
AUGUSTINE IN  RY SIN
| PHILOSOPHICAL DEFENSE

The CONcept of ‘involuntary SIN in Augustinian scholarship
It 1S wıdely accepte that there 1s diıscrepancybetween o0k and ook I1 of Augustine’s De libero arbitrio, which

1S promiımnently reflected hıs aCCount of moral responsıbilıty of evıl-
doings.‘! the first book of De libero arbitrio, tradıtı1onally dated to
388%2, Augustine Ar SUC5S that aCctTt 1Ss culpable only if ıt 15 voluntary.*

The diıscordance between the first and the last book of De libero arbıtrio 15 tra-
dıtionally interpreted the confrontation between early and old Augustine. See for
instance, Peter Brown, Augustine of Hippo: Biography New Edition Ith Epi-logue), (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of Calıfornia Press), 2000, fJames Wetzel, Augustine and the Limits of Vırtue Cambridge: Cambridge UniversıtyPress) 1992, 86-87; Wıllıam Babcock, ‘Augustine SIn and Moral Agency’, The
Journal of Religious Ethics (1988) 28-55, CSP 34-41; Phılıp Cary, Inner Grace:
Augustine In the Iradıtions of Plato and Paul, (New York Oxford University ess2008, 36-41 However, thıs discrepancy thes1s has been countered Dy recent scholar-
sh1p See for instance, Josef Lössl]I, ‘ Wege der Argumentation Augustinus’ de liıhbero
arbitrio’, I heologie und Philosophie (1995) 221752 Most recently, Sımon Har-
rson follows Goulven Madec and De Captıanı ArgUC for the unıty of thıs ork See
1d. Augustine’s Way iInto the Will The I heological and Philosophical Sigenificance ofDe lıbero arbıtrıo, Oxford Clarendon) 2006, 28672 Harrıson masterfully establıshes
the intimate extual relatıon 1ın three books, especlally the extual cCorrespondencebetween ook and o0k I11 (60) Ihe discrepancy between ook and 0o0k I1
be thereby interpreted argumentatıve rather than gap between earlyand late Augustine. Nevertheless, Harrıson does a(0)1 paYy enough attention the qual-iıfıcatiıon Concerning theoof uoluntas ook IL, which 111 OV! be cruc1al
for appropriate understanding of uoluntas in Augustine’s matfture thought. For
another recent effort establısh the unıty of thıs work, SCC aro Harrıson, Rethink-
Ing Augustine’s Early Iheology: An Argument for Continuity, (Oxford: Oxford Un1-
versity Press) 2006, 198-236

For the dates of De libero arbitrio and other earher wrıtings Dy Augustine, SCC
Madec, Introduction ‘Revisions’ el la Lecture des euvres de Saint Augustin,Parıs: Institut d’Etude Augustiniennes, 1996 It deserves notice that thıs tradıtional dat-

ing 15 maınly based upon the assumption that Retractiones Augustine has offered
chronicle catalogue of hıs works. However, thıs method has recently been called into

question by Pıerre-Marie Hombert 1n h1s excellent work, Nouvelles recherches de
chronologie Augustinienne (Parıs Etudes augustiniennes), 2000, CSD 134 al

AA It 15 p1ty that Hombert’s superb research Augustinilan chronology dıd
NO hıs early works before the Confessiones. Here follow the tradıtional datıngmerely introduce Alflatt’s influential work the development of the CONCEDL of
ınvoluntary SIN Augustine’s earlhıer works.

See for instance, Liıb arb The abbrevlations of Augustine’s works cıted
TOM Fıtzgerald (ed.); Augustine through the Ages: An Encyclopedia (GrandRapıds, Michi1gan/ Cambridge: Wıllıam Eerdmans Publıshing Company) 1999,
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Furthermore, the voluntary nature of SIN 1s ase| the acılıty of the
ll abstaıin from evildoing.* In ook 1L, hıch 15 conventijonally
beheved be ınıshed 395. ugustine 18 realıze the effects
of am s Fall, claımıng that

So appIy the word SIN noTt only 18 that 36 15 properly roprie
called SIN, that 1S, what 15 commıtted owıngly and wıth free 111
libera uoluntate el scıiente), but also ( all that ollows the CcS-

Sar y punıshments (supplicium) of that first S1n.?

In hıs influentıial study the notion of ınvoluntary SIN In
ugustine’s moral phılosophy, Malcolm Alflatt identifies thıs clar-
if1catıon explıcıt inclusıon of ınvoluntary aCTs the definıtion
of sin.©

Hereafter, Alflatt recogn1ızes adıcal change in Augustine’s
posıtıon concerning the moral responsı1bilıty for that which 15 invol-
untary He beheves that ugustine s earlhıer iıdentificatiıon of SIN ıth
voluntary evıl 1s maıintained untıl the wrıting of De duabus anımabus
of 391/2.' On the other hand, the recogniıtion of ınvoluntary SIN Can be
OUN! De fide el symbolo, preached December 310 3028 How-
CVCI, the only book wrıtten by Augustine between ese [WO works 1S

XXXV-Xl11) 1, 1’ “Vnde S1 dubitas, illud attende quod UD dıctum estT, malefacta
lustitia Del ulndicarı. Non enım 1uste uındıcarentur, n1ısı Herent uoluntate. ’ Ibıd I’ In
SA c  nulla 165 alıa mentem cupıdıtatis comıtem facıat QUam proprla uoluntas el lıberum
arbıtrıum. ®

Iih arb I9 1 D "ExX qUO conficıtur uL, qU1SQqU1S recte honesteque uult uluere,
S1 1d uelle PTIaC fugacıbus bonıs uelit, adsequatur tantam ICI facılıtate, ut nıhıl
alıud e1 qUam 1psum uelle s1ıt habere quod uoluıt. ’

Liıh arb HL, 1 E SIC 1910)8| solum peccatum iıllud dicımus quod proprie PCC-
catum UuOCaTtur lıbera Nım uoluntate ei ab sclente commiıttıtur sed et1am illlud
quod 1am de hulus supplıcı10 CONnsequatur LICCCSSC est. The Englısh translatıon 15
quoted ıth slıght modificatıon TOM John Burleıigh, Augustine: Farlier Wrıitings,
(Phıladelphaa: The Westminster ess), 953

alcolm ]flatt, “The Development of the Idea of Involuntary Sın iın
St Augustine’, Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes (1974) 113-134, al L7 Iso
Babcock 1988; Wetzel 1992, 96; Tımothy Chappell Aristotle and Augustine Free-
dom 1 wo Theories ofFreedom, Voluntary Actıon and Akrasıa (New York St Mar-
tın’s) 1995, 136-9; Cary 2008, 40-41

In De duabus anımabus 11, 1 E Augustine offers well-known definıtion of SIN
terms of the 111 and ıts ireedom do otherwIise. ‘Voluntas retinend1 uel ONSC-

quendi quod iustitla eft unde lıberum est abstinere.’
et Symb. 1 E ‘Anıma UCTO CU)] carnalıa bona adhuc appetit, Cal‘ nomiınatur.

Pars Nnım 1US quaedam resIistit Spirıtul, 110}  — natura, sed consuetudıne peccatorum.
nde dıcıtur, Mente Serul0o legi Del, arn autem legl peccatı. Quae consuetudo nat-
UTam est secundum generationem mortalem peCccato prımı hominıs. Ideoque
scr1ıptum estT, Eit NOS alıquando Julmus naturalıiter filı Irae, 1d est ulındıctae, PCI qU am
factum est ut sSserulamus leg1 peccatı.’ Cited in Alflatt 197/4, 118
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Acta CONnIra F ortunatüm Manichaeum, which 1s reasonably ocused In
Alflatt’s artıcle.?

According to Alflatt’s interpretation, iın the beginning of hIıs
debate ıth the Manıchaen Fortunatus, Augustine sticks LO the I'_
tıon that, "anyone who O€es nNnOoTt SIN willingly (uoluntate), oes noTt
sın. 10 Ihe free dec1ision of the ll 1S taken ASs definıtional
Componen of sın. 11

In Alflatt’s VIEW, ıt 1s Fortunatus’ appeal number of crucı1al
Pauline exts, such Rom- 8 Gal 1 which force
Augustine acknowledge the necessitatiıng force of the SINIU
that inherited from dam and Eve.12 Fırst, Augustine STITESSES that
the full treedom of dec1sıon only belonged o dam Ihen he claıms
that Adam:’s or1ıgıinal free ABCNCY had perished ıth the first voluntarySIN, °But after he voluntarıly sınned, who ave descended from hıs
STOC Were plunged into necessıity (In neCcessitatem). ’ Augustine
aAargucs that OUT mınds COUuU be taken captıve by the habıt that 1s inıti-
ated by OUTr free dec1s1ion. However, NC the habıt 1S formed, ‘the soul
1Ss implicated that afterwards ıt CcCannotTt CONQUCT hat by sınnıng ıt
has fashıoned for ıtself. ’ 14

In hıs research into Augustine’s reflections moral ABCNCY,1ll1am Babcock qualıifies Alflatt’s dramatiıc aCCounti, Cnarrowly

For the dates of these earlıer wrıtings by Augustine, Yr note
ort. .. .qUI NO]  - uoluntate peccatl, 1NON peccat.’ The Englısh translatıon

1S mıne
11 Ibıd.,AUGUSTINE ON INVOLUNTARY SIN: A PHILOSOPHICAL DEFENSE  47  Acta contra F ortunatüm Manichaeum, which is reasonably focused in  Alflatt’s article.?  According to Alflatt’s interpretation, in the beginning of his  debate with the Manichaen Fortunatus, Augustine sticks to the asser-  tion that, ‘anyone who does not sin willingly (woluntate), does not  sin.’!° The free decision of the will is taken as a necessary definitional  component of sin.!!  In Alflatt’s view, it is Fortunatus’ appeal to a number of crucial  Pauline texts, such as Rom. 7:23-25; 8:7; Gal 5: 17, which force  Augustine to acknowledge the necessitating force of the sinful habit  that we inherited from Adam and Eve.!? First, Augustine stresses that  the full freedom of decision only belonged to Adam. Then he claims  that Adam’s original free agency had perished with the first voluntary  sin, ‘But after he voluntarily sinned, we who have descended from his  stock were plunged into necessity (in necessitatem).’!? Augustine  argues that our minds could be taken captive by the habit that is initi-  ated by our free decision. However, once the habit is formed, ‘the soul  is so implicated that afterwards it cannot conquer what by sinning it  has fashioned for itself.’!4  In his research into Augustine’s reflections on moral agency,  William Babcock qualifies Alflatt’s dramatic account, which narrowly  ? For the dates of these earlier writings by Augustine, see note 2.  19 c. Fort. 20. *...qui non uoluntate peccat, non peccat.’ The English translation  is mine.  !! Tbid., “... si manifestum est, peccatum non esse ubi non est liberum uoluntatis  arbitrium...’, cited in Alflatt 1974, 127.  ” Cf. c. Fort. 21, ‘Nam dictum est ab Apostolo, quod prudentia carnis inimica  sit Deo: legi enim Dei non est subiecta; nec enim potest. Patet ergo his rebus, quod  anima bona, factione illius quae legi Dei non est subiecta, peccare uidetur, non sua  sponte. Namque idem sequitur, quod caro concupiscit aduersus spiritum, et spiritus  aduersus carnem; ut non quaecumque uultis, illa faciatis. Dicit iterum; Video aliam  legem in membris meis, repugnantem legi mentis meae, et captiuum me ducentem in  lege peccati et mortis. Ergo miser ego homo, quis me liberabit de corpore mortis  huius, nisi gratia Dei per Dominum nostrum Tesum Christum, per quem mihi mundus  crucifixus est, et ego mundo?”  B c. Fort. 22. ‘Postquam autem ipse libera uoluntate peccauit, nos in necessi-  tatem praecipitati sumus, qui ab eius stirpe descendimus.’ The English translation of  this work is slightly modified from that in the series A Select Library of the Nicene  William B. Eerdmans, 1994)  and Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church (Oxford; repr.: Grand Rapids:  MuTbids  eadem ipsa sua consuetudine sic implicatur (sc. anima), ut postea  uincere non possit, quod sibi ipsa peccando fabricata est.’ In this public debate with  Fortunatus, Augustine does not clarify how Adam’s voluntary sin could be translated  in the account of the Fall in Book III of De libero arbitrio.  into the involuntary sins of his descendants. As noted earlier, this problem is addressedS1 manıfestum estT, peccatum 1NON SSC ubı NON est Llıberum uoluntatis

arbıtrıum.. cıted in Alflatt 197/4, L BA A
Ort. 24< "Nam dictum est abh Apostolo, quod prudentia CAaFrNnLıSs INLMLCA

sıit Deo legi nım Dei NO  _ est subiecta; nNneCi nım potest. Patet CIZO hls rebus, quodanıma bona, factiıone ıllıus qUaC leg1 De1 1ON est subılecta, CCCAIC uldetur, NO  e SUua
sponte. Namque 1idem sequıtur, quod aro CONCUPILSCIE aduersus spirıtum, el SDLFLEUSaduersus Carnem,; Ul NO  - UdECUMQU E uultis, Ila faclatis. Dıiıcıt iterum; Vıdeo aliam
legem In membrtuis melSs, repugnantem legi mentLis MEAdEe, el cCaptıuum ducentem INn
lege peccatı el MOrtLS. Erg2o miser CDO homo, QULS lıberabit de COFrDore MOFtTLS
hulus, ALSL gratia Dei Der ominum nOostrum Tesum Christum, Der qUeEm mihtL MUndus
CFUCLfIXUS estl, el ECSO mundo ?

ort Postquam autem ıpse lıbera uoluntate peccauıt, 1105 in NneCcESssSI-
praecıpıitatı u  u % quı ab 1USs stırpe descendimus.’ The Englısh translatıon of

thıs work 1Ss slıghtly modiıfied TOmM that the serles Select Library of the Nicene

Wılli1am Eerdmans,
an Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church (Oxford; FTCDT. Grand Rapıds:

Ibıd., eadem 1psa SUa cConsuetudine S1IC implicatur (sc anıma), ut posteaulncere NO  —_ possıit, quod sıb1 1psa peccando fabrıcata est this publıc debate wıth
Fortunatus, Augustine does noft clarıfy how Adam’s voluntary SIN could be translated

the acCcount of the all o0k I1{ of De lıhbero arbitrio.
into the ınvoluntary SINS of h1is descendants. As note: earhıer, thıs problem 1S addressed
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Ocates ugustine’s first recognıtion of ınvoluntary SIN in the debate
ıth Fortunatus He argucs that Augustıine had already noticed
the pena character of SIN and the dıffıculty of abstaımnıng from sınful
habıts in ook of De libero arbıtriıo and De duabus anımabus.!>
In De Aduabus anımabus 10, i2, Augustine calls attention the fact
that the dec1isıon of the 111 place under compulsıve COIMN-

dıtions but cannot hereby be excused of the agent’s subsequent
wrongdoing.!® Babcock underscores that Augustine acknowledges the
obstructive influence of carnal habıts OUT willing al the end of De
duabus anımabus, which led the Manıchaeans fo beheve mistakenly
the ex1istence of evıl soul in human beings.!” 'Thıs emphasıs the
role of De duabus anımabus in the development of Augustine’s idea
of ınvoluntary SIN 15 further elaborated In James etzel  s book
Augustine’s moral philosophy.®

The sharpest eriticısm of study from
onnell, who hrows in question Alflatt’s readıngz of De libero rbi-
frL0 ILL, 1 50-19, clear recognıtion of ınvoluntary sin.1?
According Connell extual analysıs, in paragraph C1ITte:

See for instance, lih arb I’ L and duab 1 E} 19 For CoOomMMents
these, SCC Babcock 1988,

thıs passasc, Augustine COMMENTXIS in detaıls the four of
wrıting dısgraceful words. Hiırst, he takes into cons1ıderation obvıous asec one’s
hanı 15 used duriıng the sleep Obviously, the sleeper wıll nNOL be held guilty for thıs
wrongdomng because he 15 not CONSCIOUS of what he 15 ‘domng and 1S employed
instrument. the second Casc, the 1s CONSCIOUS but hıs other members bound
and constraımnt. Augustine insısts that thıs CISON could be eXempt TOmM SIN well,
ıf he 18 unwillıng commıt the act of writing disgraceful words. It that these
first {[WO P the 1$ excused TOmM punıshment because he 15 eiıther 1gnorant
unable resist hat he 1S forced do. the CasSCc, the 15 asleep whıiıle the
evıl act takes place. However, he knew advance that his hanı would be employed
for malıcıous end durıng sleep. 10 prevent being awakened durıng the blamewor-
thy actıon, he lot before golng sleep. It 1S evıdent that the 15 1CON-
SCIOUS al the cruc1al mMOoment of acto0on. Nevertheless, thıs UNCONSCIOUSNESS could 19(0)1
o h1ıs innocence because it results TOm TEEC decisıon of the wıll, which the
made consc10usly and willıngly. Liıkewise, the fourth CasSC, the 15 bound 1ll-
ingly (uolens chaılns. He 15 rıghtly jJudged have sinned, although he 1S really
unable resist thıs evıl act when it happens.

duab. 1 E} ‘Ideo contingıt, ut CU) ad mehlora conantıbus nobıs COIMN-
suetudo facta CU) Caillec elt peccata nOstra quodam modo mıilıtare CcConfira NOS, eft dıffi-
cultatem nobıis facere coeperint, nonnullı stultı alıud NU:; anımarum, quod NON sıt
Deo, superstitione obtusissıma suspicentur.’ Cited Babcock 1988, 39

Wetzel 1992, 90-98
See O’Connell 1991, CSP DD O’Connell gu that Alflatt W as misled by

Jo  4 Burleigh’s inaccurate Englısh translatıon belheve that all actlons impeded by
1gnorance and dıfficulty of necess1ity and sınful. For INOTC detaıls, check inifra
note
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earlıer, Augustine o€es not extend the definıtion of SIN fo unwiıllıng
evildoings, but rather NOTtTES that the applıcatıon of the term

the effects of SIN 1Ss Improper UuUse and should be justified.“° As
onnell9Augustine Justifies thıs improper UuUsec by appealıng

OUT solıdarıty ıth dam and Kve TOm OUTr or1ıgınal ancestors,
nherıted 1gnorance (zenorantia and dıfficulty (difficultas)“', nOot
natural but pena. condıtions of thıs lıte For all ommıiıtted SINS
in the PCTISONS of dam and KEve lgnorance and dıfficulty aATC the
deserved punıshments for the SIN that ourselves commıtte volun-
tarıly dam and FKve thıs E the pena. condıtions of human
ıfe the ffects of voluntary SIN nNOoL only of the first human beings,
but also of ourselves. O’Connell insısts that in ugustine’s aCCOUNLT of
fallen aABCHNCY, the sınner and the bearer-of-punishment must be the
SAailıc person.““

ccordıng O’Connell’s interpretatıon, aTc born mortals
into these punıtıve condıtions Just the in ose of
De duabus anımabus 10, 1 who wiılliıngly accepte eing n_

SCIOUS OUnNn before oıng disgracefu thıng under external COTM-

pulsion.““ There, the actıons accomplıshed under thıs kınd of compul-
S10N deemed voluntary and culpable for the complıicıty al the
outset .24 short, these actıons dIC °uOoluntarıia INn CAUSQA). Lıkewıse,
fallen people dIiIC rıghtly reproached for wrongful aCTts under the
obstructive influence of 1gnorance and dıffıculty, because these invol-
untary condıtions punıshments for theır voluntary SIN the past
when they WCIC all Adam.?

Ibıd., AA
21 Augustine formulated OUT inıtial 1gnorance and infırmıty for the first

time the thırd book of De lıhero arbıtrıo of 305 Augustine’s terms, born
‘wıth the blındness of 1gnorance and the Ortures of dıfficulty.” See Iiıb arb UL, 19,

Cu 1gnorantıae caecıtate eit dıfficultatis cruclatıbus NASCEeTECINUT Thıs 15
not deny that of the effects of or1ginal SIN be found h1s earher
works before thıs date. Verschoren, “CIhe Appearance of the Concept Concu-
pıscentla in Augustine’s Karly Antımanıchaean Wrıitings (388-391)’, Augustiniana
(2002) 199-240 For INOTC recent presentatiıon of Augustine’s understandıng of the
Fall and ıts influences hıs earhest works, SCC Harrıson 2006, 168-197

onnell 1991,
23 For detaıls of thıs passagc, SCC note

As Wıllıam Babcock rıghtly commentSs, be Justly held respons1ble for
forced act1ons sımply because the inıtlatıng dec1s10n, which renders complicıt, 1s
under the control of OUT 11l Babcock beheves that the emphasıs the inıtlatıngl
and ıts effects PICDAaICS the WaYy for Augustine recognize ınvoluntary SINS See Bab-
ock 1988,

Ibıd., O’Connell Iso takes thıs ıdentity Adam vestige of Plotinian
conception of the of the soul See note infra Alflatt also Supports the conception
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It deserves notice that Alflatt hımself o€es address thıs insight
hıs second i1cCIie 'ınvoluntary SIN’, which 1S un]justly dısregarded

In O’Connell’s crıticısm. Following Guy de Broglie’s readıng of
De Correptione el gratia, Alflatt also that the notion of OUT sol-
ıdarıty In dam 1s crucılal Augustine’s understandıng of moral
responsı1bıilıty for the compulsıve condıtıons that suffer burden
from ırt Alflatt g1ves close examınatıon of ınvoluntary SIN
the aptıze In Augustine’s ater works and 18 hıs conclusıon,
which 1s not far fIrom °Connell readıng of De libero arbıtrio I1I1

Because all INenNn WEeIC In Adam, the ıll of CVEIY indıvidual shares In
the responsı1bıilıty for hıs Irst choice, and thus Can be held guiltyfor the CONSCQUCNCES of that cho1lce CVCNMN those CONSCQUCNCES 1C

the indiıviıidual after hıs OW guilt has een removed In bap-tism, and 16 CVeEenNn though he has nOoTt wiılled them.?’
oth and O’Connell rıght detect OUT moral ICSDON-

sıbılıty for the inborn 1gnorance (zegnorantia) and impotence (difficul-
[aAS) that plunged dam descendents into necessıity. However, accord-
ing theır interpretations, Augustine’s defense of moral ABCNCY

rely exclusıvely the theological hypothesis that We in radıcallyidentical ıth dam and Eve’ 28 Ihey CVECN implıicıtly Aassume that the
first eVv ıll of dam and KEve 1s precisely OUTrT OW 11l We all COIN-
mıiıtted SCVETIC SIN GVEeEnNn before bırth and therefore ınvoluntarıly suffer

innate powerlessness of the 11l 4S the rıghteous punıshment
In INOTEC recent studıies, ıt 1Ss further argue that thıs poiın CVEON-

tually WaY for Augustine’s mature conception of iırresistible
grace.“” The inborn perversıty of OUT W1 sıgnıf1es the loss of Teedom

of "uoluntarıum causa’ but refuses apply it the wrongful CIs under the influ-
MICEe of 1gNorance and dıfficulty. See Iflatt 197/4, 116

de Broglıe, °Pour uUune meılleure intelligence du De Correptione el Gratia)’,
Aug2ustinus Magister (Congres International Augustinien, Parıs, 21 septembrer 3’:Cited ]flatt, "Ihe Responsıibility for Involuntary Sın Salnt
Augustine’, Recherches Augustiniennes (1975) 171-186, al 181 For the SOUTCES
of the notion of OUur solıdarıty Adam, Alflatt mentlons CIM Dei 1 NAaL. el 4,4'; 51 ench 5 ’ NUD el ONC II’ w See 1bıd., 180-1

Iflatt 1975, 185, the emphasıs 15 added
O’Connell 1991, also Alflatt 19/5:; 180-185
See for instance, Drecoll 1999, 187-199; id ‘Gratla’, Augustinus-Lexikon,vol ed. Mayer (Basel: Schwabe Co.) 2004, 182-242; Josef Lössli 1995; id.

‘Augustine the Will’, The Wıll an Human Actıon. From Antıquity the Pre-
enl Day eds Pınk and Stone (London: Routledge), 2004, 335 Donato
Oglıarı, Gratia el ertlamen The Relationship hetween Grace and Free Wıll In the Dis-
CUSSLON of Augustine ıth the So-called Semipelagians, (Louvaın Peeters) 2003, 230-
255 Cary 2008, CSD.
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of 11l (libertas uolufitati) to do rıght In thıs WOT. SVOCN though thıs
o0€s not takes AaWaYy OUT free dec1ısıon (liberum arbitrıum) do INOTEC
evıl.>0 Accordingly, unless OUT ll being cured Dy the pre-destined

of God, the gu1 of OUT ınvoluntary SIN 1l NOL be forg1ıven.
1g of thıs, the 11l of fallen PCISON by ıtself o€es NOoL POSSCSS

an y acılıty of abstamnıng fIrom eviıldomngs, hıch ugustine has explıc-
ıtly recognized the first book of De Iıhbero arbıtrio. Therefore, in hıs
reviıisıon of hıs earher ICSPONSCS Sımplic1anus, C: 1S wrıtten OMNC

yCar later than the completion of De libero arbıtrio, ugustine COIMN-

cedes, 1 abored for the free dec1ısıon of uman wiıll, but the of
(G0od WON out.’>1

It 1S evıdent NO that the solıdarıty ıdentity of the uman 1A4CC
ıth dam 1S unden1ably entral 118 Augustine’s theologıca. Justifica-
t1on of hıs doectrine of or1ıgıinal SIN and dıvine SIACC 10 clarıfy the rela-
1onshıp of OUT soul that of OUT fırst ancestors, Augustine devotes
much investigate the mYyster10us or1g1ın of human souls.>2
ugustine’s eOTY the or1g1n of the soul 1S controvers1al 1SSUE,
C SOCS beyond the of thıs essay. It suffices ere fOo ote

See for instance, Pel I ’ 5! .. .DeECCAato dae arbitrium iberum de
hominum nNnNalura perisse A”non diciımus, sed ad peccandum ualere In hominibus subdt-
15 diabolo; ad hene Aautem pleque uluendum NO  \ ualere, ALSL LDSaA uoluntas homints
Dei gratia fuerit lihberata el ad IMNe bonum action1ls, Sermonl1Ss, Cogitationlis adıuta.
For classıcal treatments of the relatiıonshıp between lihbertas and lıhberum arbitrium,
SCC Maurıce Huftıier, ‘Laubre arbıtre, hlıberte ei peche .hez salnt Augustin’, Recherches
de theologie anclenne el medievale (1966) 18781 Chrıistopher Kırwan
Augustine (London/New York Routledge), 1989, 52-88; Wetzel 1992, 2206051 For
INOTC detaılled discussıon of thıs 1SSUEe, SS artıcle ‘Augustine Lihberum rbi-
trıum) (in Chıinese), Zhongwail Renwen Jingshen Yanıu (2009), 1 0 DA

31 elr. II) 19 CU1US quaest1on1s solutione laboratum est quıdem 08 lıbero
arbıitrıo uoluntatıs humanae, sed ulcıt de1 ogratla.’ Iso DYae ancC. 47

lib arb 2 E 56-58; Gn lıtt X7 190; el OFrs eic
For intluential aCCOUNT of Augustine’s reflections the or1g1n of human

souls, SCC Robert O’Connell, The Origin of the Soul In S Augustine”s Later OFKS,
(New ork Fordham Universıity Press), 1987 O’Connell insısts that Plotinian the-

of the pre-existence of the soul underlhes Augustine’s reflections the or1g1n
and nature of the soul. Even though Augustine dıd clearly exclude the hypothesıs that
souls had done neıther g00d 110OT vıl before h1ıs later COMMEeNTS Romans

17 O’Connell argued that the Plotinian thesıs could still] be identified Augustine’s
insistence uDON OUT solıdarıty wıth Adam, which 1S the sole foundatiıon for Augustine’s
aCCOuUntT for or1g1nal SIN in De Ilıhero arbıtrıo 11 For criticısm of O’Connell’s eXITa0OT-
dınary interest the theory of the pre-existence of soul Augustine’s writings, SCC
Gerald O’Daly, ° Dıid St. Augustine Ever Belheve In the Soul’s Pre-Existence? Aug2us-
tinıan Studies (1974),* 1d. ‘Augustine the Or1gin of Souls,’ H.- Blume
(hrsg.) Platontismus UN Christentum. Festschrift für Heinrich Dörrie (Münster) 1983,
e John 1st Augustine, Ancıent Thought Baptized (Cambrıdge: Cambrıidge
Universıity Press), 1994, 31475320; and LINOTC recently in Ronnıie Rombs, Saint



that Augustine artıculates definıte opınıon thıs crucılal QUCS-
tıon, 1C underlies OUT iıdentification ıth dam and Eve.°4 In addı-
tıon, Augustine claıms that ATIC held responsı1ble for or1ginal
SIN, which 15 essentlally ınvoluntary, result of the free dec1ısıon of
OUT OW wıll.°> Furthermore, ıt 1Ss dıfficult for LO belleve Dy OUT OW
experlence that NC had 11l In dam and Eve before bırth To
Summarıze, al eas from phılosophical poıint of VIEW, ıt 1s nNnoTLt evV1-
dent that these inborn condıtions of L8norantia and difficultas result
from Nne’s  ? OW dec1sıon of the 11l the past, hıch 15 completelyinaccess1ible {O oneselft.

The precedent studıies ' ınvoluntary SIN preoccupled ıth
Augustine’s theological arguments for OUT ldentity ıth dam and Eve
Thıs 1S sSımply because, belıeve, they took ıt ser10usly, how

be held responsıble for that hıch 1s not result of OUTr voluntarydec1ısion al all, nNnoTt CVCN effect of free choıce the past Ihıs neglı-
1S accordance ıth theır sımplıstic understandıng of Augustin-

1an uoluntas. They faıl LO understand that the uoluntas of fallen
1S absolute and indıfferentW make choı1ce. As result,
they rıghtly notice the essential assoc1]1atıon of responsı1bılıty ıth uol-
$ but unable O envisage that the moral responsıbilıty based
the freedom of uoluntas ave nOo to do ıth the cholce of wıll.>©

the following discuss1on, endeavor reconstruct Augus-
tine’s reflections the moral responsı1bilıty for OUT innate qualıties,

Augustine anı the all of the Soul Beyond 'Connell and Hıs Critics, (WashingtonThe Catholic Unıiversity of Ameriıca Press), 200
See for instance, 190, l’ °De qUua antequam alıquid admoneam S1IN-

ceriıtatem (uam, scCIre uolo tam multis opusculıs me1s NUMy Ua fulsse
de hac quaestione (sScC de or1gine anımae) definıtam proferre sententiam, ef impuden-
ter referre ıtteras ad al108 informandos, quod apud 1NO]  - fueriıt explicatum.’( for instance, Iul ımp I9 °SIC autem alıena sunt or1ginalıa peccala
propter nullum in e1s NOstrae uoluntatıs arbıtrıum, ut tamen propter OT121N1S Conta-
g1um SSC inuenlantur eit nostra. ’

For the dıstinction between the Ireedom of the 111 and free choi1Cce, SCC note
]flatt beheves that OUrTr responsı1bılıty for moral cts 15 grounded the intention

of the wıll act 18 sınful Just because the underlyıng intention 15 PCIVEISC thıs
act 18 result of ne s  F intention In the past. It 1S implıicitly presupposed that the U
15 TrTee adopt g00d evıl intention. See Jflatt 1975, TS8£F. At the beginningof hıis aCCOUnT of moral ABENCY ın Augustine’s wrıtings, Babcock aASssSsumes that [WO
condıtlions indispensable for attrıbutions of moral responsı1bıilıty. irst the moral

question should be able do otherwise than hat he has actually done Thıs
18 the princıple of alternatıve. Second, ‘the CrSoN mUuSstT, hıimself herself, determine
hıch alternatiıve 15 realızed, acting NO actıng, acting thıs WaYy actıng that
Way According Babcock, these [WO condıtions met Dy the freedom of the wıll,especlally Augustine’s early wrıtings. (ST. 1d 19858, CSP 28-9 O’Connell Iso
maımntalins that ıf OUTr inborn condıtlions dIiIC NOoL CONSCYUCNCES of OUrTr Tee choice
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ı€ necessıtate Qrongül actıons agamınst the free dec1ısıon of the
ll Ihe phılosophical perspective of Augustine’s insıghts has een
veıled bDy eIr theologıca contex(s, especlally those cConcern1ıng ONg-
inal SIN and dıvine STACC, and therefore 1S unfaılrly 1gnored Dy the recent
scholarshıp ınvoluntary SIN As result, ıt W as wıdely believed that
ugustine lost hıs phılosophıcal insıghts into the Teedom of the l
In hıs theologıcal debates or1gınal SIN and dıvıne predestinatıon,
especlally hıs bıtter CONLTOVeETrSY ıth the Pelagıans. thıs account,
thıs {O ShOow that Augustine’s ater posıtıon invol-
untary SINS 1s also philosophically defens1ble. hıs theologıca. reflec-
t1on OUT solıdarıty ıIn dam and the Justice of predestined STACC,
Augustine attaıne: I1NOTC realıstıc understandıng of the wiıll, which 1S
also intellıg1ıble phılosophiıcal Context\thıs 1S nOoTt SUS-
gest that OMNC appropriately comprehen: Augustine’s noti1on of uol-

wıthout knowiıng hıs doctrines of or1gınal SIN and VICtOT10US
grade.?! It Sımply intends reveal that Augustine’s later profound
understandıng of uoluntas offers INOTE reasonable defense of OUT
moral responsı1bilıty for the innate dıfficulty of the ll To Justify thıs
aCCOoUNLT, OIIC needs not commıt OUT mYySster10us identity In dam
the essent1al dependence of human 111 uDON the prevenıent

Consuetudo and moral responsıbility
Before movıng LO the dıifficult problem of OUT responsıbilıty

for nherıted L8EnOrantia and dıfficultas, want o deal ıth the moral
responsıbilıty for wrongful actı1ons necessıtated Dy OUT orme
(consuetudo), especlally the carnal habıt (consuetudo cCarnalıs).

Ihe responsı1bıilıty for ne s  ? OW W ds famılıar Op1C the
Ancıent world.®® Even the enthus1ıastıc defenders of free wiıll, such

Adam and Eve, wrongful CISs Commıtted under theır influence wıll 1a(0)1 be conce1ved
of sınful act10ns. See 1d. 1991, CSD

Ihe lıterature Augustine’s theology of BIACC and or1ginal SIN 15 tremendous.
Recent ımportant monographs include Pıerre-Marıe Hombert, Gloria (Gratiae: Se glori-
fier Dieu, principe et fin de Ia theologie augustinienne de la gräce (Parıs Institut IR  e-
tudes augustiniennes) 1996; Josef LösslI, Intellectus gratiae: die erkenntnistheoretische
und hermeneutische Dımension der Gnadenlehre Augustins Von Hıppo (Leıden: Brull),
1997; Drecoll 1999; Oglıarı 2003; Harrıson 2006; Cary 2700  0

Followıiıng earher studıies, Fiıtzgerald pomnts Out that Augustine’s conception of
Consuetudo 1s deeply influenced Dy h1s predecessors, such Plotinus, Porphyry, and
Cicero. See Fiıtzgerald 1999, 409 For detaıjled treatment of the SOUTCES of Augustin-
1an cConsuetudo, SCC Prendville, “Ihe Development of the Idea of Habıt ın the
Thought of St Augustine,’ I radıtio (1972) 29-99, CSD 45{ff.;



Julian of Eclanum, also acknowledged the compulsıve force of
result produce by the l ıtself.>* ugustine’s wrıtings, CON-

sSuetudo (cCarnalıs) refers above all 18} the eXCcessSIVe and ungovernable
endency addıction of the soul owards empora. thıngs carnal
pleasures, which becomes abıtua after eing repeate: wıthout
encountering resistance from the ratıonal miıind.“9 hıs endency 15
blameworthy because it blocks eıther OUT contemplatıon the eter-
nal truth OUT enJoyment of spirıtual delight.“! As Prendville emphat-
1cally pomints Ouf In hıs excellent aCCOUNT of Augustinian cConsuetudo,
though thıs habıtual inclinatıon 1S frequently assoc1lated ıth the weak-
([>NW of esh (Caro), ‘the ultımate seaf of 1Ss the CONSCIOUS
of Man, that he Can exercIıse SOTINC kınd of responsı1bıilıty VCTI the
or1g1n and eradıcatıon of hıs habıts’ .42

OMNC of hIs SCITNONJNS, ugustine dıstinguishes four stages of
the progression from sımple pleasure determiıinate (1) the tıt-
ıllatıon of pleasure 1n heart, followed by (2) consenti; then (3) deed,

See for instance, Iul. IımMD IV’ 103, (2) Aug Nam ei ille quı dicıt Non quod
uolo aSO, certe secundum uUOS (sCc. Iulıanum) necessıiıtate consuetudinıs premitur; hanc
autem necessitatem, lıberum auferatıs arbıtrıum, CU S10)| uoluntate fecısse contendi-
tis el tale alıquıid natura humana factum SSC 19(0)8! creditis, ut uoluntate PrImı1 hominI1s,
de qUO est OMZ0 humanı generIs, Heret necessIıtas peccatı orlginalıs poster1s.’

As Fiıtzgerald rıghtly observes, °habıt 15 often construed negatıve WAaY, ‚VM
ıf the goal of Augustine’s uUsec and analysıs of the te 1S NOot ‘“1d CIO agıt Spirıtus
domanda CarnNe, ut soluat malae COoNsuetudıinıs quası ef f1at PAA COMN-
suetudıinıs bonae.’ (doc Chr T} 2 E} 25) Dee, 1d 1999, 409 For further references of
Consuetudo In Augustine’s L9)  uS, SC Prendville 1972

41 for instance conf. 1, 1_, 1 9 For detaıjled discussion the
CONnfext of the latter OCCasıon of Consuetudo, SCC James Wetzel, “CThe Question of Con-
Ssuetudo C’arnalıs Confessions 4S Augustinian Studies 165-171

Prendville IS7Z. vAr Prendville’s conclusıon 15 based Augustine’s introduc-
tion of the ord "anımae) hıis eXxpress1ion Consuetudo facta CUM arn Oort.

'Sed quemadmodum ılla N1X calore resoluıtur, el des1inıt N1X CSSC, ut possıt
calescere: S1IC Jla arnıs prudentıia, 1d est, Consuetudo facta CUu CaIN®e, CUu fuerıt
11115 NnNOsIra ıllumınata, el ad arbıtrıum dıiuinae Jeg1s homınem s1b1 Deus
subiecerıt, PTIO ılla CONsuetudine anımae mala Tacıt cConsuetudinem bonam.’ He Iso
mentions that another PasSsSasc from Defide el symbolo, Augustine definıtely refers

the te' aro In thıs Context the blameworthy dısposıit1on of the soul el
symb. 1 E ‘Anıma uUeTO CU carnalıa bona adhuc appetit, Cal nomi1inatur. Pars
enım 1US quaedam resistit spirıtul 1OMN natura, sed consuetudine peccatorum, unde
dıcıtur menfte SCerul0O legi Dei, arn legi peccatı. See also MNUÜ.  “ V, E: ‘ Haec
autem anımae consuetudo Tacta CUu CaINe, propter carnalem affectionem, ıIn Scripturis
diıulnıs Calt‘ nomiıinatur.’ All these cıted TOM Prendville 1972 02 For
another analysıs of aro Augustine’s conception of COonCupisCentia Carnls, SCC
artıcle, °Did Augustine LOse the Phılosophical Battle the Debate wıth Julıan of
Eclanum Concupiscentia Carnlts and Voluntas?” Augustiniana (2007) 185-
208, CSD 190-2
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then (4) habıt.“ Unsurbrisingly, Step In the genes1s of Consuetudo
Can a  @'} place wıthout the involvement of the ll Hırst, anı y kınd of
pleasure, CVCN the inılla. pleasure of cognıtıon (cogitationis delectatio),
Canno: COINEC into being wıthout the approva. of the wıl1.4* Consent 1S
undoubtedly exphıcıt act of the ıll urthermore, wıthout the mot1-
vatıonal function of the wıll, dec1isıon of the mınd ıll be trans-
orme: into vert aCct

In hıs analysıs of Uae uoluntates In Confessiones V, UuguS-
tıne offers masterful depıiction of CcConsuetudo CONSCYHUCNCEC of the
dısposıtıon of the ll

Ihe CONSCYHUCNCEC of distorted ll 15 passıon. By servıtude to passıon,
15 orme and 1 there 1s resistance becomes

necessıty. Ihe e  < wiıll, hıch Was 18 be wıthın wıll
1(8) SCIVC yOou Ireely and 18 en]Joy YOU, God, the only SUTEe SOUTCE of
pleasure, Was NOTt yel strong enough to CONUCT prıor wiıll, IC
had een strengthened by ıts antıquity.“>
Here the ıll interacts ıth the compulsıve force of On

the ONC hand, the formation of or1ginates from and depends
the dısposıtion of the wiıll, ä Can transform ratıonal being into

slave lust (Libido). In hıs Julıan, Augustine clearly
STITESSES that 1s the fruıt of the ıll (fructus) and 1S acquıred
only by the wiıll.46 On the other hand, habıt manıfests ıts Dy
strengthenıng GVn necessitatıng the preceding submissıon of the
11l 8 lust In Augustine’s OW CasSC, the dırect effect of thıs compul-
S1Vve force 1s the self-divisıon of the ll and the ımpotence of the all

embrace the Chrıstian al unreservedly. OIMC PaASSaLC of hıs early
works, Augustine CVCNMN reduces the dıversıty of the acts of the 111

9 E} prıma est Nnım quası tiıtılatıo delectation1ıs corde; secunda, COIMN-
sens10; tertıum, factum; quarta, Consuetudo.’ Cited TOM Fıtzgerald 1999, 409

trın AIl, 1  9 For detaıled COMMENTS thıs IEXT: SCC artıcle,
‘Rethinking Augustine’s Adaptatıon of ‘ First Movements’ of Affection,’ forthcoming.

conf. VU, 5? ‘Quıppe uoluntate PCIUCISA facta est lıbıdo, el dum serultur
lıbıdıini, facta est consuetudo, ei dum consuetudını 1ON resistitur, facta est necess1-
tas Voluntas autem 11009 qUacC mıh1 SSC coeperat, ut gratis colerem fru1que
uellem, deus, sola erta lucundıtas, nondum Talt idonea ad superandam priıorem ueLtuUSs-
Late roboratam.’ Ihe translatıon 1S quoted ıth modificatıon from Confessions, trans

Chadwıck (Oxford Oxford Universıity Press) 1991
Iul. ImMp 1 103, (3) "Nonne condıtionem SU am condıtione perdıt

(SC. peccatum), ut PCI ulm Consuetudinıs fıat SIne uoluntate, CUu consuetudo 1910)8| facta
sıt nıs1ı uoluntate ? Nonne re1i hulus natura fructibus Sul1s negatur”? Quandoquıdem COMN-
suetudo fructus est uoluntatıs, quon1am uoluntate g1gnıtur, QUaC tamen 1d quod agıt

S} uoluntate. ”
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(uoluntates plural) the dıversıty of habıts.“/ er words, the
Teedom of the ll to make ıts OW) dec1ısıon 15 dıimınıshed 1mıted
Dy the of Consuetudo. Ihe impediment of Consuetudo para-
yzes the Taculty of the ll untı the latter IS rıd of thıs disease ıth
the a1d of dıvıne provıdence.

Neve  eless, rıghtly held responsıble for the deciısıon of
the ll under the shadow of Consuetudo for {tWO 1CasonNs

Fırst, through the mediatıon of Consuetudo, the faculty of the wıll
feels the effects of ıts past dec1isi0ns. Here, Augustine expheıitly takes the
1storicı and facticıty of uman ABCNCY into account. The of
Tetie act at certaın mMoOoMmMment 1s nNOot °the wıthout past’.® Ihe
continulty of hıfe and personal ıdentity presupposed the practice
of attrıbuting moral responsıbilıty. When the problem of moral ABCNCY
15 concerned, hat matters 1S PIIMATrLULYy Ne s  7 volun dec1isıions the
past Borrowıing expression from Alflatt and O’Connell, claım
that the Wwron: acts necessIıtated Dy consuetudo uoluntarıa In

More ımportantly, the dec1ısıon of the ıll 1Ss Iso free from
internal compulsıon, includıng Consuetudo the form of er ll
Ihe Consuetudo defines the condıtiıon of the faculty of the ll but Can-
not force the all attaın 1813 dısposıtıon. Augustine’s AaCCoOount
of [WO wiılls al In Confessiones, Thel under the shadow of CON-
suetudo cannot command the mınd aın wholehearted love of
God On the ther hand, Consuetudo the form of older wiıll towards
blameworthy lust CannotTt command the ıll ese ıts partıal love for
God either.“” the ater discussion the responsı1bıilıty for or1ginal SIN,
it ll be manıfest that thıs reedom of the lı Justifies OUT responsı1-
bılıty for OUT moral act1ons under ınvoluntary condiıtions of the mınd.

The first condıtion for the attrıbution of moral responsıbilıty for
Consuetudo has een ell stressed Dy earher studies. ccordıing thıs
interpretation, the Teedom of the ll do otherwise in the aCQquU1SI1-
tion of Consuetudo 1S assumed the genulne ground for responsı1bıl-
lty >0 It 1Ss presupposed that the 111 POSSCSS aDSOIUuTte ontrol VeCeT ıts

dıu °ExX diuersis Uuls1ıs diuersus appetitus anımarum, diuerso appetitu
diuersus adıpıscendi SUCCESSUS, diıuerso dıiuersa consuetudo, diuersa
consuetudıne diuersa est uoluntas.? Thıs quaestio 15 entitled .  CcCum anımarum natura una
sıt, unde homiınum diuersae uoluntates? ’

The phrase 1s borrowed TOM aurısmäkı’s namesake tfiılm It 18 about the
adventure of who awakens after brutal mugging ıth (0) of hıs TOr-
INCT lıfe

conf. 87
For instance, his COMMENTIS the well-known Passasc TOmM Confessiones

VUEl, 5’ 1 9 Prendville emphasızes that Augustinian cConsuetudo 1s brought into being
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choıice before acquiring sınful abıt, though thıs TrTeedom Can be
dıiımınıshed after the formation of the habıt =  at responsıble for
Consuetudo be Justifıed sımply because ıts or1g1n 15 voluntary
dec1ısion of the 111 [WO WaYy

However, Augustine maImntaılns that the freedom of the 1ll 18
choose between g00d and evıl only belonged to Adam, Eve, and the evıl]
before theır fall.>1 After being expelled from the arden of Eden, uman
beings WeIiIe ırrevocably plunged into necessıity (necessitas). the thır
book ofDe libero arbiıtrio, thıs necessity 15 unquestionably identified wıth
L8norantia and difficultas, the [WO penal condıtions that define the eX1S-
ence of CVETIY indiıvidual lıfe thıs world.>°2 15 evıdent that the CIOU!
of necessıty hangs VeT the formation of Consuetudo fallen

As Prendville incısıvely points OuL, Augustine 15 quıte of
the essentıal relatiıonshıp of Consuetudo to or1ıgınal SIN and 1  —A effects.
In hıs earlhıer exeges1s of St Paul wrıtten in Augustme first
elates the self-formed to the innate inchnation evıl. He unde-
nıably interprets Consuetudo intensıification of CONCUPLSCENLLA In
hI1s reDLY Sımplici1anus of 306

If it 1Ss as whence it 1Ss that in hıs flesh wWwWe g00d 1ng,
j Ya that SIN dwells there? TOM where, ıf 13(0)1 from hI1s inher-
iıted mortalıty and from hıs addıction o (sensual) pleasure? Ihe for-
199158 15 the penalty of or1g1n SIN, the latter of repeated sınnıng We
born into thıs ıfe wıth the former, and add the latter lıve.
ese [WO thıings, nature and (consuetudo) conJoined, render
cupldıty (Cupiditas strong and unconquerable. Thıs 15 what he calls SIN
W.  1C he Sa YyS, dwells in hI1s flesh, obtamıng certaın domination and
gdom, 118 spea. there.>°

Dy TEE act of his O W: because at an Yy mMOoment in the makıng of h1is habıt, the
PTOCCSS could have been stopped.’ See 1d 1972, Prendville does notice the INYS-
ter10us relationshıip of Consuetudo personal SIN CONnCupisCentia CaFnls the
or1g1ınal SIN, which 15 implhıed Confessiones but further elaborated ıIn the ork
Contra Iulianum ODUS ımperfectum. However, he does NOTL tak' the essentı1al inde-
pendence of the wıll into aCCOUnT and therefore faıls elucıdate convıincıngly OUrTr
responsı1bilıty for these [WO SINS that tak-ı effect agalnst the dec1s1ion of OUTr wıll
See also note for the emphasıs the princıple of alternatıve the foundation of
moral responsı1bility in other studies morTal ABCILICY.

5 ] for instance, Oort. 2 C} lih arb ILL, 18,
See note 24

53 The in question Expositio quarundam propositionum epistola
apostoli ad TFOMAanOos and E.xpositio epistolae ad (salatas. Prendville 1972, 87 S

Simpl I7 19 Quod S1 quaesıierI1t alıquis: nde hoc esT, quod dicıt habıtare
In AT11ICc SUua 19(0)  — utique bonum, 1d est peccatum? Vnde N1S1 traduce mortalıtatis
ef adsıduıtate uoluptatıs? JIud est OCNH: or1ginalıs peccatl, hoc Ö  N irequen-tatı peccatl; CU illo hanc ultam NaSCIMUr, hoc uluendo addımus. Quae duo scılıcet
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He who 1S NOT yel under O€Ss not do the g0o0d he W1 He does
the evıl hıch he does noTt will, being by ConCupiscentia, 1a(0)1

because of the bondage ofmO: (uinculum mortalitatis), but
also because that the COonCupisCentia 15 strengthened Dy the weıght of

(moles Consuetudinis).°>
post-lapsarıan 1S conquered Dy the inchinatıon evıl

and therefore loses the TrTeedom to accomplısh rıghteous acfs, first
due mortalıty, the unıshment for hıs her or1g1inal S1IN, and
then because of the self-afflicted abıt, 16 intensıfies the evıl
inclination.°®

The reference or1g1inal SIN and CONCupiLSCeNtLA ıts penalty IN
also ımplhied wıthout further elaboratiıon ook of Confessiones.>'
However, the er l In the form of Consuetudo 1S nothıng but
powerful manıfestation of the inherent infirmity of the wıll, 1C
first reveals itself In CONCUPLSCENF1LA Carnıis.>® As Solıgnac brillıantly

Lanquam natura ef Consuetudo con]ıuncta robustissımam facıunt el inulctissımam CUpPI-
dıtatem, quod U0CAa| peccatum, el dicıt habıtare in CarInec SUuag, 1d est domınatum qUCN-
dam el quası TrC£NUmM obtinere.’ The translatıon of Simplicianum 15 cıted wıth slıght
modification TOM John Burle1igh, Augustine: Earlier Wrıitings, (Phıladelphia:
The Westminster Press), 1953

Ibıd., L, 1, 11 "Non nım quod uult facit hbhonum quı nondum est sub gratla; sed
quod NO  \ uult malum, hoOocC agıt cConcupIiscentla, 1910)  — solum ulinculo mMorTta-
ıtatıs sed mole consuetudinıis roborata. ’ retranslated thıs PAasSsSapc follow the OTg-
inal LINOTC hterally.

For Augustine’s Irequent references mortalitas, SCC Prendville 1972, 78{T.
conf. 10, Augustine insısts that he longer approved of the older

wiıll, which W as strengthened by the habıt prefer lust OVCTI the love of God ideo
1910)8| 1am CRO operabar ıllam, sed quod habıtabat de supplıcıo0 hıber1-
OT1S peccatlı, qul1a 1a fiılıus Adam.’ See Prendville 1972, 60 For recenft aCCount of
the conception of or1gıinal SIN In Confessiones, SCC Paul Rıgby, Original SIn In Augus-
tine’s Confess10ons, (Ottawa Universıty of Ottawa Press), 198 / For COMMEeNTS this
teXT, SCC CSP E  w LLLOTC generalu of Augustine’s notion of or1ginal SIN Can
be found Jesse Couenhoven, ‘Augustine’s Doctrine of Or1ıginal Sın), Augustinian
Studies, (2005) 359-396

thıs princıpally antı-Manıchaean Context, Augustine does NOTL relate the CON-
suetudo the illness of the mıind or1g1inal SIN In the form of CONCupLSCentia Car-
NLS; but it 18 NOT dıfficult establısh such relatıon. Iirst of all, Augustine’s ITTeSO-
lution W ds definıtely solved by the dıvine ald that removed hıs past S1INS Moreover,
the past SINS ın question CannO be voluntary SINS wıth exphicıt approval of the
miıind uoluntas, for he mentions earlhıer In o0k V of Confessiones that he does
Not the older wıll but rather sulffers ıt ınvoluntarıly. See conf. V 57 13 °SIC
intellegebam 1PDSO experımento 1d quod ljegeram, quomodo aATO ConcupIisceret
aduersus spirıtum el spiırıtus aduersus CamINemM, CRO quıdem utroque, sed magıs CO
In C quod approbabam, qU amı in C quod in ımprobabam. Ibı enım magıs
1am NON CDO, qula AaQN: part' 1d patiebar inultus quam facıebam uolens.’ The
emphasıs 15 mıne.
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formulates hıs comménts thıs teXT, ‘Ja cConsuetudo est DAas
chose que Ia ratification personelle de Ia ConCcupiscence.’?

N: ugustine further elaborated and Justified the reduc-
tiıon of Consuetudo to man s inherited inclination (0) SIN hıs later works,
especlally hıs TrCSPONSCS to ulıan, hıch 1S the focus of Prendville’s
artıcle.©0 VWhıule, the foregommg textual testimon1es suffice demonstrate
that by the LLNCIC appe: the voluntary or1g1n of cConsuetudo, they _
nNnoL AaCCOUnNtT for the culpabı of sınful habıts. TIhe interpretation of °uoOlL-
untarıum In CAUSQA) rehes heavıly nalve mi1sconception of uoluntas
dS [WO WaYW118 choose between g00d and eviıl, hıch from
nowhere and 1S 18(0)1 subject {Oo anı Yy of necessıty, al eas before the
formation of carnal habıt However, for post-lapsarıan agent, avıng
such aDSOIlute of the wıll 1S seemimngly autıiful myth.°!
Thıs ıllusıon dıstorts the realıty of the uman ll condıtioned Dy the eX1S-
tential condıtion of the self the ONMNC hand, and the 6SSCNICE of the uman
wiıll psychologıical ynamısm that essentially towards the

the er h1is erıiticısm of Juhan conception of ıberum arbitrium,
ugustine astutely pomts Out that absolute W of choice ıth
preceding deprives ratiıonal being of authorsh1p VeT ıts OW
choice and therefore the responsı1bilıty for the evıl dısposıtion of the will.©2

In Augustine’s moral psychology, the culpabılıty of so-called
ınvoluntary SIN 1S grounde INOTEC profoun an SOI under-
standıng of uoluntas and moral ABCNCY, 1C above all Justifıes OUT

responsı1bıilıty for the nıtıal STate of human nature hıs inıtial state,
the effect of or1ıgınal SIN, manıfests itself first and foremost In UÜU-

piscentia Carnıls, the innate endency of the soul evıl, 16 les
beneath the formatıon of Consuetudo.

Aım  e Solıgnac, 3 psychologıie augustinıenne de la volonte Bibliotheque
Augustinienne (Parıs Desclee; De Brouwer), 1962, 541

for instance, Iul. V1I, 8 5 E} Tul ımp.J, 105; IV’ FO3: V, 64’ VI.
See Prendville 19./2:; CSD 96ff. As Prendville acknowledges the footnote, the anal-
OSY between cConsuetudo and CONCUPLSCENTLA has been noticed by Joseph Mausbach

Mausbach, Die Ethik des heiligen Aug2ustinus 1_, 7nd edıtiıon (Freiburg: Herder)
1929, 1L, 2720-1

61 defend thıs claım In the artıcle, ‘Augustine lıherum arbitrium,’ SCC
note

Iul ımp V, 5 9 (Z23 "Cum uUCTO de illo eXOorta est (sSC uoluntas), de natura
eXorta est, qula homo natura estT, el quı1a potuılt et1am nolle quod uoluıt, de lıbero Tb1i-
tT10 1US eXOTTa esLT, quod eft 1PSsum, sıcut faterı1s, pertinet ad naturam. S1 CISO el
luntas ın homıne uel 1US lıbero arbıtrıo de nıhılo eXOrta Sst; qUI1S fecıt?AUGUSTINE ON INVOLUNTARY SIN: A PHILOSOPHICAL DEFENSE  59  formulates in his commehts on this text, ‘Ia consuetudo n’est pas autre  chose que la ratification personelle de la concupiscence.’9  Certainly, Augustine further elaborated on and justified the reduc-  tion of consuetudo to man’s inherited inclination to sin in his later works,  especially in his responses to Julian, which is the focus of Prendville’s  article.° While, the foregoing textual testimonies suffice to demonstrate  that by the mere appeal to the voluntary origin of consuetudo, they can-  not account for the culpability of sinful habits. The interpretation of ‘uol-  untarium in causa’ relies heavily on a naive misconception of uoluntas  as a two way power to choose between good and evil, which comes from  nowhere and is not subject to any kind of necessity, at least before the  formation of a carnal habit. However, for a post-lapsarian agent, having  such an absolute power of the will is simply a seemingly beautiful myth.°!  This illusion distorts the reality of the human will conditioned by the exis-  tential condition of the self on the one hand, and the essence of the human  will as a psychological dynamism that moves essentially towards the good  on the other. In his criticism of Julian’s conception of liberum arbitrium,  Augustine astutely points out that an absolute power of choice with no  preceding cause deprives a rational being of authorship over its own  choice and therefore the responsibility for the evil disposition of the will.®  In Augustine’s moral psychology, the culpability of so-called  involuntary sin is grounded on a more profound and solid under-  standing of uoluntas and moral agency, which above all justifies our  responsibility for the initial state of human nature. This initial state, as  the effect of original sin, manifests itself first and foremost in concu-  piscentia carnis, the innate tendency of the soul to evil, which lies  beneath the formation of consuetudo.  59 Cf. Aime Solignac, ‘La psychologie augustinienne de la volont€’, Bibliotheque  Augustinienne 14 (Paris: Desclee; De Brouwer), 1962, 541.  OuChafor instance r eiduli NUI8 5SEE dl mpg 1OSy IV O03 N Gr VE I2  See Prendville 1972, esp. 96ff. As Prendville acknowledges in the footnote, the anal-  0gy between consuetudo and concupiscentia has been noticed by Joseph Mausbach.  Cf. Mausbach, Die Ethik des heiligen Augustinus 1-2, 2nd edition (Freiburg: Herder)  1929, I, 220-1.  61 I defend this claim in the article, ‘Augustine on liberum arbitrium,’ see  note 30.  © C. Iul. imp. V, 56, (2), ‘Cum uero de illo exorta est (sc. uoluntas), de natura  exorta est, quia homo natura est, et quia potuit etiam nolle quod uoluit, de libero arbi-  trio eius exorta est, quod et ipsum, sicut fateris, pertinet ad naturam. Si ergo et uo-  luntas in homine uel in eius libero arbitrio de nihilo exorta est, quis eam fecit? ... Cur  ergo propter illam damnatur homo, quo non uolente exorta est in illo uoluntas mala,  cuius erat tantum capax, non efficax? Si autem, ut iure damnetur, eo uolente in illo  exorta est, cur eius ipsius uoluntatem de illo exortam negas, quo uolente exortam esse  et quo nisi uolente exoriri non potuisse non negas?”’Cur
CISO propter illam damnatur homo, qUO 1910)81 uolente eXorta est in illo uoluntas mala,
CU1US Traft CaDaA, NON eificax? 1 autem, ut lure damnetur, uolente illo
eXOorta SSı CUur 1US 1DS1US uoluntatem de illo eXxXortamn qUO uolente eXxXortam SSC
el qUO nıs1ı uolente XOTITI NON potu1sse 110}  - negas”?
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1908 Concupiscentia and moral responsibility
As repeate: in foregoing dıscuss1ons, Augustine formulates the

effects of or1ginal SIN the human TACEe L8enorantia and difficultas,
Caecıtas and infirmitas. focus the attention partıcularly dıf-

ficultas Infirmitas (uoluntatis), 1C has een revealed to be SYN-
ONYIN of Concupiscentia.°

Fiırst, L8norantia 1S above all intellectual defect that leads dıs-
graceful though ıt also ‘hınders the wıll from being moved do

good deed 18 refraın from evıl deed’ © comparıson ıth CON-
CupisCcentia’s intimate relatıonshıip ıth the infırmıty of the will, the
impeding effect of L8enorantia the Laculty of wıll 1s relatıvely xternal
and indırect Moreover, it has een ell establiıshed that CONCUPISCENKLA
1S disease of the mınd than ignorantia.° Accordingly, AS
inborn inchination 116 evıl, CONCUuPILSCeENILA 1s INOTEC dıfficult Surmount
when the faculty of wıllk hes beneath the necessIity of SIN Therefore,

establısh the tTeedom of ll and moral ASCNCY such COM-
pulsıve sıtuation, sımılar conclusıon easıly eached the Casec
of L8norantia.

Augustine doubts that should be held culpable for
wrongfu. acts commıiıtted under the necessıty of SIN, whether L8enOrantia

De liıhbero arbitrio, Augustine mentions Consuetudo Carnalıs (carnal habıt),
CONCUuDILSCeENtILA Carnıls, lıhido lust), and Dars (anımae) tardıier Carnalıs
(the slower, carnal of the soul) explıcate the opposıtıon and resistance that the
soul experlences difficultas, Niw lib arb { 1 E} 5 C} HL, 19, 5 E} IL, 22 65 For
explicıt identification of difficultas ıth CONCupliLSCenNtLAa Carnls, SCC for example, DEeECC.
Me  \ II, 2‚ 2-4, 49 SpIr. el litt 3 9 M See Bonner 1986-1994b; Dodaro 1989, 346-7;
1st 1994, 1U2: 135-6, 370-7

DeCcCc Me  B II, 1 E "Nolunt homines facere quod 1ustum est, s1ue qula latet
1ustum sIıt s1ue qula NON delectat. anto enım quı1dque uehementius uolumus,

certius qUu am bonum sıt NOUIMUS OquU! delectamur ardentius. 1gnorantıa 1g1tur el infir-
mıiıtas uıtla sunt, JUaC inpedıiunt uoluntatem, OUueatur ad facıendum ODUS bonum
uel ab P malo abstinendum.’ Unless otherwise noted, all the followıng Englıshtranslatıons of Augustine’s antı-Pelagıan works cıted ıth moderate modification
from Roland Teske’s superb rendıtion, publıshed the serl1es The Works of Saıint
Augustine: I ranslation for the DIS Century, ed Rotelle (New ork New CıtyPress),

Iul NL 16, "ExX hoc autem concupiscentla pe10r est qUu am ignorantıa, qula1gnorantia sıne concupiscentia miInus peccaltl; concupiscentla ueTO sıne 1gnorantliagraulus KEt nescıire malum, 1NON SCIMPCTI est malum cConcupiscere autem malum,
SCINDCI est malum. Bonum qUOqUE 1psum utilıter alıquando 1gnoratur, ut opportunesclatur: nullo autem modo erı potest, ut carnalı concupiscentla bonum hominis COIN-
cupiscatur: quandoquıdem NC 1psa proles 1bıdine COrporI1s, sed uoluntate COIMN-
cupiscıtur, quamu1s DNON SsIne ıbıdiıne COrporIis semiıinetur.’
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CONCUupPILSCENLA. his first introduction the Concepts 1gnorantia
and difficultas the thırd book of De liıbero arbitrio, Augustine claıms

Yet SCVCN certaın aCcfts one through 1gnorance (per Lgnorantiam)
blamed and Judged tOo eed correctlion. .There aTrc AaCTs one by CcS-

sıty (necessitate) that fo be ame:‘ where the 111an wılled fo aCT
rıghtly and COUuU not.©6
10 Justify blame the latter CasSC, Augustine appeals SOINC

of hıs favorıte VeIrISCS from the pıstles of St Paul such Rom 18-
and Gal K/O7/ the atter, Paul refers the conflıct between

spırıtual and carnal CONCUPISCENCE. In OMNC of hıs ast contrıbutions,
Augustine recogn1zes CONCUuPLSCeENLILA CAaFNLS the infırmıity of the 11l

both punıshment and sın.©® He insısts that wrongfu. acts s_
ıtated by CONCUPLSCENLA CAaFrNnLSs also SINS that should be aDsolve

er all, the spiırıt W1 nOoTt ave the concupiscence of the flesh
(Concupiscentia Carnıs), but be free from it al present. For thıs
ICason the spırıt ST1 STOANS in tself, awaıltıng the adoption, the
redemption of ıts body, when ıt ıll ave ıts flesh such WaYy that
it Can longer SIN (non peccare). NOoW, therefore, the spiırıt NOTt

Iih arb III7 I  ’ . amen et1am PCT Lgnorantiam facta quaedam ınproban-
tur, eit corrıgenda i1udicantur. Sunt et1am necessıtate facta inprobanda, ubı uult homo
recte facere, ef NOn potest.’ The translatıon 15 slıghtly modified TOM Anna Ben-
Jamın’’s rendiıtion, which closer the or1gınal than that of Burleigh iın thıs ‚ASC

Burleigh’s version runs, ‘Nevertheless, SOTIIC thıngs done 1gnorance which
held be on and worthy of correctlion. Wrong thıngs done Dy necessity when

wılls do rıght and has nOoTt the pOower.’ As mentioned earlıer, O’Connellul
that Burleigh’s inaccurate translatıon of these sentences miıisled Alflatt recogn1ıze
‘ ınvoluntary SINS Augustine’s thought. O’Connell 15 rıght emphasıze that Augus-
tine here sımply talks about wrongful aCTs rather than genulne SINS These CIs be
called SINS only in Improper Way, O’Connell’s opınıon, in that the ınvoluntary
conditions of moral 1gnorance and dıfficulty dIC CONSCYHUCNCECS of the agent’s earher
voluntary deeds onnell 1991, Da Nevertheless, it 15 evıdent that fallen

be held respons1ible (improbart) for these wrongdoings, though nOoTt the
Samnc WaYy for genulne voluntary SIN commıtted by Adam and KEve Furthermore,
it wıll manıfest in later analyses that in Augustine’s late wrıtings, ‚ven these [WO
properties of human nature identified definıtely SINS (peccata) and therefore
should be punıshed ıf 8(0)1 forgıven. Therefore, it 15 NOTL completely groundless call
the wrongdoings necessIıitated by OUT inıtial ınvoluntary SINS What 15 INOTC S55-
ing 1s aCCOUuUntT for their blameworthiness in WaY that demonstrates they sub-
stantıally distinct TOmM voluntary SIN in theır full

lih arb HL, 1 E A .  nam unde sunt illae Non nım quod olo facio
bonum, sed quod nolo malum, hoc aAQO, el illud Velle adıacet mihil, perficere autem
hbonum NO  > InNUENLO (Rom 7:18-19); el illud (‚ aro CONCUupILSCIt aduersus spiritum,
SDLFLIUS aultlem aduersus Carnem haec nım InULCEM aduersantur; Ul NO  - QUAdE
uultis faclatis? (Gal E

See for instance, Iul ımp L, 4 ’ I! 101 VI,
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only SIN after baptısm, but 1S at times drawn trahl) ConNnsent by
CONCUPISCENCE of the flesh, CVOCMN though ıt struggles valıantly agamst
ıt, and ıt commıts SOINC SINS (peccata), SCVCN though slıght OMNCS

(uenlalia). We always ave 1Cason to Sa y in thıs lıfe, Forgive OUFr
debts.©

Here, ugustine depicts CONCUPLSCENLFIA CAaFNLS inherited
burden that Canno be removed by anı y indıvıdual In thıs lıfe, CVCN OIMlC
who has een inspıred by STACC ıth spırıtual longıng for the g00d
However, the necessı1ity of ıts 1S not In conflıct ıth OUT

responsıbilıty for wrongful actıons caused by ıts actualıty. In thıs PaS-
SasC, these wrongdoings dIcC indeed identified venıal SINS.

Rather, CVCN CONCUPILSCENFIA CAFNLS itself 1S TtTeated ere
evıl that should be condemned. Hırst, ıt Can deprive the spırıt of
sımply Dy ıts Moreover, Dy grabbing (frahere) the consent
of the wıll, ıt Can easıly transform from inborn defect into evV1-
dent blameworthy dısposıtion of the soul, though not necessarıly into

evıl deed ODUS malum). '© 1g of thıs, even spiırıtual and vırtu-
OUS people Canno be sınless In thıs world and therefore should be
ebuked (CorrıipL) for the actualıty aCtus) of CONCUPILSCENTLA In thıs lıfe

vestige of theır or1ıginal sın./1
It 1S evıdent NO that Augustine remaıns steadfast In the culpa-

u of evıl actıions under the necessıity of SIN, especılally under CON-

CupisCentia CAaFnıs. However, hıs phılosophical for ustify-
ıng thıs belief change In accordance ıth hıs understandıng of the
compulsıve force of CONCUuPILSCeENLLA CAaFrNLS and ıtfs essent1al relatıon
uoluntas. glımpse into the development of hıs hought from De lihero
arbıtrio I17 Contra Iulianum ODUS ımperfectum ll help determıine

Iul. ımp I’ 101, (3) Vu enım el 1istam arnıs concupıscentiam NON habere,
sed 11011 potest NUNC, propter quod adhuc 1PSO ingemescıt adoptionem
redemptionem COrporI1s Sul, ubı S1IC habeat CaMNecmn, ut 1am ECCATIC 1910)8| possıt. Nunc
CISO NO  —_ solum potest CCCaTC post baptısmum, uerum et1am, quı1a el bene reluctans
concupıiscentlae Carnıs alıquando ab trahitur ad CcConsens1ioNEmM el quamu1s uenlalıa,
amen alıqua peccala commuttıt, habet, CUur SCINPCI hıc dicat Dimutte nobis debita NOS-
fra Ihe emphasıs 15 mMıne

1bıd., II’ 22A0 (1) sed peccatum, sıne qUO MCINO nascıtur, creuıt uolun-
tatıs ACCEOSSUü or1ıgıinalı concupıscentla trahente peccantıs assensum. TIhe emphasıs 15
added Iso 1bıd., I 61 Concupiscentla Carnıs mala est ei quando e1 1ON COMN-
sentitur ad malum ; 1psa est enım qUa Cal‘ concupiscıt aduersus spirıtum, eti1amsı aduer-
SUS Canl concupiscente spiırıtu N1ON perfic1at quod conatur, 1d est OPUS malum.’

For the importance of rebuke and correction of or1ginal SIN, Nın OFTr. el 67
‘An UCTO ideo prauıtas ista corrıpienda 1910)8| est homine, qul1a NO  —_ 1US propria quı

corrıpitur, sed CommunI1s est omnıbus? Imo uUCTO corrıplatur el ın sıngulıs, quod est
Oomn1ıum. Non Nım propterea CU1USquam NO  . est; quod ab nullus iImmunis est.
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whether Augustine CVCI $upplies ıth compellıng aCCOUNT of the
morTal responsı1bilıty for ‘ınvoluntary SINS in hıs constant MmMeditaliions

or1gınal SIN and ıts effects. The po1In ere 1s not establısh PIC-
CIse chronology of the conception of ınvoluntary SIN (cConcupiscentia
In thıs cConteX In ugustine s ater works, not SCVCN the continulty
discontinulty of Augustine’s eology, but rather 116 examıne phılo-
sophıca. WaYy how ugustine eals ıth thıs 1ssue in dıfferent theo-
ogıcal and hıstorıical contexts. /2 What atters ere dIiICc the phılosoph-
ical insıghts h1s aCCount of OUT responsı1ıbilıty for thıs inborn quality

As Clarılle: iın earher analyses, the difficultas in ook 111 of
De Ilıhero arbitrio refers the opposıtıon and resistance that the soul
experlences In willıng and accomplhıshıng rıghteous act. ® We noticed

ell that thıs moral dıffiıculty 1s en assoc1lated though noTt explıc-
itly identified ıth COonCcupiscCentia in thıs text./4 However, at thıs reli-
atıvely early of hought, ugustine O€Ss 181011 regar the neCcess1-
tatıng force of ConCupiscentia inherent weakness of the 11l For
thıs ICasSON, he beheves that the of such In1quıty o€es nOoTt
completely eradıcate the capacıty of the 11l PUTISUC the good Even
though depriıved of the abılıty LO attaın beatıtude merely Dy the eC1-
S10N of the will, fallen ST1 POSSCSSCS the strıve for
excellence Dy prayıng for a1ld from dıvıne provıdence in order that the
difficultas be conquered. Therefore, OIIC 1S rıghtly held responsı1-
ble for hıs further wrongdoings because such has faıled
make an Yy by neglecting 118 usc thıs inherent

ese pomnts provıde Augustine ıth phılosophıcal aCCount of
OUT responsı1bılıty for moral actı1ons under the yoke of SIN Cal the clos-
ıng of De libero arbıtrio, where Lenorantıia and difficultas dIcC treated

natural rather than pena. condıtions of human nature

Natural 1gnorance and natural Impotence NOL reckoned the soul
dS gul Ihe gul ar1ses because it does NOL eagerly PUTISUC owledge,
and does not g1ve adequate attention acquirıng acılıty in o1ng
right. ”>

For recent efforts TeCONSITrUCT the development of Augustine’s reflections
or1g1inal SIN and divine STACC, especlally In theıir essent1al relatıon the freedom of
human wıll, Nl Hombert 1996; 1d. 2000; Löss] 199 7: Drecoll 1999; 2004; Cary
2008

lıh arb IL, 1 ’ eX dıifficultate cruclatus afflıgıt... el resistente
torquente dolore carnalıs uincull... ”

See note 63
liıh arb I 2 E °Non enım quod naturalıter nescıt el naturalıter NON potest,

hoc anımae deputatur reatum; sed quod scıre NO]  - studult, ei quod dignam facılıtatı
comparandae ad recfe facıendum D' 1ON dedit.’
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ater U: moral dıfficulty 1S envisaged conftlıct between the
ublime of the soul and the carnal part, wıthout denyıng the soul’s
capacıty attaın COTTECLT Judgment concerning the go0od and seek
help from dıvıne grace./®© Therefore, eVvVen though unable attaın the
g00d merely by willıng it, the descendents of dam Cal refraın from
sınnıng Dy appealıng dıvine assıstance. The PUTSUC the
good 1S persistent in post-lapsarıan agents, though fatally dıiımınıshed
by the fırst voluntary SIN Accordingly, wrongful actıons thıs lıfe
not ırectiy necessIitated by 1gnorance and dıfficulty, but rather result
irom the voluntary allure of the ıll to employ ıts innate
short, due thıs immanent; the act1ons under consıderatıon
nOoL ınvoluntary SINS, 1910)8 sımply voluntary in OrNg1N, but definıtely
ase voluntary dec1is10ns.

I1wo pomts dIiICc orth noting ecre One 1S that Concupiscentia
difficultas natural condıtion of uman 1ACC 1S eI1eVve: be sinless.
The er pomt 1s that thıs natural condıtion ımpedes but does not cSs-

sıtate the dec1ısıon of the ll er words, the of difficul-
fAS ASs punıshment for OUT SIN dam o€es not change the voluntarı-
etYy of OUT moral act1ons thıs lıfe Therefore, the moral responsı1bılıty
al stake 1S sımply the culpabiılıty of OUT voluntary SINS, for the faculty
of the ll loses the to advance and make ıts OW choıice
rather than being drawn OWN ınvoluntarıly by innate moral dıfficulty.

ome scholars, for instance ıllıam Babcock, ave identified
the restricted reedom of the 111 the vestige of the
aDsolute abılıty do otherwiıse, Dy hıch ugustine "Carves Ouft
T1OW and yel cruc1al AICd of moral ASCHNCY wıthın the great impaırments
that afflıct uman eIngs after the tirst uman in 'Thıs solution fo
fallen ASCNCY, Babcock hıimself concedes immediately, IS ‘Iragıle
and unstable for from the theologıca pomt of VIeW, ıt PIOVCS be
less compellıng than the interpretation of OUT inıtıal condıtıons PUN-
iıshment for OUT OW SIN in Adam./’®

Ibıd I, 2 9 quod qu1d <1b1 agendum sıt NON continuo ualet
implere, hoc qUOQUC nondum acceplit. Praecessit nNnım Pars quaedam 1US subliımıor ad
sentiendum recte factı bonum: sed quaedam tardıor carnalıs 1OMN consequenter

sententiam ducıtur; ut 1psa dıfficultate admoneatur eundem ımplorare adıutorem
perfect1on1s SUac qUCMm inchoatıon1s sentit auctorem; uf hOcC e1 fat CAarlo0or dum 1910)91

SU1Ss uirıbus, sed CU1US bonitate habet uft sıt, 1US miser1cordia subleuatur uft beata siıt.
Wıllıam Babcock, ‘Sın, Penalty and the Responsabilıty of the Soul prob-

lem Augustine’s De Iıbero Arbitrio IMN Studia Patrıstica (1993) 225-230, al
23()

78 Babcock 1993, 230
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However, thıs 1S ohly superfic1al explanatıon for ugustine’s
ater rejection of thıs solution, 1C ST1 rehes heavıly the PIC-
sumption that OUT moral aASCHNCY Can be establıshed merely the abıl-
ıty do otherwIise. hıs ater wrıtings, ugustine abandons thıs PIC-
sumption primarıly because ıt aıls aCCount for the real enslaved

of the J1l before being lıberated Dy STACC evertheless, thıs the-
ologıca nsıght concern1ıng the realıty of the human a 15 also
grounded hıs careful observatıons the faculty of ll and ıts free-
dom hıch SCS beyond the of Treedom do otherwıIise.

It 1S ell known that Augustine colıned the phrase alu.
originale In hıs exeges1s of Romans in Simplicianum of
Commentators ave pointed ouL, however, that Augustine evelops
hıs mafture doctrine of or1gıinal SIN De peccatlorum meriıtLs el remlS-
SLIONE el de aptismo paruulorum of 4A1Z. hıs 1Irs polemi1c wrıting
agaınst the Pelagians.®° There Augustine refers the term
originale the SIN of nfants inherı1ıte: irom Adam..?! Or1ıginal SIN
exerts ıts effect fırst and foremost iın the dısobedience of CONCUPLS-
Centia Carnls, especlally In the Case of sexualıty.®“ In thıs work,

Sımpl I’ 17 Cited note 55 For references other important eXpress1ons
of or1gınal SIN, such peCcCala originalia and naturale, RE Athanase Sage,
°Le peche or1ginel dans la pensee de salnt Augustin, de Ar 430’, Revue des Etudes
Augustiniennes (1969) al 76-81

As noted Rıgby's entry of ‘Or1ginal Sın Augustine through the Ages:
An Encyclopedia, it W as generally accepted before 967 that Augustine already
reached full-grown interpretation of or1g1inal SIN and BIACC Simplicianum.
hıis classıc artıcle of 1967, Athanase Sage first argued that the Pelagıan CONLTOVeTrSY
BAVC Augustine the opportunıity develop doctrine of or1ginal SIN that profoundly
influenced the Chrıstian tradıtıon (*Peche or1ginel: alssance d’un dogme’, Revue des
Etudes Augustiniennes (1967) 21 1-48) recent studies, SOITINC Augustinian schol-

have proposed earher dates of thıs doctrine, for instance, ıIn De (renesi ad litteram
(TeSelle Augustine the T’heologian, (New ork Herder and Herder), 1970, 265);

Sıimplicianum Babcock, ‘Augustine and aul Ihe ase of Romans 1X, StU-
dia Patrıstica (1985) Rıng, Simplicianum, wel Bücher hber Ver-

schiedene Fragen, (Würzburg: Augustinus Verlag), Confessiones (Rıgby
For LINOTC recent approaches, SCC note It 15 beyond the 191 8) of the Current

study determiıine the eXaC date of the birth of the doctrine of or1ginal SIN. The maın
CONCETN here 1s the responsı1bıilıty for Concupiscentia effect of or1g1inal SIN Augus-
tine’s insıghts into COnCupiscCentia Carnls the infırmıty of the ll 15 elaborated
in hıs bıtter debates wıth the Pelagıans. On thıs aCCount, follow Sage  S influential
vlewpoıint.

8 1 DEeECC, Me  < I’ 9’ °“Hınc enım et1am In paruulıs nolunt credere PCI baptısmum
solu1 orlginale peCccatum, quod nascentibus nullum SS5C OMNINO contendunt. ’

Ibıd., I7 2 $ ° Bonum CIgO CON1Ug11 1ON est feruor concupiscentlae, sed quı1dam
hıcıtus ef honestus illo feruore utend1i modus propagandae prolı, NON explendae hıbıdını
CcCcommuodatus. Voluntas ista, NON uoluptas ılla nuptialıs est. Quod 1g1tur membrıs
COTDOTIS mortis hulus inoboedienter MOUELUT anımum deiectum COoNnaftur
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Augustine makes subtle dıstıncection between the and the
gul reatlus of CONCUuPILSCENKLA.

Concupiscence (Concupiscentia), then, remaıns the members of the body
of thıs eal the Jaw of SIN. It IS present the hıttle ONCS al bırth. though
Its gul reatus) 1S emoved when lhıttle ONMNCS aptızed. It remaılns for
the combat that 15 lıfe, but ıt does nOoTt punı1s wıth damnatıon those who
dıe before engagıng that combat. It unbaptized ONCcsSs
nmeshed guilt and draws them 18 damnatıon, hlıke children of,
CVCI they dıe d> OMNCS But the Z of baptızed adults who ave
the UsSsc of (ratıo0), whenever the CONSENLIS (consentire) that
Samnılec CONcupIscence order SIN, it 1S due OonNne’s (OW) wiıll.®

On the OMNC hand, CONCUPLSCENLA 1S certamly recognized SIN
that should be condemned unless ıts gu1 15 forgıven Dy dıvıne STACC
V1ıa the sSsacrament of baptısm hıs SIN 15 also clearly dıstınguıshe
from OUTr personal SINS, for the lıttle 180 commıt SINS by of
theır OW) 111 before reachıng the ASC of 1Cason he1ır iınborn 1Z2NO-

and weakness prevent them from doimng so.94 Neve  eless,
Augustine beheves that the nTants who dıie before baptısm 111 be
held guilty for thıs nherıted eviıl, sSInce the human 1ACE has entirely
sinned and should be lıberated from the necess1ity of SIN and
death.®

adtrahere el qu CU) 1NCMNS uoluerıt exsurgıt qu CU) ICS uoluerıt conqulescıt,
hoc est malum peccatl, Cu qUO nascıtur Omnı1s homo. (For the subtle relatıonshıp
between ConCupisCentia and sexualıty, N w artıcle, ‘IDıd Augustine LOose the Phılo-
sophical Battle the Debate wıth Juhlıian of Eclanum Concuptscentia C arnls and
Voluntas?’ Augustiniana (2007) 185-208, CSP 188-196.) However, thıs 1s a(0)1

indıcate that Augustine neglects OUT SIN of 1gnNorance thıs work. 1b1d., I’ 36,
There, the darkness of 1gnorance 15 singled Out SIN of infants.

Ibıd., 1L, 49 ‘Concupiscentia 1g1ıtur (amquam lex peccatı In membrıs
COTrpOorI1s mortis hulus CUu paruulıs nascıtur, in paruulıs baptızatıs reatu soluıtur, ad
AYONCIHN relınquitur, ante ASONCIMN MOTIUOS nulla damnatiıone persequltur; paruulos NON

baptızatos 1C0OS innectit el tamquam ITrae fılı0s, et1amsı paruulı morlantur, ad condem-
natıonem trahıt. grandıbus autem baptızatıs, quıbus 1am ratione utentibus quı1dquıd
eıdem concupiscentiae L1L11CI1S ad peccandum consens!it, proprlae uoluntatıs est;

Ibıd., I’ 3 9 "An uUCIO ei hoc quaesıiturı ef de hoc disputaturIı el tempus ad
hoc inpensurı U:  n ut probemus doceamus, quomodo PCI proprıiam uolun-
m, SINEe qua nullum uıtae proprlae potest SSC peccatum, nıhıl malı commıserınt
infantes, quı propter hOC UuOCanfiur ab omnıbus innocentes? Nonne infiırmıtas

eft COrpOTIS, tanta TeTUMmM 1gnorantıla, tam nulla OmMnNnN1ınO praecept1 capacıtas, nul-
Ius uel naturalıs uel conscrıptae Jeg1s SCHNSUS aut motus, nullus alterutram partem
rat1on1s USUS, hOocC multo testati1ore sılenti1o0 QUam SCITI1O0O nOoster proclamat ind1-
cat? Valeat alıquıd ad 1psam persuadendam 1psa euldentla; Na NUSQ Ua S1IC 1910)81
INnueN1O quod dıcam, qUam ubı ICS, de QUuUa dıcıtur, manıfest10r est qU am OINNEC quod
dicıtur.

Ibıd., I7 1 E} 1111; I’ 1 5 Dadt:
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On the other hand, the effect of CONCUPLSCENTLA in thıs text 15
exphıicıtly assoc1lated ıth the iımpotence of the all As mentioned

earlıer analysıs of PASSASC from thıs work, Augustine i1dentifies
L8enorantia and Infirmitas ASs {tWO defects ultia) that hiınder the 1ll 18
PUTrSUC the good refraın Irom domg ev1]1.86 Thıs Infirmitas moral
dıfficulty manıfests ıtself the iıllıcıt inchnation (appetitus) for self-
suffic1ıency that Can result in definıte alfection of prıde, 16 1s
ase the CoNsent of the ıll

To be nflated wıth prıde, of COUTSC, 1S due to the uman being’s OW
will, not fo actıvıty, for God neıther compels DOT elps ONC
towards thıs There ırst arlıses the umanl (In uoluntate hominis)

inclinatiıon (appetitus towards ıts OW W that OMNC becomes
dısobedient through prıde And ıf thıs inclination dıd nNOTL exXIist, oth-
ing WOUu ave een ıffıcult, and OnNnec COUu ave refused 18 be dıs-
obedient, when ‚0)11% wanted to But there resulted from the punıshment
that W as Just and deserved such defect that it Was NO dıfficult o be
obedient rıghteousness.®’
0Ug ıt 1S dıfficult resist the temptatıon orıgınatıng from

thıs iıllıcıt inclinatıion, Augustine insısts that baptızed adults cConsent LO
ıt by iıllıcıt turn of the ıll (Inlicıta uoluntatis InClinatio).®° In other
words, the ıll of baptızed retaıns the refuse mpt-
ıng suggestions from CONCUPLSCENFIA CAaFNIS.

It that Augustine ere sımply makes certaın qualıifica-
tiıon of hıs earlıer defense of fallen ASCHNCY in De libero arbıtrio IT Ihe
novel element 1s baptısm, IC symbolızes the rebıirth of human
beings Dy dıvıne provıdence. In accordance ıth hıs emphasıs the
necessıIity of baptısm for infants, Augustine underscores that the bap-
tized able fıght agalnst, though not eradıcate, the nherıted evıl
of CONCUPILSCENLLA when they capable of ratıonal thınkıng Hence,
the baptızed aTrc rıghtly held guillty for theır Ihıcıt attractıon desires

[Ibıd., IL, 1 9 ‘Nolunt homiınes facere quod 1ustum est, Ss1uUe qula latet 1US-
tum sıt Ss1ue qula 1910)81 delectat. anto nNnım quıdque uehementius uolumus, CCT1-
t1us qUu am bonum sıt NOUIMUS OquU delectamur ardent1us. 1gnorantıa 1gıtur ei infır-
miıtas ultla Sunt, qUaC inpedıiunt uoluntatem, mMoOUuEeatur ad facıendum ODUS bonum
uel ab P malo abstinendum.’

Ibıd., 1, 1 E} °Extollı qu1ppe in superbıiam propriae uoluntatıs est hominum,
1910)8| operI1s Deı:; q nNnım ad hoc COS conpellıt aut adıuuat Deus Praecedit CISOuoluntate homiinıs appetitus quıdam proprliae potestatıs, ut fıat inoboediens PCI SUDECT-bıam Hıc autem adpetitus et1am S1 19(0)8| essel, nıhıl molestum essel, el CU hoc uoluıt
homo, SINe dıfficultate noluıisset; sSsecutum est autem debıta lusta ol  I tale ulıtıum,
ut 1am molestum esSseE) oboedire lustitiae.”

Ibıd., 1L, 4‚ CT QO hıs desider1ns concupiscentiae arnıs inlıcıta uoluntatis
inclinatione CONsens1mus, ad hoc sanandum diıcımus: dımitte nobis debita nostra.‘
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stemmiıng from CONCuPLSCENTLA CarnlSs, but not for the of C(CON-

Cupiscentia CAaFNALS iıtself, because the sacrament of baptısm has remit-
ted its culpabılıty. In other words, though remalnıng er baptısm,
CONCUPLSCENFIA CAaFnNLS 1s longer compulsıve condıtion that CS-
sıtates SI actıons by se1ZINg the consent of OUT wiıll.®

However, the introduction of baptısm only makes thıngs INOTE

complıcated. irst, Augustine implicıtly Aa4SSUMMESs that the abılıty
fıght eificıently ıth carnal desıre only belongs the aptızed. TOom

theologıcal perspective, ıt 1S obvıously unacceptable for the old
Bıshop of 1ppo that unbaptıized PCISON COUuU hıs her
innate weakness of the wıll wıthout divine proviıdence, especılally the
form of baptısm. It ollows that the gul of CONCUpPLSCENTLA CAaFrnNnLS for-
g1ven by baptısm refers to the necessity of SIN In thıs context.?©0

that the unbaptızed commıt SINS of necessıity because theır
mınds in reigned by thıs sınful inchnation. moral responsıbıilıty
grounds ıtself solely the of the all 18 refraın from Ihecıt
temptatıions, 1s presupposed both De libero arbıtrio {11 and De
peCcCatorum merIiltis, then ıt l be dıfficult to aCCount for the sınful
domgs of the unbaptızed under the yoke of CONCUPLSCENLLLIA CAaFNILS.
thıs [CXT, ugustine realıze the compulsıve force of thıs inher-
ıted evıl welling in OUTrT mMO nature but o€ESs noTt yel offer plausı-
ble aCCOUNT of ıts culpabiılıty er than Dy appealıng OUT solıdarıty
in Adam.?! He has nNOoL attaıned phılosophıcal interpretation of the
SINS necessıitated by the internal condıtions of the mınd.

In hıs later elagıus’ De NnAatlura, Augustine (01
address the problem of OUTrT responsıbilıty for evıl actıons or1ginatıng
from the inborn INJUrY, LE the or1ıgınal SIN

‘Moreover, how COUu PCISONJNS be respons1ble to God for the gu1 of
that SIN IC they do NOL recogn1ıze dAS theır OW suum)”? For ıt 1S nNOT
theırs,’ he (sc Pelagıus) Sa YyS, f it 1s NCCCSSaALY. Or, ıf ıt 15 theırs, then

DEeCC MEeEr., IL, 28, “Haec autem lex peccatl, quod et1am appellat
Apostolus, CU: dicıt Non eFrSO regnet In Hestro mortalı COFrpDore ad Oboe-
diendum desiderils e1IUS, 1NON S1IC manet membris COTUM, quı aqua et spirıtu renatı
sunt, 11O  - sıt 1US Tfacta rem1ss10, ubı OMNINO plena eli perfecta fıt rem1ss10
peCccatorum omnıbus inimicıtis interfect1s, quıbus separabamur Deo, sed mane in
uetustate Ccarnıs tamquam superatum eft9 S1 110O]  - inlıcıtiıs consensionıbus
quodam modo reuluescat et ICSNUmM proprium dominatiıonemque reuocetur.’

Augustine uUsecs °the law of SIN °the condemnatıon of SIN denote thıs PCI-
sistent and dominating evıl In OUT nature. See for instance, 1bıd, I7 1 E SR °Ex hac 121-
tur inoboedientia Carnıls, hac ege peccatı eit mortis qU1SQqU1S carnalıter generalur,
regenerarı spirıtaliter OPUS habet, ut 19(0)  = solum ad IceNUum De1 perducatur,
et1am peccatı damnatıone hlıberetur.’ See also IL, 28, 4 D} cıted above.

Yl DeECC WLA R 99 9-10, ‚}
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it 1s voluntary (uolufitarium), and if ıt 1s voluntary, ıt be avolılded.’
We repIy It 1s certamnly theırs, but the defect (ultıum) that ea them
tOo commıt ıt has NOTL een completely healed Its growth has COM from

abuse of theır healthy sSTate Now, d result of thıs defect, they
in POOI shape and commıt INa y SINS either Ouf of weakness (Infirmi-
{aS) OT Ouf of blindness (Caecitas). Hence, they should PTaYy that they
INAaYy be healed and lıve thereafter In continuous g00d health They
should 19(0)1 be fiılled wıth prıde, though human beings COu be
healed Dy the Samne W DyT they become eiecte: (ultiatus).”?
According Augustine’s [910) Pelagıus assoclates OUT moral

responsı1bılıty exclusıvely ıth the voluntarıety of OUT actıons, which
grounds 1tse OUT abılıty LO do otherwise. In hıs reply, ugustine
merely claıms that aATCc also rıghtly held responsı1ıble for SINS caused
Dy OUT innate disease of the mınd because ıt 1s OUT OW defect that
should be healed hıs inborn defect gelts 1X€6€ in OUT mınd by the
abuse of OUT rational nature, though thıs result be inevıtable
for OSse people wıthout a1d from STACC. However, in thıs teXT, UuguS-
tine O€s noTt make much {O explaın WhyYy thıs inherıited evıl 15 OUTrT
OW defect and nOoTLt CXCUSC for OUT SINS commıtted of necessıty.

In De perfectione Iustiıtiae hominis of 4195 polemic work
agamınst Caelestius Definitiones, Augustine SOCS ONC Step farther
ıdentify the of CONCUPILSCENLTLA CAFNLS SIN, even in rıght-
COUS people who Can wıthhold theır cConNnsent from the desıres that stem
from thıs innate evıl inchination of the soul:

RBut when they do nNOoTt OW SIN o reign in theır mortal bodies as

obey its desires (desiderium) and do NOT offer theır members SIN
N WCaDONS of wickedness, there 15 indeed SIN (peccatum) In theır
members, but it does not reign, because its desires NOTL obeyed.
Thıs SIN maımntaılıns ıts actualıty Dy arousıng the desıre 18 COIMN-

mıt sınful aCcCts Augustine emphatıcally points Ouft that unlıke personal

nNal. el 3 C} dıcıt ‘deinde quomodo deo DTO iıllıus peccatı eatu subdi1-
{us SS5C poterıit, quod SUUmM NO  a SSC cognouerıt? Suum enım NON est‘} Inquit, SI NCCC-
sarıum est. Aut S1 SUUMmM est, uoluntarıum est; ef S1 uoluntarıum est, uıltarı potest.’ Nos
respondemus: Suum est OMn1nO, sed ult1ium qQUO commıiıtitur nondum Omnı parte
sanatum est; quod quıdem ut inolesceret, de 19(0)  — recte usa sanıtate descendit; qUO
u1lt1o0 1am male ualens uel infirmiıtate uel caecıtate plura commuiıttit PTITO qUO supplıcan-
dum est: ut sanetur ef deinceps perpetua sanıtate uluatur, 1910)81 superbiendum, quası
homo eadem potestate sanetur qua potestate ultlatus est.’

perf. Iust. Rl °Cum ueTO 1910)  - sınıt TCSNATC pecCCalum In AW//  S mortalı COFrDore
ad oboediendum desideriis 1US$ nNnNeCi exhibet membra W /  S UNmda INLQULLATLS DeCCAaLO
(Rom inest quıdem membrıs e1lus, sed 1O]  — regnat, qula NO  —;
oboeditur desider11s 1US
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SINS, OUT heart OUT consclence O€Ss not reproach (reprehendere) thıs
SIN, because ıt sımply dwells In OUT nature and ıt 1S not transformed into

overtly act.?4 Moreover, ıt 1S nOoTLt in OUT eradıcate
ese desıres of SIN In thıs life.?> Neve  eless, to anlec thıs inborn
defect SIN (peccatum) mplhıes that the baptızed aTrc STü1 held ICSPON-
S1 for ıts persistence, though noTt the SAadlilılc WaYy d they ATC for SINS
Aase‘ the CONSseNnNtT and obedience of the wiıll.?6© Therefore, Uugus-
tıne needs LO clarıfy not only the SINS of the unbaptızed under the COIMMM-

pulsıve re1gn of CONCUuPISCENILA Carnıls, but also the culpable act1ons of
stians that or1ıginate in theır innate defect. hıs task 1s not COTMN-

pleted untıl hıs polemi1c works agaınst Juhan of Eclanum?”/, when
Augustine reaches INOTC profound understandıng of CONCUPILSCENELA
CAFNLS and ıts relatıonshıp tOo the wıl].?®

ugustine sets out clarıfy the EXaC meanıngz of the SIN of CON-

CupiSCent1la CAFNLS from the VE beginnıng of hıs COI’IÜ‘OVCI‘SY wıth Juhan

Concupiscence ıtself, after all, 1S NOL NO SIN In those who ave een
reborn, provıde they do NOL CONsenT 18 ıt for aCTts that forbıdden

Ibıd., ‘Sed 1am 1910)8! 1pse iıllud, sed ıd quod Jlo habıtat peccatum. Ideo
1ON CeU) reprehendit COT 1US Oomnı uıta 1US

Ibıd., quod ut MNINO ıbı NON sıt (scC INn membrıis), adıacet el uelle,
sed perficere bonum NO  - adıacet.’

Ibıd., °Ita 1ICC In uılta SUua, 1d est in fıde SUa corde SUO reprehenditur eit sıne
peccato NON NN z conulncıtur.’

For general aCCount of the thought of Juhan of Eclanum, ScCe Josef LösslI,
Julian VO.  - Aeclanum. Studien seinem Leben, seinem Werk, seiner Lehre Un ihrer
Uberlieferung (Leiden/Boston/K6ö Brıll) 2001 For Juhan’s conception of ONCU-

piscentia and » Nr Mathi]s Lamberigts, ‘ Julhian VoNn Aeclanum und seine Sıicht
der (made Kıne Alternative?”? eyer ef al.(eds.), Gnade Freiheit Rechtferti-
SUNS augustinische Topol und ihre Wirkungsgeschichte: Internationales Kolloquium
ZUM 717650 Geburtstag Augustins VO. hıs November 2004 Im Erbacher Hof
Maınz. Stuttgart: Steiner, 2008:; 1id “Ihe Philosophical and Theological Background
of Juhan of Aeclanum’’s Concept of Concupiscence’, iın Meyer el 1.(eds.), Die
cChristlich-philosophischen Diskurse der Spätantike: Texte, Personen, Instıtutionen.
Stuttgart: Steiner. 2008

See notes 89-90 for other references of ldentifyıng the of CONCUPILS-
Centia CAFNLS the baptızed pecCccCalum peccatı lex. Obviously, thıs identificatiıon

from the influence of St. Paul’s Epistles, especlally Rom 6:1  D
It deserves notice that Augustine LHNOTC frequently addresses It remalınıng defect
(uıtıum) that does harm (non besse) See for instance, et DEeECC 1L, 39,
‘Obesset ista arnıs concupiscentla, et1am antummodo quod inesset, nıs1 peccatorum
rem1ss10 S1C prodesset ut qUaC in e1s esL, elt nato eft renato, nato quıdem el inesse ef
obesse, renato autem inesse quıdem, sed NON obesse possıt. Manet quıppe in prole,
ıta 1CaM facılat, OT Z1INIS ult1um, et1am S1 parente reatus eiusdem ult1ı rem1ss1ioONe
ablutus est peccatorum, donec OINNC ult1um, CUu1 consentiendo peccalur, regeneratiıone
noulssıma CoNsumatur...’ See Iso ıbıd., I’ 19, 20; E 33, For earher references
h1s debates ıth the Pelagıans, N NnNOoTtEes 8 '
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and the mıind, remamnıng sovere1gn, does not hand OVCI the members
ıt to Cal out those AaCTS It 15 called SIN bDy fıgure of speech

MO quodam loquendi), because ıt W as produce by SIN and ea| fo
SIN, if ıt 15 victorious.”

Concupiscentia CAaFrNnLSs 1S called SIN only in metaphorıical
because ıt 1s both punıshment for ne:Ss  7 or1gınal SIN the

aughter of SIN the ONC hand, and of ne s  z further SINS
the mother of INanı y SINS the other hand. 100 It remaıns

innate weakness (nostra infirmitas), bad qualıity (mala qualitas),
disease (languo0r) that should be healed.101 It 15 not counted SIN

that deserves reproach irom the heart cshown earher.
Neve  eless, CONCupiSCent1a CAaFrnls maımntalns ıts actualıty (alig-

uld agere) by strıkıng ıth evıl and TDUulen! desires (desideria mala
el urpla), hıch remınd of the insuperable imperfection of thıs lıfe. 102
Obvıously, the desıires stemmiıing from CONCUPILSCENFLA CAaFnNnls not
morally neutral By definıtion, they dIiC perverted inclinatiıons that COMN-

1ıct ıth the spiırıtual longing of the miınd, though nNnOoL brought into COMN-

pletion Dy the assent of the 11l vetah? hıs ater arguments agamst
Juhuan, ugustine makes ıt clear that ConCupiscentia CAaAFrNLS 15 Ca SIN
precısely for thıs innate disobedience agamst the domınıon of the mınd

the SAamnlec WäaY, Concupiscentia CAFNLS agaılnst C the g00d spırıt
has ıts OW) desıires 1s SIN (peccatum) because it involves 1SODEeAd1-
CI1CC agaınst the rule of the mınd It 1S puniıshment of SIN (poena DeC-
Catl), because ıt 15 retriıbution that the dısobedien deserve, and ıt 15 the

nupt. el ONC I’ 2 $ ‘ Nam 1psa quıdem concupiscentla 1am 1910)  - est Ca-
tum regeneratls, quando ıllı ad inlıcıta D 11OI1 consentitur, ut perpetrent

regına mente membra NO  — dantur Sed qula modo quodam loquendı
uUOCaTuUr, quod ef peccato facta est el peccatum, S1 ulcerI1t, facıt

Ibıd., I’ 2 E ‘...CONcupIlscentla arnıs fılıa peccatı Q, quando iıllı
ad turpla consentitur, et1am peccatorum matre multorum.

101 Ibıd., I’ 2 E} ‘Quamu1s autem reatu SUÜ!  ® lam soluto, mane amen, donec
sanetur OMNIS infirmıtas nostra, proficlente renouatione inter10r1s homiınıs de e
dıem, CUu exXter107r induerı1t Incorruptionem; NO  , Nım substantıalıter manet, sıcut
alıquodu Aaut spırıtus, sed affect10 est quaedam malae qualıtatis, sicut Janguor.’

102 Ibıd., I’ 2 E ‘"Agıt Nım alıquıid concupiscentla Aarnıs ei quando el 1NOMN exh1-
betur uel cordıs adsensus, ubı9 uel membra uelut ATIN: quıbus inpleatur quod
iubet. Agıt autem quı1d Nn1S1 1psa des1ider1a mala el turpla?”

103 Ibıd., I’ 2 E ‘Quando autem sunt (SC des1ider1a) quıdem, sed NON e1s oboed-
ıtur, NC malum perficıtur, qul1a NOMN e1s oboeditur, HE bonum, qula sunt, sed fıt alı-
QuUa parte bonum, qula concupiscentlae malae NON consentitur, el alıqua parte
remanet malum, qula ue] concupıiscıtur.’ For the definıtion of Concupiscentia CAFrNLS
and the conflıict between spirıt and carnal CONCUPISCENCE, Nır artıcle CONCUPILS-
Centia, Wu 2007
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of SIN (Causa peCCatı) by 1Cason of the aılure of ONC who COMN-
eNTts OT the infection of OINC who 15 born. 194

However, CONCuplLSCentia CAFrNLS 15 not act of the wiıll, but
rather the innate infirmıty suffered by the l in thıs ıfe Irom the
beginning. In aptıze Chrıstians, especlally In oOse who lıve COMN-
tinent ıfe v1gorously Mıghting agalnst thıs inborn inclınation, u_

piscentia CAaFrNLS o€es remaın, but wıthout the explicıt CONsent of the
ll However, f the of ConCupiscentia CAaFrnNnLıs 15 not only
punıshment for OUT or1g1inal SIN, but SIN in-and-of ıtself CeVCnNn after ıts
gul 1s forg1ıven, should demonstrate that ıt 1S noLt only eviıl, but

evıl for C aATc rghtly held responsı1ıble, though not S_

sarıly guilty of. Therefore it should be demonstrate how the aptıze
be held respons1ıble for such inherıted endency of the soul that

1S longer assented by the CONseNnNLT of the 111 and further SINIU
ee|

ugustine 15 quıte sensıtive the i1issue at stake, 1€e hat hap-
PCNAS moral responsı1bıilıty when the CONsent of the 1ll 15 absent, for
the erb Captiuare ıimplıes the enslaved of the apostle ıth respect

innate evıl, 1C 1S longer accompanıed by hıs assent. 19 hıs
interpretatıon, Augustine underscores that the of CONCUPDILS-
Centia CAaFNLS 15 due OUT OW defective nature

=  aft 1S, he meant that ıt Captıve by the flesh, not by the MN
by ıts ımpulse (motione), nNnOoTt by hıs consent, and thus ıt CaD-
f1ve, NOT because SOIIIC forei1gn nature (natura aliena) 15 present the
flesh, but because OUTr OW nature 15 present here.10%6

Concupiscentia CAFrNLS 15 ascr1ıbed OUT O W nature Just because
CT 15 indıspensable part of OUT nature in thıs lıfe However, thıs
fact by ıtself Canno that thıs natural defect 15 SIN, for OIIC
WOU call blindness deafness SIN

1 ıllumınate the moral ASCHCY In CONCupLSCeNh1A CAFNLS tself,
ugustine draws attention the partıcularıty of thıs disease. As argue
earlıer, hat ave lost due to thıs disease of the soul 1S nothıng

Iul NE $ °"Ita cConcupiscentla Carnıls, aduersus QUam bonus concupIiscıt
spiırıtus, el est, quıa inest ıllı iınobedientia COonfira domınatum ment1s; ei
OÖOCH:; peccatı est, qula reddıita est meri1t1s inobedienti1s; eit peccatı estT, defectione
consentlentis uel contagıone nascentis.’

Pel I’ 1 E} ‘Sed quod dixıt captıuantem potest INOUCTIC, S1 nulla
CONSsSeNsS1O est.

106 Ibıd., ut ‘captıuantem me dixerıt ‘cCarne, 1910}  —_ mente, ‘motlone’, 11O  —

consens1one, el ideo ‘captıuantem me’, qula el in 1psa CarInlec NO]  —_ est alıena natura, sed
nNnOSTra.
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other than the capacıty of the ıll {Oo love the g0o0od Therefore, ıt 1Ss not
morally neutral bodıly disease defect 15 Furthermore, ave
revealed elsewhere that the act aCtus) of COonCupiscentia CAFNLS eady
involves implhıcıt approva. of the 111 by stırrıng TDUulen! desires
(desideria).!0” If thıs WeIC 187011 the CasScC, then the soul WOU not be
affected Dy thıs bad qualıity latent In OUT nature For thıs ICaSON, VIT-
OUS PCISON Can refuse temptatıon by explhıcıt dec1isıion of the ll
However, he 1Ss nNOot able (8 eradıcate the ınımal CONsentTt entaı1led
the actualıty of COonCupisCentia CAaAFNIS. Augustine’s ınterpretatiıon of ıts

In dreams of holy people confirms the ex1istence of the wıll
mınımum assent in thıs hlıfe

What does it (SC CONCUpILSCeENTLA) In those whom it forces fo be
guard and 08 1g agaınst tself? ıf ıt should steal irom them the
slıghtest consent (ullus asSeENSUS), CVOCN In sleep, they STOAN when they
ave wakened and SaYy, How soul Ls filled wıth ıllusions (Ps 38:8)
For when dreams decelive the sleeping SCNSCS, SVCN chaste souls SOTINC-
HhOW fall into such hameful cConsent If the Most Hıgh held such COMN-
sent agalnst them, who WOU lıve chastity? 10
Obvıously, thıs 1S nNOoLt ase: the deciısıon of the ll

that WOU be condemned Dy God Rather, it 1s involuntary approva
of the ll in UNCONSCIOUS sSTate Lıkewiıse, the of u..

piscentia itself already contaılns such ınvoluntary assent of the wiıll,
for desıre Canl be aroused wıthout the intention of the ll Thıs
ınvoluntary of the 111 indıcates that the COonCuplisCentia 1S
prec1isely the infırmıty of the ll itself. Our heart 0€Ss NOoTLt reproach
ıts INeEeTIC because cCommıt further SIN by consenting
it However, the saınts STOAN aCcCCount of ıt because it ısplays the
imperfection 197011 of foreign nature, but of theır OW nature, not of
another psychological faculty, but of the faculty of the ll ıtself. For
thıs ITCasoN, ugustine later hıghlıghts that or1ginal SIN and ıts effect
should be censured in all E} both the unbaptızed and the bap-
tized.10 In hıs ına interpretation of thıs innate SIN In

107 See artıcle COonNCupisSCentia mentioned earher ın notfe and °‘Rethink-
ing Augustine’s Adaptatıon of ° Fırst Movements’ of Affection,’ forthcoming.

108 Tul IV} CX 1 quando ab e1s ullum uel SOMnNISs furatur IN,
CU) eu1g1lauerıint, SCINECIC eit inter gemitus dicere, OQuomodo ımpleta est anıma Med
ıUllustionibus ? Quia CU) SOopltos deludunt somn1a SCNSUS, nesSCIO quomodo et1am Cas-
tae anımae in TD labuntur assensus. ‘

109 O el 9’ '"Immo uUCTO corrıplatur eit in sıngulıs, quod est OomnNıUm.
Non enım propterea CU1UuSquam 1910)8| est quod ab nullus immunıs esi. Peccata qu1-
dem ista or1ginalıa ideo dıcuntur alıena, quod sıngulı de parentibus trahunt: sed NON
SINEe diıcuntur el nostra, qula illo uUuNO OIMNMNCS, sıcut dıcıt Apostolus, peccauerunLt.
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Julıan, he identifies ıt non-voluntary SIN (peccatum NO  - uolun-
tarium). 110 It 15 1a(011 voluntary SIN because ıt Can wıthout the
cConsent of the ll Nevertheless, it 1S SIN because ıt 1s evıl and
the actualıty of thıs evıl essentially involves the ınvoluntary assent of
the ıll

In hıs CONtroversy ıth Julıan, Augustine also eals ıth the
problem of the responsıbilıty of unbaptized adults for the evıl act]ıons
they perform ouft of 1gnorance and infırmıty.

It 1s not true, then, ASs SOINC claım that Sa y and thıs fellow
(SC ulıan also dares wrıte, that hold that “all aATC forced (cCog1),
d ıf agalnst theır 11l (Inulti), ınto SIN by the necessity (neCessitas)
of theır fles Rather, ıf they AIiIC eady at that ADC at hıch they
make the dec1ısıon (arbitrium) of theıir OW) mınd, they held In SIN
by theıir OW 1ll (Sua uoluntate) and hurled OoOWnN from SIN SIN
by theır OW ll Nor o€es the ONMNC who persuades and dece1l1ves them
aım al anythıng else for them but that they commıt SIN Dy theır OW
wiıll, whether Ouft of 1gnorance of the truth OT ouft of delıght in N1quıty
OT Ouf of both of these evıls, namely, iInadness and weakness. But thıs
11l 1C 15 free for evıl actıons (libera IN malıs) because it takes
delıght In evıl 15 not free for go0od actl1ons (In bonis), because it has NOTL
een seft free (liberata).**}
Here, Augustine makes ıt clear that the inheriıted necessity of

SIN Cannot compel an YONC into SIN agaınst ne’s  ? all As descen-
dents of Adam, dIiICcC plunged into necessIity (In necessitatem).
However, thıs 0€Ss not s1gn1ıfy that OUT urther evildoings under the
yoke of thıs necessity dIC not aCts of ıll Obvıously, they AdIC not
counted voluntary actıons because the faculty of the ıll 15 free

do otherwI1ise. Augustine undoubtedly claıms that the ıll that
has not een sei free, 1ıke that of the unbaptızed, 1S not free
accomplısh rıghteous actıons by its OW efforts. In other words,

Corriplatur CI SO ONM ZO damnakbılıis, ut dolore correption1s uoluntas regenerat1on1s
orlatur.

110 ul IMp 1 "Cur 1NON attendis SSC et1am NON uoluntarıum,
erte illo quı dıcıt, UHACUMQUEC hoc dicat V autem quod nolo ESO hoc facio,
LAM NO  _ CQO ODEFOF Ullud. sed quod habitat INn peccatum?‘

111 Pel:., I’ 39 "Non ıtaque, sıcut dicunt 1105 quıdam dicere eit iste audet
insuper scr1bere, "omnes in peccatum’ uelut inuı1t1i “cCarnıs SUaeC necessI1tate coguntur’,
sed S1 1am aeTtate SUnt ut proprlae menti1is uüutantur arbıtrıo, el In pSCCalo SUa
untate retinentur, el peCCalo SUa uoluntate praecıpıitantur. Neque enım
agıt In e1Is eti1am qu1ı suadet ei decı1pit, nıs1ı ut uoluntate commıttant uel 12N0-rantıa uerıtatıs uel delectatione inıquıtatis uel utroque malo ef caecıtatıs el infiırmiıtatıs.
Sed haec uoluntas, qUaC lıbera est In malıs, qula delectatur malıs, ideo lıbera boniıs
110  - est, quı1a lıberata NON est
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wıthout exXxIira ald, the 11l of the unbaptızed necessarıly NTEs
the evıl desıires that sStem Irom ıts innate defect. hıs inevıtable COMN-
sent 15 al ıdentified dısposıtion of the all because the ıll
1n delıght In blameworthy desıires and nothıng Ca  , compel ıt
do

Here, eNCOUNtTter agaın the relatıonshıp between necessity and
wiıll, and the subtle dıstiınction between necessIıty and compulsıon. Iwo
sıgnıfıcant points WEeIC eached earher arguments. Hırst, Augustine’s
analysıs of Uuae uoluntates has establıshed that the 1l 1S essentlally
independent from anı y kınd of compulsıon, whether external inter-
nal The necessity of Consuetudo force the 111 a  '}
malıcıous dısposıition. *! Second, hıs erıtic1sm of Juhan’s definıtion
of iıberum arbıitrium [WO WaYy free from an Yy kınd of CcS-

SIty, Augustine dısplays hıs insıghts into the of necessıIity in
the faculty of ıll He 1STS the necessIity of habıt, the 1gnorance of the
g00d, and the necessı1ity of affection, which CVECN Julhı1an hımself Can-
noTt deny. *!

Now, advance Augustine’s arguments for the compatıbilıty
of uoluntas ıth neCesSsitas, 16© aAIiIc LLIOTC solıdly elaborated
hıs ast Julıan, Contra Iulianum ODUS ımperfectum.

Hırst, Augustine pomnts Out that Can ave volıtıon towards
that 1C OCCUTS necessarıly, such ll {O dıe For instance, Paul
desıires be dissolved and be ıth Christ. 114 hıs 1S ıll of
necessity (uoluntas neCessitatis).

Second, there 1S also necessity of the 11l (neCcessitas uolun-
tatıs), IC ıt 1Ss NCCCSSALY that ll lıve happıly.!!> TOM
the ftfact that beatıtude 1s predıictable object of the all COINIMMNON to
all, infer that AT compelled take it the ultımate
end of OUT ıll It 15 absurd 18 Sa y that ONC intends Nne s  kn happıness

1102 See nOotes 4 9 54-55
113 Tul ımp E, 105, S1 Nnım necessıitas nulla peccandı est, ut omıttam

ulm malı e1us, quod or1ginalıter trahıtur, hoc nım nullum SSC uUOoSs uultıs, quıdpatıebatur, UACSO, quı secundum uestrum SCHNSUMmM mole malae consuetudinıs
premebatur, ut diceret: Non quod olo facio bonum, sed quod nolo malum hoc
ag0?°,

114 Ibıd., I 103, (1) "Cum Nnım sıt morlend1ı necessitas, qu1s quod possıt
SSC el uoluntas? Vnde alt apostolus ConCupiscentiam habere dissolui el AYY S CUÜU)
Christo (Phıl 17 25) Cum CISO uult mMoT1 qUCm SN est mOTI1, sımul Sunt neCcess1-
tas el uoluntas, quod (SC Julıanus) 1er1 Ö: uana uoluntate, nulla necessI1ıtate
NCSAUCTAS.

115 Ibıd., 1 ur 110  —; attendiıs SSC et1am necess1itatem, qua NECCECSSC est
uelimus beate uluere, l clausıs oculıs SIC alterı alteram OppOn1s, quası uoluntas CcSsS-
sıtatıs auft necessıitas uoluntatıs SSC 1ON possıt? ”
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unwiıllıngly, and CVEeCn L11OIC absurd that OMNC Can become appY agaınst
Ne s  z wiıll.116

Moreover, necess1ity Can be produced by the 11l wıthout
necessIity and remaın CVCcCnN wıthout the wıll.1l/ As demonstrated before,
the necess1ity of 15 ılluminating example of thıs kınd ofS_

sıty Augustine belleves that CONCUPLSCENTLA CAaAFrnNLS also belongs
thıs ategorY; for ıt 1S both result of or1g1ınal SIN commıtted by the
11l of the fırst human beings and necessIity of SIN 1C belongs
fo ne s wıill. 118e Ihe of thıs necessI1ity evıdently deprives

fallen agent of the abılıty refraın from sınnıng by ıts OW efforts
However, the reedom make dec1ısıon ındependently Irom an Y
compulsıon 15 removed from the faculty of the ıll Therefore,
GVCA under the compulsıve force of COonNCupisSCentia CAarnıls, the l 15
SU1L free make Its OW dec1s10ns, though unable attaın rıght-
COUS dısposıtion before ıts or1gınal SIN has een forgiven. Moreover,
ugustine STITESSES that thıs necessıty of SIN Can remaın In the baptızed
together ıth the 11l owards rıghteousness, which further confırms
that necessIity 0O€eSs not destroy the reedom of the wıll.11?”

Bearıng thıs ei1cate relatiıonshıp between necess1ity and the ll
In mınd, retiurn the problem of responsı1bılıty. It IS evıdent 1O that
CVEeNn the unbaptızed AT NOL compelled by theır inıtial condıtions
SIN, though unable change theır state by themselves. The necessıty
of SIN Canno be 1dentified ıth the COerc1on {O SIN The latter 1S self-
contradıctory. For SIN COTNC into being wıthout the ll and the
faculty of 11l 15 unable Coex1ıst ıth COerc1lon. Therefore, the evıl

116 Augustine insısts that ‚V when God foreknows that OMNC 15 be happy and
therefore OIMIC 18 necessarıly g0o1ng be happy, thıs necessIity does not INCcan that beat-
iıtude 18 noTt object of the wıll See lih arb L 3, ‘ Nam el de beatıtudine quoddix1st1, 1910)81 abs 1PSO beatum fıer1, ıta dixIist1, quası hoc CO negauerım: sed dıco,
C futurus beatus, NON inuıtum, sed uolentem futurum. Cum 1g1tur praesc1us sIit
Deus uturae beatıtudinis (uae fl @ alıter alıquıd 1eT71 possıt qUam He praesc1uılt,alıoquin nulla praesclentlia est 1NON tamen cCog1mur sentire, quod absurdiss1-
INU: est eft longe uerıitate seclusum, NO}  - uolentem beatum futurum. ’

117 Iul ImMpD I 103, (2) et est lam necessıitas et1am SINEe uoluntate, qUuamfecıt uoluntas sıne necessıIıtate. Nam eft ille quı dıcıt Non quod olo ASO, erte UnN-
dum uUOS necessıtate cConsuetudinis premitur; hanc autem necessitatem, 1berum
auferatis arbıtrıum, eU) <1b1 uoluntate fec1ısse contenditis...”

118 Certaily, stressed earlıer, how thıs necessity, punıshment inflıcted the
first couple, Was transmıtted theıir descendents 15 NnOLt the COMNCEIN here What COMN-
CINS here 15 primarıly how Justify culpabılıty for those act1ons subjectthıs necessity of SIN.

119 Tul. ımp IV7 103, (4) ‚profecto homıne mole consuetudıinıs sımul CSSC
eit lustitiae uoluntas el peccatı necessitas, quon1am uelle adıiacet mihrL profess10 est

uoluntatıs, perficere autem bonum INUENLO confess10 est necessıtatıs. ’
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actıons of unbaptızed both result of theır CON-
CupisCentia and voluntary acts based the dec1s1ı0on of the ıll
In 1g of thıs, both the baptızed and the unbaptıized, wrongfu. acts
under the necessIity of SIN Cannot be approprlately called 'ınvoluntarySINS’. both they dIcC ase the free dec1ısıon of the wiıll,
which 15 essentially eXempt from anı y kınd of compulsıon. Theyvoluntary SINS NnOoTt In the that they aAIic brought into being bycho1ices of the ll that COU ave een otherwıise, but in that theyresult from unforced decisions of the ıll that AT intimate fo the ate
of the self. The only dıfference brought about by baptısm dıvıne

15 sımply that the baptızed ndowed ıth the abılıty ıll
the g00d and to refraın Irom sınnıng. JIhey en]Joy greater Teedom not
In the that they AT able choose between good and evıl but
that they ATC closer to the attaınment of the good Dy thıs abılıty that

fIrom dıvıine provıdence.

Conclusion

It 1S evıdent 19(0)] that the ınvoluntary involvement of the ıll
the actualıty of CONCUPLSCENLA CAaFrnıs helps Augustine clarıfy OUr lım-
ted responsı1bıilıty for thıs innate defect of the ll By appealıng hıs
peculıar conception of the tTeedom of the wiıll, Augustine also estab-
hlıshes OUT responsı1bilıty for evıldoings under the necessıty of SIN, CVCN
though they Can be unavoldable number of JTherefore, CVCN
ıf the infirmıity and blındness of the mınd dICc NoTt pena but natural COIMN-
dıtions of the human TaC®e, ST1 establısh OUTr moral responsıbil-Ity thıs mMO lıfe Ihe only thıng that CannotTt attaın Dy purelyphılosophical CNIS 15 the culpability of CONCUPLSCENLA CAFNLS of
infants before being forg1ven Dy baptısm We held responsıble for the
PUTC of CONCuPLSCeENFLA CAaFnlis the WaY that responsI1-ble for ınvoluntary CONSeENLT dreams, but NOT ASs for deeds based

the explıcıt CoOoNnsent of the 11l 1Io Justify OUT gul for the iınborn
weakness of the wiıll, ave 18 locate Augustine’s reflections CON-
CupisSCentia CAaFrnıs ıts or1ginal theologıical CONTEXTS By recCogn1zıng
CONCUPLSCENFLA SIN, Augustine shows that not only 1CasON-
ably blamed but Justly punıshed for ıts ınvoluntary OUT lıfe,
unless OUT gul has been forgıven by the prevenlent Nonetheless,
whıiıle thıs culpability 1S sıgnıfıcant for Augustine’s theological Ar gu-
ents for the necessity of baptısm for infants and the necessIity of PIC-destined BIACC, ıt 15 NOL indıspensable for the phılosophical aCCOUnNnT of
moral responsıbilıty reconstructed from hIis theological NS
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Su: cshrewd understandıng of uoluntas and ıts TrTeedom allows
ugustine develop better explicatıon of OUTr responsı1bıilıty for the
innate weakness of OUT uman condıtıon than that of uoluntariıum INn
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