In that CasSC, Iıhıido
and CONCUPISCENFLIA Can be virtually interchanged. ”

Neve  eless, It cshould be stressed from the Outfset that u_

piscentia CAFNLS CannoTt be identified ıth sexual ust hıs pomt 15
6VEn emphasızed by hıs adversary Julıan in hıs OW EXELESIS of
Johanınne rıple CONCUPLSCENKLA:

SA CONCUPLSCENLKLIA CAarnıS, of COUISC, contaıns absolutely refer-
SHCC the SCX OTSans. SaY, then, that by thıs term the apostle
John strikes at Cars thırsting for Varıous Sa Yy that by thıs
term he chastıses the palate of gluttons; Sa Yy that he blames the

BONNER 1986-1994b, ia
TIThe rendıtion of thıs 1s cıted from ENRY HADWICK S translatıon of CON-

feSSLONS. It 18 first quoted Dy AÄUGUSTINE In De MUSICGA. VI, 1 447 cf VERSCHOREN
2002, AA See also, De relig10Nne€ 5: 4; 38, 70-71; 55 107:; Confessiones. X7 30,
41{ff. For g00d SUTVECY of Augustine s discussıion about thıs y eCc AMES
O ’DONNELL, Augustine: Confessions, vols (Oxford: (C'larendon Press) 1992, 111
203AI

De Ciultate DeLl AILV, 1 E (GCL 48) “tamen Cr lıbıdo dicıtur qu CU1US rel
lıbıdo sıt addıtur, NON fere adsolet anımo nıs1ı ılla, ua obscenae COT-

DOrIS excıtantur.
NSee for instance, NUDT. et CONC 1L, 77 17 ..  sed inter {OT nomına bonarum5

ıd est COTPOTUM, SCXUUM, con1unctionum, lıbıdınem ue|l Concupıscentiam Carnıs iste
1810)  z nomınat (Juhan). ” ( Bonner 1962, 303-314



DID AUGUSTINE OSE IHE ILOSOPHICAL 11

who dıe amıd Scents, and ultımately everythıng CXCEPDL what YOU
think .16
Here ulan a1mMs 0 AISUC that Augustine s condemnatıon of SCAX-

ual desıre CONCUPLSCENFLA CAFNLS 18 wıthout scrıptural foundatıon In
the thıs accusatıon, Augustine confirms definıtely that he

restricts thıs bıblical term sexual connotatıon.
*A Sa Yy thıs, d ıf SaYy that CONCUPILSCENTIA CAFrNLS SUTSCS only
into the pleasure of the enıtal OTgans. Thıs CONCUPISCENCE 1S, of
COUISC, recognızed in whichever of the body the flesh has desires
opposed the spırıt. And because, ıf the spırıt 0€es nOoTt ave
desıires opposed ıt, it rags OMNC off evıl act1ons, it 15 proved be

3517/evıl.

Jul ImMpD I 28 Jul °° Hac quıppe concupiscentla Carnıs nullum
aDsolute genitalıum enetur indicıum. Dıcam CT SO hoc uocabulo uarıorum sıtlentes
carmınum uerberarIı, dıcam castıgarı SanctiOo lohanne helluonum palatum, dıcam cul-
parı immorIeENtESs odorıiıbus9 praeter 1d quod arbıtrarıs. ”

ıbıd °° Ita hoc dıcıs, quası 10S Concupıscentiam CcCarnıs INn solam uoluptatem SCH-
ıtalıum dicamus 4estuare PTOTSUS in UOCUMIGUC COrpOTIS CI1ISU Cal‘ Conftra spırıtum
concupiscıt 1DSsa cognoscıtur, ef quon1am S1 1910)8! aduersus Canl spırıtus fortius OMCU-

piscat, ad mala pertrahıt, malum SSC conumncıtur. ”
For the CONCUPISCENCE of spiırıt and of w1ısdom, SCC NUDT. el CONC 1L, 1 E} 2 E ..  1n

concupiscentlae autem nOomıne alıquando gloriandum esL, qula est el cConcupiscentia
spiırıtus aduersus9esft ef cConcupiscentla sapıentlae. ” See also CIU Dei XIV, T

Ra VI, 16, 5SÜ; hıs posıtıve conception of the concupiscentia has already OCCurred
In UGUSTINE S early antı-Manıchaean ork De MoOrıbus ecclesiae catholicae el de
MOFLDUS Manichaeorum, I’ EL, VERSCHOREN 2002, 210 For CONCUPILSCENLLIA
naturalis, ıt needs be emphasızed that Julian UuUsecs thıs term refer .. I1CC-

CSSal y for the seXes”, however, Augustine CONCEIVvESs it the unıversal desıire OWAT!
happıness. See Jul IMp I Juhan “ Igıtur qula concupiscentia naturalıs NC

pudorı1s opprobri0 potuilt COargul condıtorIis SUl dıgnıtate defensa esL, ad hOoc solum.
ut NON quası INASNUM) bonum., quıppe quod sıt hominıbus pecor1ıbusque COMMUNG, sed
quası necessarıum sex1bus instrumentumDID AUGUSTINE LOSE THE PHILOSOPHICAL BATTLE  1  noses who die amid scents, and ultimately everything except what you  think. ”!°  Here Julian aims to argue that Augustine’s condemnation of sex-  ual desire as concupiscentia carnis is without scriptural foundation. In  the response to this accusation, Augustine confirms definitely that he  never restricts this biblical term to a sexual connotation.  “You say this, as if we say that concupiscentia carnis surges up only  into the pleasure of the genital organs. This concupiscence is, of  course, recognized in whichever sense of the body the flesh has desires  opposed to the spirit. And because, if the spirit does not have stronger  desires opposed to it, it drags one off to evil actions, it is proved to be  »17  an evil.  16 C_ Jul. imp. IV, 28 (CSEL 85/2) Jul. “Hac quippe concupiscentia carnis nullum  absolute genitalium tenetur indicium. Dicam ergo aures hoc uocabulo uariorum sitientes  carminum uerberari, dicam castigari a sancto Iohanne helluonum palatum, dicam cul-  pari immorientes odoribus nares, totum postremo praeter id quod tu arbitraris. ”  17 ;bid. “Ita hoc dicis, quasi nos concupiscentiam carnis in solam uoluptatem gen-  italium dicamus aestuare. prorsus in quocumque corporis sensu caro contra spiritum  concupiscit ipsa cognoscitur, et quoniam si non aduersus eam spiritus fortius concu-  piscat, ad mala pertrahit, malum esse conuincitur. ”  18 For the concupiscence of spirit and of wisdom, see nupt. et conc. II, 10, 23, “in  concupiscentiae autem nomine aliquando gloriandum est, quia est et concupiscentia  spiritus aduersus carnem, est et concupiscentia sapientiae.”” See also ciu. Dei XIV, 7;  c. Jul. VI, 16, 50; This positive conception of the concupiscentia has already occurred  in AUGUSTINE’s early anti-Manichaean work De moribus ecclesiae catholicae et de  moribus Manichaeorum, I, 17, 32. Cf. VERSCHOREN 2002, 210. For concupiscentia  naturalis, it needs to be emphasized that Julian uses this term to refer to “a means nec-  essary for the sexes”, however, Augustine conceives it as the universal desire toward  happiness. See C. Jul. imp. IV, 67 Julian: “Igitur quia concupiscentia naturalis nec  pudoris opprobrio potuit coargui et conditoris sui dignitate defensa est, ad hoc solum,  ut non quasi magnum bonum, quippe quod sit hominibus pecoribusque commune, sed  quasi necessarium sexibus instrumentum ...” Augustine: ‘“Cur enim non dicis concu-  piscentia carnis, sed dicis ‘concupiscentia naturalis’? nonne concupiscentia beatitudi-  nis concupiscentia est naturalis? Cur ambigue loqueris?” For the illuminating dis-  tinction between concupiscentia carnis and concupiscentia nuptarum, see ep. 6*, 5  (BA 46B) “Ex hoc errore concupiscentiam nuptiarum, hoc est concupiscentiam pudici-  tiae coniugalis, concupiscentiam legitime propagandae prolis, concupiscentiam uinculi  socialis, quo uterque inter se sexus obstringitur, non discernunt a concupiscentia car-  nis, quae licitis atque illicitis indifferenter ardescit et per concupiscentiam nuptiarum,  quae hac bene utitur, frenatur ab illicitis et ad sola licita relaxatur, contra cuius impe-  tum repugnantem legi mentis omnis castitas pugnat et coniugatorum, ut ea bene utan-  tur, et continentium uirginumque sanctarum, ut ea melius et gloriosius non utantur.  Hanc ergo concupiscentiam carnis, in qua est solum desiderium concumbendi, non dis-  cernentes a concupiscentia nuptiarum, in qua est officium generandi, impudentissime  laudant, de qua primi homines erubuerunt, quando foliis ficulneis illa membra texerunt  quae ante peccatum pudenda non fuerant; nudi quippe erant et non confundebantur,  ut intellegamus istum motum, de quo confusi sunt, in natura humana cum morte fuisse  conceptum. ”” Cf. BONNER 1982; BROwNn, 1983, 50-51.Augustine: Za NT Nım 1910)8! dicıs Uu-

piscentla Carnıs, sed dicıs “concupıiscentlia naturalıs”? 18181 concupıscentlia beatıtudi-
N1ISs Concupiscentla est naturalıs Cur ambıgue loquer1s? ” For the ılluminatıng dıs-
tinction between CONCUPILSCENKLA CAFrNLS and CONCUPILSCENFLA NUDLIAFrUM, SCC 6,
(BA 46B) “EX hoc concupiscentiam nuptiarum, hOocCc est cConcupiscentiam pudıc1-
t1ae con1ugalıs, Concupiscentiam legıtiıme propagandae prolıs, concupiscentiam umnculh
socılalıs, YyUO uterque inter obstringıtur, NOMN diıscernunt concupiscentia Cal-
n1S, JUaC ICIUS ıllıcıtıs indıfferenter ardescıt PCI Concupiscentiam nuptiarum,
UUaC hac bene utıtur, frenatur ab iıllıcıtıs el ad sola lıcıta relaxatur. CONn{ira CU1US Impe-
{u  =] epugnante leg1 mentis OMNIS castıtas pugnat et cCon1ugatorum, uft bene utan-
(ur, el continentium uIrgınumque Sanctarum, ut mehus el g]10r10S1US NON utantur.
Hanc CTSO Concupıscentiam Carnıs, In YyuUa est solum desiderium concumbendi, NON dıs-
rnentes concupiscentla nuptiarum, In qyua est officıum generandı, ımpudent1issıme
laudant, de qUa prımı homınes erubuerunt, quando folns ficulneı1is Jla membra
UJUaC ante pudenda NON fuerant; nudı quıppe eran eit NON confundebantur,
ut intellegamus 1stum MOtum, de YqUO confusı sunt, In natura humana UE morTte fulsse
Conceptum. ” BONNER 1982: BROWN, 1983, 5()-51



1s evıdent ere that COonCcupiSCcenNtia CAFNLS Call be applıed
nearly all 1N! of sensual pleasure. urthermore, in Con{tiras 18 the
blameworthy CONCUPLSCENTLA Carnıs, Augustine also acknowledges
SOTIC audable forms of CONCUPILSCENKLA, such ASs CONCUPISCENTLIA SDILFL-
tualıs, CONCupILSCENTLA sapıentiae, CONCUPLSCENTLIA naturalıs, u_

piscenita nuptiarum.  18 In o0k XIV of De CiuLtate Dei, Augustine CMNU-
erates InNan dıfferent 1N! of blameworthy Ilıhıdo (equıvalen
CONCUPILSCENLFLIA) which AdIC evıdently beyond the reg10n of SE 1lıbıdo
for VENSCANCC (anger) lıbıdo for (avarıce), lıbıdo for Victory al

price (obstinacy), lıbıdo for glory (vanıty) lıbıdo for mastery, etc. !”
Therefore there 1S TNOTC profound dısorder that Justifies the COIl-
demnatıon of CONCUPILSCENLA CAFrNLS in sexual actıvıtles. 15 ame-
WO: NOT because of Its reCurTTeEeN connectıon ıth sexual actıvıtles
but ıts essential opposıtıon {O SpILrLILuS, the spırıtu dımens1ıon of human
beings. Here Call easıly detect the influence irom Saınt Paul’s COIN-

ception of the fiıght between esh and spırıt, “°CAarO enım CONCUPLSCIE
Aaduersus spirıtum es usts agaınst the spırıt)”'. hıs theologıca
background underlies Augustine’s categor1ızatıon of thıs ust moral
evıl. What matters in OUT phılosophiıcal analysıs of thıs 1DI1Ca te:
however, 1S the denotatıon of thıs theologıca. conception of flesh
(caro) especlally ıts subhtle relatıon the body COFrDUS

1ITrS it cshould be emphasızed that the flesh under cons1ıderatiıon
15 nOoTt the substance of the body, IC essentially belongs the
human nature.“  U hıs poIn 18 explicıtly confirmed In Augustine’s CXC-

geSIS of CUAYO In Rom
‘ Here he called the flesh (Caro) that In IC there 15 OUuUnN! the 111OT-
bıd affection of the flesh (morbidus quidam CAFrNLS adfectus), noLt the

of the body (CorporIis conformatio) whose members AIC NOTL
be offered d> WCaPpONS SIN, that 1S, that CONCUpISCENCE 1

captıve thıs carnal part of us (hoc carnale nostrum). For, wıth
regar! the VE substance and nature of the body (ad 1DSam 0_
ralem substantiam naturam) In the al  ul, whether marrıed OT

lıyıng In continence, it 18 already the temple of 500 A

CIU Del, AIV, 1g1ıtur 11bıdo ulcıscendi, JUaC ıIra dıcıtur:; est lıbıdo
habendı pecun1am, JUaC auarıtla; est lıbıdo quomodocumque uıncendi1, QUuUaC peru1ca-
c1a: est lıbıdo glor1andı, UJUaC lactatıa nuncupatur....Qu1s Nnım facıle dıxerit, quıd
UOCETIUTr lıbıdo domiıinandı.

For AÄUGUSTINE emphasıs the body integral partner of the soul, SCcCC
De heata ıta Z I De ordıne IL, 19, 5 C} NO  S 1, 4, 6; conf. X’ 6, 9’ Sermones 150,
4- eic

21 NUDL. et ONC. I’ 341; “Carnem autem NUNC appelauıt, ubı est morbidus quıdam
arnıs adfectus, 1910)8! 1psam COrporI1s conformatıonem, CU1US membra NON adhıbenda
SUnt ATl PECCALO, 1d est eiıdem 1ps1 concupiscentlae, YJUaC hoc carnale NOSITrumM
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In thıs teXL, the dıgnıty of the body 15 unambiguously dıstın-
guished irom the blameworthy CUYo Ihe latter 15 recognized S yInı-
bol of the reg10n where dısordered affection (adfectus) manıfests
ıtself. Evıdently it 15 thıs unhealthy inclinatıon of the flesh that enslaves
the body instrument for the fulfiıllment of sınful end Never-
heless, hat remaıns obscure in thıs dıstınction 15 whether thıs PCI-
verted affection 1S only the corruption of the body the defect of the
whole human nature For, it 15 quıte empting reduce Augustine’s
subtle distinction into the substantıal dualısm Dy interpreting CUYO N

the awe: Dbody, the or1g1n of A sinful lusts in opposıtıon the purıty
of the soul spırıt In other words, it stil] needs to be explicated why
the distinction in question 15 not only play ıth terms

Augustine responds thıs poss1ıble eritic1ısm by stressing that
the flesh morbıd affectiıon 15 prımarıly defect of the soul. For
affection Can be felt wıthout the partıcıpatıon of the soul. In ugus-
tine’s ontologıcal lerarchy, the soul POSSCSSCS ADSOIute superl10r-
Ity VCI the body and therefore CannoTt be passıvely affected by the
body.““ The bodıly affectiıon always DICSU  S the actıve partıcıpa-
t10N of the soul.

““ It 15 certamly AS and trustworthy dASs be, the (exTi that 1U  N The
flesh [usts against the spırıt and the spirıt agaınst the flesh (Gal
L/): but ST1 CVEIYONC, hınk, WOU9educated and uneducated,
that the flesh lust (concupiscere) after anythıng wıthout the soul
anıma) thus the of CONCuPILSCENKLA CAFNLS 15 nOoTt be OUnN!|
in the soul alone, but much less In the flesh alone. It arıses, after all,
Irom both; irom the soul, that 1S, because wıthout ıt pleasure (dilec-
fatio) Can be felt, and from the flesh because wıthout it there Cannot

723be felt anı y specıfically carnal pleasure.

captıuum Nam quantum ad 1psam corporalem substantıam naturam, in
UIrs fıdelıbus, s1ue conıugatıs S1ue continent1bus, 1am templum De1l est  27 See also CIU
Del XIV, Ihe dıfferentiation between 'UTO and COFDUS be traced back hıs
early ork De fide el symbol 2 E though in dıfferent CONTfEXT concerning of the
resurrection of the esh

See for instance De (Jenesı ad litteram AIl, 16, 28) ANGC SAanec an-
dum est facere alıquıid [0)  u In spiırıtu. ” Thıs pomint 18 ell summarızed by KTIENNE
ILSON, “Le OFrD peult DAasS agır UCUNE Aanıere Sr LA  ame, le superieur”. See
ETIENNE GHLSON Introduction 7  etude de saınt Augustin 4ed (Parıs Vrın) 1949,

23 Gn litt. e 12 ‘“ Verissime quıppe ueracıssıme scr1ptum est aro ÜU-

pisCIt aAaduersus spiırıtum, el SPIFLEUS Aduersus CArnem sed tamen arnNecIn sıne anıma
Concupıiscere nıhıl DULO quod OmMnıIs doctus indoctusque NON dubıitet Ac DCI hOocC
IDSIUS concupıiscentiae carnalıs NON est in anıma sola, sed multo MINuUs est In Carne
sola. Ex utroque nNnım ft anıma scılıcet, quod sıne Ila delectatıo nulla sentitur:
arne autem, quod sıne Jla carnalıs delectatiıo NON sentıitur. > rendere: dılectatio
“pleasure ” instead of “enjoyment” 15 found In Hıll’'s translatıon. (WSA



In thıs exeges1s the ension between flesh and spiırıt 15 NOTL treated
dS SUuDsStantıa diıvısıon between body and soul, but rather ASs OPDDO-
SIt10N between dıfferent annNeTS of pursuing pleasure. TIhe pleasure 15
called carnal 187011 because it or1g1inates from the body the flesh only,
but because the soul perce1ves such dısturbing pleasure irom the UIScC
of the flesh and ıth the flesh In the spırıtual ongıng that
only or1g1inates from the spirit.““ In Augustine s terms, ..  WEe 5Sd y that the
flesh lusts because the soul uSsts in carnal INAaNnNneT (carnaliter).  2925

Now CONCUPLSCENFIA CAFNLS 1S revealed the perverted I1LaNnNeT
of the soul’s dısposıtıon. In book XIV of De CiuLtate Deli, Dy appeal-
ng scrıptural testiımon1es, Augustine takes OIlC Step further inter-
preit Cr d specı1al reference fo 111all and consequently CONCUPILS-
cCentia CAFrNLS the sınful desıre lıve accordıng INnan than
accordıng God .26 As 1S ell known, thıs refers definıtely °AamoOr
UL  77 which A4Ss the foundatıon for the earthly CIty In CONTtras
°amoOr Dei” for the CIty of God.?’

111 Augustine sexual ust and the impotence of the will

Bearıng thıs conception of carnal CONCupIScCeNCeE in mınd,
advance Augustine’s phenomenologıical description of sexual ust In
De Ciultate De1 AI

*7’3 lust trıumphs NOL only OVeCTI the ole body, and nOoTL only Out-
wardly, but nwardly also. When the affection (affectio) of the mınd
15 unıted OT mıxed wıth the appetite of the flesh (appetitus CAaFrNıS), ıt
convulses the ole INan, that there ollows pleasure greater than
anı Yy other bodıly pleasure (COrpoOrILsS uOLluptas) that, al that
Oment of time when he achleves hıs clımax, the alertness and,
speak, vigılance of man ’s hought (uLgil1a Cog1ıtationis) 15 almost
entirely overwhelme: For the parts created for thıs DUTDOSC (to
ege chıldren) WOU then be the ervants of hıs mınd GVen in the task
f procreatıion, Just A4S h1ıs other members SC VO ıt In the Varı0us tasks
dıstrıbute. them Ihey WOUuU aCci al the approva of hıs all (nutus
uoluntatis), and NOT because incıted Dy the urging of lust

Ibıd “carnem ıtaque Concupıscentem aduersus spırıtum dıicıt apostolus carnalem
procul dubı0 delectatiıonem, QUam de Carne el Cu arllec spiırıtus habet aqaduersus delec-
tatıonem, qUamı solus habet. ”

De perfectione Iustitiae hominiıs. S, 42) “ Non Nnım aiQO sıne anıma
concupIiscıt, quamu1s aATrO COoncupIiscere dıcatur, quı1a carnalıter anıma cConcupIıscıt. ”

CIU DeL AIV, Z
See CIU Dei, AIV, 28
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° But NOTL SV those who love thıs kınd of pleasure AIC moved eıther
marıtal intercourse OT ımpure VvIice only when they wısh. SOome-

times the UTSC arlses unwanted: sometimes, the other hand, ıt for-
sakes the lover, and CONCUPISCENCE W cold In the body SVCN
1ie burnıng in the mınd. Ihus strangely, then, does lust refuse

NOT only the ıll ege (generandı uoluntas), but CVECIN the lust
for ewd enjJoyment. oug ıt 15 for the MOoOSst part wholly Oopposed

the mınd’s control, ıf 15 NOT seldom dıviıded agaınst ıtself it AT1OUSCS

the mınd, but ıt does NnOTL follow hrough what ıf has egun and AT OUSC

the body also.  29728
In thıs VIVv1d depıiction, Tree characterıstics of the sexual ust

Can be instantly identified Fırst 15 the violent ‚W of ust that def-
inıtely changes the STatus not only of the body but also of the mınd,
CVENnN such degree that the intellectua. faculty of the mınd Can be
obstructed Dy thıs sensual force. Second 1s the rebellıon of the bodıly
members, L sexual OT Sans agaınst the control of the 1ll ast but NOT
the east, 15 that the CONCupISCenNCeE uncontrollable9 dis-
obeys noTt only the command of the wıll, but CVCH the ust tself, the
ust for wallowıng in the sensual pleasure.

What grounds ese features of ust 15 obvıously theır diısobedi-
CC hıs disobedience has already een mentioned together ıth
other 1N! of emotıional turbulence, such grief and paın In De CIUL-
fate De1 AIV, 15. where they AICcC laımed AS the punıshment for the
1ITrS couple’s allure Dy commandment. O it
briefly, then in the punıshment of that SIN, hat 15 the retrıbution for
disobedience ıf NOoTt dısobedience itse1lf? ”9 It deserves notice agaın

cıu.Del, U: 16 ° Haec autem <1bı NON solum {9)  u NC solum extrin-
u  P UHETUM et1am intrınsecus umdıcat COMMOUE| homınem anımı sımul
affectu G arnıs appetıtu con1ıuncto permi1xto, ut uoluptas sequatur‚ qua
malor In COTpOTIS uoluptatıbus nulla est; ıta ut OmMenTtTO 1PDSO temporI1Ss, YJUO ad 1US
peruenitur extremum, 10L OMNIS aCIEeS el quası u1gılıa cogltat1on1s obruatur.
et1am In hoc serenade prolıs Ooffic10 S1IC 1US mentI1 C UJUaC ad hoc ODUS creafte SUnN(T,
JUCIM ad modum Cefiera SUu1Ss YJUACYUC oper1ıbus dıstrıbute membra serulrenf, NUuLu uol-
untatıs acta, 1NON aeSTIu hlıbıdınıs incıtata ? Sed qu 1ps1 amaftores hu1us uoluptatıs s1ue
ad concubitus conı1ugales s1ue ad inmundıtıias flagıtıorum Cr uoluerıint 11-

[uTr; sed alıquando inportunus est Jle MOLIULU nullo, alıquando autem destitult
inhıantem, ei GEr in anımo concupiscentia ferueat, frıget in COTDOIC, ıta mırum
in modum NON solum generandı uoluntatı. et1am lascıul1endı 1ıbıdını lıbıdo ON

serult, el CR toftfa plerumque ment1 cohıbenti aduersetur, ONNUMY Ua ei aduersus
1psa diu1idıitur COoMMOLOqUE anımo ın cCcCOommoOuendo COTDOIC 1pSsa 1910)8| sequıtur. ”

C1Ite\ Dyson’s translatıon ıth SOTIIC changes emphasıze SOTNC crucı1al psychologı-
cal terms, and Iso for the sake of ConsIistency. See The City agalnst the Pagans,
ed and trans DYy YSON (Cambrıidge: Cambrıdge Universıty Press),. 998

Ihid. AXAIV, ‘Den1que, ut breuılter dıcatur, in ıllıus peccatıIquıd inoboe-
dıentlae nIs1ı inoboedientia retrıbuta ect‘? ”



that Varıo0us forms of Iıhido enumerated In thıs chapter and sexual
ust 15 nNnoTt sıngled Ouf the sole CONSCQHUCNCEC of the 1IrS sin.>0 Nev-
ertheless, ın the contextf of the fırst SIN cCommıtted by dam and Eve,
Augustine has g00d ICAason focus the sexual lust, for ıt 15 wriIıt-
ten in Genesı1ıs CYCS of them both WG opened, and they
knew that they WEIC na and they sewed i1g-leaves ogether, and
made themselves aprons. ” ere must be somethıng 11Cc  S in theır bod-
1es recognızed by eIr CYCS However, thıs novelty that dısturbed theır
CYCS souls COU 18(0)1 be the body tself, though ıt OCccurred externally
ere For the body had een In ıts nudıty before eIr transgress1on
it 1S explıcıtly wriıtten in (Genes1is: they WEeIC naked, and WEeEeTC NOotL
ashamed. *} Moreover, the body in ıts natural Status d tTeated Dy (G0od
should NOoTt embarrass the soul, 1C had lıved blessed ıfe in har-
MON10US relatıon the body In Augustine’s CYCS, hat changed er
the Fall of human beings 18 the force that drıves motivates the OT1g-
inal blameless of the bodıly members. In Augustine’s terms,
ıt 15 11Cc  S stırrıng of eır flesh Thıs dl  < ULSC 15 named lust 1bido),
d ıt inflamed the flesh regardless of the dec1isıon of will.-?® the INCcAan-
tıme, Augustine recCOogN1Zes the aCTt of cCovering themselves dS atu-
ral eXpression of theır embarrassment and cshame after becomıng AaWaTe
of theır nudıty. hıs feelıng of cshame makes the ust involved In SCX-

ualıty 1SUNC from other turbulent emot1ons, such d anger.*°
“ Agaın, chastıty (verecundia) does NnOTL conceal the aCTs of and
the words and eel assoc1lated wıth the other affections (affectiones)
In the Sadille WaY that it conceals the aCTts of lust (opera [ibidinis) 16
AdIC performed Dy the sexual But 15 thıs noTt sımply because, In
the Case of the other pass1o0ns, the body’s members AI NOTt sei ın
motiıon Dy the pass1ıons themselves, but Dy the wiıll, after ıt has COIMN-
sented the passıons ? For the all has MasterYy OVECT the uUsSc of such
members. For ONeE who utters word In 9 OI, indeed, strikes
another, COu do f h1s tonNgZue OT hand WeEeIC noTt in SOINEC WdYy set
In motion by the ıll (uoluntate); and those members AdIc seft In motion
by the SaIlle all CVCIMN when there 1S But the sexual OTSans
have somehow tallen completely under the >WaYy of lust that they

note 19
31 enes1is ° Nudı erTant, el 1NON confundebantur. ” ('ıted TOM CIU De1 AA

CIU Deıl AIV, 1 E} “Quod iıtaque aduersus damnatam culpa inoboedientiae uol-
untatem lıbıdo inoboedenter mouebat, uerecundıa pudenter tegebat. ”

For detaıled discussion of UGUSTINE S conception f shame (pudor) ın De
C1iuLtate Del, SS artıcle, “"Shame in the (ontext of SIn Augustine the Feelıng
of Shame In De Ciultate Dei’”, Les Recherches de T’heologie el Philosophie medievales,

(2007) (forthcoming)
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ave W of al all f thıs passıon 15 absent, and unless
it has eiıther arısen of ıts OW aCccord OT been aroused Dy another. It 15
thıs that makes us ashamed; ıt 1S thıs that Causcs avo1d the CYC

23934of onlookers, ushıng.
What 15 al 1ssue ere 15 clearly the role of the ll In the Casc

of aAaNSCI, the ll eeps ıts full control VCI the body functions
the decısıve factor of bodıly mMoOovement: such uttering words, strık-
ing others ei6:; 1C closely connected wıth the eXxpress1o0n of CINO-
t10Ns passions.”” In STar thıs, CVECN when ave
StronNg ıll ave thıs 311 Dy ıtself CannoTt ontrol the 1ICC-

CSSaTLY of sexual OTSans for ıts fulfiıllmen hıs bodıily
movemen 1S domiınated solely by ust carnal CONCUPISCENCE, 1C
has respect for the authorıty of the all Here the ımpotence of the
ll 15 stressed the essential characterıstic of aCTSs of Iihido (opera
libidinis). The 1ll has 118 defend ıfs diıgnity Dy concealıng the cshame-
ful parts of the body Thıs defensıve reactıon also confiırms the OrNg1-
nal powerlessness of the mınd in the face of ust For ıf the ll Was

Strong enough control the sexual lust, ıt WOU ave eed IO CON-
ceal OUT natural body

In Augustine s CYCS, the ıimpotence of the ll only appene
uUuDON dam and Eve er theır fall And thıs fact reveals the funda-
mental change of e1Ir mental STate Ihroughout h1s lıfe, Augustine
insısts that Iliıhido CONCUPLSCENTLA CAFNLS O€Ss nNOoTt eX1ist in Paradıse
OT al eas 15 obedient the ll before the Fall, GVEN though —
187011 ıt Dy OUT experience.*® In Paradıse, the soul 1ve' in perfect

CIU. Dei XIV., 19, ““Quod autem irae D' alıarumque affectiıonum in quıbusque
dıctis factıs NOMN S1IC abscondıiıt uerecundıa, ut D' lıbıdinıs, JUaAC fiunt genital-
ıbus membrIıs, quıd Causac ESst, nIısı quıa in ceter1s membra COTrpOorI1S NO  — 1psae affec-
t1ıones, sed, CUu e1s consenserIıt, uoluntas moOouel, UUaC In uUsSsu OTUIIN OmMNınO dom1-
natur? Nam qU1SQUI1S uerbum emuttit Iratus ue]l et1am QUCIMYUAIMN percutit, NON posset
hoc facere, n1ıs1ı lıngua el iubente quodam modo uoluntate mMOUuerenN(ur:; QquaC
membra, et1am CUu ITra nulla est, mMoOuentfur eadem uoluntate. At uUCIO genitales COI-

DOTIS partes ıta hlıhıdo SUO 1UT1 quodam modo mancıpauıt, ut mouerI1 DNON ualeant, S1 1pDsa
defueriıt el n1ısı 1psa ue] ultro ue]l excıtata surrexerit. Hoc est quod pudet, hOocC est quod
intuentium Ooculos erubescendo deuitat. ”

For the termıinology of emotıon in AUGUSTINE wrıtings, SCr CIU Del L  9 49
hıs anım1ı mot1bus, QqUaC (iraec1 naON, nostrı autem quıdam, sıcut C1icero, Mr-

batıones, quıdam affectiones ue] affectus, quıdam uUCTO, sıcut iste (SC Apule1us) de
Graeco eXpress1us, passıones uocant. ” ( f Ibıd., V, 1 AIV, 5: conf., X, ZA1T See
also (GJERARD () DALY’'S and DOLAR ZUMKELLER S excellent Ya ese ierms,
* Affectus (passıo, perturbat1ıo0)” AugLex 166-180, CSD 166-7/7

C’iu DeL ALV, MILE CHMITT, referred by Sorab]yı 2000, has dıstiınguıished
stages in the evolutiıon of Augustine’s viewpoinnt concerning the exıistence of MU-

pıscentia CAFNILS In Paradıse before eIr eating the forbidden frunts In De (Jenesı
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armonYy ıth the body ere W ds NOl the rebellıon of the sexual lust,
NO CVCN other 1n of affections of the soul, such d desıre (Ccupidi-
{AS), fear (fimor), sadness (Fristitia) and mJOY (Inanıiter laetum).*'
The sovere1gnty of the all 15 ubıquıtous that CVCNMN sleep dıd NOT
COMMEC uDON them agaınst theır ıll (inultus).”® hıs iıdealıstic depıiction
of Paradıse makes ıt quıte natural for Augustine belıeve that the
genital OTSans WEIC impelled by the Sallle approva. of the all (nutus
uoluntati) other bodıly members.“? It W as due the loss of the

of the all that dam and Eve eXperienced the embarrassment
for the first time. TOM then 0)  s the dısobedient sexual ust became the
MOoOstT reprehensıble affection of the soul.

The disobedience the ul an the blameworthiness of libido

NOow Juhan’s and orab]ı’s SO VOTIE eritic1ısms of
Augustine’s condemnatıon of sexual ust oth of them belıeve that
sexual ust 18 natural affection (affectio naturalis), 1C should nNnOoTt
be dıstinguished from other affections, eıther of the body such
hunger, OT of the soul such anger.“  U

Augustine s condemnatıon of sexual lust, Sorabyı aAarguCcS,
phılosophıcally ase upON ıts dısobedience 1{60 the wıll, 1C manıfests
ıtself In [WO dıfferent anneTrs First 1s the phenomenon hat the male  7  S
sexual OTSans AICcC solely aroused by the lust, NOTL under the control of

CONILIFra Manıchaeos of 388-9, Augustine rejects the dea of procreatıon in Paradıse.
(Gn adu Man H. 24 32): In De (Grenesi ad liıtteram, publıshed in 416 and In De
C1iultate Dei AILV, wriıtten In“ Augustine recCoOgNI1IZES the PUTDOSC of procreation
for the bodies of Adam and Eve but the sexual MOovements MUST have been followıng
the approva of the ıll (Gn lıtt. L 10, 16-18 CIN Deı AIV, ete:)}) In letter 6*
of probably 420, Augustine concedes the poss1ıbilıty of CONCUPISCENTIA CAFrNıS byaddıng “lf”, namely ıf it dıd exIist In Paradıse, ıt cshould have been under the COIMN-
trol of the ıll (EpD 6*, 8 Jul 1 1} 5/) See SCHMITT 1983; SORABJI 2000. 406-
409 For recent study the or1ıgınal Status of human beings, SC Bouton-touboulic,
“Or1gines de |'homme, OT121Ns des homes he7z saılnt Augustıin ” In 1ıta Latına PE

2005
C'iu Deı1 XIV, “ Sıcut In paradıse nullus aestus aut {r1guUs, S1IC iın 1US habıta-

tore nulla cupıdıtate ue| timore accıdebat bonae uoluntatıs offens10. Nıhıl OmMnNnınO
trıste, nıhıl Tal inanıter laetum. ”

Ibıd ' Non lassıtude fatıgabat ot10sum, 10  —_ SOIMNNUS premebat inulıtum. ”
Ibıd “In facılıtate felıcıtate homınum absıt ut suspicemur 1910)8|

potu1sse prolem sSerı sıne hıbıdinıs morbo, sed uoluntatıs Nutu MOUuerentur membra
ılla JUO cetera,; sıne ardorıs inlecebroso stimulo CUu tranquıllıtate anım1ı el COTpoOrISsnulla Corruptione integritatis infunderetur grem10 marıtus UXOTIS.

See for instance Jul N 3ı 27 Jul Imp 1, Ya 1 29; I



DID AUGUSTINE OSE IHE PHILOSOPHICAL

the will.“) Ihe er 15 that thıs sensual pleasure Call obstruct the intel-
ectual faculty of the soul. oth pomits ave een mentioned earher In
OUT analysıs of the PAaSSaLc from De C1iultate Dei AIV, 16 42 As the
IrsS point, Sorabyı claıms that Augustine alls {o notice that the phys-
i1cal reactions In other emotions AIc also ınvoluntary, and Caln be dıs-
obedıen the command of the ıll ell ese reactions AaIc inter-
preted Dy the SfO1CS “tırst movements’ of the soul that should be
dıstinguished from the genumıne affective eXpress10ns ase uDON the
cConsent of the mınd. As W das argue earlhıer In orab]Jı s book, UuguS-
tine’s aılure 18 apprecı1ate thıs StO1C idea made hıs dıstınction between
sexual ust and other emotı1ons, C In De C1iuLtate Deı AILV, 19, phılo-
sophıcally untenable .“ Accordingly the condemnatıon of ust solely
for Ifs diısobedience the 11l 15 only theologıca prejJudıce, NOTL COIMN-

petent from phılosophıcal 16 W of pomnt. For Augustine’s second
complaınt agaınst lust, Sorabyı SIımply dismıisses them "symptoms
of the central fact of ıts dısobedience the wWill?? 4a

In 1U0N 18 thıs erıticısm maınly Aase‘: uDON StO1C eOTY of
emotıon, Sorab]yı Ca into question the ıdea that the ust 15 bad because
ıt 1$ not under the ontrol of the ıll He Ar gucCs instead that thıs ODPDO-
SIt10N PI'  S!  S the wiıll’s Judgment of ust bad, noTt 16E
The ust 15 regarded moral evıl 18(0)1 primarıly for ıts dısobedience
but for SOTINNC further 1C4SONS that ground the evaluatıon of the all
urthermore, these 1C4SONS ATiIC revealed by Sorab]yı be subjective,
only belongıng {O Augustine’s OW hıstory, 181011 unıversally applıcable

CVEIY case. ® Lastly, Sorabyı refers Augustine’s explanatıon of
sexual dreams sShow that ust 15 NO In anı y Casc evıl Just because of
ıts resistance the ıll COUuU be the Negal object of sexual lust,
namely, SUOTIICOIIC er than ne s ega partner that makes ıt IC-
hensible.*®

CIU Dei AIV, 6if, Jul 1 118 Dr 1 13 62: V 5’ Brown rıghtly
pomts OufTt that Sorabyı W as misled DYy recent femiıinıist lıterature beheve that ugus-
tine’s reflection sexualıty 18 essentlally male 1eW See ROWN 2002, For
Augustine’s diıscussıon of the TESCH of CONCUPILSCENTLA CAaFrNnıs In n‚ 56© for
instance, Jul I 3:

See noOote
SORABJI 2000, 31792-384 chapter ° Fırst Movements In Augustine: Adaptatıon

and Mısunderstandıng ”, CSD 380-3823 For erıticısm of SorabJi’s and
analytıcal presentatıon of Augustine’s thoughts the 11l and the prelımınary CI110-
tiıonal mMOovementSs, SC artıcle, “ Augustine the Wiıll and Fırst Movements of
emotıon ” (forthcoming).

Ibıd 405
45 Ibıd 4A41 241723

Ibıd 2000, 415



Io defend Augustine s posıtıon agaınst orabJı s critic1sm, it 15
useful recapıtulate the most sıgnıfıcant pOomts ave eached al
the beginnıng of OUT analysıs ırst, the implıcatıon of CONCUPILSCENFLA
CAFNLS 1S much broader than sexual lust: second, the peJjoratıve COMN-
notatıon of thıs term has indıspensable reference sexualıty though
they irequently elated each ET We ave Sa Yy that orab]Jı s
iımplıcıt identificatıon of Iiıhıido OT CONCUPLSCENFLA CAFNLS ıth sexual
ust dıstorts Augustine ’s reflections from the rıght beginning. What
atters in Augustine’s conception of CONCUPILSCENFKLA CAaFrNnısS 15 SCH-
eral disorder inherent in the soul, which SOCS definıtely beyond the
realm of sexualıty. It 1S for certaın that In hıs d1scuss10ns, CONCUPLS-
centia CAFNILS manıfests ıtself prıimarıly and mostly in sexual actıvyvıtles.
In addıtıon, Augustine o0€eSs belıeve that the orıgınal SIN 15 transmuıtte
through thıs deformed INannNeTr of sexualıty that 1Ss for PTIO-
creation.“” However, ese CannoTt Justiıfy the confusıon of the nnerıte
CONCUPLSCENFIA CAFNLS ıth the sexual ust For the latter 15 only
iıllustratıve form of thıs general dısorder.

The second pomIn that cshould be questioned 1s orab]Jı’s claım
that Augustine’s denuncı1atıon of sexual ust 1S ase. uDON ıfs dısobe-
diıence the ll In the dıscussıon regardıng the meanıngz of CUFO,
ave clarıfıed that Augustine identifies CONCUPLSCENKLIA CAFNLS
moral evıl because ıt LemMpptS lıve accordıng the needs of the
flesh rather than the longıng of the SpIr It 1S blameworthy because 1t
deprives the uman PCISON of hI1s her spırıtual value and degrades
hım her into the eve of anımals. We know that Iıhıdo also exXx1Ists
In anımals but 18 NOTt evıl SINCE it o€s NOTL resist ICason there*® In
short, hat makes CONCUPLSCENKIA CAFNLS problematıc 1S the INENACEC of
thıs dısposıtion the spırıtual dımens1ıon of human personalıty. In
1g of thıs, it should be INOTE appropriate interpret the disobedi-
SEINICE the ıll sıgnıfıcant sıgn rather than the ground for the
moral badness of sexual ust

Moreover, thıs dısobedience Can A4Ss g00d indıcator only
when the l in question 1s g00d ıll hıs pomn 1S mplıed in
Augustine’s emphasıs uUuDON the absence of sexual ust and other {ur-
bulent emotlions In Paradıse: ” huet AS there W as extireme of heat
cold in Paradıse, ere In hım who WwWe ere desıre
fear hınder hıs g00d ıll ONa uoluntas).  »”49 It 1S nNnOoTft pomitless that

( SAGE "Le peche or1ıginel dans la pensee de saınt Augustıin, de 417
Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes (1969) HUNTER 1994, IO0

4X Jul. I . 35 (PE “ Haec autem l1bıdo ıdeo malum 19(0)8! est ın belluıs, QUO-
nıam 11OMN rat1on1, qua Carent. ”

CIU Dei AIV, cıted in notfe
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the rıghteousness of the ıll 15 overtly indıcated ere For nNnstance ıf
the mMOovements of sexual OTSaNs faıl fo obey the command of the l

cCommıt adultery, thıs dısobedience obvıously nNOoT reprehensıble
al all In thıs Casc Cal IMASINC that Augustine would al TE the
sexual ust ypıcal form of CONCUDPLSCENMNA CArNLıs that blame-
WO For ıf inclınes ONC empora. thıngs thıs mortal
world ; Tei ll we1g OoOWn OMNC dıgnıty spırıtual eing Ihe
allure of sexual ust thıs partıcular Casec 0€eSs NO s1gN1fy that thıs
morbıd dısposıtıon of the soul has een ULLY eradıcated However the
ll 8 ave Ihcıt SCX LNOTC reprehensı1ıble EeVCIMN though ıf Was nNOoTt ful-
fiılled because of the resistance from ust 0)1 CONCUPILSCENMNA CArNLıs For
thıs dısposıtıon of the soul ase‘ uDON voluntary decısıon that dıs-
closes the malıcıousness of the soul however ust OT CONCUDPLISCENMA
CUFTNLS 15 Just SpONtancOUS motion that upOoN the soul preceding
and exceedıing the command of the UtOoNOMOUS 11l 5() the lawful SC

ıth ONC for the PUTrDOSC of procreation g0o0d use of thıs
nherıted evıl of CONCUPLSCENMNA CUAFTNLS adulterer makes greater
evıl irom thıs Inn. evıl In both thıs erıted feature of the soul
TeINAaILNS Oopposıtıon the command of the ll hıs dıstınction
makes ıf evıdent that for Augustine the dısobedience the ıll iıtself
O€Ss 1817011 SCITIVC the groundıng 1CAasOIl for the badness of sexual lust

Fınally, CONCUDLSCENMNA OCr 18(011 only resistant fo the COIN-

mand of the 11l but CVENn the °]ust for ewd enjJoyment (lasciutend
lıbido)” 52 If the diısobedience COU be ounted the essentıal ground
for the condemnatıon of desıre ust the dıyısıon wıthın the ust
iıtself WOU be LNOTC convincıng!

10 conclude overlookıng the Paulıne ens1i10n between CUYO and
Augustine CONception of CONCUDLSCENLA CAFTNL$s Sorab]ı

aıuls FTECOLNIZC that there INOTEC profoun: diısorder than the dıs-
obedience the al the personal EXPDPET1ICENCECS that Justify Uugus-
ııne denuncı1atıon of sexual ust

Jul IM 11 187 “Sl 190000| alls esse‘! 1sta CONCUPISCENTa QquaC carnalı SUO

MOTLU NCC praecederet 1CC excederet homiınıs uoluntatem sed 1US SIMDCI sequeretur
arbıtrıum profecto NEC Manıcheus quıd 1uste reprehenderet inuenıret HC C am

NOsStIrum paradıse CON1UgaLtOos habere [1011 contenderet Her Ambro-
S1US de praeuarıcatıone PIIML homiı1n1ıs Canl TaxXı 1OS diceret qu1a CONCUDISCCIC COIMN-

ira NOMN ulderet
Jul ‘ Alıud QUIPDPC est malo bene uı quod 19l inerat el alıud est

malum quod ON eTrat ıllud 2900081 est de malo IraCto parentibus uolun-
arıum bonum facere; hoc CIO malum parentibus Tactum alııs malıs 1l PTOPILS
el uoluntarı1s aggerare. ”

CLU. DeL AFV. 1 9 SCC nofe (T also Jul IL, 1 5



Sexual ust and er affection of the soul

orab]ı's general criticısm uproots Augustine s viewpoimnt
sexual ust from ıts theologıca concerning the opposıtıon
between flesh and spırıt, between self-love and love of God In the
followıng discuss1ıo0n, want demonstrate that thıs blınd-spot also
taınts hıs agamınst Augustine, especılally hıs fırm
refutatıon of Augustine’s dıstiınction between sexual ust and other
affections As mentioned earlıer, orab]Jı s discussions centered
the O1C conception of pre-passıon (propatheia) ‘fırst movements’
FIMUS MOtUS) of the miınd. In IC psychology, unlıke the full-blown
emotıon that 15 ase uDON the ConNnsent of the wiıll, thıs pre-passıon 15
ınvoluntary and natural. Sorabyı belıeves that thıs conception 1S adapted
and miısınterpreted Dy Augustine In hıs discuss10ons of affections .

fuller treatment of the ‘tırst movements’ In Augustine’s eOorYy of
affection deserves another study Here all restrict OUT discussıon
the problem whether the uncontrollable MOovements of genıtal UOTSals
Can be iıdentified ıth the ınvoluntary °fırst movements’.

Ihe MoOSstT relevant PASSapc has een cıted earlhıer in secti1on
In that Conftext, the ımpotence of the 11l in face of genıtal mOovementSs,
1S Juxtaposed ıth the ontrol of the all VeCI the bodıly members in
volcıng the emotion of Dy utterıng words, strıkıng M6  P fist eic
Sorab]yı ACCUSECS that Augustine 0€6Ss NOT COMDAIC 1ıke ıth lıke For the
react1ons of genıtal OL Sals should be treated d the fırst mMoOovement.: for
the fulfillment of sexual lust, however, the MmMoOovement: commanded
by the ıll in the CasSc of already explıcıt eXpress10ns of the
emotıion. Followıiıng Seneca’s suggest10on, Sorabyı CONCEIVES the male
MoOovement A4S example of fırst mMovement: Just ıke physıca ICAC-
t1ons of reddenıing bristling In the Casc of anger.” These nıtıal phys-
ical shocks AIic belıeved be ırectly produce: Dy the ADPCATANCEC of
g00d bad and ave essentıal relatıon ne:s  ? morality.”®

Here Just focus OUT diıscussıon the Case of genıtal organs’
MOvement!: has een stressed earher that CONCUPILSCENFLA CAFNLS 15
primarıly perverted INaNnnNneTr of the soul’s dısposıtion. For Augustine,

SORABIJI 2000, 3722382
(ı Dei IN 1 E SCC note 28

55 ENECA, De Lra, ‚58 35 “ Nam qu1s pallorem ef lacrımas procıdentis el INrT1-
tatıonem umorIis obscen1ı altumue suspırıum el oculos subıto AaCTI1O0TES aut quıd hıs S1ImM-
ile indıcıum adfectus anım1ıque sıgnum, fallıtur 1ICC intellegıt COrpOrIS hoOos SSC
pulsus. ” SORABJI 2000, 66-75 for excellent exposıtıon of first MOovement: iın
Seneca’s thoughts.

SORABIJI 2000,
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thıs statement Can be applıed sexual ust AS partıcular form of C(ON-

Cupiscentia CAFNIS. Therefore the phenomenon of sexual iırrıtatıon 1S
nNOotLt sSımply physıologıical fact, but external and determiıinate INOVC-
ment prompte Dy hıdden and indeterminate psychıc force. What 15
INOTC ımportant, thıs force 15 NnoTt morally neutral for Augustine,
because ıt ODDOSCS {Oo OUT spırıtual dımens1on. hıs posıtıon 15 defi-
nıtely dıstanced from Juhan’s essentially physıological 16 W of SCXU-

alıty d drıven by calor genitalıs (the heat of genitals).>”
As mentioned earlıer, Augustine belhleves that the body

Can ave dırect effect uDON the soul wıthout the actıve involvement
of the soul. Sexual ust 15 exception. For thıs ICaSOTN, In hıs dıs-
tinction between sexual lust and other affections ın De C1iuLltate Dei
AIV, 1 Augustine mMust ave iımplıcıtly granted that the soul 15
involved in the mMoOovement: of genıtal OTSans, CVCMN though in A invol-
untary WaYy For these MOvements Cannot wıthout eing PIC-
Gce Dy suggestion in the soul. In Augustine’s phılosophy of DPSY-
chology, thıs suggesti1on 15 longer purely mental impression that
intrudes into the mınd regardless of the dısposıtıon of the ll In
Augustine s exeges1s of GenestI1s, 15 exphcıtly identified ıth the dan-
SCIOUS temptatıon from the serpent in Augustine’s exeges1s of (jene-
6ig 8 areful readıng of the relevant XIS all reveal that Augustine
recogNn1Zzes ‘pleasure of cognıtion’ (cogitationis delectatio) in thıs
temptation.”” hıs pleasure 1S already of the soul 18 the 1In1-
t1al mental impress1o0n. In order fee] hıs pleasure, the soul 15 alitecte:
In the that hıdden assent of the ll has een granted the
suggestion from the mental Impress10n. For Augustine, ıt 1S thıs implıcıt
pleasure that underlhes the genital MOovements and other inıtıal affective
react1ons of the mınd. As mentioned earlıer, Augustine belıeves hat In
the pre-lapsarıan E} human beings WEeEIC able control CVCMN thıs
hıdden and implicıt CONsent of the ıll Jherefore, CONCUPLSCENFLA (UY-
NLS 1S NOT incurable disease of the mınd, but immanent weakness
of the soul in thıs mO 1fe that should be by the dıvyıne

JULIAN apud Jul 1  9 27 “Sl calor genıtalıs conı1ugalıs honestatis miıniıster abh
immoderatis procurs1ıbus tam studıo0 fıdel1um, Ua don1 ulrtute retinetur, He exstin-
gultur PCI gratiam, sed frenatur probabiılıs est In CHNCIC SUO in modo SUO, ei solıs
aCCusafTtfur excess1ibus ” ETER BROWN has rıghtly commented, “ Augustine’s notion of
CONCUPILSCENTLA CAarnıs” and uhan’s calor genitalıs belong [WO entirely dıfferent
worlds. ” NSee PETER ROWN 1983, 63 ulhan’s dea of calor genitalis 18 probably intlu-
enced Dy the StO1C notion of vıtal 1ıre (Z9NLS ultalis). For the lıterature regardıng thıs,
eCc Lamberigts forthcoming.

Gn adu Man . 1 E 21: De ONe domuinı IN on E 1 C} 34° De Irını-
fate AUl, 1 E

Irın AIlL, [



In the ıfe to COIINC What underlıes ese theologıca statements
1S Augustine’s realıstic sens1it1vıty 1{8 the innate ımpotence of human
nature and hıs optimıst1ıc behef that thıs infiırmıty be remedied.
Sorab]yı rıghtly recCogNI1ZES the change of standpoınt from StOo1cC PTC-
passıon to Augustine’s temptatıon but interprets ıt sımply dıstor-
t10Nn resultiıng from SOINC Christian prejudices.°” He neglects ugus-
tine’s profoun understandıng of uman nature, especıally the health
and ınfırmıty of uman l that hes behıind the SO-Calle‘ theologıca
prejJudıce.

ertamly ave concede that in the texti under discussıon
Augustine aıuls emphasıze that In the emotıon of ere 1S also
such ınvoluntary manıfestation of the aitecte: soul, M 15 reated
by Seneca and hıs CoONntemporary Com  10r sımple reaction
wıthout the involvement of genulne emotılons. In other OCCAaS1ONS,
Augustine 0€Ss reflect thıs ınvoluntary reacti1on, both physıca and
mental, evıdence of the sınful affection of the soul ©! Thıs n_
rolled reactiıon 1S COINMON all passıons AaSs dısturbing agıtatıon
Tfallıng uDON the soul. Even under such CONCESSION, Augustine s INnsS1S-
enNce the partıcularıty of sexual ust Can be defended ollows
the affection concernıng OUT sexualıty 15 UPCH only the ınvoluntary
INannNeTr of eXpress1on and CannoTl be fulfılled in the absence of thıs
uncontrollable alfectiıve sensual stımulatıons: however,
other emotiıons Cal fınd another LLOTC controllable WAaYy CÄPDICSS
themselves. 0Ug In the inıtıal phase of eIr formatıon, ese CINO-
t1o0ns AaDDCAaT AdS ınvoluntary react10ns, both mental and physıcal, such

pallor, fallıng tears, deep sıghıng eic eır completion 0€eSs NOT PIC-
SUDDOSC the of ese ınvoluntary MOovements It ıll be made
LNOTC explıcıt In the analysıs of the relatıon between shame-feeling and
CONCUPLSCENELA CAaFNIS, hOow thıs partıcularıty makes sexual ust INOTIC
hameftful than er affections, though the latter Cal be INOTEC evıl and
ILNOTEC compulsive.°

VI Lıbido and hunger, thırst, digestion
In hıs ecriticısm of Augustine’s objection sexual lust, Sorabyı

also appeals Juhan’s Comparıson of ust hunger, hırst, dıgestion,
and sleep, Aarguc that sexual ust CannoTt be sıngled Out from ese

Sorabl]ı belıeves that thıs change or1ıgınates TOM Urıgen and culmınates In
Augustine. See 1d 2000, 56:5

frın AIl, 1 9 1 CIU Deı1 XIV, 4-6
See artıcle shame. WU 2007 forthcomin:
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bodıly needs. Julıan 15 eileve ave made sıgnıfıcant dıfferent1i-
at1on between the command (imperium) and the CONsenT (CONSENSUS)
of the will.© Sorab]yı ıth ulıan that hunger, ırst, and 1ges-
t10N, dS ell genital movements, B‘d0 NO requıre the command, but
only the CONsent of the will?”.©*

1IrS ıt should be mentioned that thıs dıstınction has een
reported by Augustine inconsıistent in Juhan’s argumentation®>,
1G 15 unJjustly gnored In orab]ı's aCCOUunNT In SOINC Julıan
declares that genital members also obey the command of the miıind; in
erE} he insısts that they ..  are NOl moved by the command of
the mınd, but rather awalıt ıts consent ”6 hıs InconsistenCcYy al eas
ShOws the ambıgulty of Juhan’s conception of sexual ust In ıts rela-
t10n the wıll, and the dıfficulty of maıntamıng such artıfıcıal dıs-
tinction. ertamly ıt Can be explaıned ıf the genıital members obey
the cCcommand of the ıll In the normal condıtion not ““prevented
eıther Dy IlIness OT Dy ack of control”, and become rebelhlous only
under SOTINC morbid conditions.®/ Even granting that the dısobedience
of ese genıital mMovement: the cCcCommand of the ıll 1S only CCa-

sı1onal, Augustine m1g still that it 15 thıs exception that reveals
the genumne nature of sexualıty. For thıs Occasıonal dısobedience
mplıes that there must be SOTINC independent force 1SUNC from the
Wıll, IC underlies the genıtal mMmovementl: Here Augustine Can
defend hıs posıtıon Dy stressing that ese bodıly mMmovements and theır
drıving force precede the exphıcıt CONSsSeNnNT of the wıll, 1C 1S also
conceded Dy Juhan in hıs phrase °° awaıt ıts consent ” (expectare CON-

SCHSUM, ıtalıcs). The dıfference hes In Augustine’s emphasıs that
these pre-consensual MOovements reflect the condıtıon of the ıll
well, though in implıcıt WaY In thıs Con(texX(te, Augustine

ONC example from ( i1cero’s De CONSILILLS SULS cıted Dy Julıan that
sexual arousal Can be influenced by MUSIC d ollows

Julı1an apud Jul V’ 3 Z Z
Ibıd V 5! °°hOC 304 OIUu In h1is habendum putastı, YJUaAC multa in [105-

ITO COTDOTEC ordıne SUO dıspensatıone secreta, uoluntatıs NON imper1um, sed CON-
SCIISUM requırunt . See SORABJI 2000, 409

Ibıd
Ibıd ME 5, Non MOUEeTI haec ad anımı imper1um, sed pot1us eXspectare

consensum ”.
Ibıd V, 5! °ub1i prımum dixist1: "Cum uentum fuerıt ut filı semınentur, ad

uoluntatıs DTOTSUS NutLum membra in hOocCc ODUS Creata famuları; n1ısS1 OTum ımpedi-
nta, auft de infırmitate, auft de immoderatiıone prouen1ant, serulre anımı Imper10’;
pOstea UCTO, "hoc Nnu MOTLUS In hıs habendum putastı, quacC multa In NOSITO COTDOTEC
ordıne SUO dıspensatıone secreta, uoluntatıs 10  —_ imper1um, sed CONSCHNSUMmM

‚M}requırunt



°° Y Ou SCC, then, that Statement W as quıte approprIiate that thıs desıre
1C the other SCI1SCS SO V 15 in theır aster that ıt lets
them be aroused for ıts actıvıty OT quiet down fIrom ıts turmaoıl. saıd
thıs, alfter all, because, N yOU yourse. admıt, We cConsent ıt rather
than command ıt For the fact that ‘“ıt 18 aroused Dy other stimulı OT
15 broken and quieted OWN Dy melody, yYOU M4 5SdYy, WOUuU
certamly noTt be the CaSC, f it obeyed the uman will  »”68
In er words, the command of the wiıll, both for Augustine

and for Julıan, be accepte: the dıirect drıving force al 1Ssue.
For ulıan, ıt 15 physıologıcal force of calor genitalıs, for Augustine,
Ilıhıido CONCUPISCENLFIA Carnıls, 16 primarıly belongs the soul.
However, In Juhan’s dıfferentilatiıon between the command and the
CONSsSeENT of the wiıll, thıs INOTC profoun: dıvergence between Augustine
and ulıan the drıving force for the genıtal mMoOovement: 1S gnored
and concealed. For thıs ICasSON, thıs dıstıncetion 0€eSs NOl OuC the CECIl-
tral pomt of theır CONLTOVETSY, namely the ımpotence of the all In
confrontatıon ıth the sexual uUurse

econdly, Julian appeal the Comparıson of ust ıth er
bodıly needs CannoTt invalıdate Augustine’s condemnatıon of ust
eıther. 1S argue that hunger and thırst also ıth respect
the cCommand of the ll ıke sexual lust, but do NOTL blame ese
natural appetıtes. As 15 rghtly emphasızed Dy Sorab]l, hunger and 1IrS
in thıs Comparıson should be hought of ..  not merely d needs of the
body, but actual wants  ” 69 hıs 15 sıgnıfıcant clarıfıcatıon In

18 Augustine s argument agamınst Julıan
ON should nNOL, In al y CasSC, COMDATC thıs lust 1  1  O hunger ÖT
other of OUT dıscomforts. None of u E after all, AIe UngTYy OT hırsty OT

dıgest food when 111 do ese AdIiIc needs (indigentia of
body that must be refreshed OT relıeved, and mMust attend them

that the body o€es noTt suffer INJury OT dıe But does the body suf-
fer INJury OT dıe ıf do not g1ve OUT assent (ASSENSUS) lust? Dis-
tinguısh, then, the evıls 1C endure wıth patıence irom those
evıls : e rein In wıth continence.  »”7/70

Ibıd V 3 “ Vıdes CI SO qUam congruentius COO dıxerım, SU1 1Ur1s hanc SSC

quodam modo, Cul seruıltur ah alııs sens1bus, ut in ODUS SUUTN dıgnetur ASSUCBCIC, ue|l
SUa commotione requlescere. Hoc nNnım CRO 1deo d1x1, quıa, sıcut 1pse cConfessus CS,

‚„„consentitur el potıus quam ımperatur‘‘. Nam, ef quod „„alııs concıtatur stimulı1s, ue]l
modulamıne frangıtur el sedatur‘‘“, sicut ıpse prosequerI1Ss, profecto NON fıeret, S1 serulret
homiınıs uoluntatı.

SORABIJI 2000, 409
Jul N. 5, “ Nec amen 1deo debes istam lıbıdınem famı uel alııs molest11s

nOostrıs 3081 Quod Nnım NECINO CUu uult esurıt, aut sıtıt, aut dıgerit; indıgentiae
Sunt istae reficıendiı uel exonerandı COTDOTIS, quıbus subuen1ıendum est, laedatur, aut
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1S quıte evıdent that for Augustine the bodily dıscomforts
bodıly needs aTrec nNnOoTt reprehensıble because they aIiIc for (J)UT
exIistence ıIn thıs WOT oug sexual ust 15 also requıred for the
procreatıion, ıt 0O€Ss involve the unruly dısposıtıon of the soul S_
UÜIe the mMO thıngs LNOTC than S  2 mmortal ıfe hıs makes SCX -
ual ust dıstinguıished from hunger and thırst d bodıly needs, IC
Call be explaıned aASs DUTIC physıologıcal phenomenon and be satısfıed
Dy obtamıng the needed materı1al.

In place of ust and hunger OT ust and thırst A4Ss bodıly needs,
Sorab]yı er [WO COMPparısons: of the genıital MOvements
ıth the salıvyatıon and the subsequent dıgestion; of ust and the
desıre eal and drink ”' TIhe result 1S taken for granted that In eıther
Casec sexual ust 1s Just 1ıke er bodıly desıres, ] ( makes UuguS-
tine’s condemnatıon of sexualıty unsustaınable.

For the first COomparıson, Augustine WOU Sa y that both bod-
ıly mMmovement and should be free of reprehensıon. As 15 emphasızed
previıously, Augustine blames the body and ıts motion in SCH-
eral. For instance, the genital mMoOovement obeyıngz the cCommand of the
1ll d ei1eve: exIıist in Paradıse before the Fall certamly ı-
Ouft anı Yy eviıl. Augustine ins1ısts that he only condemns the sexual
arousal urge by CONCUPLSCENTLIA CAFNILS 1C threatens the spırıtua
value of human beings. ’“ In short, hat makes sexualıty problematıc
for Augustine 18 ıtfs drıving force, NOoT the motiıon iıtself.

In the fexfi interrogated by Sorab]yl, Augustine O€eSs sımply d1is-
mI1ss hunger thırst d PUIC bodıly needs; however, he 15 NOoTt blınd
the dıstinction between bodıily needs and sensual desıre ust (sen-
tiendı [1bido). In Contra Julianum 1 14, 67 Augustine clearly dıs-
tinguishes hunger thırst irom the love of food

When nature, then, demands In SUOIIIC WAaYy SOTNC Ssustenance iC 1s
ackıng, thıs 15 not called desire (Libido), but hunger OT thırst. but when
the eed has been satısfıed and the love of food (amor edendi) entices
the mınd further, then there 15 desıre, then there 1S evıl 1C OMNC

5573MuSst nOoTt yıe but resist.

occıdat numquıd autem aedıtur Aaut Occıdıt u  , S1 lıbıdını 1ON adhıbeatur 11-
sus’? 1scerne CIZO mala JuUaC PCI patıentiam sustinemus, abh e1Is malıs JuUaC PDCI CON-
tinentiam refrenamus. ”

SORABIJI 2000, 409
Jul. I E * Numquam CIO CO MOoLum genitalıum reprehendı generalıter,

quod dıcıs: „dedıicatıve"; sed ıllum MOotLum reprehendı1, YUCHN facıt cConcupiıscentia,
ua CC CONCUPILSCIE aduersus spiriıtum”

Ibıd 1 1 67 “(Cum CI SO natura quodam modo poscıt supplementa JUaC
desunt, 1NON UOCaTtur lıbıdo, sed fames auft SIt1S: Cu CIO suppleta necessıtate 1INOT
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hıs love of food 15 recognızed form of sensual desıre,
16 18 blameworthy because ıt 15 In opposıtıon Ne s  ? spırıtua
ongıng eX 3:3)

*° But sensual desıre (sentiendl [ibido), wıthc AdIic NO dealıng,
15 what drıves have sensat1ons Out of love of carnal pleasure,
whether cConsent wıth OUT mınd OT 1g agaınst ıt It 15 opposed
the love of w1sdom; it 1S INn of the virtues. Wıth respect the

of ıt involved In the un1ıon of the [WO marrı1age makes g00d
UuUsSc of thıs evil, when the SPOUSCS procrealte chılaren by it and do noth-

3974ıng aCCount of ıt

Obvıously, thıs sensual desıire 15 only another amne of u_

piscentia CAFNIS. Here sexual ust IS mentioned explıcıtly partıc-
ular form of sensual desıre. In the Samıe WAaY, ıf sexual ust 15 blamed
for ıts opposıtıon To the spırıt, 15 the love of food perverted
desıire toward worldly thıngs. If the desıire eal TIN in the
Sorab]Jı’s second Comparıson Can be identified ıth thıs love of food

drınk, it 18 evıdent that for Augustine both aAIiIcC reprehensıble. Cer-
taınly it mıg be argue that the desıire eal Can be neutral 1SPO-
SIıt10N toward the sustenance, NOoTt MOr edendı 1C inclines the
mınd for carnal pleasure. OWEeVerT Augustine WOUuU not recogn1ıze
such dıstinction, because he WOU nNnOoTt accept dısposıtion
affection of the soul d somethıing neutral. desıre 15 eıther g00d when
the object 1S Justif1able bad when it 15 unlawiu What 1S sıgnıfıcant
for Augustine IS that the g00d should be preferre the eviıl. ere-
fore 1f desıre 15 indıfferent 8 ıfts object, it 15 certamly evil. ”>
Accordingly the SO-Calle: desıire 18 eal 15 eıther only eed for NECC-

CSSar y nutrıtion PUTC gree: the former, ıt 15 blameless and dıis-
tinguished irom sexual ust aASs cshown above:;: ıf the latter, both thıs dıs-
ordered love and sexual ust aAIic culpable.

edendı anımum sollıcıtat, 1am lıbıdo est, 1am malum est, Cul cedendum NONMN SSL sed
resistendum. ” Obvıously In thıs texti Iıhıdo 1S used general term of al]l kınds of
desıre.

Ibıd 1  n 1 9 *I ıbıdo autem sentiendi1 ßSE,; de qua NUNC agımus, UJUaC 1105 ad
sentiendum, s1ue consentlientes mente, s1ue repugnantes, appetitu carnalıs uoluptatıs
ımpellıt. Haec est contrarıa dılectionı sapıentlae, haec ulirtutibus inımıca. Hoc malo,
quantum attınet ad 1US Cal partem qua <1bı uterque miscetur, bene uftunftur
nuptlae, Gr conı1uges procreant fılıos PCI ıllam, nıhılque acıunt propter iıllam  27

Ibıd I 2 ‘““Quod autem 1psa concupıscentla facıt, S1ue ad 1cıtum SIuUEe ad
ıllıcıtum indıfferenter ardescere, utıque malum est  27 Ihıs sentence 1S certamly ocated
in the Context of ÄUGUSTINE rebuttal of Juhan’s calor genitalıs, however, thıs prin-
cıple Can be applıed all kınds of ust CONCupISCENCE. hıs 18 also evıdent In hıs
careful UuUsSsec of INOTEC general ord CONCUPILSCENKLIA instead of CONCUPILSCENLTLIA CAarnıs.



DID AUGUSTINE LOSE IHE PHILOSOPHICAL

IThus far, ave emphasızed the sımılarıty of sexual ust
er sensual desıres In ulıan and orab]Jı’s critic1sms. It
cshould be stressed that 6Vecn ıth regar thırst and hunger, the
ticularıty of sexual desıre Cal ST be eiende: ollows the IMNMOVC-

of salıyatıon and dıgestion Can LINOVC ıts OW WaYy when the
desıire eal drınk 15 absent, however, the genıital MOvement: Call-
nOoTt be aroused wıthout the preceding ust oth not under the CON-
trol of the wıll, but only the latter 1s exclusıvely domiıinated by Iiıhıido

CONCuUPISCENTIA CAaFNılS. Therefore the latter be reated
purely physıiologıical phenomenon, because it essentially involves the
perverted dısposıtıon of the soul.

Ihe foregomng arguments ave larıfıed the sımılarıty and dis-
sımılarıty of sexual ust both er affections ıke9 and er
bodıly needs 1ıke hunger. By appealıng 18 theologıca conception of
CONCupiSCentıa CAarnıs, Augustine presents INOTE complıcated and
ILNOTC polıshe ıimage of sexualıty quıte dıfferent from orab]Jı s ep1C-
t10n. The sexual desıre 1Ss condemned moral evıl for ıts opposıtıon

the spırıtua. dımens1ıon of human beings, 1C 15 COTININON all
CONCupLSCENTIA CAFNLS. On the er hand, thıs kınd of ust 1S sıngled
Ouf for the 1CAaAsSOoN that the CONCUpISCENCE involved in sexualıty 1S
indıspensable ifs manıfestation In the body that the sexual TMOVC-
ments Can be treated neutral physıca. reactions ıke salıyatıon
and dıgestion. Here, the ust ımportunate psychıc
the ontrol of the 11l VCT the body The impotence of the all 15 ere
recognızed the partıcularıty of the sexual lust, though NOoTt the
ground for ıfs blameworthiness.

VII Conclusion

18 NnOT cdifficult recogn1ze that Augustine’s subtle treatment
of sexual ust primarıly AS psychiıc and moral phenomenon or1g1ınates
from the scrıptural tradıtıon, especlally from Augustine’s lıfelong read-
ıng of Paul’s letters./®© OWEeVerTr A has een dısplayed before, hıs COIMN-

ception of l ıhıdo 1S also ell establıshed wıthın hıs metaphysıcs of
soul and body, 16 the actıve involvement of the soul.
Moreover.,. ıt 15 integrate: intımately in hıs ole System of moral PSY-
chology centered the function of the ın T herefore ıf Augustine s
basıc conception of the ens10on between CUYO and SDILrFItUuS, between

HONNARD 1965, 68-79 0) the relatıon between ıll and CONCUPILSCENFLA and
79-95 1ts moral sıgnıfıcance.
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carnal nfatuatıon and spırıtual ongıng Call be accepte stand-
poıint, hıs condemnatıon of lust and er turbulent affections,
argue: above, WOUu be ell establıshe' wıthın the framework of hıs
phılosophıcal psychology.” To conclude, do 1a(011 thınk that UuguS-
tine ost the phiılosophıcal battle in hıs bıtter debates ıth Julıan of
Eclanum irst: he offers coherent phılosophıcal ACCOUNT of sexual
ust and ıts relatıon the ıll urthermore, hıs interpretation es
into AaCCOUNT the particularıty of sexualıty in human ıfe and handles ıt
in masterly WaY by employıng theologıca conceptions creatıvely in

phılosophıcal INa In thıs or1ıgıinal reference of sexual ust the
innate infırmıty of human nature, Augustine reveals SOTINNC mportant
characterıstics of sexualıty that ave een neglected In the popular
conception of lıbıdo AS neutral inclıinatıon of mınd.

Tianyue WU

In the inC1sıve COMMENIXIS earher draft of thıs PapDCI, professor Carlos ee
rıghtly emphasızed that Augustine’s posıtıon be easıly ocated In the Platonıc ira-
dıtıon that lays strong SITESS uDON the tensi1on between sensual lust and intellectual
longing. Ihıs pomnt of VIEW 15 also held Dy SIMO NUUTTILA, E 1d. Emotion In Ancıent
and Medieval Philosoph,y, (Oxford: ()xford Universıity Press) 2004, s On the
other hand, Augustine questions the StO1C conception of emotıon the CONsent

dissent of the ll Ihe actual identificatıon of Augustine s interpretation of SCX -
ual ust In partıcular hıs theory of emotıon In general 15 beyond the OP'! of thıs
contrıibution For recent ACCOUNT of Augustine’s COTY of emot10ons, SCC Iso ()’ DALY
6-19' JOHANNES RACHTENDORF, “('icero and Augustine the Passıons” Revue
des etudes augustinıennes (1997) 289-308:; MMANUEL BERMON, “La theorie des
passıons hez saınt Augustın , in Les DASSLONS antıques el medievales (ed Dar

Besnier/P.F. Moreau/L Renault Theories el crıt1ques des pass1ıons Parıs 2003,
173-197; ERD VAN IEL * Mens inmota motfa mane'‘ Neoplatonıic Tendencıies in
Augustine s Theory of the Passıons”, Augustiniana (2004), 507531 It 1S quıte
interesting notice that ulhan’s conception of CONCUPISCENCE also Shows eclectic
character. See 1 Ööss] 2001, JOüL: LAMBERIGTS (forthcomın


