
 

THE PHILOSOPHICAL AND THEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND 

OF JULIAN OF AECLANUM’S CONCEPT OF 

CONCUPISCENCE 

 
I. INTRODUCTION 

 

Julian of Aeclanum1 is rightly considered as one of the most vehement and most 

aggressive opponents of Augustine's doctrine of original sin. His sharp but clever 

criticism of Augustine's views on the sin of Adam and its consequences for humanity 

urged the bishop of Hippo again and again to defend his own position2. In fact, many 

of the critiques about Augustine’s view on concupiscence in general and sexual 

concupiscence in particular are the result of what one will find in his works against 

Julian. To the benefit of Augustine, it must be said that it his thanks to him that not 

only many fragments of various letters and one book authored by Julian are 

preserved3, but also the first six books of his work Ad Florum (eight in all) known to 

us4. Death prevented Augustine from refuting the two last books of Ad Florum but the 

texts of Julian preserved in the work of the bishop of Hippo are extensive enough to 

form an idea of the “Pelagian” views of the bishop of Aeclanum5. 

 

                                                           
1 With regard to Julian of Aeclanum’s life, see J. LÖSSL, Julian von Aeclanum. Studien zu seinem 
Leben, seinem Werk, seiner Lehre und ihrer Überlieferung (Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae, 60), 
Leiden, Boston & Köln, 2001. For a first introduction, cf. M. LAMBERIGTS, Iulianus IV (Iulianus von 
Aeclanum) in RAC 19 (1999) 483-505. 
2 Augustine's works De nuptiis et concupiscentia (2 books); Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum (4 
books); Contra Iulianum (6 books) and Opus imperfectum (6 books) are the result of his controversy 
with Julian of Aeclanum. 
3 For the collection of the fragments, see A. BRUCKNER, Die vier Bücher Julians von Aeclanum an 
Turbantius. Ein Beitrag zur Charakteristik Julians und Augustins (Neue Studien zur Geschichte der 
Theologie und der Kirche 8), Aalen, 1973 (= Berlin, 1910) and with some minor alternations, CCSL 
88, p. 335-402. Concerning the critical edition, see also Y.-M. DUVAL , Iulianus Aeclanensis restitutus. 
La première édition “incomplète” de l'œuvre de Julien d'Eclane, in Revue des Études augustiniennes 
(REA) 25 (1979) 162-170; M. LAMBERIGTS, Some Remarks on the Critical Edition of the Preserved 
Fragments of Julian of Aeclanum, in Recherches de Théologie ancienne et médiévale (RTAM) 54 
(1987) 238-239. 
4 In Opus imperfectum Augustine always quotes the text of Julian before refuting it. With respect to 
that, J. MAUSBACH, Die Ethik des heiligen Augustinus II, Freiburg im Breisgau, 1903, pp. 18-19 noted: 
“Es gibt kaum eine polemische Schrift in der Weltliteratur, die den Argumenten des Gegners so ehrlich 
und weitherzig Raum gönnt, wie Augustins letztes Werk gegen Julian”; see also S. KOPP, Aurelius 
Augustinus. Schriften gegen die Semipelagianer (Sankt Augustinus. Der Lehrer der Gnade), Würzburg, 
1955, p. 25. 
5 Augustine's carefully copying of Julian's texts enabled scholars to assign different commentaries on 
Scripture, after comparing style and language with that of Julian's Ad Florum, to the bishop of 
Aeclanum; for a survey, see L. DE CONINCK, CCSL 88, Introduction, pp. XII-XXX. 
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By way of introduction, it is probably good to remember that Julian of Aeclanum had 

been married with Titia6, who probably was the daughter of Aemilius, the bishop of 

Beneventum7. In other words, he was personally familiar with the topic under 

discussion. Concerning the duration of this marriage, we do not know anything but, if 

we may believe Augustine, during their controversy, Julian lived in continence8. As 

Peter Brown put it: “He was a bishop, and no longer a married man: sexual experience 

would already have appeared to him as a matter of the past …”9. In a sense, Julian 

could also be described as a man of the Church: when he married, he was praised for 

his interest in sacred literature10. In about 408/9, he was a deacon11, whoms father 

Memor asked Augustine to send his De musica to Italy to the benefit of Julian’s 

intellectual training. Before his intervention in the Pelagian controversy, he was said 

to be ordained bishop of Aeclanum by Innocent, bishop of Rome12. In other words, in 

opposition to the “carreers” of Ambrose, Paulinus of Nola, and Augustine, Julian’s 

was a quite harmonious one. He started as a child of the Church, became a servant and 

minister of it, and wanted, even in exile, remain its loyal defender and protector. 

 

Within in the context of the Pelagian controversy, Julian became an active player after 

the condemnation of Pelagius and Caelestius by the emperor, the African bishops at 

Carthage, and Zosimus13. Especially the condemnation of Pelagius and Caelestius by 

Zosimus shocked the bishop of Aeclanum. Indeed, the same bishop of Rome that had 

acquitted Pelagius and Caelestius in 417, now, under pressure, condemned them, 

although it should be recognized that the content of Zosimus’ condemnation cannot be 

considered the same as the content of the condemnation by the Africans14. Julian was 

convinced that he defended the Christian truth and thus refused to sign the letter of 

                                                           
6 See the incipit of Paulinus, Carmen 25, CSEL 30, p. 238: “Titiam clarissimam feminam uxorem eius”. 
With regard to the marriage and Paulinus’ Epithalamium, see LÖSSL, Julian von Aeclanum, pp. 56-73. 
7 See P. BROWN, Religion and Society in the Age of St. Augustine, London, 1972, p. 214. 
8 “Si talem duxisti vitam coniugalem, desine te tuis experimentis in disputatione committere”; Contra 
Iulianum III, 28, PL 44, col. 716; “Ut prius hoc malo bene utereris in coniuge, nunc illi adverseris in 
te”; III, 46, PL 44, col. 725; “Qua etiam continens (...) nimium delectaris”; V, 46, PL 44, col. 810; see 
also Opus imperfectum III, 177, CSEL 85, 1, p. 477. 
9 P. BROWN, Sexuality and Society in the Fifth Century A.D.: Augustine and Julian of Eclanum, in E. 
GABBA  (ed.), Tria Corda. Scritti in onore di Arnaldo Momigliano (Biblioteca di Athenaeum, 1), Como, 
1983, 49-70, p. 54. 
10 See Paulinus, Carmen 25,91, CSEL 30, p. 241: “libris devotus sacratis”. 
11 Cf. Augustinus, Epistula 101,4, CSEL 34,2, p. 542. 
12 See Marius Mercator, Commonitorium super nomine Caelestii, ACO I,5,1, p. 68. 
13 M. LAMBERIGTS, Augustine and Julian of Aeclanum on Zosimus, in Augustiniana 42 (1992) 311-330. 
14 F. FLOËRI, Le péché originel d’après Zosime et Augustin, in Augustinus Magister. Congrès 
international augustinien (Paris, 21-24 septembre 1954), Paris, 1955, 755-761. 
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Zosimus, the Epistula Tractoria. He accepted the consequences of his refusal and 

went into exile rather than to submit to Augustine's doctrine of original sin, a doctrine 

the bishop of Aeclanum in no way could accept.  

 

II. JULIAN’S VIEW OF CONCUPISCENCE 

 

From the very beginning of his controversy with Augustine, Julian put the goodness 

of marriage and carnal concupiscence on the agenda15. In a letter to Count Valerius16, 

Julian told the Count that Augustine condemned marriage and the divine work by 

which God created human beings from men and women17. In reaction to this 

accusation, Augustine would write his De nuptiis et concupiscentia I. The title of 

Augustine’s work is not unimportant. While Julian seemed to suggest that Augustine 

condemned marriage, Augustine made, from the very beginning, clear that one has to 

distinguish between concupiscence and marriage. Marriage deserves the qualification 

good, concupiscence is to be qualified as evil18. Concupiscence is related to the fall of 

Adam. It is a result of this fall and a proof of the existence of original sin in every 

human being19.  

 

IIa. JULIAN’S BIBLICAL-THEOLOGICAL POSITION 

 

For Julian, Augustine’s position is unacceptable, and this both for biblical-theological 

and cultural-philosophical reasons20. With regard to the biblical-theological 

                                                           
15 In this paper, I do not intend to deal with Julian’s detailed critique on Augustine’s position.  
16 On the identity of Valerius, see A. DE VEER, Le comes Valerius, in Premières polémiques contre 
Julien. De nuptiis et concupiscentia. Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum. Introduction, traduction et 
notes par F.-J. THONNARD, E. BLEUZEN et A.C. DE VEER (Bibliothèque augustinienne: Œuvres de saint 
Augustin, 23), 661-668. From now on, this study will be abbreviated as BA 23. 
17 Julianus, Epistula ad Valerium comitem, Ffrg. 2, CCSL 88, p. 335: “(Haeretici noui, dilectissime fili 
Valeri, ---) damnatores nos esse nuptiarum operisque diuini quo ex maribus et feminis Deus homines 
creat (inuidiosissime clamitant) quoniam dicimus eos qui de tali commixtione nascuntur trahere 
originale peccatum (---).” 
18 Augustinus, De nuptiis et concupiscentia I,1, CSEL 42, p. 212: “Intentio igitur huius libri haec est, 
ut, quantum nos dominus adiuuare dignatur, carnalis concupiscentiae malum, propter quod homo, qui 
per illam nascitur, trahit originale peccatum, discernamus a bonitate nuptiarum.” 
19 Augustinus, De nuptiis et concupiscentia I,27, CSEL 42, p. 240: “Ex hac carnis concupiscentia, quae 
licet in regeneratis iam non deputetur in peccatum, tamen naturae non accidit nisi de peccato, ex hac, 
inquam, concupiscentia carnis tamquam filia peccati et, quando illi ad turpia consentitur, etiam 
peccatorum matre multorum quaecumque nascitur proles originali est obligata peccato, nisi in illo 
renascatur, quem sine ista concupiscentia uirgo concepit, propterea, quando nasci est in carne dignatus, 
sine peccato solus est natus.” 
20 I wish to emphasize that Julian in no way wants to distinguish or separate these two lines. Indeed, 
Julian constantly intermingles both lines. By doing so, he makes clear that his theological reflection is 
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arguments, one should take into account that Julian first and foremost wanted to be a 

Christian thinker, an aspect that all too long has been neglected21. Recently, some 

scholars even suggested that Julian should be qualified as a “moralist” in stead of a 

theologian22.  

 

In the first part of this study, I would like to focus on Julian’s theological positions. 

Central in Julian’s position is the idea that God had created and still creates a good 

reality23. In Julian’s view, goodness of creation and creator are presupposed with 

regard to any reflection upon God’s justice24. For Julian, God was the creator of the 

whole universe, including human beings25. The universality of God’s creative activity 

is closely connected with the goodness of God. Julian based his conviction upon 

Scripture (Gen. 1,31; 1 Tim. 4,4)26. In Gen. 1,31, one reads that God saw that all He 

had created was very good. In 1 Tim. 4,4, it is said that every creation of God is good.  

 

According to Julian, every human being, as a substance, was created by God27. When 

Julian speaks of substance, he means the human being as it is created, not as it will act 

as a moral being28. In order words, Julian distinguished between created substance 

                                                                                                                                                                      
to be situated within a cultural context. See in this regard, A.U. SOMMER, Das Ende der antiken 
Anthropologie als Bewährungsfall kontextualistischer Philosophiegeschichtsschreibung: Julian von 
Eclanum und Augustin von Hippo, in Zeitschrift für Religions- und Geistesgeschichte 57 (2005) 1-28, 
p. 14. 
21 See, e.g., A. BRUCKNER, Julian von Eclanum. Sein Leben und seine Lehre. Ein Beitrag zur 
Geschichte des Pelagianismus (TU, 15,3), Leipzig, 1897, p. 127. 
22 M. SMALBRUGGE, L’identification interdite et imposée avec Dieu. Sur le moralisme de Julien 
d’Éclane, in Augustiniana 54 (2004) 307-323. 
23 See e.g. Ad Turbantium, frg. 1; 15; 16; 23-24; 26; 28-30 etc., CCSL 88, p. 340; 344; 345; 346; 347; 
348. For what follows, see M. LAMBERIGTS, Julian of Aeclanum: A Plea for a Good Creator, in 
Augustiniana 38 (1988) 5-24.  
24 According to Julian, God's justice presupposes a good creation. Concerning Julian's view of justice, 
see A.E. McGRATH, Divine Justice and Divine Equity in the Controversy between Augustine and Julian 
of Eclanum, in Downside Review 101 (1983) 312-319. Concerning the close relationship of justice with 
creation, see, e.g., Ad Florum I, 122, CSEL 85, 1, p. 137; II, 7, CSEL 85, 1, p. 167; II, 144, CSEL 85, 1, 
p.267; III, 104, CSEL 85, l, p.424; IV, 136, CSEL 85,2, p. 163; V, 15, CSEL 85,2, p. 191; VI, 16, CSEL 
85,2, p. 341. 
25 “(Dicunt) Deum bonum nascentium conditorem, per quem facta sunt omnia, eiusque opus esse filios 
hominum”; Epistula ad Rufum, frg. 12, CCSL 88, p. 338; “Auctorem Deum caeli et terrae omniumque 
quae in eis sunt ac per hoc et hominum, propter quos cuncta facta sunt”; Ad Turbantium, frg. 16, CCSL 
88, p. 344. On this theme in general, see A. HAMMAN , L'enseignement sur la création dans I'Antiquité 
chrétienne, in Revue des Sciences Religieuses 42 (1968), p. 1-23; 97-122. 
26 See Ad Turbantium, frg. 26, CCSL 88, p. 347 (Gen. 1, 31); Ad Florum IV, 55, CSEL 85,2, p. 61 (1 
Tim. 4, 4); V, 15, CSEL 85,2, pp. 190-191 (Gen. 1, 31); VI, 16, CSEL 85,2, p. 341 (Gen. 1, 31; 1 Tim. 
4, 4 and Eccl. 39, 21). 
27 See e.g. Ad Turbantium, frg. 211, CCSL 88, p. 380; frg. 239, CCSL 88, p. 384; Ad Florum I, 40, 
CSEL 85, 1, p. 30. 
28 For the Aristotelian background of Julian’s distinction between substance and accidence, see 
SOMMER, Das Ende, p. 20 (with further literature). 
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and what this created substance will do in its concrete life. As created nature, human 

beings cannot be corrupted because God Himself is the creator of humanity29. In fact 

this is the major reason why Julian could not accept that human beings were born with 

original sin: God Himself is the guarantee that human beings are born sine reatu, 

innocens30, for otherwise evil would belong to the essence of human nature, with 

Gos as responsible creator of this evil nature. As a result, human beings would no 

longer be able to transcend this innated evil and could no longer be responsible for 

any evil activities they should develop during their life, although a good moral 

behaviour was requested by God. In Julian’s view, the intrinsic goodness of creation 

is necessarily presupposed for any development in morality31.  

 

It will be quite evident that for Julian such Christian perspective (a good God as 

creator of a good humanity and recognition of human beings’ responsibility as 

morally acting persons) excludes the “pre-existence” of sin on the level of 

creation32. As a creationist, Julian was of the opinion that especially on the level of 

the creation of the soul God’s permanent creative activity was manifested33. Given 

the fact that sin is always related to reason and free will, it will be obvious that, 

according to Julian, it is impossible to speak of an inherited guilt in babies34. How can 

there be guilt in children created by God, not only receiving the forma corporis, but 

more importantly, a new soul from the same God: what children are, what they 

                                                           
29 Cf. Ad Florum I, 122-123, CSEL 85, 1, p. 137; I, 130, CSEL 85, 1, p. 141; VI, 26, CSEL 85,2, pp. 
385-386. For a parallel in Pelagius, see Pro libero arbitrio, in Augustine, De peccato originali 14, 
CSEL 42, p. 175. 
30 "Quibus praesidiis innocens rerum omnium natura defenditur, quae ita manens, ut condita est, nullo 
crimini probatur obnoxia"; Ad Florum III, 158, CSEL 85, 1, p. 462. 
31 “Malum igitur naturale esse non potest ac per hoc nec rea ulla naturaliter creatura nec malus auctor 
malae quippe non exstantis invenitur naturae, sed sicut omnis creatura, in quantum conditur, bona est, 
ita et Deus, naturarum auctor bonarum, nullo operis sui crimine maculatus per omnia bonus probatur”; 
Ad Florum III, 159, CSEL 85, 1, p. 463. See also Ad Turbantium, frg. 17a, CCSL 88, p. 345; Ad Florum 
I, 54, CSEL 85, 1, p. 51. 
32 Here we must emphasize that Julian equalizes peccatum originale to peccatum naturale, that means 
that for Julian evil belongs to nature as an integrated part of it, while for Augustine, evil is more 
accidental and thus healable, as is indicated by the notion natura vitiata; cf. M. STROHM, Der Begriff 
der “natura vitiata” bei Augustin, in Theologische Quartalschrift 135 (1955) 184-203. 
33 With regard to Julian’s view on the origin of the soul as a key argument against the existence of 
original sin, see M. LAMBERIGTS, Julian of Eclanum and Augustine on the Origin of the Soul, in 
Augustiniana 46 (1996) 243-260. 
34 SOMMER, Das Ende, p. 25 argues that Julian tried to bring together “antik-philosophische Denken 
individueller Freiheit mit dem Christentum”.  
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possess, is a gift of the creator35. How they will develop, belongs to their own 

responsibility. 

 

It will be obvious that, within such broader theological framework, Julian’s view on 

concupiscence will be quite different in comparison to that of Augustine. In fact, 

when one radically opts for the goodness of creator and thus creation, one simply 

must accept that concupiscence is part of one’s created nature (cf. infra). 

 

In his argumentation, Julian first stressed that marriage was a divine institution. 

Therefore, this institution deserved the qualification good36. The basis for this 

statement was again to be found in Scripture, especially in Gen. 1-337. In Gen. 2,18 

God said that it was not good for the first man to be alone. For that reason he gave 

him a wife. Both had the task to be fruitful and to multiply (Gen. 1,28), a command 

Paulinus of Nola had explicitly mentioned in his wedding song for Julian and his 

wife38. For that reason a man must leave his parents in order to become attached to his 

wife and the two will become one flesh (Gen. 2,24). The wife’s task is to become 

mother: for that reason Eve is called the mother of all the living ones (Gen. 3,20).  

 

According to Julian, it was God who had commanded human beings to propagate and 

it was God who had created them in such a way that they were able to do this. In 

other words, Julian, like many Christians at the time, was of the opinion that sexual 

intercourse in view of procreation within the context of marriage was an answer to the 

command of God in Gen. 1,28. If one considers reproduction as the essence of 

marriage, one might indeed have no problems with sexuality39. For Julian, the good 

God formed the members of the human body, distinguished the sexes, and what He 

                                                           
35 “Hinc potius suos (...) approbat, quod ante proprium voluntatis obsequium hoc quod in eis fecit 
beneficiorum sublimat augmentis”; Ad Turbantium, frg. 242, CCSL 88, p. 384; see also Epistula ad 
Rufum, frg. 12, CCSL 88, p. 338; Ad Turbantium, frg. 25, CCSL 88, p. 346; frg. 30, CCSL 88, p. 348; 
Ad Florum I, 123, CSEL 85, 1, p. 137. 
36 “Dicimus (...) has, quae nunc aguntur in orbe terrarum, a Deo nuptias institutas, nec reos esse 
coniuges, sed fornicatores et adulteros condemnandos”; Epistula ad Romanos, frg. 9, CCSL 88, p. 397; 
cf. also Ad Turbantium, frg. 230, CCSL 88, p. 383; Ad Florum II, 39, CSEL 85, 1, p. 191; II, 122, CSEL 
85, 1, p.253; IV, 27, CSEL 85,2, p. 27. 
37 See Ad Turbantium, frg. 26-29, CCSL 88, p.347-348; Julian quotes Gen. 1, 28 in frg. 27; Gen. 2, 18 
in frg. 26; Gen. 2, 24, in frg. 28; 3, 20 in frg. 26. Gen. 2, 24 is also quoted in frg. 37, CCSL 88, p. 350; 
frg. 79, CCSL 88, p. 361; Epistula ad Rufum, frg. 19, CCSL 88, p. 339; Ad Florum II, 59, CSEL 85, 1, 
p. 206. 
38 Cf. BROWN, Sexuality and Society, p. 54. 
39 See LAMBERIGTS, Julian of Aeclanum: a Plea for a Good Creator, pp. 16ff. 
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intended to join in action, He distinguished in kind. Within Julian’s logics40, God was 

involved on all levels: bodies, sexes and intercourse are all related to the Creator41. 

That sexual intercourse happens as it happens is, according to Julian, simply the result 

of God’s creative activity. The corporeal difference between man and woman is the 

necessary prerequisite for sexual intercourse as we know it. Also the movement of the 

sexual organs is needed for such intercourse, will it be successful. Therefore also this 

movement must be labeled as instituted by God42. 

 

Julian considered fertility as the purpose for sexual intercourse. For this, mutual 

affection between man and wife is needed, for without such affection procreation will 

not be possible43. In fact, on the level of the body, this fertility must be considered as 

the essence of marriage44.  

 

From what is said, it becomes clear that Julian carefully elaborated e view in which, 

on all levels, God is present: He is creator of the fruits of intercourse, of the bodies 

that make intercourse possible etc.  

 

                                                           
40 SOMMER, Das Ende, pp. 15ff. rightly stresses the importance of “der logischen Folgerichtigkeit” of 
Julian’s approach.  
41 "Deus (...) bonus, per quem facta sunt omnia, ipse corporis nostri membra formavit. (...) Qui autem 
corpora fecerat, divisit et sexum: divisit in specie, quod in operatione coniungeret; fecitque causam 
coniunctionum dissimilitudo membrorum. (...) Ab ipso igitur commixtio corporum, a quo est origo 
corporum”; Ad Turbantium, frg. 24a-b, CCSL 88, p. 346; “Motum genitalium, id est ipsam virilitatem 
sine qua non potest esse commixtio, a Deo dicimus institutam”; Epistula ad Romanos, frg. 10, CCSL 
88, p. 397; cf. also Ad Florum I, 70, CSEL 85, 1, p. 78; II, 39, CSEL 85, 1, p. 191; III, 142, CSEL 85, 1, 
p.447; III, 167, CSEL 85, p. 470; III, 212, CSEL 85, 1, p. 504; IV, 6, CSEL 85,2, pp. 10-11. See also M. 
MESLIN, Sainteté et marriage au cours de la seconde querelle pélagienne. Saint Augustin et Julien 
d’Éclane, in Études carmélitaines 31 (1952) 298. 
42 Cf. Epistula ad Romanos, frg. 10, CCSL, 88, p. 397: “Motum (…) genitalium, id est ipsam 
uirilitatem sine qua non potest esse commixtio, a Deo dicimus institutam.” For a similar idea, see, e.g., 
Lactantius, Divinae institutiones 6,23,2, CSEL 19, p. 565. 
43 Ad Turbantium, frg. 226, CCSL 88, p. 382: “Nihil aliud (…) esse nuptias quam corporum 
commixtionem (…) sine appetitu mutuo et sine opere naturali propagationem esse non posse.”  
44 “Deus igitur (...) maris creator et feminae, convenientia generationibus membra formavit. (...) Ita 
gigni corpora de corporibus ordinavit, quorum tamen efficientiae potentia operationis intervenit, omne 
quod est ea administrans virtute, qua condidit. Si igitur non nisi per sexum fetus, non nisi per corpus 
sexus, non nisi per Deum corpus: quis ambigat fecunditatem Deo iure reputari?”; Ad Turbantium, frg. 
28, CCSL 88, p.347; “Tu vero (...) qui dicis: ‘Eos qui de parentibus qualibuscumque nascantur non 
negamus adhuc esse sub diabolo, nisi renascantur in Christo’ (= De nuptiis et concupiscentia I, 1), 
ostende ergo nunc quid suum diabolus cognoscat in sexibus, per quod fructum eorum, ut dicis, iure 
possideat. Diversitatem? sed haec in corporibus est quae Deus fecit; commixtione? sed non minus 
benedictionis quam institutionis privilegio vindicatur: vox enim Dei est: ‘Relinquet homo patrem et 
matrem et adhaerebit uxori et erunt duo in carne una’ (Gen. 2, 24), vox Dei est, ‘Crescrite et 
multiplicamini et replete terram’. (Gen. 1, 28) An forte ipsam fecunditatem? sed ipsa est instituti causa 
coniugii”; frg. 29, CCSL 88, p. 348. Here, again, Julian combines Christian and classical ideas. For the 
classical ideas, cf. infra. 



  8 

 8

Within such context it will become clear that Julian in no way could consider 

concupiscence as a problem. It should be mentioned that Julian spoke of 

concupiscentia, voluptas and libido, without really distinguishing between these 

concepts45. In other words, Julian did not distinguish between action (concupiscence) 

and experience (voluptas)46. In this regard it is interesting to see that Julian can speak 

of concupiscence as both an appetitus naturalis47 and a sensus naturalis48. Also this 

concupiscentia is to be considered as a result of God’s creative activity49. It is an 

integral part of the sexual intercourse. Concupiscentia is a necessary by God given 

instrument for the virilitas propagationis50. It is present in both animals and human 

beings. Why then should one qualify it as malum51? The creator of the universe, God, 

had constituted animals in such a way that they regularly were excited by this 

naturalis voluptas to sexual intercourse52. Julian recognized the difference between 

                                                           
45 See Ad Florum III, 167, CSEL 85,1, p. 470: “Et quamuis iam pro concupiscentia uel uoluptate carnis, 
quae etiam libido dicitur …. ” Therefore, it will be no surprise that, to indicate sexual desire, Julian 
uses the words: 1. concupiscentia: so e.g. Ad Turbantium, frg. 38, CCSL 88, p. 350; frg. 40, CCSL 88, 
p. 350; frg. 44, CCSL 88, p. 351; frg. 45, CCSL 88, p. 351; frg. 62, CCSL 88, p. 356; frg. 63, CCSL 88, 
p. 356; frg. 144a-b, CCSL 88, p. 370; Ad Florum II, 32, CSEL, 85, 1, p. 185; IV, 38, PL 45, col. 1357-
1359; 2. voluptas: Ad Turbantium, frg. 36, CCSL 88, p. 349; frg. 41, CCSL 88, p. 350; frg. 48, CCSL 
88, p. 351; frg. 125, CCSL 88, p. 367; frg. 144b, CCSL 88, p. 370; frg. 224, CCSL 88, p. 382; 3. libido: 
Ad Turbantium, frg. 47, CCSL 88, p. 351; frg. 127, CCSL 88, p. 367; frg. 128, CCSL 88, p. 368. 
46 E. EIJBEN, De jonge Romein volgens de literaire bronnen der periode ca. 200 v.C. tot ca. 500 n.C. 
(Verhandelingen van de Koninklijke Academie voor Wetenschappen, Letteren en Schone Kunsten van 
België. Klasse der Letteren, XXXIX,39, 81), Brussels, 1977, pp. 97-99. 
47 Ad Turbantium, frg. 33, CCSL 88, p. 349. Julian speaks about this concept when dealing with Adam 
and Eve, having sex with each other (Gen. 4). The whole context, as becomes clear in the following 
fragments preserved (frg. 34ff.), is a proof that for Julian Scripture and experienced reality simply go 
hand in hand.  
48 See Ad Turbantium, frg. 144, CCSL 88, p. 370. 
49 “Ista corporum commixtio cum calore, cum voluptate, cum semine, a Deo facta et pro suo modo 
laudabilis approbatur”; Ad Turbantium, frg. 41, CCSL 88, p. 350; "Merito igitur (...) cocupiscentiae 
origo definitur in igne vitali, quo collecto necesse est ut ei reputetur concupiscentia carnalis, per quem 
constitit vita carnalis. (...) Huius itaque appetitus non in genere suo, non in specie, non in modo culpa 
est, sed in excessu: quia genus eius et species ad Conditoris operam pertinent, modus eius ad arbitrium 
honestatis, excessus ad vitium voluntatis”; frg. 45, CCSL 88, p. 351; see also Ad Florum II, 39, CSEL 
85, l,p. 191; III, 182, CSEL 85, 1, p. 481; IV, 67, CSEL 85,2, pp. 70-71; V, 5, CSEL 85,2, p. 172. On 
this point, see also M. ABEL, Le Praedestinatus et le pélagianisme, in RTAM 35 (1968) 5-25, p. 16 and 
P. LANGA, San Agustin y el progreso de la teologia matrimonial, Toledo, 1984, p. 254; for its probably 
Aristotelian background, see LÖSSL, Julian von Aeclanum, p. 81. A similar argumentation is also 
present in Julian’s discussion of justice; see SOMMER, Das Ende, p. 18. 
50 "Et quamvis iam pro concupiscentia vel voluptate carnis, quae etiam libido dicitur, quae sexibus ob 
virilitatem propagationis inserta est, primo illo opusculo eatenus disputaverim, ut docerem illam nihil 
aliud esse quam unam de instrumentis corporis rationabilibus et irrationabilibus aeque inditam ad Dei 
operam pertinentem, qui carnem nostram in sensibus affecisset ..."; Ad Florum III, 167, CSEL 85, 1, 
p.470; see also III, 212, CSEL 85, 1, p. 504. 
51 According to Julian, human beings and animals have the bodily in common. The difference between 
the two is to be situated on the level of the rational: a human being is an “animal rationale”, i.e., the 
mind governs and controls the body; cf. M. LAMBERIGTS, Julian of Aeclanum and Augustine on the 
Origin of the Soul, pp. 244ff. 
52 Cf. Ad Florum IV, 38, PL 45, col. 1358. 
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human beings and animals qua forma, not qua materies53. Within Julian’s logics, this 

will lead to the following conclusion: “Libidinem ut pecorum, istam hominum fecit 

Deus.”54  

 

According to Julian, the concupiscentia as a natural quality55 of human nature also 

deserved the label “innocent”. Otherwise one would be criticizing God's creating 

activity since He Himself was “responsible” for this sexual desire. Julian’s conclusion 

is clear: “God thus made bodies. God distinguished the sex of the bodies. God made 

the genital organs. God implanted the affection in order that these bodies would be 

united. God also gave the power to the seeds. God acts within the secrets of nature 

upon the material of the seed. But God does not create evil, nor make one guilty.”56 

 

Finally it should be said that Julian was a bishop of the 5th century AD. Like 

Augustine and many of his other collegues, Julian stressed that marriage and sexuality 

deserve the label good, but, Julian (like his colleagues) would add, they must be 

described as relatively good. Julian always made clear that a life in continence 

deserves to be qualified as better than the life of married people. When dealing with 

marriage, Julian spoke of a “bonum minus” in comparison to the “bonum amplius 

continentiae”57. Julian rightly could claim that, with this position, - a position which 

in no way was considered to be a condemnation of marriage -, he was in line with 

classic and Christian authors, such as Ambrose58, again a proof that Julian’s 

reflections were in line with both Scripture and tradition.  

                                                           
53 “Ut enim imaginem Dei mentis ratione suscepimus: ita communionem pecudum carnis affinitate 
sentimus; cuius licet sit forma diversa, est tamen de materia elementorum una substantia...”; Ad Florum 
IV, 39, CSEL 85,2, p. 40. 
54 Ad Florum IV, 41, CSEL 85,2, p. 41; see also II, 122, CSEL 85, 1, p. 253. 
55 See Ad Turbantium, frg. 63, CCSL 88, p. 356; frg. 130, CCSL 88, p. 368; Ad Florum III, 209, CSEL 
85, 1, p. 502; IV, 67, CSEL 85,2, pp. 70-71; V 5, CSEL 85,2, p. 172. 
56 Ad Florum IV,40, CSEL 85,2, p. 41: “Fecit ergo corpora Deus, distinxit sexum corporum Deus, fecit 
membra genitalia Deus, indidit affectum quo sibi haec corpora miscerentur Deus, dedit etiam vim 
seminum Deus, operatur in secretis naturae de materia seminum Deus; nihil autem malum, nihil reum 
facit Deus.” While affectus (and its equivalents) by other pagan and Christian authors often was 
understood as negative  (cf. the link with the pathè), Julian is quite neutral if not relatively positive and 
this mainly because he related the concept and its presence in humanity to the creator and, by doing so, 
was able to give it a function within his argumentation. With regard to affectus in ancient and Christian 
antiquity, see A. VÖGTLE,  Affekt, in RAC  1, Stuttgart, 1950, 160-173. 
57 Cf. Ad Turbantium, frg. 197, CCSL 88, p. 379. 
58 Cf. Ambrose, De virginibus VI, PL 16, 206 ; cf. also De virginitate VI, PL 16, 286ff. With its 
appreciation and promotion of celibacy, Christian antiquity was much more in line with the Greek than 
the Jewish thinking. In Jewish thouht, marriage was a result of God’s commendment. Celibacy will 
seldom be found, and when present in Jewish thinkers, most often the result of Hellenistic influence; cf. 
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IIb. THE CULTURAL-PHILOSOPHICAL BACKGROUND OF JULIAN’S POSITION 

 

Up to now, much attention was paid to the theological-biblical perspective within 

which Julian dealt with marriage, sexual intercourse, concupiscence, and fertility. It 

should be stressed that Julian’s unproblematic approach of concupiscence also reveals 

much about the culture within which he developed these ideas.  

 

A careful reading of Julian’s writings makes clear that he lived in a milieu were 

sexuality was treated as something unproblematic59. In this regard, one should again 

think of Paulinus’ Epithalamium, written at the occasion of Julian’s marriage with 

Titia. Paulinus unproblematically could suggest two options: either, Julian and his 

wife could opt for a life in continence, or they could please each other in the flesh60. 

Once used to produce children, it could easily be set aside61.  

 

Of course, procreation was needed, for, in line with Greek thinking, it was regarded as 

an answer to the existence of death: it filled the gaps, left by dying people62. Such 

position makes clear that aspects like as pain, suffering and death, belong to our 

created nature as such and are considered as (theologically interpreted) results of the 

Fall63. 

 

Further, it should be noted that, for Julian, nakedness as such was no problem64. 

Qualifications of it have much to do with cultural contexts and conventions. Julian 

gave a number of examples in order to strengthen his position. Adam was not a 

                                                                                                                                                                      
H. CHADWICK, art. Enkrateia, in RAC  5, Stuttgart, 1968, 348. Also the reception of 1 Cor. 7 seems to 
have played an important role in the development of the idea that continence is superior than marriage. 
59 It is interesting to see that Paulinus of Nola, in his Epithalamium, in no way hints to the dangers of 
sexuality. It seems that for the bishop of Nola, who had been married to Theresia, sexuality belonged to 
the “faits divers” of marriage. 
60 Paulinus, Carmen 25, CSEL 30, ll. 235-238. 
61 Ch. PIETRI, Roma Christiana. Recherches sur l’Église de Rome, son organisation, sa politique, son 
idéologie de Miltiade à Sixte III (311-440) (BEFAR, 224), Rome, 1976, pp. 624ff.;  BROWN, Sexuality 
and Society, p. 55. 
62 Ad Florum VI,30, CSEL 85,2, p. 416. Cf. also BROWN, Sexuality and Society, p. 56, where he 
remarks that the procreation in the Greek world was seen as a consolation against the always present 
death. 
63 J. LÖSSL, Julian of Aeclanum on Pain, in Journal of Early Christian Studies 10 (2002) 203-242 
clearly shows how much Julian followed here classical philosophical models, especially Cicero. 
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superman but stood at the beginning of a culture that had to develop itself: Julian 

considered the first human beings as “primitive” human beings65. The current shame 

about the genitals was evaluated as a “development in culture”. It was related to 

specific contexts and the level of development in cultures. In this regard, Julian gave 

an original argument which was difficult to be replied to: Christ, co-creator, was 

clothed, not because his genitals were sinful, but simply because this was part of the 

culture in which he was living66. Even within the context of one and the same culture, 

nakedness is relative: while it is no problem in the bedroom, in the balnea, one cannot 

appear naked in a public meeting67. Peter himself was nakend when he was fishing 

(John 21,7). The Cynic Crates wanted to have sex with his wife in public. Doctors are 

constantly confronted with naked people. Atletes are proud of it. Some people are 

naked and have intercourse without being shamed of eventual spectators68. In passing 

one should remember that the father of Augustine, Patricius, was extremely pleased 

when he discovered that his son was becoming an adult. What Julian considers to be 

normal, was, decades ago, also normal in Augustine’s family. Julian has a point here: 

the milieu (more than theological considerations) determines what one thinks about 

nakedness, shame in context69.  

 

Further, it will be obvious that Julian could make use of philosophical arguments. It is 

difficult if not impossible to put Julian in one specific philosophical school. Probably, 

it is much better to consider him as an eclectic thinker70. While discussing the item 

under consideration, Julian seems to have in mind the Stoic idea of the vital fire (ignis 

                                                                                                                                                                      
64 Augustine considered shame about nakedness as a consequence of the fall of Adam and thus 
interpreted it in a theological way, reading Gen. 3,7 literally. Julian, for his part, simply considered it as 
part of cultural contexts.  
65 Ad Turbantium, frg. 150, CCSL 88, p. 372. 
66 Cf. Ad Florum IV,64, CSEL 85,2, p. 69: “Vides igitur frustra te peccatum uocasse, si in his operibus, 
quae Deus fecit, uelamen fateamur adhibendum, quod dominus noster et hominis formator instituit, et 
homo factus exercuit.” 
67 So Ad Florum IV,44, CSEL 85,2, p. 47. 
68 In this context, Julian explicitly refers to the Scots and their neighbours; see Ad Florum IV,44, CSEL 
85,2, pp. 47-48. 
69 Cf. J. RIST, Augustine. Ancient Thought Baptized, Cambridge, 1994, p. 324. 
70 The use of the word eclectic is not to be considered as an implicit critique or a depreciating 
connotation. In this context it simply means that people are influenced by both milieu and education 
while developping their own ideas. See, in this regard, P. AGAËSSE, Patristique et stoïcisme, in 
Recherches de science religieuse 88 (2000) 259-275, p. 259-260. All attempts to locate Julian’s 
philosophical ideas in either a Stoic or an Aristotelian school failed. It seems wiser to desribe Julian’s 
philosophy in terms of “Mischcharakter”; cf. LÖSSL, Julian von Aeclanum, p. 101. On the Aristotelian 
and Stoic ideas about vital heat and fire, see  F. SOLMSEN, The Vital Heat, the Inborn Pneuma and the 
Aether, in The Journal of Hellenic Studies, 77 (1957) 119-123.  
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vitalis). Stoic philosophy considered the human soul as an emanation of the divine 

fire, an active and intelligent pneuma. This fire gave to the body life and unity71. 

Julian probably found this idea in Cicero’s work De natura deorum II,27.41.24 (ed. 

Pease, p. 613, 638 and 606 respectively). In any case, elsewhere in his work Ad 

Turbantium Julian gave proof of his familiarity with this work72. He further can speak 

of the calor genitalis, according to him a necessary prerequisite for any intercourse 

and procreation73. It has been suggested that such approach might be a proof that 

Julian probably wanted to re-introduce a rich Stoic idea about the specific meaning of 

the body. By doing so, he seems to react against the all too negative judgement of 

Platonism with regard to the human body74. In any case, one should recognize that “in 

ancient physiology the seed and the heat necessary for intercourse and conception 

were thought of as located throughout the body as a whole and not, as nowadays, 

located in any specific genital region.”75 In other words, for Julian, concupiscence 

also had to be related to physiology. 

 

When speaking about sexuality, Julian was also very much in line with ancient 

medical literature. People like Galenus and Soranus (and their successors) considered 

lust as necessary for any ejaculation and successful conception76. In line with this 

position, Julian could describe natural desire as a prerequisite for every sexual 

intercourse77. In this regard, genital heat was considered to be present in men and 

women78, an idea familiar to Julian79, who, following the insights of medical sciences, 

                                                           
71 See Ad Turbantium, frg. 44-48, CCSL 88, p. 351. In frg. 44-45, Julian refers to the idea of ignis 
vitalis; on this Stoic idea, see M. POHLENZ, Die Stoa. Geschichte einer geistigen Bewegung, Göttingen, 
1948, p. 81 f; 215-216; M. SPANNEUT, Permanence du Stoïcisme. De Zénon à Malraux, Gembloux, 
1973, p. 51; 108; BRUCKNER, Julian van Eclanum, p. 137. 
72 Cf., e.g., Ad Turbantium, frg. 138, CCSL 88, p. 369. REFOULÉ, Julien d’Éclane, p. 237 suggested that 
Julian’s view on concupiscence as an affectio naturalis also could refer to Aristotle. I think that such 
position does not contradict what is said about the Stoic background of the idea. In any case, by 
combining theology, philosophy and natural sciences, Julian makes clear that he is an ecclectic thinker 
with a broad cultural background. 
73 See, e.g., Ad Turbantium, frg. 41, CCSL 88, p. 350; frg. 57, CCSL 88, p. 355; frg. 94, CCSL 88, p. 
363. As is known, also for Aristotle only animals that possessed a great deal of heat could produce 
living young. See, in this regard, SOLMSEN, The Vital Heat, p. 120. 
74 Cf. MESLIN, Société et mariage au cours de la seconde querelle pélagienne. Saint Augustin et Julien 
d’Éclane, p. 302. 
75 BROWN, Sexuality and Society, p. 59. For a more thorough study, see J. GODDERIS, De 
Hippocratische geneeskunde in al haar staten. Reflecties over gezondheid en ziekte onder’t zachte 
fluisteren van de plantaan, Antwerp & Apeldoorn, 2005, esp. pp. 228ff.  
76 Cf. Galenus, De usu partium XIV, 10-11; Soranus, Gynaecia I,37. 
77 Ad Florum V,5, CSEL 85,2, p. 172. 
78 BROWN, Sexuality and Society, p. 56-57. 
79 Cf. Ad Turbantium, frg. 139, CCSL 88, p. 370. 
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was of the opinion that women also produced seeds80. Because of Augustine’s 

authority as accepted by tradition, people might seem to forget that medical literature 

assumed that desire, voluptas was considered to be a condition sine qua non for a 

succesfull conception. Galen, Soranus, even Salomon’s Wisdom supported such 

idea81. Given such background, it will be evident, according to Julian, that this 

pleasant feeling must not be criticized82. Pleasure itself was the confectrix 

commixtrixque seminum83. 

 

As theologian, Julian considered concupiscence to be a gift of God. At the same time 

he regarded it, “non ut magnum aliquod bonum, sed ut sensum corporum”84. Here 

again, Julian combined a Christian position with familiarity of classic culture. Indeed, 

like many of his predecessors (Stoics and others85), Julian was of the opinion that, 

within the limits of marriage, concupiscentia is used in a decent way, namely, for 

procreation86. Several pagan authors, since the time of Cato, had stated that 

procreation within a legal contract was the core business of every relation between 

man and wife. In the Roman Tabulae nuptiales, marriage was described as “liberorum 

procreandorum causa”. Julian, in a sense, also follows this line87 One has the 

impression that for Julian, like for Cato, concupiscence was not such a dangerous and 

unrest causing factor as it was for Augustine. It might be well that Julian, whom’s life 

cannot be considered as as turbulent as that of Augustine, did not worry about 

sexuality, simply because he still lived in the aristocratic, elitarian Cato-line.  

 

                                                           
80 Cf. H. KING, Hippocrates’Women. Reading the Female Body in Ancient Greece, London, 1998, p. 
134. 
81 BROWN, Sexuality and Society, p. 56. 
82 In case one should do so, one should admit that this feeling, as part of a whole process, must be 
attributed to the devil; cf. Ad Florum II,88, CSEL 85,1, p. 224. 
83 Ad Turbantium, frg. 56, CCSL 88, p. 354: “Sicut ergo tunc limus qui assumptus est, materia, non 
auctor hominis fuit, ita nunc uis illa uoluptatis, confectrix commixtrixque seminum, non explet diuinae 
operationis uicem, sed de thesauris naturae offert Deo, unde ille hominem dignetur operari.” 
84 Ad Florum III,142, CSEL 85,1, p. 447. 
85 Cf. AGAËSSE, Patristique et stoïcisme, p. 269. 
86 See Ad Turbantium, frg. 44-48, CCSL 88, p. 351. Here, Julian’s position is a very traditional one. It 
is present in both in non-Christian and Christian thinkers; cf., e.g., R. SORABJI, Emotion and Peace of 
Mind. From Stoic Agitation to Christian Temptation, Oxford, 2000, p. 276. 
87 Cf. Ad Florum V,20, CSEL 85,2, pp. 200-201; cf. also E. SAMEK LODOVICI, Sessualità, matrimonio e 
concupiscenza in Agostino, in R. CANTALAMESSA (ed.), Etica sessuale e matrimonio nel cristianesimo 
delle origini (Vita e Pensiero, 5), Milan, 1976, pp. 212-272, here pp. 225-226. 
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In Julian's hierarchical view of human beings, the gift of reason (cf. imago Dei) 

enabled humans to control and to govern the body88. This implied that concupiscentia, 

being one of the instrumenta mediocria of the body89, could also be held under 

control precisely because it was an aspect of the inferior part of the human being (i.e. 

the body)90. Here, again, it becomes clear that Julian combined a theological argument 

(God required the homo rationabilis to moderate the concupiscentia, use it cum 

honestate and in full respect toward this concupiscentia91) with philosophical wisdom 

and ascetically inspired moderation92. Thus, for Julian, human beings are able to 

control concupiscence93.. Human beings’ autonomy, based upon rationality and 

morality, in no way suffers from this desire94, for the lower (concupiscence) can be 

controlled be the higher (reason and will)95. As imago Dei, human beings distinguish 

themselves from animals: animals are driven by instinctional drives, human beings 

not. They have the flesh and its characteristics in common with animals, but because 

                                                           
88 “Hominem sufficere ingenitis sibi motibus dare leges”; Ad Turbantium, frg. 233, CCSL 88, p. 383; 
see also frg. 116, CCSL 88, p. 366; cf. also BRUCKNER, Julian von Eclanum, p. 136. Julian’s view in a 
sense is very near to the Stoic principle of the ruling principle (hegemonikon). See, e.g. Marcia L. 
COLISH, The Stoic Tradtion from Antiquity to the Early Middle Ages (Studies in the History of 
Christian Thought, 34-35), Leiden, 1985, passim.  
It should be noted that while Julian speaks of concupiscence as natural, Pelagius gives it a negative 
connotation: “Duo namque sunt ex omnibus vitia, quae maxime homines decipiunt sui voluptate, gula 
scilicet ac libido, quae deponere eo difficilius est, quo eis uti dulcius est; et tamen haec vitia tarn 
molesta, tamque delectatione sui periculosa, ita a multis calcari vidimus, ut tola aetate virgines 
permanserint in summa abstinentia. Ut de illis taceam, quae post deliciarum longum fluxum, et 
inveteratum usum libidinis, castitati ac temperantiae se dederint; et utrumque vitium, contraria sibi 
virtute mutaverint”; Epistula ad Demetriadem 18, PL 30, col. 32. On this difference, see also F. 
KLASEN, Die innere Entwicklung des Pelagianismus. Beitrag zur Dogmengeschichte, Freiburg im 
Breisgau, 1882, p. 195f. However, according to Pelagius, concupiscentia has not the character of a 
coercion: “Notandum quod homo membra sua cui velit parti exhibeat per arbitrii libertatem”; Expositio 
in Romanos VI, 13, ed. SOUTER, p. 51; see also VI, 19, ed. SOUTER, p. 53; VII, 22.23, ed. SOUTER, p. 
59-60; De natura in Augustine, De natura et gratia 63, CSEL 60, p. 279-280. See also G. DE PLINVAL , 
Pélage, ses écrits, sa vie et sa réforme. Étude d’histoire littéraire et religieuse, Lausanne, 1943, pp. 
150-152. 
89 “Item deorsum de libidine loquens, sine qua coniugum non potest esse commixtio, quam nos 
naturalem et ad Dei operam pertinentem non ut magnum aliquod bonum, sed ut sensum corporum, 
quae sunt a Deo facta, defendimus ...”; Ad Florum III, 142, CSEL 85, 1, p. 447; cf. also V, 16, CSEL 
85,2, p. 190. 
90 Cf. AGAËSSE, Patristique et stoïcisme, p. 269. 
91 See, e.g., Ad Turbantium, frg. 47, CCSL 88, p. 351; frg. 94, CCSL 88, p. 363; Ad Florum IV, 41, 
CSEL 85,2, p. 42.  
92 SOMMER, Das Ende, p. 22. 
93 BROWN, Sexuality and Society, p. 62. 
94 See, in this regard, also SORABJI, Emotion and Peace of Mind, p. 409. 
95 Ad Turbantium, frg. 233, CCSL 88, p. 383: “Hominem sufficere ingenitis sibi motibus dare leges”; 
cf. also frg. 116, CCSL 88, p. 366. “Item deorsum de libidine loquens, sine qua coniugum non potest 
esse commixtio, quam nos naturalem et ad Dei operam pertinentem non ut magnum aliquod bonum, 
sed ut sensum corporum, quae sunt a Deo facta, defendimus ...”; Ad Florum III, 142, CSEL 85, 1, p. 
447; cf. also V, 16, CSEL 85,2, p. 190. 
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of the gift of reason, they are able to control it96. In Julian’s view, the body is at the 

service of the mind, which governs the body97 for, indeed, the mind, part of the soul, 

is God’s gift par excellence98.  

 

Like seeing, hearing, tasting and feeling, concupiscence is considered as a sensory 

quality99. In fact, Julian suggests that desire is present in all senses100. Ethical 

qualifications are related to the attitude of the rational and willing mind, not to the 

senses in general or sexual concupiscence in particular101. Julian explicitly stated: 

“Sensus est igitur concupiscentia et mala qualitas non est”102. Julian said this within a 

context where he referred to the Categories of Aristotle, 8, 9a-10a. Aristotle discussed 

there the category qualitas, consisting of the pathè and the pathètikai poiotètes. While 

Aristotle discussed this category at length, Julian only offered a summary103. One has 

the impression that Julian used a summary as found in a handbook for philosophy104. 

For Julian, affects belong to the category qualitas because they cause affections. An 

affectionalis qualitas has, according to Julian, its origin in a deeper cause, which is so 

adhered to the subject that it is quite impossible to separate it from this deeper cause. 

Julian thus applied general logical categories to concupiscence. 

 

It is interesting to see that Julian spoke of “controlling” in the sense of submitting to it 

or not105. Indeed, Julian is well aware of the specificity of the concupiscence, for it is 

more than a sense, it is desire, it intensifies human beings feelings as is clear when 

people kiss or embrace each other. External factors such as music can instigate 

people106. Julian even admitted that concupiscence sometimes could have such an 

intensity that people, when having intercourse with each other, no longer are able to 

                                                           
96 Ad Florum IV,59, CSEL 85,2, p. 66. 
97 Ad Turbantium, frg. 116, CCSL 88, p. 366: “… et ideo id quod est melius (…) animum, virtute 
praeditum (…) et membris corporis bene et cupiditatibus imperare.” 
98 LAMBERIGTS, Julian and Augustine on the Origin of the Soul, pp. 244-245. 
99 Cf. Ad Turbantium, frg. 145, CCSL 88, p. 371. 
100 See, e.g., Ad Turbantium, frg. 144a-b, CCSL 88, p. 370. 
101 Ad Florum IV,27, CSEL 85,2, p. 27. 
102 Ad Turbantium, frg. 295, CCSL 88, p. 390. 
103 For a critical evaluation of Julian’s use of Aristotle’s passage, see LÖSSL, Julian von Aeclanum, pp. 
114ff. 
104 LÖSSL Julian von Aeclanum, p. 80. 
105 Cf. also SORABJI, Emotion and Peace of Mind, p. 409, who rightly observes that Julian makes a 
distinction “between the command (imperium) and the consent (consensus) of the will. The male’s 
physical movements admittedly are not under the command of the will, but they have its consent.” 
106 Cf. Ad Turbantium, frg. 178, CCSL 88, p. 376. In the broader context, Julian refers to Cicero’s lost 
Concilia as a support for his argument; see frg. 180, CCSL 88, p. 376. 
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think of something else107. However, in opposition to Augustine, Julian does not 

problematize this fact, but considers it as a pleasant experience, a genitalis 

iucunditas108, for which one does not only need men, but also women109.  

 

Only when people deliver themselves to excesses, they sin110 and will be 

condemned111, for what they do, has to do with the vitium voluntatis112. It should be 

reminded that Julian condemns every sexual activity outside the framework of a legal 

marriage, a position one can find both in the East and the West113. It is unfair to 

describe Julian as an apologist of sex in the broadest sense114. Julian only wants to 

defend that concupiscence within marriage is accepted and acceptable. Only within 

that context natural concupiscence receives the predicate good115. Only within the 

context of marriage people make honestly use of concupiscence116. Because of the 

respect with which people treat lust, they cover their genitals117. Julian thus considers 

marriage as to be situated between the good of continence and the vice of sexual 

abuse118. Intercourse within marriage is legitimate, continence is to be admired, 

abuses are to be condemned119. Needless to say that, here again, Julian combines 

fundamental Christian belief in the goodness of creation with rather general 

                                                           
107 Ad Turbantium, frg. 201, CCSL 88, p. 201. 
108 Ad Florum IV,28, CSEL 85,2, p. 28. 
109 Ad Florum II,56, CSEL 85,1, p. 203-204; II,83, CSEL 85,1, p. 220; III,85, CSEL 85,1, p. 407. 
110 Cf. Ad Turbantium, frg. 144, CCSL 88, p. 370. For similar ideas in other Christian authors, see, e.g., 
G. DELLING, art. Geschlechtsverkehr, in RAC 10, Stuttgart, 1978, 825-826. It will be evident that here 
Christian authors differ much from their pagan predecessors, for whom at least men were not expected 
to observe exclusivity in their sexual relations; cf. M. FOUCAULT, Histoire de la sexualité. 2. L’usage 
des plaisirs (Bibliothèque des histories), Paris, 1984, pp. 159-183. 
111 So Ad Turbantium, frg. 48, CCSL 88, p. 351.  
112 Ad Turbantium, frg. 45, CCSL 88, p. 351: “Excessus ad initium uoluntatis”; cf. also Ad Florum 
IV,24, CSEL 85,2, p. 25. 
113 J. DOIGNON, L’exégèse latine ancienne de 1 Thessaloniciens 4,4-5 sur la possession de notre vas. 
Schémas classiques et éclairages chrétiens, in BLE 83 (1982) 173-174 has suggested that Julian’s view 
is inspired by Jerome. 
114 For such position, see MESLIN, Sainteté et mariage au cours de la seconde querelle pélagienne. 
Saint Augustin et Julian d’Éclane, in Études carmélitiennes 31 (1952) 297.  
115 Good examples can be found in Ad Turbantium, frg. 44-45, CCSL 88, p. 351; frg. 130, CCSL 88, p. 
368. 
116 Ad Turbantium, frg. 47, CCSL 88, p. 351: “Aut in coniugibus (…) cum honestate exercetur, aut in 
castis virtute frenatur.” See also frg. 94, CCSL 88, p. 363 (honestas coniugalis). 
117 Cf. Ad Florum IV,41, CSEL 85,2, p. 42. 
118 Ad Turbantium, frg. 49, CCSL 88, p. 352. 
119 Ibidem; cf. also frg. 63, CCSL 88, p. 63: “Concupiscentiae naturalis qui modum tenet (…) bono 
bene utitur; qui modum non tenet, bono male utitur; qui autem etiam ipsum modum sanctae uirginitatis 
amore contempserit, bono melius non utitur: confidentia quippe suae salutis (… et roboris, contempsit 
remedia, ut gloriosa posset exercere certamina.” 



  17 

 17 

philosophical wisdom: through continentia, the Latin equivalent of the Greek 

enkrateia, people are able to control there passions120.   

 

III. CONCLUSION 

 

In Julian’s view the goodness of creation is intimely relatied to the goodness of the 

creator. On this level, Julian is a Christian who acts and writes within a biblical-

theological context. He takes the biblical view of God as a good creator as the starting 

point of his own theological reflection concerning the debate at stake. Within such 

context, he carefully analyzes the status of human beings’ nature on all levels. In a 

very logical way he argues that the goodness of creation also includes goodness of 

marriage, the body, sexual intercourse and its fruit.  

 

Both within the context of the milieu he lived in and the cultural background of his 

intellectual training, Julian did not consider sexuality in se as a problem. Referring to 

the medical science of the time, he could evaluate sexuality as a mediocre but 

necessary instrument for sex within the context of a legal marriage. In line with the 

common opinion of the time he regarded continence as a higher value than marriage, 

without condemning the latter one. His view on sexual excess was completely in line 

with the teaching of his Christian predecessors and contemporaries, but, in opposition 

to Paul and Augustine, he put the blame on human beings’s will: the will, being able 

to contral concupiscence, did not take its responsibility when submitting itself to this 

excess. 

 

Although his use of philosophy rightly can be described as eclectic, he could claim 

that several of his arguments were in line of or based upon philosophical thinking. 

Moreover, medical knowledge of the time supported his view. His personal 

experiences with sexuality in no way resulted in shame or confusion about it: his 

careful description of both the need and pleasure of sexual feelings are rather proofs 

of the opposite. In any case, one can no longer accuse Julian of being a promoter of 

                                                           
120 See CHADWICK, Enkrateia, 344ff. The different philosophical schools could differ with regard to the 
intensity of the pathè and this could problematize them in different ways, but the mainstream idea 
seems to be the one is able to control them, or at least has the duty to do so. 
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lust, as recently was done by Schmitt121. In my opinion this critique is unjustified and 

in fact unfair122.  

 

M. LAMBERIGTS 

                                                           
121 E. SCHMITT, Le mariage dans l’oeuvre de saint Augustin. Une théologie baptismale de la vie 
conjugale (Étedes augustiniennes), Paris, 1983, pp. 55; 96. 
122 For a similar position, see SOMMER, Das Ende, p. 21. 


