
AUGUSTINE AND JULIAN
ZOSIMUS

When ONC reads Augustine ’s description of 7osimus’ attıtude {O-

wards Pelagıus and Pelagıanısm, comparıng it wıth Zosimus’ first inter-
ventilons 1n thıs affaır the ONC hand, and ulıan of Aeclanum’s COIMM-

plaints the other hand, ON but feel uncomfortable One has in
fact the impress1ion that Augustine NnOL ell the ole h1s 1C4A-

ders, who WEeTC, wıll SCC, probably NOTL the best audıiıence hear the
whole) truth WOU. nOL dare SayY that Augustine delıberately should
have lıed, but ıt 1s clear that hı1ıs presentation of the historical events Was

only ONEC sıde of the Co1n and that there WAas, In certaın element
of truth in SOINC of Julıan aCCusatl1ons agalnst Zosimus and ugus-
tine“. Being convınced that objectıive presentation of the Pelagıan COIN-

*' Before Jerome knew of the final condemnatıon of Pelagıus and Caelestius by
Zosimus, he vVeIYy Zosimus and S  — he really thought of hım, Dut
Jerome eXception; Epistula 142, SEL 56, 291-292; also
RUYNE, La correspondance echangee niire Augustın el Jeröome, in Zeitschrift für dıe
neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die unde der Älteren Kirche, 31 (1932) 233-248,
CSD. 245-246. TIhe other SOUICCS, such PROSPER Chronicum integrum,

418, 51. on collatorem 211 51 ZIE Auctorıitates 5 ö51 207 and
MERCATOR, Commonitorium nomuıne Caelestil, ACO S and

Ommonıtorıum ectori Adversus haeresiım Pelagıl aAelestu vel tiam scripta Tulıanı,
ACO LV,; lıne wıth Augustine. wısh Carefoote and 1rıma
for theır appreclated help.

for thıs per10d the Pelagıan 1StOTY MARSCHALL,
Karthago und Rom (Päpste und Papsttum E Stuttgart, 1971,
Introduction, CFLSE pelagienne IT De gratia Christi el DeCCalo originalı lıhri H De
nalura el orıgiıne anımae lıhrı Introduction, traduction n ß PLAGNIEUX e{
K (Qeuvres de. saınt Augustin Z2% 53 1975, 9-24:; VEER,
demarche d’Albine, Pınıen el Melanıe, 24-40; WERMELINGER, Rom und
Pelagius. Die theologische Posıtion der römischen Bischöfe m pelagianischen Streit in
den Jahren 411-432 äpste und Papsttum 7) Stuttgart, 1975, 134-219 and (
PIETRI, Roma Christiana Recherches SUr l’ Eglise Rome, SoON organısaltıon, politique,
Son ideologie de Miltiade Sıxte IN (. (Bıblıotheque de 1 Ecole francaıse
enes el de ome 224), Rome-Parıs, 1976, 7771288 The study of

REES, Pelagıus. Reluctant Heretic, Woodbridge, Suffolk-Wolfeboro, New
Hampshıre, 1988& does nOL that uch wıth 7ZOosimus.
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LTOVETSY 15 valuable for better understandıng of thıs unfortunate dıspute,
first 111 present ın this artıcle Augustine’s VIeEW Zosimus, then
7Zosimus’ preserved etters and fragments about thıs CONLTOVETSY and final-
ly Julhian aCCuSsSat10ons. Confronting Augustine s and Julıan VIEW wıth
each other, 11l examıne what extient Julıan reaction Wäas rıght and
why Augustine s Wäds presented 1ın the WaY in 1C ıt Was

AUGUSTINE

In h1s De gratia Christi el de DEeCCALO originalı, 1bıi-
NUus, Pinianus and elanıa, people well known both Augustine and Pela-
g1US, Augustine discussed Zosimus’ attıtude towards elagıus and Caeles-
t1us al greal length. He dealt wıth Caelestius and the basıs of that
aCCOUNL, he tried that also elaglıus Sst1 Wäas heretic.

According Augustine, after he had heard Caelestius, Zosimus dıid
NOTL condemn hım ımmediately, although Caelestius, ıle recogn1zıng the
neCcessity of baptısm for hıldren, explicıtly denıied the existence of ON g1-
nal SIN Zosimus showed his He wanted pOoSstpone h1s dec1sion
iın order g1ve Caelestius the poss1bilıty change h1s view“, for Caeles-
t1us had expressed his willıngness COITECTI hıimself ıf he should have
erred Zosimus hoped that h1s OW. attıtude WOU. inspire Caelestius
condemn the objections made by the deacon Paulinus of Mılan and
aAaBICC wıth Innocent’s etters Afric  z Durıng the [WO months Zosimus
Wäas waltiıng for allısweI from T1ICA, Augustine continues, Caelestius
Was gıven sub quadam medicinalı sententiae lenitate the opportunıity

"Caelestius quıppe adıungıt el Cıt: rem1issionem pPeECCaLorum aptızandos
infantes NON 1dcirco diximus, ut DECCaLum traduce fırmare videamur. Quod onge
Catholıco SCIHISU alıenum 5SE. qula NON CU|  = homiıne nascıtur, quod postmodum

ab homiıne, quıa NON elıctum, sed voluntatıs ECSSC Et illud
CT £O confıterı CONSTIUUM, dıversa baptısmatıs SCNCTA facere videamur, el hoc
praemunıre necessarıum esL, DCT myster11 OCcasıonem ad creatorıs In1uri1am malum

7,antequam fıat ab homıne tradı catur homiını DCI De gratia Christi el de
DeCCAaALlO originalı IL,6, SEL 42, 170

"Sed multum MLSENLCOFS memoratae antıstes, ubı CUum vidıt ferri
praesumtıone praecıpıtem furentem, donec, S1 fNer1, resipısceret, ul
CUMmMm sensim SUl1s interrogat1ıon1ıbus iıllıus respons10N1bus collıgare destricta
erilendo ententia in illud abruptum, quO lam propendere videbatur, inpellere.”; De gratia
Chrısti de peccato originalı HL SEL 42, 702177

SaHanc 1US praelocutionem venerabiılıs DaDa Zosimus tenens egıt CUm homiıne, queCm
falsae doctrinae inflaverat, uL ua ı1lı a dıacono Paulıno fuerant 1eC|
nare! alque sedıs apostolıcae lıtter1s, QUaC sanciae emorT1aA€ SUO

manaverant, praebere assensum. ; De gratia Christ el de peccalto originalı 1I1,8, CSEL
42, 171 Paulınus, CSD. Paulinus of Milan, in SACrFLS Erudirt,
(1963)
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COM h1s SCNSCS, for 1f he re: WOU. fulfill h1is prom1se, 1.e. that he
WOU obey Innocent’’s etter, he WOUuU Moreover, Augustine
concluded, after Afrıca’s answelr 1t wWas clear that the Judgment (C‘aeles-
t1us had been just®.

Iso for elagıus’ CasCc, closely iınke. the ON of Caelestius, Au-
gustine dıd nOoTt SCC an Y 1C4SON fOr changıng h1s mınd fact, elagıus had
successfully misled the bıshops 1n Diospolı1s and therefore seemed
seft free But SInNCe he Wäas ell known 1ın Rome, h1s attempt mislead the
Roman church failed’ ndeed Zosimus ecalled the Judgment of nnocent
(imitandus DraecessSor) about the aCTISs of Diospolıis. Zosimus also had taken
into ACCOUNLT the "praedicanda In Domino Romanorum fides“8, for the Ro-
INanls unanımously reacted agaınst elagıus’ CITOIL. In fact, they NeW Pela-
g1USs Since he had 1ved for long time ın theır C1Ity and they WEeEeIC amılıar
wıth h1s doectrine?. Augustine then mentioned that the added documents
WOU reveal Innocent’s attıtude towards Diospolıis. He also brought the
attention of h1s readers the AaNSWECI of the friıcan Councıl May 418)
Zosimus!®. Especılally nocent’s rather negatıve judgment of Pelagıus
attıtude at Diospolıs Wäas the princıple ubject of long excursus!!.
Augustine’s conclusıon Was clear: "You SCC what h1s SUCCCSSOT, the bles-
sed POPDC Zosimus, had recall, he 1ın fact dıd, 1n order fırm
wıthout hesitation the predecessor’s Judgment of Pelagius  |112. NoO word
Was saı1d about hesitation the s1de of Zosıimus: the DODC acted [O-

confirmıty wıth h1s predecessor; he to0k into ACCOULUNT the faıth of
the Romans Cic other words 7Zosimus ollowed the polıcy Was delı-
neated Dy nnocent.

Augustine then presented detaıled Comparıson of the pOS1t10Ns of
both elagıus and Caelestius. 'IThıs Comparıson clearly revealed deep

6 De gratia Christi pecCcalo originalı I1,8, SEL 42, I}
"Unde Pelagıus, S1 1psum et SUua scrıpta sıne dolo cogıtat, NON rec dıicıt

eadem sententia NON debulsse retiner.]. Fefellıt nım 1udıcıum alaestiınum, propierea 1D1
videtur SSC purgalus; omanam CIO ecclesiam, ubı CU  = u  Q not1ssımum SCIUS, fallere
USQUCQUAQUC NON potult, quamVvIs ei hoc uer!! CONaLlus; sed, ut dix1, mınıme
valuıt.  " De gratia Christi el de DeECCALO originalı IL,9, SEL 42, 171-172; SAa

acCcusatıon of miısleadıng ILIL SEL 42, 173:; 11,.13, SEL 42, I7Tö 11,14,
SEL 42, 176; ILEL SEL 42, 178; 11,19, EL, 42, 179-180

De gratia Christi pecCcalo originalı 11,9, SEL 42. 17
Y  Y De gratia Christi DEeCCALO originalı I1,9, SEL 4 ö 172
10 De gratia Christi el DEeECCALO originalı 11,9, SEL 42, i F2
11 De gratia Chriısti el DECCALO originalı 11,10, SEL 42, KT

1det1is quıd SUCCESSOT 1US SanC{ius papa ZOosıimus recolere debuerit, SICut ecoluıt,
ut ın Sul praecessorI1s iudiıcı1um cunctatone fırmaret. ; De gratia Christi el de
DEeCCALO originalı IL.10, SEL 4 9 173
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between both teachings” and therefore the several condamna-
t1ons by the TICAN councıl, the Apostolıc See Innocent and Zosimus),
the ole Roman UrcC and the Roman mpıre (Honorius’ rescrnpt of
Aprıl 418) WeIC re. justified”“. 'The WaYy ın 1C elagıus had
defend his Case in Rome, Was the subject of De gratia Christi el de DEeEC-
CAaALO originalı (a  91" Augustine dıd nNnOT conceal from his addressees
the fact that elagıus WAas, for certaın time, successful in his attempt of
deception but elagıus had 1t NOTL in h1s W permanently deceive the
oman See In fact both the rescCrpts of the frıcan councıl May
418) and the industry of aıthful brethren Rome., who had discovered
other SuSspect opinı1ons of Pelagius", drove Zosimus insert these Op1-
Nn10Ns ın the letter he sent the ole Church!®

When Augustine then Wa confronted wıth the complaınt of ulıan
of Aeclanum and eighteen of h1s colleagues that Zosimus and the Roman
clergy had been guilty of betrayal, he vehemently reacted for their ACCUSa-
Oons WEIC Serous ne s "Driıven Dy the fear of command, they WOIC NOL
ashamed gul of the crıme of prevarıcatlon, that, CONULTaTrYy
theıir Prev10us Judgment, through 16 they wıth pProcCe:  ngs had n_

the catholıc doctrine, they later pronounced that human’s nature 1s
evil"?. They CVEOI maıntaiıned that the final condemnatıion of Caelestius
and elagıus under Zosimus meant change 1n standpoıint. Whether thıs
change Was considered change in Comparıson wıth the OMNC defended

13 De gratia Christi el DECCALO originalı IL, 11-17, CSEL, 173-179
Auae CUmMm ita sınt, profecto Sen! In nefian erTOrIS aucCtiores epıscopalıa

concılıa ei apos  1cam sedem unıversamque Romanam ecclesiam Romanumque
imperi1um, quod prop1t0 christianum SSL, rectissıme fulsse ul donec
resipıscant de dıabolı laqueı1s. ; De gratia Christi el DEeCCALO originalı 11,18, SEL 42,

179
ı SEL 42, 179-183

“V1sus est tlamen ad alıquıd dıcere, quod fıde1 catholıcae convenıret;
iıllam sedem uUSyucC In finem ere NONMN praevaluıt.”; De gratia Christi el de pDeCCAalo
originalı 11,24, SEL 42, 183

Augustine repeated that Pelagıus ell known In ome and that he had already
been engaged in discussıons and dısputes durıng his sa there; cf. De gratia Christi el

DECCALO originalı 11,24, CSEL 42, 183
1® "Alıa 1DSIUS (=Pelagıus) oma (:} CUI}: fiıdelium fratrum pro)

POLWETUNL, QuaC lıtteris SU1S, CONSCTPSIL DCI orbem catholıcum perferendas, DaDa
OSIMUS execranda SICuUL legere DO!  SUs, attexult. ”: De gratia Christi de DEeECCALO
orıginalı 11,24, SEL 4 183

19 11uın et1am) Komanos cler1cos (arguunt, crıbentes eOS) 1USS10NI1IS perculsos
NON erubulsse praevarıcatıonıs crimen admıttere, ut cContra priıorem sententiam Suam,
gests catholıco dogmatı affuerant, pOSstea pronuntiarent malam homınum ‚vh}  D naturam.”;
‚pistula ad uUjJum, irg 2a, CL 88, &T
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by nnocent change Zosimus’ OW position 15 nNOTt VE clear 1n
the preserved fragments”. In h1s reDILY, Contra duas epistulas pelagia-

.58 Augustine discussed aft great length thıs aCCusation. He
first of all stated that the fact that elagıus and Caelestius WeTiTC treated
wıth LNOTC len1ency than the striıcter dıscıplıne of the Church requıred, had
caused false hope amMmon£g the elagıans who thought that the teachings of
both heretics COUuU made acceptable SOIIIC people in Rome Wıth
explicıt reference the. exchange of etters between Rome and Afrıca,
Augustine denied that /7osimus had EVCI ug that people born
wıthout taınt of origınal SIN Was Caelestus hımself who had
uttered SOMINIC hesitations about thı1ıs doctrine*. That Caelestius’ Lihbellus
had been ISst acquitted, Was the result of the atholıic procedure not
ne wıth the greatest heresies op1nı0ns, 1C 8(0)1 total-
1y ın conformıty wıth the but only reject them after they detected
and demonstrated. OTreOVEeT, Caelestius had approved of the letters of In-
nocent”. Further, people 1ın Rome WEeEIC walting for the etters of frıca
iın order SUT:‘ that Caelestius’ changed attıtude Wäas sincere, for T1Ca
had been the province 1n 1C h1s craftiness had become LNOIC evıdently
known According Augustine, these etters made clear that (Caeles-
t1us gene: approval of nocent’s etters Was not sufficiıent and that
INOTIC explicıt condemnatıion of Caelestius’ OW mistakes was requl-
red. Otherwise people COU. have the iImpression that Caelestius’ 1DEeLLus
Was consıdered by Rome orthodox rather than that he had had COFITECTI
his OW position””. But Caelestius efused undergo N  S inquiry““

('£. Epistula Rufum, iTg 2 9 BA B 88, 3277
21 SEL 60,

"Immo ecIO Pelagıanı S) falsa ei exsecrabıle dogma Pelagıanum
vel Caelestianum persuaderı quorundam Romanorum catholicıs mentibus DUSSC, quando
ılla ingen1a quam vıs nefando 5 NONMN tamen contemptibilıa, Cl  = tudıose
cormgenda potius acıle damnanda viderentur, alıquanto len1us, quam Sever10T7
postulabat eccles1iae dıscıplına, tractata sunt  W ( ontra duas epistulas pelagıanorum H3:
SEL 60, 463

C£. Contra duas epistulas pelagıanorum 1 SEL 60?
CUIMM hOcC Caelestius SUO lıbello pOSulsset, inter illa dumtaxat, de quıbus

adhuc dubitare el instrul elle confessus est‘‘;  d C’ontra duas epistulas pelagıianorum H.
SEL 60,

Ibidem: cf. also 11,6, SEL 60, 465-466; 1I1,8, SEL 60,
Contra duas epistulas pelagıanorum 11,5, GSEL 6U,
Contra duas epistulas pelagıanorum IL,5, CSEL 60,
"Tunc CIBO CU]  - 1US praesentia pOSscere[ur, ut cert1is dılucıidıs respons10N1bus vel

astutıia hominıs vel COrreCt10 diılucesceret nullı ambıgua subtraxıt el

negavıt examın1ı. ; Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum ILS. SEL 60, 465; c£. also
1,/7, SEL 607 467
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and thus the condemnatıon ollowed. Augustine insisted the fact that
the Roman clergy cshould have accused of iTeason f they cshould have
approved the doctrine of Caelestius and Pelagıus, ondemned Dy Inno-
cent”?. The realıty, Augustine continued, Was that nnocent StOO0d the
sıde of Afrıca, that Zosimus maılıntaıned the elagıan doctrine COIMN-

cerning infants and that he urged Caelestius during the atter’s 1Nquiry
follow Innocent’s etters. The only thıing ON COU. admıt Was that OS1-
IMNUuUS Was VE enlent during thıs wıth Caelestius but he be-

he wanted COITECT Caelestius, NOT AaDDTOVC his 6ITOIL. Fınally
however Zosimus ondemned elagıus and Caelestius”. Whatever the Pe-
lagıans cshould maıntaın, it Was clear Augustine that the Gesta and other
wrıtings WeIC the testimon1€es that proved that the bıshop of 1ppo
old the truth* and that nNnnocent had been the s1ıde of the frican
bishops”“.

Iso iın h1s letter Optatus Augustine presented nnocent and
Zosimus d 1f they had taken the SadInNle position towards Pelagıus and (Cae-
lestius. Both, accordıng Augustine, ondemned them in such WaY
that only through repenNLance they COU. reconcıled wıth the Church®

29 (/ontra duas epistulas pelagianorum H3: SEL 60, 465; cf. also 1I1,8, SEL 60,
468

"Nunc ecIO CUmM prımıtus atıssımı papac Nnocent1 ıtterae. ep1SscCoporum 1itterıs
espondentıs Afrorum parıter hunc9 QquCImM CoNnantiur istı persuadere, naverın!

e1uUus papa ZOosimus hOoc tenendum CS} quod IsSt de parvulıs
sentiunt,I dixeri1t, NUMQUaM scr1pser1t, Insuper Caelestium urgarı
molentem consentiendum SUDTA dicus sedis apostolicae hıtteris crebra interlocutione
constrinxerı1t, profecto quıdquıid interea len1ıus est aelesti0 servatla dumtaxat
antıquı1ssımae el robustissımae 10€1 firmıtate COrrecti10o0n1s fuıt clementssıima Suası0, NON

adprobatıo ex1t0s1issıma pravitatıs. Et quod ab Oodem sacerdote pOSLea Caelestius el
Pelagıus repe! auctorıtate damnatı SunLtL, paululum intermissae necessarıo0
proferendae ratlo sSever! fult, NON praevarıcatıo prıus cognıtae vel OVa COgNınO
veritatis. ; Contra duas epistulas pelagıanorum H5: SEL 60, 465:; cf. also H7: CSEL
60,

4] quıd ODUS est NOS de hac Oquendo us inmorarIı, CUMM exient hınc
inde gesta et scrıpta dırecta, ubı possınt Ila quem:  um sınt vel COZNOSCI
vel recognoOscC1?”; Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum 11,6, SEL 60, 465

See Augustine’s argumentatıon C’ontra duas epistulas pelagianorum 11,6-8, SEL
60,

"Cu1us vel vel CE) aCeITm1 NnOotssımM1que SUASOTCS CUMmMm Pelagıus ei
Caelestius SX!  ssentL, concılıorum ep1scopalıum vigılantıa in adıutori10 salvatorıs, quı

ecclesiam, et1am duobus venerabılibus antıstıtıbus apostolıcae sedis, papDa
NNOCENLLO el papa Z.0sS1mo, NIsSı COITEC| et1am egerint paenıtentam, {OLO Christiano orbe
damnatı SUNL, de quıbus exempla ecentium erarum, S1Ive quacC SpecC  er ad fros SI1ve
UJUaC unıversalıter ad ePISCODOS de memorata sede manarunt, forte
sanctıtatem nondum pervenerınt, vobis CUravımus ıttı ab e1s fratrıbus, quıbus el has
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Basıng himself the publication of Zosimus’ Iractor14, Augustine Wa

even convinced that he COU. maiıintaın that also the SUCCESSOI of Innocent
defended the Samle position 4S the Africans”.

In Contra ulıanum Augustine Just repeated the above mentioned
elements. Zosimus thus Was continulty wıth nnocent who had chosen
the sıde of the Afrıcans NOT only the question of eedom and free wıiull
but also concerning baptısm of children®. Augustine repeated that 70o0s1-
INUS had been enlent for Caelestius but Zosimus had one because
Caelestius had shown h1s willingness hıimself and had promised

in wıth Innocent’s etters*®.
Elsewhere Augustine clearly admıtted that the writings of the

TICcCan councıl prompte: Zosimus send his Iractor1ia the bıshops all
VCI the WOT' but Augustine’s description Wäas general g1ve
detailed information about the historical facts?”.

ıtteras, ul [uae veneratıonı dırıgerent, dedımus. "; Augustine, Epistula 9SEL 57.
o Wa

er havıng quote:‘ of OSIMUS’ etter, Augustine CONCIL! "In hıs verbıs
apostolıcam sedıs antıqua fundata, est catholıca fıdes, ut efas
sıt de ılla dubitare7Augustine, Epistula SE a

35 "Quid enım potuit lle VIT SanCtius Afrıcanıs respondere concılus, N1SsS1ı quod
antıquitus Apostolıca Sedes el Romana CUMm caeter1s DerT!  Tan Ecclesia? Et
tamen 1US SUCCESSOTCIIN (Zosımum) Tımıne praevarıcatlonıs quıa doctrinae
apostolıcae el SUul decessorIis sententae voluıt refragarı. 3 ancto Innocentio vide quıd
respondeas, quı nıhıl 1ud de hac sapıt, quäl quod istı [0) Conven $ S1
tamen prodest alıquıd, introdux1: CUMmMm his etiam 1pse consıdet, ets1ı pOster10T MDOTEe, Dr107
10C0. miser1s parvulıs aD orıgıinalı malo, quod ahıtur DCTI Christi gratiam
ıberandıs, unam CUMmMm e1s nel christianam VCeTaMdUC sententiam: quı OMIMNC praeteritum
vitl1um, prım1ı scıilıcet homin1s, quı 1ıbero arbitrıo est profunda emerSsus, Christum 1X1!|
Sul VAaCTO PUurgasscC baptısmatıs (Lp. 181,7 inter ED Aug.); quı den1ıque parvulos definıvit
(Ep. 182,5 inter ED Aug.), 1S1 manducaverınt Camrnem Fılıi hom1n1s, vitam DTOTSUS Tre
NON DOSSC JI 6,54). ; Contra Tulianum 13 44,

See Contra ulıanum VES/: 44, 842; in Retractationes I1,50, CR 57 129
Augustine only mentioned the Pelagıan eresSy ondamned Dy Nnocent and
Zosimus, wıth the Cooperatıion of the councıls.

"Quod nım scrıptum est ad papamı Innocentium, Romanae urbiıs ep1SsCopum, de
concılıo provinc1ae Carthaginensı1s el de concılıo Numidıae ei alıquanto dılıgentius
quinque ePISCODIS el qua«C 1pse ad ista rescripsit, tem quod papac Zosımo de Afrıcano
concılıo scrıptum est e1usque rescrı1ıptum ad un1versos us Orbıs eP1SCODOS mM1issum ef

quod posteri10re concılıo plenarıo us Afrıcae (8)41 1psum brevıter
CONsSUMUS ei SUPTäA memoratum lıbrum MCUmM, quCIm mOodo ad VOS SCTIDSIL, haec mnıa
ei In praesentia legımus CUMmMm IDSIS el PDCT 1SIMus vobıs. ': Augustine, Epistula 2152
SEL 5 E} 38RO0-3O()
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IL ZOSIMUS

Can the attıtude of Zosimus towards Caelestius described 1n
terms of benignitas in order COnvert Caelestius?”® Was Zosimus lenius
because of clement attıtude? The etters agnum pondus” and Postea-
QUCA. nobis”® present us wıth rather dıfferent VIEW. ccording Z/0s1-
INUS, after Serous examınatıon of Caelestius’ position, the friıcans
should SCC ın the accompanying documents“, Caelestius Was acquitted of
the charge of heresy““. Zosimus COu nOot understand why people

dıd NOT recognıze Caelestius’ former Libellus testimony of the
man s orthodoxy and why they trusted unexamıned rumours”. Zosimus
acquıtted Caelestius from CVETIY heresy although Caelestius explicitly
deni:ed that infants WEIC born wıth orıgınal SIN Of COUTSC Caelestius
Was ODCN condemnatıon of all eventually heretical statements ın hıis OW.

It INaYy underhn! that Caelestius and Pelagıus really anted Obey the
Apostolıc See: cf. d ccording VEER, d 28, OSIMUS m1g!
have shown sympathy for Pelagıus because OS1IMUS Was x  grec d’orıgine el, peut-Etre

see alsocela, sympathıque 1idees defendues les Orjentaux.”
FERGUSON, Pelagius. Historical and Theological Study, Cambrıdge, 1956, 103

Epistula 45, Collectio Avellana, SEL 35
Ö Epistula 4 9 Collectio Avellana, SEL 3301 103-108
41 "Omnı1a 1g1ıtur, QuaC DrUS fuerunt acla, discussımus, SICut es hulc epistolae

cohaerentium instructone 1SCEUS, el introm1sso aelesuo lıbellum e1us, QueCm dederat,
fecimus recıtarı. Nec hoc content, UU haec, quaC scrıps1sset, corde loqueretur al abıls,
Sal  NUMCTO exploravimus, CUMmMm de Occultis anımarum solıus De1 nostrı possıt 6S:!  Z
1udıc1um, CUul tantum cogı ei cogı praestio SUNL. Quid 8 e1lus
teneant, conpendio0s1us duxiımus sanctıtate vestra legenda COZNOSCI. ; agnum pondus 37
Collectio Avellana, SEL 35.1.

"Unde praesen! CAauUsS: NL1 HMaCCOX inmaturumque CeENSUlMuUS sed innotescere
sanctıta| vestirae S} absoluta Caelesti fıde examen.”; agnum pondus S,
Collectio Avellana, A Z A, 101

43 "Cu1l et1am Dr107 ıbellus ab intra Afrıcam testhumon10 apud VOS SS5C
debulsset ınexploratıs famaque lactatıs facıle crederetur. ; agnum pondus 8,
Collectio Avellana, SEL 351 101-102

“In remissionNemM pDeCCalorum baptızandos infantes, NOMN 1dCIrco diıcımus ut
traduce {iiırmare videamur, quod longe catholıco SCHNSU alıenum eSL, quıia

DPECCalum NON CUIMMM homiıne nascıtur, quod postmodum exercetur aD homiıne, quıa
naturae delıctum esL, voluntatıs CSSC emonstratur.”; Caelestius, Libellus fidei 19,
4 503 See also Augustine, De gratig Christi el peCCaLlo originalı 1903 SEL 42,
168 "Et in urbe oma in SUO, quecm beatıssımo S1IMO edit, id asseveravıt
CeXDreESSIUS ’quod parvulorum neminem obstringat orıgınale peccatum ; de gest1s nım
ecclesiasticıs Carthaginiensibus haec 1US verba descr1psımus. '; cf. also 11,6, SEL 42,
170 See further PLINVAL, Pelage. Ses ecrilts, VLE el reforme, Lausanne,
1943, 313-314
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writing“”,  45 but al least 1ın the beginning Zosimus nOL uIsc hım such
condemnatıon. elagıus’ orthodoxy deeply touched the Roman clergy

and attendant bishops”®. Zosimus’ judgment concerning the ın

age and Diospolıs Was scathıng: Pauliınus wWwWas ummoned COMINC

Rome in order Justify h1s OW pos1tion. Heros and Lazarus WeTiIC ACCU-

sed of lıes, re  10N2, usurpation eitc Ihe frıcan bıshops WeTiIC ;old that
theır decisıon WAas of value, ase: upOoN misleadıng testimon1es and il-

legal”®. sharper crıt1ique of the antı-Pelagıan 15 inCONCEe1VAa-
ble!*” Therefore ON MAaYy heve that Caelestius NOTL mislead
7Zosimus in order set free but that he wWas seit free hıle statıng that
the doctrine of or1gin SIN d understood Dy Augustine, Was against the
atholıc doctrine Still Arr such enl NOL have SUSP1ICI1OUS rıng

Roman bıshop For in fact. \g Augustine’s IL, Zosimus
WwTOLE frıca 1n order Caelestius’ orthodoxy and erıticiıze
severely the frıcan bıishops Neıther ın the letter dealıng wıth the Casc of
Caelestius NOT ın the letter about Pelaglus dıd 7Zosimus eVecrI mention h1s

predecessor. other words, Zosimus appeared aCct autonomously.
Afrıca, however, nOoTt obey ndeed know that NOT only was

the subdeacon Basılıscus, the MESSCHNSCT of Zosimus”®, gıven repIy but
that the deacon Marcellınus from Carthage also Camne Rome wıth r_

ply from Paulınus. 7Zosimus 1S, however, quıte SUI‘ of ımself. ven after
the repIy from TICa he 15 nOTL immediately nclined change h1s tactıcs.
In the comprehensive introduction his reDPIY, Ouamyı1s T  9 he does
NOTL hesıiıtate emphasıze, ın rather Oobvi1o0us WAY, the uthorıty of the
Oman ep1scop. SCC. Thıs 15 in fact large '  ut de e1us 1Ud1C10 dısceptare

45 agnum pondus B Collectio Avellana, SEL 451 99: Augustine, De gratia
Christi de peccalo originalı 11,8, AYIP 42, ‚eR

osteaquam A Collectio Avellana, SEL 351 103
47 agnum pondus 3-6, C’ollectio Avellana, SEL 351 Posteaquam 4- 7,

Collectio Avellana, SEL 495.1. 103-105 In hıs works agaınst the Pelagıans, wriıtten
after Zosimus’ letters, Augustune W1SeE NOL mention HerTros and
aNyMOIC. Concerning Heros and Lazarus, PIETRI, Pıetri

rightly underlınes that the troubles caused in aul Dy Heros and influenced
Zosimus’attitude towards the frıcans. See also PLINVAL, 316-317; Cf£. also
the interesting study of Bishops Pawns In Early Fiftn Century Gaul, in
Journal of Ecclestiastical 1St0TYy, 349-3061, wıth further bıblıography.

48R agnum pOondus 89 Collectio Avellana, SEL 42, 102; Posteaquam 4, 6, 14,
Collectio Avellana, SEL S3 107

49 hat Zosimus ade the Samle procedural mıstakes the frıcan bıshops 1s ell

pointed Out Dy PATOUT BURNS, Augustine s ole In the Imperial Actıon Agaınst
Pelagıus, in (1979) 67-82,

C Libellus Paulint, C'ollectio Avellana, SEL 35.1. 110
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nullus auderet451 |152.and A  ut nullus de nOostra possıit sententla
Zosimus actually intends SaVY that hıis Prev10uS etters concerning thıs
question have been answeTlT enough”. deed he agaınst the fact
that in replyıng the impression had been gıven that the matiter NOTL
been taken ser10usly iın Rome EVECN though ıt had been dealt wıth OoOwn
the last detail°*. At the SAalmlle time he poilnts OuL, wiıth nNnOoTtfe of admon1-
t1on, that ıt 15 nOTt rıght proceed wıth such ımportant matter has-
tıly and wıthout sufficıent deliberation”°. Fınally he repeats that CVC
ıng has remaıiıned ın the SaImnle situation aft the time of h1is TSst let-
ters  56 Not word 15 spoken about elagıus even oug! the deacon Pau-
lınus, wıth reference Innocent, had spoken about elagıus and, of

Caelestius h1s Lihbellus wıth words that COU. hardly miısun-
derstood?”. Zosimus has clearly into refusal from frıca and ECVCIMN

lets the deacon Paulinus know ın quıte clear anguage that he should NOTL

thinkıng of comıng Rome  58 Oreover he has also SCCH that the de-
taıled irom Aurelius of age and h1s colleagues Was NOT delıve-
red his OW MECSSCHESCI, Basılıscus, but Wäas entrusted the agl-
nıan subdeacon, Marcellınus, around the Sth of November”?. Nevertheless

51 Quamvıs patrum 1 Collectio Avellana, SEL 45 1.; 115
Quamyıs patrum 4, Collectio Avellana, SEL 35L 116

53 "Omnem 1US petitionem priorıbus ıtterı1s quas vobıs M1SIMUS, Dulamus NOVIMUS
explicatam satısque ıllıs SCMNpUS, Qua«C ad rescrıpseratis, credidıimus 6ESSC responsum ;
OQuamyis patrum 5 Collectio Avellana, SEL S3T 116

54 mnQuo alıquando perlec ıta lıtterarum comprehendistis quası NOS
aelest10 cCcCommodaveriımus in omnıbus tıdem verbisque 1US NON discussıs ad9 ut
1ta 1cCam syllabam praebueriımus adsensum. ”: Quamvis patlrum ö 8 Ollecho Avellana,
SEL 35 1: 116

"Numquam' qUaC z}  na diu 'aC  n finıuntur Sıne Nn delıberatione
endum est, quod debet dısceptarı 1udic10. ; Quamvis 6, Collectio
Avellana, SEL 116

Ouamvıs palrum 6, Collectio Avellana, SEL 4861 116-14:77
Libellus Paulınt, Collectio Avellana, SEL 353.1. 108-111 According

WERMELINGER, 0 7ZOosıimus 1S sılent about Pelagıus because he ,  unsıcher
geworden IsSt  A In opınıon thıs 1s NOL apparent from the OQuamvis patrum, but 1S,
ofe possıbıilıty. When PIETRI, O 1229 SUggEeSLS that Zosıimus Quamyıs

18 longer talkıng about Caelestius orthodoxy thıs 1S, in certaın SCHNSC,
Zosimus, however, expressly SayYS that the investigation of Caelestius Was taken ser10usly
hen it place.  “ Collectio Avellana 6, SEL Saı 116 In that SCIHIISC the orthodoxy
does NOL requıre further ormatıon On the other hand it has saıd the complete
sılence concemiıing Pelagıus 18 surprısıng. Strictly speakıng, however, Pelagıus NOtL
ave diıscussed. Iit Wäas Caelestius one who had experienced problems Afrıca

Libellus Paulinı 10-12, Collectio Avellana, SEL 351, 110-111
59 For Marcellınus, MANDOUZE, Prosopographie de l’ Afrique chretienne

OSsopographıe chretienne du Bas-Empire 1) Marcellinus z A Parıs, 1982, 689
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he still has intention of changıng h1s mind®. Augustine, suggesting
that SOINC of the althful 1n Rome had collec 1C  S damagıng documents
against elagıus, teaches us that there WeTC people ın Rome who WeTieC nOTL

1n wiıth Zosimus’ policy®". Moreover, 1t WONUL. NnOT ave 6ESCa-

ped Zosimus’ notice that Marcellınus, for example, who, owıing saılıng
restricti1ons Was unable retiurn frıca ore the 21st of March, had
perhaps brought instruct1ons wıth hım from Carthage do SOITNC lobbyıng
1ın Italy. It 15 certaın that Augustine, ore he WTOLE hıs De nNUDALS el CON-

cupiscentia 1, had eady repeatı  y Contact Valer1us, 1MpOT-
tan  _- and influential PCISON at the imper1al COUuTTt of Ravenna, attempt
1C WONU. have stretich ver several months and MaYy have eady
started at the end of in connection wıth the Pelagıan o_

versy®”. 1Iso in this connection 1t 15 D1Ity that know about
the activities of the frıcan bıshop Vindemialis® and the priest 1TMUS  65
aft the CO of Ravenna. Indeed, they brought ON and [WO etters
respectively from Valer1ius to the bıshop of Hippo® CONSCYUCNCEC of
1Cc Augustine WONUL. wriıte h1s first De nNUDILLS el cConcupiscentla.
oug know about the Te4SONS for theıir visıt ıt 1s fact that

had stayed Ravenna in the spring OI of Zosimus
does nOL g1ve ın yel but things about change.

Events follow OMNC another quic. SUCCESSION. Zosimus’ TeDLY
VeEeS ın Carthage the 279th of Aprıl 418 On the 3()th of Aprnıl Honorius
promulgates his rescr1pt in Ravenna iın 1C Caelestius and elagıus
ondemned and exiled®?. As ermelinger has convincıngly shown, thıs

6C  60  6 MUNIER, 21 SCCINS optimiıstıc hen ng: dl papc rallıaıt,
faıt, tOufe lıgne, la procedure proposee les Afrıcains.” The SaMle posıtıon 15
found ın PLINVAL, EW

61 De gratia Christi peCCalo originalı 11,24; SEL 42, 183
"Cum dıu moleste haberem, quod alıquotiens scr1pserım el nulla {uae sublımıtatıs

rescrıpta merueriım ; Epistula A S 5 . 297 S ee also TILLEMONT,
Vıe de saınt Augustin (Memoıires SETVIr 1’ Hıstoire ecclesiastıque des S1X premiers
sıecles, XIN), Parıs, 1702, 792, who places the first altempt make contact al the
end of 417:; COMD. also PIETRI, 0 3

63 De NUptLLS concupiscentia &- CSEL 42, 214: also VEER, ote
complementaıre OMeES Valerius, Premieres polemıques cCONIire Julıen. De NnuptiLs
el cConcupıiscentia. ON duas epistulas pelagıanorum. Introduction, traduction ei

E.-J ] HONNARD, LEUZEN ef DE VEER (Oeuvres de saınt Augustin 23) E
1974, 661-668, 664-66'

Concerning thıs bıshop, MANDOUZE, Vindemialis 7 1215
65 For Firmus, MANDOUZE, O . Fırmus 2i 458-459

C£. AUGUSTINE, Epistula 200,1, SEL : 293
CL. PIETRI, i(esp 1231 4
&2# Collectio OQuesnelliana XIV, 48, 490-492.
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rescrpt Was based the exchange of letters between TICa and nnocent,
the bıshop of Rome  69 TOM the frıcan point of VICEW thıs 15 quıte NOTI-

mal Since Innocent Wäas held the author1ty excellence standıng, aSs he
WAas, the side of the Africans’®. The ollowing day, during plenary
council”! in the Basılica of Faustus in Carthage, the of1 Pela-
Z1us and Caelestius WeIC aCCused WeiC ondemned Dy LNOIC than
bıshops ın the form of canons’?.

Only at thıs point 18 7osimus oblıged g1ve 1n. The cooperatıon
between imper1al authority and the frıcan epP1SCOPACY has placed hım in
position of isolation’®. Moreover Caelestilus, eıther Dy h1s OW free 111

by force, eft Rome al that time
Zosimus, clearly NO wWays EVECN in h1is actions”?, aAaBICcCS

under from outside. He sends Epistula tractor1ıa all the

ERMELINGER, 0O 199-202
Augustine wıll often refer nnocent durıng HR dıspute wiıth Julıan.
See AUGUSTINE, Epistula 2152 SEL 5 9 380 (concilium plenarium); also

Aurelius In his er the bıshops of yzacena and Arzugıtana, Collectio Quesnelliana
XVIIL, 56 496; Conciıliıum Carthaginense, BB 149, Concilium plenarium 15
'OULUnN! in the tıtle above the egistrı ecclesiae Carthaginensis excerpia AVII, GL 149,

220
Concılium Carthaginense, CGSL 149, 69ff.

73 Knowing whether ZOosıimus already condemned Caelestius ore he Camec
KNOW of the TICan decısıon of the I1st of May 18 unımportan De facto he defeated
by the cooperatıon between Afrıca and Ravenna.

Commonitorium nomıiınem (aelesti 36, Collectio
Palatina, ACO V,1, well AUGUSTINE, C’ontra duas epistulas pelagianorum
11,5, SBE 6()1 465 present matiers by fleeing (Caelestius had escaped INquiry.
We read however, the rescnpt of ONOTI1US: "Ob illustrıs auctorıtas (
victura In OMNE lege 10585 tatu1sse COgNOSCAL, pulsıs Urbe primıtus capıtıbus
dogmatıs exsecrandı Caelestio alque Pelagıo * 56, 491-492 It aAaDPCAIS that
Caelestius Was left wıth cho1Cce. It Was of iımposed exıle rather ireely
chosen {lıght; MUNIER, d From Juridıc point of 1eW Zosimus could
Mg condemn Caelestius the basıs of hIs departure; cf. PIE O e
If it happened in such nea|  N R® and tıdy WaYy 1S still of doubt.

75 See Geschichte des Papsttums Von den Anfängen hıs ZUFr Höhe der
Weltherrschaft. Römische Kırche Imperium Romanum, Tübingen, 1930, 344ff.:
FR Ihe propo of DEMOUGEOT, DTODOS des interventions du
DADE NNOCEN: Ier dans la politique seculiere, in evue Historique, 213 (1954) 23-38,
37-38 that Z.Oosımus, chosen wıth the help of Constantıus, ought have rehabilıtated
Pelagıus In AA 7 under ICSSUIC from ımportant members of the arıstocracy, Constantius
among them, SCCINS dıfficult reconcıle wıth the fact that the L0) CONdemn:
Pelagıus and Caelestius the 3()th of Aprıl, usıng "Afrıcan" OgY.
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Taken ole thıs letter does NOTL SCCIMN have causedbıshop
mMan problems even though both Julıan and eıghteen colleagues from SOU-

thern Italy ell Agquukeı1a TOSC protest Moreover 1t that
elsewhere the Sıgnatures WEeEIC ometimes S1Ow

11 JULIAN
Juhan pTOteESL mngs us face face wıth Augustine

In the miıddle of 418 ulıan gol nvolved debate 4S CONSECEQUENCE of
h1s refusal S12N the ‚pistula traciorıa TOM the begınnıng of h1s 1ITO-

wıth Augustine Juhan 111 harsh h1s anguage For Juhan 1f

clear that the Roman clergy, 4S earned earher from Augustine 1G AC-

U0oN, had changed s1des because of fear of the imperlal =  C thıs WaY
they WEIC agaınst theır attıtude, IC been sei Oown

aCTIS, and had declared human nature bad’” Augustine does present 1f

such WaY uggest that the aCCusatıon of hangıng wWwWas

ase‘ change of judgment durıng the ume of Zosimus, change
1C went agaınst the jJudgments of nnocent”®‚ Augustine, wıth
nnocent‘’ etters hand might permıiıt such suggesuon order ShOWwW
that ulhan had presented atters wrongly but thınk, nevertheless, that
Julıan had h1s CYC Zosimus’ OW deed the aCCusatıon of
changıng refers 7Zosimus himself d read elsewhere”?. Fur-
thermore, Juhan himself SCECINS have spoken of nnocent®®.
Moreover Augustine makes the connecton between nnocent and Zosimus

the Context of the refutatiıon of Julıan AaCCUSalLl0N simılar CXDTICSS1ONS
elsewhere“ It appCar>s clear that ulıan concentrated

Zosimus and the Roman clergy TIhe harshness of h1s CTI10UC1SM has also
do wıth the fact that he himself had ıtlessly change 7Zosıiımus

Seec AUGUSTINE, Epistula 190,22 SEL 5 9 15} MARIUS MERCATOR,
OmmMONILiIOTLUM SUDET C’aelestil, ACO LV, 68; Chronicum ınite2rum,

418, 51. 592 On the content of the Tractor14, WERMELINGER, K

218; 3()7-308, and ID., Das Pelagiusdosstier der Tractor1ia des LOSLIMUS, Freiburger
Zeitschrift für Philosophie und Theologıe, (1979) 3236-368; also Ca

DA1244
Epistula ad Rufum, irg 2a, CSL 88, 32']

78 See on duas epistulas pelagıanorum 11‚8, AD 60, 468
79 eatae memorIl1ae) Zosiımum (apostolıcae sedis CDISCODUM . praevarıcati1onıs

aCCusas. ”: Turbantıum, irg Z CESL 88, 28]
See Augustine’ -  - pertinent remark (ontra Tulıiıanum VI,;UG 441

"Innocentio, quCm NOMMMNAIC timulst1ı  x
on Tulianum 1.13 PL 124 PL
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final decision®®. On LOP of thıs, ıt sticks 1ın Julıan throat that the
sıgnıng of the TIractoria Was nforced Dy Rome wıthout the slıghtest Dr10T
consultation®. Furthermore he hought that the intervention of the
Cal church oug treated SO  - of hıghway robbery, Manıchei1is-
t1C attack the catholıc church“* ase! anythıng but fairness”,
attack C cshould nOoTt people of real ıntellıgence yvield”. For
Julıan 1t 15 clear, nevertheless, that the ole question. was discussed
at the approprliate evel, namely in consultatiıon between bishops””.

What 15 interesting for the events P{ 64 CONCEITIN here 1s also the
fact that ulıan dısplays nowledge of between friıca and
Ravenna. Probabily he 15 miıstaken 1ıle statıng that Alypıus brought

"Facıt epıstulae mentionem, qua«C alt Oomam fulsse dırectam: DCI
verba QquaC DOSuU1 NeqUIVIMUS, quO de SCT1pto loqueretur, aYNOSCCTEC. Nam ad Zosiımum
quondam ıllıus 1vıtalıs ep1scopum SUDCT hıis quaestion1ıbus duas epıstulas destinavı, VEeIUM

quO C lıbros CXOISUS NON eram. ; Florum 1,18, SEL 85,1, 13: OR
SEL 85,1, 1 already Turbantium, irg 9, a B 88, 342; irg LL ( AL
88, 342; irg 158, CSL 373 For ON of the men0ONe: Jetters, CCS
8 E} 335-3236

83 Siımplicıbus ePISCODIS Sıne congregatione Synodı in locis Suls sedentibus
subscripti0 est.  e.s Epistula Rufum, irg 28, B 88, 340: also I urbantıum,
irg O; 11-12, CSL 88, 342 ugustine does NOL really deny thıs accusatıon but thınks,
wıth reference Cyprıian and TOSE, that the achıng he defends 18 the rıght ONeC. At
the time he consıders the callıng of Synod for thıs M  aperta pernicies” UNNCCOCSSAIY,
concludıng that heresies had already been condemned in earlıer times wıthout callıng
sSynod He does. however, call for vigılance concem1ng thıs danger; cf. Contra duas
epistulas pelagıanorum IV SEL 60, 569-570 fınd that Augustine all easıly
WwrTI1tes off Juhan’s complaınt concernng COEerCI10N if ıt WEIC characterıstic of all
heretics; Contra Tulianum 11,5, 44, It should added here that
Augustine attempted CONSTYUCL of law COl the fathers of the kast and
the West In order ShOow Juhian clearly that he had absolutely chance where these
great bıshops WeIC concerned. At the time Augustine DO1NtS other 1TIOIS such
Donatısm, for example, and that thıs of complaınt 18 typıcal for heretics;:
ıhbıdem.

"Orandus est h1C Deus, frater beatıssıme urban' consacerdos dılectssıme, ut
parıbus etiam hac virtutibus cclesiam catholıcam, Fılıu Sul SDONSAM, aturam,
ecCun! Caslam, decoram, Manıchaeorum cConstupratione In Afrıca ve]l frıca
atrocınantıum NON moretur. ”: / urbantium, irg 1 ( 58, 352 In his
repiy Augustne NnOtes that from the can standpoınt the Pelagıans had brought the
"plague" into the TICaAN continent; cf. Contra Tulianum9 44, 718

See Turbantium, irg 3a-b, (GAYS 58, 341
86 So IT urbantıum, iTg. 313 B 88,
/ n uası W, quı maxıme quererI1S) vobıs ef episcopale 1udiıcıum denegarı ;
Turbantium, irg 9, CSL 88, 342; cf. also irg 271b, CUSL 88, 387 It

appeared Julıan that the present Sta: of affaırs Was NOL pleasıng from the fact
that SeEMOUSs dıfficulties had arısen durıng the elechon of Zosimus’ ‚SOT; cf. irg 276,
(r 88, 387
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the second De NUDILLS el concupiscentia” Count Valerius in Ra-
Juhan 15 ctually outraged by the fact that Valer1us, praısed by

Augustine, had efused low Ser10us investigation into the matter iın
question and that thıs end, misled by Augustine, had made usSsc of the
W IC went wıth h1s function®?. Juhan does nNnOTL hesıtate SaY,
however, that he had made attempt find audience ın Ravenna
for h1is OW PUTDOSCS vıa the Samnle channel” but those who WEIC COMN-

emn hım and h1s WeTiIC eady agaınst them even ore they
NEeEW what ıt Was all about?!. Whether Valer1us, 1ın 16 W of h1s ımportant
if nOoLt clear function”, Was the pr1ımary beneficlary of gift of INOIC than
eıghty horses WhNnICNH, accordıng ulıan, WeIC brought Italy Dy Aly-
pius  93 the dısadvantage of the poor””, 1S NOT clear  95 One Can ask
oneself 1f Julian aCCusat1ons had basıs OI whether ıt Was nNnOL rather

See Florum n SEL 85,1, De NuptiLS el concupiscenha H.. CSEL 42,
253 Augustine does not mention the Nan of the On Alypıus travels

Rome, SCC M.-F. Un OUNNAaN dans la VIieE de l Eglise d Afrique: les deux
MLSSLONS d ALypDLuS Italie Ia lumiere des es 10* i B 16* DD el 23*A de saınt
ugustin, REA, 31 (1985) 46-70 The author argucs that Alypıus NOL the ON who
brought De NuptiLs el Concupiscentia 1{1 ome and thus dıd 87011 visıt ome for second
time in 421 Julhian’s informatıon thıs specıfic point 18 probably based uDO! hearsays.

89 "Lauı eti1am Dotentem homınem, quod NOStTIS petitionıbus, quı nı 1ud quam
tantio negot10 iudices vocıferabamur, ul quaC subreption1bus aC  53 CONS!  at,

emendarentur pot1us punırentur examıne, ole SUaC dıgnıtatıs obsüterıt
dısceptionem ([eEMPUS aut locum permiserit impetrare. ; Florum 1,10, SEL 85l
cf. also Epistula Tulianı ad Valerium comıtem, ITg 1? (B B 88, 335 According

0 252 Valer1us rejecC the Pelagıans’ request fOor NC  >< Inquıiry
under external PTICSSUIC, Droof for thıs in the. TEXL. Indeed Julıan presentatiıon of
Valer1us points In the other dırecton.

"NOS tamen in de melıus aestimaver1mus, NnOmInNI1s iıllıus cCcommemoOTatıoO
opusculo honorııfice inserta patefecıit.”; 1 SEL 85,1, 10-11:;: also
VEER, a

91 Turbantıum, irg 2a-b, CCSL 88, 341
For the problems cConcernıng thıs, SCC VEER, 664-666
n  Ocıferans CUM femminiıs cunctisque calonıbus el trıbunıs, quıbus octogınta aut

amplıus CQUOS firıca sagınatos collega [UUS NUDCI adduxıt Alypıus”; Florum 1,42.
SEL ÖS

C de sumptibus DauPCIumM sagınastıs Der toOtam A{frıcam [0)
qUuUOS TOSEqueNLE Alypıo unıs ef centurionıbus destinastıs?”: Florum 9.  9 SEL
98,1, 75

95 Ihe L[EXIS teach quıte clearly that the horses WEeIC g1ven officers and theır
subordinates, that it had do wıth the. of the DOOT and that the. was

abuse of the According Julıan, Augustine had accepted the gul for 1S;
Florum 9  P Xr 85‚ 1 374-375
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question of exile ng ıle he 15 OoOWN On the ther
hand, in 16 W of the rather favourable Ouifcome Ravenna had gıven the
TICan intervent1ons, cshould nOotLt xclude the poss1bıilıty that, of

ndo ut des”-  " relatiıonshıp brıbes WEIC g1ıven. Indeed ıt Must recognized
that NnOTL of the aCCusat1ons WeEeIC confined Augustine but, 15 aDDa-
rent from the repeat!  Yy used second PCISON plural, that they WeIC ected

the TICan OppONnen(tSs 1ın general. Furthermore the aCCusat1ons the
Samnle 1n orum 1,74 and I They VE comprehensive and a_

quıite precısely sei fo  S briıbery, IN of legacles, importatıon of
horses, drummiıng popular uprisıngs and Corruption the vantage of
those in W TIhe fact that ulıan thıs question several times
ea eve that ıt has do wıth ILNOTC than INCIC gossip””. Of

1t 1s also quıite possi1ible that the delıvery of the frican horses hap-
pene Dy COlInNC1dence at the Samnlc time 4S arrıval of Afrıcan MECSSCHSCIS iın
Italy. We should NOTL forget that after the loss of Spaın the Roman cavalry
Was INOTIC directed towards frıca for her supplıes, 1C had
been of horses from of old?®

Whatever happened ullan 15 COITECLI ONCc pOolnNt, whether the
TICaAan episcopate used underhande: tricks NOL, they managed gel
the polıtic. authorities Nto their sıde and ulıan dıd not It 15 nOL,
therefore, wıthout TC4SON that ullan Say>S that Rome ylelded under PITCSSUIC

Augustine clearly denıes the aCcCcusatıon formally and vehemently; zıie Opus
iımperfectum 1,42, SEL K3ul: 30-31: 1,74, SEL 85,1, 90:; 9;  9 SEL 85,1,
2435 BROWN, Augustine of Hıppo: Biograph,y, London, 1967, 21672 does NOL take
into AaCCoOountL Augustine’s reply hen statıng "In CasSc, such dıplomacy known

costly. On ON M1SS10N, Alypıus had wıth hım the prom1se of e1g Numidıan
stallıons, attened the of the urc. douceurs for the cavalry-officers, hose
VIEWS PTACC had proved decisıve.”

In Florum 1,74, SEL 85,1. 90, ONC wıll read: "Amplıssımam CSsSSC nOostrı
negotl dıgnıtatem, uL 1psa TeEIUM consıideratio el appens10 indıcat ueCMUuUr, ita eti1am

0 quı contra NOSLYTOrUM sanguınem pecunı1arum effusione, hereditatum 'gıtate,
O] transm1ss10Nne, populorum OoNe, pOolestatlum Corruptione ef fiıdem
® qua®b nobıs ımpugnatur, erubescıtis profiter] er ad sententlae, r quäa
devıastıs, verba confugı1us. ” In 11,35, SEL 85,1, 374-375, Julıan aCCusatıions
followıng: 6 @e CIBO, S1 creditis el hOoc bonum SSC quod dıcımus, el iıllud bonum NT  Q

quod C1US, tantıs {tOLaM Italıam factıonıbus COMMOVISUS? Cur sedıtiones Romae
conducts populıs excıtastis? Cur de sumptibus sagınastıs DCT DaCHIC

UO] (quUOS DroOSsequenNLe Alypıo unıs ef centurionıbus destinastıs?
Cur atronarum oblatıs he:  us potestales saeculı COTTUDISUS, ut in NOS St1pu|
publıcı furorIis arderet‘ Cur dissıpastıs ecclesi1arum quietem? Cur rel1g10s1 DIINCIDIS
tlempora persecutionum ıimpiletate maculastıs, S1 nobıs nıhıl alıud C1tur, quam qu
eti1am bonum Coger1s confıter1?”

Zie STEIER, Pferd, in 19, tuttg; 1937, 1440-1441
See Epistula Aad Valerium comitem, ( 88, 325
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from the CO of Ravenna.
Furthermore, it 15 remarkable that iın Honor1us’ rescrnpt, addressed

Palladius'®, the prefect of Rome, who Wäas nOLt unknown in Afrıca,
the Pelagıans WeTiIC ame: for causıng Oots in Rome101 At the Samnle

time ulıan Was untirıng in layıng the blame at the door of Augustine and
h1s Supporters for stırrıng in Rome. ulhan g1ns h1s Tur-
hantıum wıth such TEDTOACh102 and 1t repeatedly in Flo-
rum  103 wıth clear reference the ots brought about Rome by the
opponents'“*. Time and agaın he takes Sw1pe al Augustine who, he
maıintalns, had been instrumental in causıng the mob take

105 ulhan TreIiurns this pomnt IManYy mesagalnst the Pelagıans
SIımply diısmıss ıt d OI g0OSS1Ip As arıstocrat who felt VE
strongly about faırness, erudition and eedom of inquiry ”® he expressed
h1s abhorrence of the fact that the had WON Out VCI

Is ıt NOTL possible educe from this that the ots ın Rome IC the
CIMPCITOT blamed the elagıans weTiIC in fact the CONSCYHUCNCE of Ar gu-

See IN, Palladius (nr. 39), in I8.3. Stuttgart, 1949, AT
101 “S1quidem ures mansuetudınıs fama perstrinxeral intra sSacratıissı-

‚194| urbem alıaque loca, ita pestiferum VITUS quorumdam inolevıisse pectoribus,
interrupto dırectae credulıtatıs tramıte, SC1SSIS in partes Sstudus asserendl, aterı1a

impacatae dissensi0nI1s inducta Sıf; NOVOQUC scandalı fomıiıte concıtato ‚:at1ssımae.
Ecclesiae aCTiu attentatia tranquillıtas: alıus 1ud ancıpıtı interpretatione sectantıbus el
CUMmM Sili absoluta SanCIoOorum apıcum clarıtas, ilucıde quıd Sequı unıversıtas debeat
explanans, Captu versipellıs ingen1 AUSUUM profanam moventibus
quaestionem, Palladı charıssıme atlque amantıssıme. ; Honor1us, Rescriptum, 56,
491B hat there elagıans Rome, 1S confirmed Dy AUGUSTINE, Epistula LTG
SEL 44, 6/70; NnOocent does NOL deny thıs; INNOCENT, nier Augustini epistulae,
Epistula 183,2, VEr 44, 726 See also WERMELINGER,

See irg 1, (n E 88,
8  = AB 89.1, 87-90 1,134, SEL 691 149:; 11,3, SEL 89,1,

g  p ELE S5T 256
"Cur sedıtiones KRomae conductis populıs excıtastıs?”; Florum HL33. AT

85,1, 375 On the other hand, also the Pelagıans seemed have caused dısturbances, if
INAY belıeve Chronicum integrum, 418, Yl 592 "Hoc teMpOTE

Constantius SCIVUS hristı, VICATIO Romae habıtans, ut gratia De1 devotssıme
Pelagıanıs resistens, actıone eorumdem mul pertulıt, QuaC iıllum SancCcUs confessionıbus
SOC1averunt. ” On Constantius and NIs actıvıties, BRUYN, C’onstantius the
Iractator, in The Journal of Theological Studies, 43 38-

1C1S quod) certamınıs singularıs oblıtus vulgus n  refugerım Turbantium,
irg 253. CSL 88, 385; ITg 251 CL 88, 385; irg 254-255, A

385; irg 271b, USL 88, 387 Florum 1.19, SEL 851° 1 1,41, CSEL
851 30:; I1,.2-3, AYZIE S 164-166; V 4, 45, 1434

See Turbantium, iTg. 6, CSL 88, 342:; Florum 111-3, SEL SS}
164-166:;: H.356. SEL 851° 188
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between Supporters and Opponents of Pelagıus eTe Ways
[W:  e s1des CVETY TIOW. It that Honorius preferre: nothıng
ther than SCC the blame la1ıd al the door of the least ımportant SIOUD,
the elagıans, ON of whose leaders, elagılus, Was far AaWaVYV He Caeles-
t1us Was at disadvantage because of the fact that he had eady caused
trouble in Carthage and Constantinople prev10us occasions!0” For
CINPCIOT the choıice between aıthful and economiıcally important
SCcCaS proviınce and not-so-large and rather motley SIOUD of "Pelagıans” Was
arı 1TT1ICU. :0)4(  ® Whether thıs wWas the rıght choice ıll leave ON

s1de but have doubts conceming the question whether the elagıans
had re. been the of much trouble that such rescr1pt was

Oun! NECESSATYV. In INY assessment officıials in Rome WEeEeIC ın
hurry Start hunting Ouft the Pelagians*®®. If the unrest Was re

ir the elagıans WEIC re. such outspoken trouble makers, upsetting
orderly affaırs, then the authorities WONU. have opted for dıfferent polıcy.

CONCLUSION

It has become obvious from OUT that there 1s clear dıfference
noted between Augustine s depiction of 7Zosimus and Zosimus’ real attı-

tude Julıan ng that Zosimus changed hıs posıtıon in the COUTSC

of the CONWOVETSY. Hıs eriticı1ısm that the change Wäas CONSCQUENCC of
PTESSUIC from LNOTC worldly WCTIS 1S, far SCC from avaılable
OUuTICCS, COTTECL. the SaI1le time need TeDECAL that he had tried

proved rıght vıa the SamI11lc hannels What ulıan ACCUSCS Augustine
of thıs poınt 15 equally valıd for hımself. TIhe question 15 why
Augustine remaın inexplıcably concerning Zosimus’ attıtude
do NOT thınk that thıs appene because he nOoft know anı y better. There
WEIC Man Yy at thıs time between IC Rome and Ravenna
for thıs the Casec Moreover, Augustine hıimself thıs time in
age and he 111 have been kept ell ate wıth the attıtude of

CannotL understand why d  D certaın MOMEeNL, Julıan claıms that the CIMDECTOT had
chosen for his SI0UD his pDronounNcCementSs: (Sane, ut dicıs, S1) PTO vobıs pOoUuSs ab
Imperatore TreSpONSam est (cur NON medium prosiılıtıs el hOocC ultro publıcıs potestatıbus
allegatıs)  ” T urbantıum, ITg f CF 342 Augustine has laugh thıs remark
and he advıses Julıan g1ve SOI examples the publıc ıf it 1s indeed the
Contra Tulianum HL4, 447 703

How otherwiıse explaın that in June of 419 prefec Palladıus found iıt
NCCECSSATY 1Ssue 11C  E S  ct agaıns Pelagıus, Caelestius and their SuppoOrters; cf. 56,
492-4973 Furthermore, ONOTIUS found it NCCCSSATY inform Aurelus of Carthage ‚on the

of June 419 that he had issued 1C  S IMNECASUTECS agaıns Pelagıus, elestius and theır
uppOTIeTS; cf. Epistula imperlialıs Aurelium Carthaginensem epiSCOpum, 56, 49%3.
494: also WERMELINGER, 0 205
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Zosimus 16 Was "strange” for frica!® Furthermore it 15 ing
that Augustine only refers Zosimus’ inıtlal tolerance ın writngs addres-
sed acquaıntances of Pelagıus (De gratia Christi el de DECCALO originalı)

in the controversıal wrıtings agaınst Julıan (Contra duas epistulas pela-
21ANOrUM, Contra ULLANUM), Dut elsewhere he maiıintaıns respectful S1-
lence emarkable 15 also that Augustine, wıthın the CONWLTOVETSY, Ways
relates 7Zosimus nnocent  110 nnocent 15 IMNOTC often eferred ın the
dıspute wıth Julian!!*. On LOD of this Augustine pra1ses nNnnocent much

112
IMOTIC than Zosimus. Hıs informatıon about Zosimus 15 rather
Innocent, the SUCCECSSOI of Peter. 15 praısed fOor the fact that he remaıned
althful what Was ug from of old the uUrc of Rome along wıth
the other churches. th1ıs Juhan should ave ollowed h1s example.
Augustine quoted from his works  113 1s noteworthy that Augustine
VCI allowed Zosimus sıt ın the objective law CO requested by ulıan
ıle nnocent appCar>s there repeatedly and shares ın the pra1ıse Sung for
th1ıs JUry  114 Thıs 15 all the IMNOTIC surpriısıng SInCe the MOoOSsStT important
OppOonents of the elagıans present atters 1f it Wäas 7Zosiımus himself
wıth h1s ‚pistula tractor1ia who had been instrumental in see1ng 1t that

Relatıve Augustine’s  Y sla in age in 417-418, PERLER-J.L
Les VOYagReEsS saınt ugustin, Parıs, 1969, 335-345

110 In Epistula 190,1, SEL 5 7, 137 and Opus imperfectum 1,18, SEL 89, 1, 15
thıs 18 uUuNNCCCSSAaTY, the ontext clearly ndıcates. In the first instance it CONCOINS DD  DD

Mi1sSsS10N In the Servıice of Zosıiımus whıle the second instance it CONCECINS the authenticıty
of letters irom Julıan 7ZOosımus.

111 See C’ontra Tulianum 1413. 44, 1LZZ. 44? 655; L32. 44, 663;
H.53; 44, 697; 1,36-37, 44, 99-701:; 0IL32; 44, 719; Opus imperfectum VL

45, 1520
112 tıbı partem Orbıs ufficere. TE in qua prımum Apostolorum

voluıt Dominus glor10S1SSıMO martyrıo COTONAIC. Cul Ecclesiae praesı  ntiem beatum
NNOCENt1UmM S1 audıre voluısses, jJam iunc perıculosam Juventutem Pelagıanıs Jaqueı1s
eXuUlsSsES. Quid enım potult iılle VIT SanCIus Afrıcanıs respondere concılus, 1S1 quod
antıquıtus ‚DOS  1Ca edes Romana CUIMM CaeterI1ıs Der!  Tan' Ecclesia?”:
Contra Tulianum LEIS: 44, Augustine adds here that he does NOL want
about ZOosımus NnOL 1171 Julıan Thıs 1s possıble Dut ven then it 18 still that
also elsewhere Augustine VeETIY rarely refers the Epistula tractoria of OSIMUS.

113 C C’ontra Tulianum L13; 44, 132 44, 663; Opus imperfectum VL1ITL
45, 1520
114 See Contra Tulianum H37 44, 701-702 on Judıces quaesIıturus C5,

ubı ‚ AUSam 5 urgCS, sed ubı {[OL doctores egreg10s memorabıles
catholicae veritatis aAaCCUSCS, Irenaeum, Cyprianum, Reticıum, Olympıum, Hılarıum,
Gregori1um, Basılıum, Ambrosium, Joannem, Innocentium, Hıeronymum, CaClerOSque
SOC10S partıcıpes TU insuper un1ıversam hrıstı Ecclesiam, Cul dıvıinae amılıae
dominıca cıbarıa ıdelıter mınıstrantes, ingent! in Domino glorıa claruerunt. ; cf. also 1.22.

655 I3 44, 663; M 83 44’ 697 ‚9 4-  » 719
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the lot of the elagıans worldwide WAäs, ın Ccertain definıtively
settled It 15 strange then that precıisely thıs letter went m1sS1Ing, worldwıde

The ICcCason that Augustine Was appY appe: nNnocent Can
also OUunN! ın the fact that Caelestius had Wways shown hıimself ready

115submıt hımself Innocent’s authorıty Ihe Sa’mıe Innocent, who
had been praısed by Pelagius””®, had shown Ser10us doubts concerning

117elagıus’ acquıttal at 10spolıs and had NOTL neglect condemn
hım118 By stretching the truth d  ‚e> lıttle Augustine managed salvage the
continulty of the Roman pos1t10ns. In thıs WAaY the Vision that Innocent

119approved of the frıcan pos1t1ons remaılns ’ Zosimus’ plae memoriae 15
LHNOIC less saved and lıne drawn gınnıng wıth Innocent’s
dec1ısıon of the ZTih of January 417 Zosimus’ Iractori1a. The fact that
Zosimus thıs point Was only A  got at  m V1a interventlions from
T1Ca and the resulting PICSSUIC from the CO of Ravenna Rome 1S,
in Augustine’s VIECW, NOTL that important.

Leuven AMBERIGTS

115 So De gratia Christi el de peCCaLlo originalı LA SEL 42, 150:; Contra duas
epistulas pelagianorum IL:9: A, 464-465 11,6, SEL 60, 4 I1,8, SEL 60,

468
116 See Contra Tulianum 11,36, 44, 699
117 Thıs argument 15 skılfully used by Augustine In De gratia Christi el de

DECCALO originalı I1L,9- 10, CSEL 42, 111772
118 "Ex quıbus DapDpamı Innocentium el presbyterum Hieronymum etrahere fortasse.

entabıs: 1stum quı1a Pelagıum Caelesthumque damnavıt"”: Contra Tuliıanum H. 3 E} 44,
699

119 It doubted whether thıs 18 the CVETY po1nt. ookıng NOCEeEN! for
of orıgınal SIN and its transmıssıon vıa procreation would avaıl. Hıs attıtude

the baptısm of infants, it 18 phrased In Inter epistulas Augustint, Epistula 182,5,
SEL 44, the Pelagıans ould also NOL reject. It 1s ımpossible avo1ld the
impression that ugustne’s COMMENLArYy another letter, Inter epistulas Augustint,
‚pistula 181,7, SEL 44’ /10, Contra ITulianum I33: 44, 668, he [0) 0
than Innocent actually Say>S. Innocent neıther of unfortunate hıldren NOT of n

originale malum that Siems from The addıtion prım scCilicet hominıs also
from Augustine and 1s NnOL (0101487 nocent. In spıte of PROSPER, Auctoritates
10,1 M 31 208 and Contra collatorem 5: 5l. 228, SOM people have ade certaıin
reservatiıon Concemı1ng the conformıiıty of Zosıiımus’ final decıisıon wıth Augustine  S pomt
of VIEW; cf. DADE Zosime el la ctrine augustinienne du peche originel, in
Augustinus agıster IL, Parıs, 1954, 7554161 0 1223 dısagrees wıth
Flo&r1 because of "faute de documents suffisants”, but has admı that (Zosimus)
tormule ]”  annee  A sulvante, unc Octrine tTres exphcıte du peche orıginel.”; further
W ERMELING 0 283; REES, ÖO


