
CAELESTIUS, DISCIPULUS PELAGII

uring the last few decades, much research has been one
concering the role and importance of elagıus and ulı1anus of Aeclanum
1n the Pelagıan movement‘. Wıth regarı thıs matter, Celestius has
fallen somewhat into oblıvıon, Since Aa far ascertaın
systematıc study has yel been devoted hım However, thıs does NnOTt
INCcan that iın lıterature elagıus and the elagıan Celestius
15 NOTL mentoned. On the 9 in INan works Celestius plays
important role ın the development and spread of Pelagıan ideas. One of the
MOoOstT authoritatiıve works in this reESPECI Was de Plınv Pelage, Ses ecrits,

VIE el reforme, in C he depicts Celestius the DCTSON
respons1ıble for the ole Pelagıan movement“. Does thıs image
correspond wıth realıty”? Who Was Celestius and what Wäas h1s contrıbution
in the elagıan movement? In thıs TeVIEW, want examıne thıs further

the basıs of the remaınıng SOUICC materl1al. IThıs 15 maınly historical
Study, although 111 also SaV somethıing about Celestius’ eology. In
the footnotes want confront the OUuICES wıth the maın ideas of
modern lıterature.

FFORE CONTROVERSY

We Can longer retrieve the ate of Celestius’ bırth We
only have SOINC informatıon al 0)008 1SpOsSa. 1CcC Can help indırectly.
Fiırst of all, Marıus Mercator mentions that Celestius Calllec age
from Rome iscıple of Pelagius”. Thıs COuU. have been around 410,

For SULVCY of lıterature, SCC WERMELINGER, Neuere Forschungskontro-
VErSsSenNn U2USÜUNUS und elaQ1uS, In MAYER, 'Res el Signa  ” Nnter-
natıiıonales 5ymposion über den Stand der Augustinus-Forschung (Giessener Augustnus-
Studıen, and Würzburg, 1989, 189-217 Also SCC REES, The Letters of
Pelagius an hLS Followers, Suffolk, 1991

PLINVAL, Pelage, NCN ecrits, VIE reforme. Etude d’ histoire lıtteraire
religieuse, Lausanne, 19453

"Caelestius quıdamCAELESTIUS, DISCIPULUS PELAGI  During the last few decades, much research has been done  concerning the role and importance of Pelagius and Julianus of Aeclanum  in the Pelagian movement‘. With regard to this matter, Celestius has  fallen somewhat into oblivion, since — as far as we can ascertain — no  systematic study has yet been devoted to him. However, this does not  mean that in literature on Pelagius and the Pelagian movement, Celestius  is not mentioned. On the contrary, in many works Celestius plays an  important role in the development and spread of Pelagian ideas. One of the  most authoritative works in this respect was de Plinval’s P&lage, ses Ecrits,  sa vie et sa reforme, in which he depicts Celestius as the person  responsible for the whole Pelagian movement‘. Does this image  correspond with reality? Who was Celestius and what was his contribution  in the Pelagian movement? In this review, we want to examine this further  on the basis of the remaining source material. This is mainly an historical  study, although we will also say something about Celestius’ theology. In  the footnotes we want to confront the sources with the main ideas of  modern literature.  A. BEFORE THE CONTROVERSY  We can no longer retrieve the exact date of Celestius’ birth. We  only have some information at our disposal which can help us indirectly.  First of all, Marius Mercator mentions that Celestius came to Carthage  from Rome as a disciple of Pelagius®. This could have been around 410,  } For a survey of recent literature, see 0. WERMELINGER, Neuere Forschungskontro-  versen um Augustinus und Pelagius, in C. MAYER, K. H. CHELIUS, ”Res et Signa". Inter-  nationales Symposion über den Stand der Augustinus-Forschung (Giessener Augustinus-  Studien, Band I), Würzburg, 1989, p. 189-217. Also see B.R. REES, The Letters of  Pelagius and his Followers, Suffolk, 1991.  ? G. DE PLINVAL, Pelage, ses Ecrits, sa vie et sa r&forme. Etude d’ histoire litteraire et  religieuse, Lausanne, 1943.  ? "Caelestius quidam ... discipulus et auditor Pelagii ante viginti plus minus annos ex  urbe Romana Carthaginem Africae totius metropolim venit". M. MERCATOR, Commonito-  rium super nomine Caelestii, ACO, I, V, I, p. 66. Mercator has probably written this work  in 429. We refer to it as Commonitorium I. For the exact date of this work, see for  instance O. WERMELINGER, Marius Mercator, in DS X (1980) 610-615.dıscıpulus el audıtor Pelagı an  N vigıntı plus MINUS
Tbe Romana Carthagınem Afrıcae tOt1us metropolım venıt”. Commonito-
rıum LD nomUNE Caelestit, ACO, [, . L: ercator has probably wrıtten thıs work
iın 429 We refer ıt Commonitorium FOor the XaCct of thıs work, for
instance WERM: Marıus Mercator, In (1980) 610-615
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al the time of the 1nvasıon of the Visıgoths. Another author, Gennadı1us,
ca Celestius adulescens before he met Pelagius“, hereby referring
OMECONC between and VYCaI>s old? TOM thıs informatıon
1n MMaYy conclude that Celestius Was born around 380° We
retirace where Celestius Was born We only fiınd SOMNC informatıon
wıth Jerome', from IC do NOT are draw an Y conclusion®. AÄC-
cordıng Mercator, Celestius 15 of nO birth? We SCC Te6ASON

question thıs information!®. er all, elagıus lıfestyle and doctrine WEIC

especlally succesful wıth the arıstocTaCy. As CONSCYUCNCC, Celestius INAaYy
VE ell have meft elagıus in this socıal envıronment. On the other hand,
elagıus COu also have been ntroduced in thıs milıeu DYy Celestius.
elagıus discıple 15 saı1d have received law traınıng, as know from
Mercator!!. Celestius’ role 1n the further evolution of the Pelagıan

A  ngelestius antequam Pelagıo CONCUIeTEeL, IMMO adhuc adulescens, scrpsit ad Parcn-
Ies SUOS272  G. HONNAY  at the time of the invasion of the Visigoths. Another author, Gennadius,  calls Celestius adulescens before he met Pelagius*‘, thereby referring to  someone between 15/17 and 30 years old°. From this information we  think we may conclude that Celestius was born around 380°. We cannot  retrace where Celestius was born. We only find some vague information  with Jerome”’, from which we do not dare to draw any conclusion®. Ac-  cording to M. Mercator, Celestius is of noble birth’. We see no reason to  question this information'®. After all, Pelagius’ lifestyle and doctrine were  especially succesful with the aristocracy. As a consequence, Celestius may  very well have met Pelagius in this social environment. On the other hand,  Pelagius could also have been introduced in this milieu by Celestius.  Pelagius’ disciple is said to have received a law training, as we know from  Mercator‘!. Celestius’ role in the further evolution of the Pelagian  * "Caelestius antequam Pelagio concurreret, immo adhuc adulescens, scripsit ad paren-  tes suos ..."; De viris inlustribus, 45. See GENNADIUS, Liber de viris inlustribus, heraus-  gegeben von E. C. RICHARDSON (Texte und Untersuchungen 14, 1a), Leipzig, 1896, p. 77.  5 See for example C.T. LEWIS, C. SHORT, A Latin Dictionary, Oxford, 1955, p. 46.  Also see E. EYBEN, De jonge Romein volgens de literaire bronnen der periode ca 200 v.  Chr. tot ca 500 n. Chr., Brussel, 1977, p. 20-26.  $ We did not find a possible date of birth with any of the consulted modern authors.  7 Jerome vaguely taunts that one of the leaders of the Pelagianist movement "habet  enim progeniem Scotticae gentis de Brittannorum vicinia". HIERONYMUS, In Hieremiam  11L,1,4, CCL 74,120. Also Pelagius can be meant here.  3 There are some modern authors who claim to know Celestius’ nationality. Hedde  and Amann see him as an Italian. De Plinval believes that Pelagius’ disciple comes from  Campania (Italy) or from Africa. Grossi thinks he is British, while Nicholson calls him  Celtic. These authors do not give any sources for their opinions. Morris thinks it is  possible that Celestius was British, yet he has too little material at his disposal to pass  judgement. See R. HEDDE, E. AMANN, Pelagianisme, in DTC 12 (1933) 675-712, c. 682;  G. DE PLINVAL, PdElage, p. 212; V. GROSSI, Celestio, in Dizionario Patristico 1 (1983)  639-640, c. 639; M.F. NICHOLSON, Celtic Theology: Pelagius, in J.P. MACKEY (ed.), An  Introduction to Celtic Christianity, Edinburgh, 1989, 386-413, p. 389; J. MORRIS,  Pelagian Literature, in JTS 16 (new series) (1965) 26-60, p. 41.  ? ”_.. nobilis natu quidem et illius temporis auditorialis scholasticus”. M. MERCATOR,  Commonitorium adversum haeresim Pelagii et Caelestii vel etiam scripta Iuliani, ACO, I,  V, L, p. 6. (further on, this work will be referred to as Commonitorium 11).  19 Morris does question this information. According to his opinion, the church-writers  mostly attribute nobilis natu to heroes, not to enemies. J. MORRIS, art. cit., p. 41.  However, we believe that this argument may as easily be shifted. Because nobilis natu 1s  mostly not attributed to the enemy, this exception can proof the authenticity of this  characteristic.  1! "auditorialis scholasticus” refers to a lawyer. Augustine for example, uses this  expression in this meaning in Contra Iulianum, V1,11,34, PL 44,841, and in Contra duas  epistolas pelagianorum 11,6,11, CSEL 60,570.De VIrLS inlustribus, See GENNADIUS, Liber de VIILS inlustribus, heraus-
gegeben VON RICHARDSON eX und Untersuchungen 14, la), Leipzıg, 1896

See for example EWIS, atın Dıiıctionary, xford, 1955
1Iso EYBEN, De Jonge Romeın volgens de literaire bronnen der periode 200
Chr. tol Chr., TUuSSel, 1977, 20-26.

We dıd NOL fınd possıble date of wıth of the consulted Odern authors.
Jerome vaguely unts that 0)11% of the eaders of the Pelagianıst "habet

nım progenıem CcCotthicae genus de Brittannorum vicınl1a . HIERONYMUS, In Hieremiam
s  ‘ Also elagıus Cal eant here.

ere SOIIIC Odern authors who laım kNOW Celestius’ natıonalıty edde
and Amann hım Italıan De Plınval leves that Pelagıus dıscıple irom
Campanıa from Afrıca. Grossı ınks he 18 1ıle Nıcholson 21 hım
Celtic hese authors do NOL g1ive for theır OPIN10NS. Morris thınks ıf 18
possiıble that eleshus Brıtish, yel he has mater1a. al his dısposal Dass
judgement. See MANN, Pelagıianısme, In DITIC (1933) 675-712, 682;

PLINVAL, Pelage, PIZ GROSSI, Celestio, In Dizionarıo Patrıstico (1983)
639:; Celtic I heology Pelagıus, MACKEY €d.); An

Introduction Celtic Christianity, Edinburgh, 1989 386-413, 389 MORRIS,
elagıan Literature, in ITS (new ser1€esS) (1965) 26-' 41

9272  G. HONNAY  at the time of the invasion of the Visigoths. Another author, Gennadius,  calls Celestius adulescens before he met Pelagius*‘, thereby referring to  someone between 15/17 and 30 years old°. From this information we  think we may conclude that Celestius was born around 380°. We cannot  retrace where Celestius was born. We only find some vague information  with Jerome”’, from which we do not dare to draw any conclusion®. Ac-  cording to M. Mercator, Celestius is of noble birth’. We see no reason to  question this information'®. After all, Pelagius’ lifestyle and doctrine were  especially succesful with the aristocracy. As a consequence, Celestius may  very well have met Pelagius in this social environment. On the other hand,  Pelagius could also have been introduced in this milieu by Celestius.  Pelagius’ disciple is said to have received a law training, as we know from  Mercator‘!. Celestius’ role in the further evolution of the Pelagian  * "Caelestius antequam Pelagio concurreret, immo adhuc adulescens, scripsit ad paren-  tes suos ..."; De viris inlustribus, 45. See GENNADIUS, Liber de viris inlustribus, heraus-  gegeben von E. C. RICHARDSON (Texte und Untersuchungen 14, 1a), Leipzig, 1896, p. 77.  5 See for example C.T. LEWIS, C. SHORT, A Latin Dictionary, Oxford, 1955, p. 46.  Also see E. EYBEN, De jonge Romein volgens de literaire bronnen der periode ca 200 v.  Chr. tot ca 500 n. Chr., Brussel, 1977, p. 20-26.  $ We did not find a possible date of birth with any of the consulted modern authors.  7 Jerome vaguely taunts that one of the leaders of the Pelagianist movement "habet  enim progeniem Scotticae gentis de Brittannorum vicinia". HIERONYMUS, In Hieremiam  11L,1,4, CCL 74,120. Also Pelagius can be meant here.  3 There are some modern authors who claim to know Celestius’ nationality. Hedde  and Amann see him as an Italian. De Plinval believes that Pelagius’ disciple comes from  Campania (Italy) or from Africa. Grossi thinks he is British, while Nicholson calls him  Celtic. These authors do not give any sources for their opinions. Morris thinks it is  possible that Celestius was British, yet he has too little material at his disposal to pass  judgement. See R. HEDDE, E. AMANN, Pelagianisme, in DTC 12 (1933) 675-712, c. 682;  G. DE PLINVAL, PdElage, p. 212; V. GROSSI, Celestio, in Dizionario Patristico 1 (1983)  639-640, c. 639; M.F. NICHOLSON, Celtic Theology: Pelagius, in J.P. MACKEY (ed.), An  Introduction to Celtic Christianity, Edinburgh, 1989, 386-413, p. 389; J. MORRIS,  Pelagian Literature, in JTS 16 (new series) (1965) 26-60, p. 41.  ? ”_.. nobilis natu quidem et illius temporis auditorialis scholasticus”. M. MERCATOR,  Commonitorium adversum haeresim Pelagii et Caelestii vel etiam scripta Iuliani, ACO, I,  V, L, p. 6. (further on, this work will be referred to as Commonitorium 11).  19 Morris does question this information. According to his opinion, the church-writers  mostly attribute nobilis natu to heroes, not to enemies. J. MORRIS, art. cit., p. 41.  However, we believe that this argument may as easily be shifted. Because nobilis natu 1s  mostly not attributed to the enemy, this exception can proof the authenticity of this  characteristic.  1! "auditorialis scholasticus” refers to a lawyer. Augustine for example, uses this  expression in this meaning in Contra Iulianum, V1,11,34, PL 44,841, and in Contra duas  epistolas pelagianorum 11,6,11, CSEL 60,570.nobilıs natu quidem el ıllıus temporIıs audıtorlalıs Scholastıcu: MERCATOR,
Commonttorium adversum haeresım Pelagı el (’aelesti vel etiam scripta Tuliani, ACO, M
V, L: er 0) thıs work ıll eferred Commonitorium II)

10 MorrIis does question thıs informatıon. According hıs opinıon, the urch-wriıters
mostly attrıbute nobHilıs alu heroes, NOL enemıles. MORRIS, art. C1t., 41
However, belıeve that thıs argument MaYy easıly Because nobilis Aalu 15
mostly NOL ute: the > this exceptuon Can proof the authenticıty of thıs
characterıstic.

A  audıtoriualıs scholastıcus  v refers lawyer. Augustine for example, uUusecs thıs
eXpression In thıs meanıng In Contra Tuliıanum, V111.34. 44 ,841, and Contra duas
epistolas pelagıanorum I1L6,1 6 SEL 60,570.



PELAGI FA

CONITOVETSY PDTOVCS this!? Our author also 4aSSUIMMNECS NOW that Celestius
had infirm  L He Wäas eunuch!® However OUuTr OP1IN1OMN have

meel thıs claım wıth the NECECSSAIY Caution 1rst of all there 15 other
SOUTCE that enuons thıs fact OTeEOVveT the te‘ eunuch” also refers

operatıon after birth being born eunuch VE STaNgC
Therefore thıs rather apologetic argument of Mercator bring
the future T1 Celestius 1NfOo discredit If Celesaus re: WeIC eunuch
WOU the other apologetes have nOoTt mentioned thıs 14t)

Iso Gennadıius has eft SOILIC informatıon about Celestius
you urıng thıs per10 Celestius Sal! have T1itten SOTILIC etters

NOW have ”deN1S parents Ihe here 15

MONAaster10 May conclude from thıs that Celestius had been monk
for d Certain time!°? We 1n there real A4SSUMTlC

this  17 In OUuT ODINON the informatıon of Gennadıus rather applıes the
of the etters namely the There Oou

See for example the WaYy he defends himself durıng the synod of age 411
168 169)

13 17 sed naturae V1ILUO eunuchus anıs utero editus” Commonttorium
1L, ACO IL, V, 1, also SCC I Commonitorium 1, CO4 V, I "Caelestius
quıdam, eunuchus atrıs editus”

Most of the moOodern authors do accept thıs reDO! of Mercator Only Ferguson adı  D
CaulOus "probabily” thıs informatıion RGUSON ela21us Historical and

Theological Study ambrıdge 1956
15 "Caelestius Pelagıo CONCUrTEeETeEL 1iMMO ucC adulescens SCHDSIL ad

SUOS De monasterıo0 epistulas —  — modum 1ıbellorum TeES 0)00000| eum desiıderantiı
NECESSATLAS morales sıquıdem 615 dict10 nıhıl 1011 postmodum prodıtı sed ad
1INC1  NIum tenult” De inlustribus

'Thıs the ODPDUNO}N of Ferguson Bardy and uvolone See FERGUSON I0C CLl

Celestius, HGE (1953) 107 Celestius
X- (1985) 280O1-2895, 2891

See Pelagius, RPIAK J47-714, 758;
AMANN Pelagıianısme 682

1 See ZAPLA (ennadıus als Litterarhistoriker FEine quellenkritische Unter-
suchung der Schrift des Gennadius Von Marseille De ıllustribus Münster 1898

214 1Iso MoTrrTIsS e1eves that elestus was monk partly the asıs of ugus-
iıine who complaıns HIS ork De ZeESMS Pelagılt y @, &' 61 about the fact that the
elagıan ‚aAmn NLO exıstence quıbusdam monachıs According MoTrrTIs
the plur:; Can refer Celestius the urc ather only 1 Pelagıus and Celestus
leaders of the heresy Ihen the author TI1ES fınd Out hıch MONASIETY Celestius could
have staye' In CaSsı MorTrIis Says he NOL sia ere for long ume and he
NnOL take OWS See MORRIS elagıan Lıterature 41-4°2 Owever ave make

few remarks wıth regar! thıs argumentatliıon Fiırst of APT| wıth Zzap that
the quotalıon of Gennadıus does NOL refer the ONAastıc character of Celestius
Moreover Augustine ork read quıbusdam velutı monachıs whiıich

DIVC deprec1ated IMDTIeSSION The Church ather does NOL explicıtly Sa y that the
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about the fact that Celestius Camne into Contact wıth elagıus. He 15 Ways
eferred 4A5 elagıus’ disciple””. They probably mel 1ın Rome  20
Celestius also mel Rufinus iın thıs town  21 ASs he himself declared at the
sSynod of Carthage ın

SYNOD CARTHAGE 411

As learn from Mercator, Celestius eft Rome and went orth
T1CA, LNOIC prec1isely Carthage”. We have remaın sılent wıth
regar the question whether he has SOITNIC time Sıicıly durıng
thıs ]Journey. In De perfectione iustitae hominis, Augustine certainly g1ves
the 1mpression that Celestius has been there However, 1t 15 hıghly
ou whether he that Celestius, his ]Journey Carthage, has
stopped 1n Sicıly early 41  S

Pelagıan leaders WEIC monks. Fınally ıf SCCINS the author, hıs search for the
MONASECWTY, YOCS further 5 the SOUTICECS permıit hım

19 See above: 1Iso for instance AUGUSTINE, De DECCALO originall, VIIL9, SEL 42,
I2 Ibid., XL1.48, SEL 42,206; ÖROSIUS, er apologeticus 19.,4, CSEL 5,633

(r C’ommonitorium IL, ACO L, V, .# a
21 TIhere 18 Cel abou the idenüuty of Rufinus It probably 18 the pries| Rufinus,

who lıved wıth Jerome in the Onastery of etihlehem, who 18 meant ere. For INOTC
informatıon thıs subject, LAMBERIGTS’S dıssertation, De polemiek [uUSSen
Julianus Van Aeclanum Aug2ustinus Van Hıppo Een bijdrage ol de theologiegeschiede-
NLS Van de ‘weede pelagiaanse CONLITOVerSeEe DI . Vol IL, Leuven, 1988, 4 -
Iso MILLER, Rufını Presbyterı Liıber de ide eritical ext and Translation
ath Introduction and Commentary (Patrıstic Studies 95) Washıngton, H.1
ROU, Les attaches orientales du pelagıanisme, in Patrıstique el Uumanısme atrıstıca
Sorbonensia 9) Parıs, 1976, 334-340; ONNER, Rufinus of Syria and Afrıcan 'ela-
21ANısM, In Augustinian Studies (1970) 35-41; Les premieres reactions
antıaugustiniennes Pelage, in ug (1971) DE VEER, dossier
Celestius, in euvres de Saiınt-Augustin. La CFLSE pelagıenne II (BA 223 Par1]s, 1975.

RONDET, Rufın le dyrıen el le Liber fide, In Augustiniana (1972), 0
539 JESELLE, Rufinus the Syrian, Caelestius, elag1us. Explorations In the Prehistory
of the Pelagıan Controversy, In Augustinian Studies (1972) 61-95; VAN DER LOF,
The Man INn the Shadow hehind Pelagius, in Studia Patrıstica I3 Berlın, 1984,

See AUGUSTINE, De DECCALO originalı H1,3-I1V,3; SEL-
( ommonıtorium 1, ACO, 1, V, L, See above.

A  el NON frustra StOs es quı haec erun' in Sıcılıa exX1istimo audısse, quod IDSEe
docuerıt 1sta ve]l SCTID: AUGUSTINE, De perfectione ustiılae hominıs KL SEL 42,3

Bardy and Huegelmeyer certaın about thıs fact, whereas Ferguson still has hıs
Oou On the basıs of Prosper’s quotation In Carmen Ingratis 1,70, also MorrtIis
heves that Celestius probably went Sıcıly 411, after the fall of Rome, where he
then spread hıs ıdeas. 'Ihe author menti10ns OSsper 1rs! of about rMots iın
Sıcıly and only after that, he talks about TICA. He lıeves thıs 1s chronologıcal
argument. Here want make the remark that, in Op1INı10N, the Coniext SNOWS that
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In age, Celestius recelve holy orders, Augustine
and Oros1us report“®. But he Camlc agaılınst deacon Paulinus of Mılan
who brought charges agaınst hım wıth bıshop Aurelius of Carthage“”. The
motives of Paulınus’ charges remaın matter for conJjecture, Since
SOUTITCEC mater1al this matter has been preserved“®. uring Synod 1n
the of the deacon Was gıven the opportunıty read h1is
1DeLllus ACCUSALLONLS. Ihe Content of this work 1S nOoTt known. We
only have the S1X  30 theses they gıven Dy Mercator and

the word "Afrıca” refers the Afrıcan reactıon the YCaIs 416-418 Moreover, OSpeT
first menti1ons Celestius exıle from Constantinople, then he about hıs dıfficulties In
Ephesus and only then he mentions Sıcıly. It 18 clear that Osper does NOL AITaNC hıs

chronologıcally. edde and Amann ven SCC] know Celestius TOLE hıis
Definitiones there. durıng that per10d. They do NOL gIVC anı y argument {9) thıs. See
RGUSON, Pelagius, ARDY, Celestius, 105; UEGELMEYER, Carmen de
ngratis rosperli Aquıtanı. Translation and Commentary 'atrıstıc dies 95),
Washıngton, 1962, B Pelagıan Literature, 40-41; HEDDE,

Pelagianisme, 685-6586
AUGUSTINE, Epistula IS1HEZ2Z. CSEL 44471 "]E un COTUM nomiıne Caeles-

t1us In eiusdem C1vıtatis eccles1a 1am ad presbytern honorem subrepere coeperat.
ÖROSIUS, er apologeticus SEL 5,60 "Caelestium 1am ad honorem resbyter1
subrepentem apud C  agınem .

"Restitit el quıdam Paulınus dıaconus, efiensor el PrOCUuralor ecclesi1ae 10lanen-
S1IS CUu1que in erdotum ulta capıtula objecıt fiıdem catholıcam  ”
PRA  TUSI; Haeresıis 1,88: Iso MERCATOR, C’ommonitorium 2
ACO . V. L,

Modern authors g1ve SOMNC possıble I1CASONS. ccordıng ermelınger, the
mot1ives for the charge rather found In the local UurcC! of Afrıca than wıth
Paulınus hımself. TIThe battle agaınst the Donatısts had gıven the Afrıcan eology INOTE

profound basıs. They WEeIC ereiore nOoL prepared question thıs theologıcal posıtion
NC agaın Nuvolone AaBICCS wıth this theory it 15 possıble that Paulınus asked Dy
the Afrıcans. But the other hand, he also thınks it possıble that Paulınus already Came
1into cContact wıth the works and theorı1es of Celestius hen he Was in Italy and that he
charg them there. Paredı wıth thıs ast theory He adds that the attempt of
Celestius become prI1€S! In age, the immediate for Paulınus
Maybe suggest combinatıon of these motives. See fra. See WERMELINGER,
Rom und Pelagıus. Die theologische Posıtion der römische Bischöfe ım pelagianischen
Streit In den Jahren 411452 äps und Papsttum Y} 1975, 8:
NUVOLONE, Celestius, 2891: PAREDI, Paulinuwus of Milan, SaCrLS erudıirı (1963)

208-209
29 On thıs subject, SCC REFOULE, Atatıon du premier concile de Carthage CONILre

les Pelagıiens el du "L.uıbellus Fidei" de Rufin, REAug (1963) 41-49
Some authors claım that Paulınus raısed eses agaınst Celestius. Ihe

following theses mentioned here "chıll have eternal lıfe, ‚Vn ıf they NnOL
baptızed” (Ferguson, Phan, Hedde-  mann, Huegelmeyer and 10) wıthout
SIN and keep the dıvıne commands' (Bılhmeyer- Tüchle). However, ese authors do NOL
g1VeE adequate arguments for theır theorıies. Moreover, want draw attention the
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Augustine”. Hereby Mercator relhes the aCts of the sSynod itself® and
he has probably kept the or1gınal order of the S1X theses*> We NO g1ve
these theses 4S Can find them wıth Mercator”“. ere, where
Augustine devlates from Mercator’s LEXL, 111 mention ıt between
brackets®. ese dıfferences do NOL alter the

Adam mortalem factum, qul SLVE S1Ve Hon’
FLEUFrUS Jfulsset (esset 1+2);

quoniam DECCALUM Adae LDSUM solum Iaesit el SENUS huma-
(laeserit 1+2);

quoniam parvuli qul In SIAIU SUNL, In Adam fult
Aante praevarıcationem quoniam iInfantes NALU In Ilo Sıint 1+2);

quoniam DEr vel praevarıcationem Ada  a OMNE BE-
hominum moriıatur DEr resurrecthonem Christi OMNE SENUS ho-

minum5
quoniam lex S1C muttit ad caelorum quomodo el EVaANZE-

lium mittat...guemadmodum 2
quoniam el NnNie adventum domini fuerunt homines impeccabiles,

1d AA SINE DECCALO (quoniam Ante adventum Christ fuerunt (fuerint
homines SINe DEeCCALO 142)36

We these theses, together wıth SOTIIC thers, iın Nan Yy other
works, especlally wıth Augustine””. We also find of the further

fact that the problem of eternal lıfe fOr unbaptızed chıldren NOL yel under discussıion
In age hıs also Z0C5S for the other thesıs. See inira. See FERGUSON,
Pelagıus, %; PH  » (Grace and the Human Condition (Message of the Fathers of the
UrC. 15 Wılmington-Delaware, 1988, 228-229: HEDDE, AMANN, Pelagianis-
ME , YER, ( armen ingratis, k1Z:
Church Hıstory K Westminster-Maryland, 1958, 282-283

341 Augustune menUHOons the S1IX theses [WO times, NC ın De geshs Pelagıi X1:23,
SEL 42,76 and NCC in De DECCALO originalı XALI2 SEL Augustine takes the.
theses Irom the lıbellus, that contaıned the charge of the Synod of Diospolıs

MERCATOR, Commonitorium 1, ACO E: V, k:
37 Iso AUGUSTINE, De PEeECCALO originalı 11,2-111,3, SEL 75  ;  9 where he

of the AaCTIs of 4A11 WERMELIN‘ Rom und Pelagius, 815
For CONvenleNCE ll umber the theses, whereas ercator dıd NOL do thıs

35 If It CONCEINS change In the version of De gesUS Pelagıl then ll indıcate thıs
wıth B if it CONCEINS the version of De DEeCCALO originall, then wıll indıcate this wıth

The order wıth Augustine: 1250034
ccordıng Wermelıinger, the term iımpeccabıles does NnOL (ICCUHI the. orıgınal

aCIS, but 18 added ater by Jerome. Also WERMELINGER, Rom und Pelagius, Y-
11

AUGUSTINE, De ZeEsUS Pelagıl, AL23 SEL A2-F2 I  » De DECCALO originalı .12
SEL I} De gestLs Pelagıt X1,.24, SEL 42,77-78; Ihıd. VL1.16, SEL 42,68-69:;
Ihıd.9SEL 9  e  ' Ihid. XXXV ‚65, SEL —  ' [ ‚pistula 'g  9
32. SEL S71 Iso ERCATOR, Commonitorium IM ACO 5 V, 1: 6;
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development of the synod in h1ıs work. TOmM these aCIS, he C1tes the lıvely
discussıions concerning the second and 1T' charge of Paulinus®®. Howev-
CI, the result of the Synod does NOT SCCINMN VE clear u ' Ssince the oldest
reDOTTS do NOT spea. about "condemnation" of Celestius. Epistula 157
Augustine rather about "rejection” Dy the church“?. Oros1ius also
shares this opinion”®”. However, later fragments in Augustine do speak of

condemnation“. According Mercator, thıs 15 evecn yon doubt“?
Thus, ın OUuT opınıon ıt 15 perfectly poss1ıble that the rejection of Celestius
ın age 1N 411 has become exphicıt condemnatıon ın the uw1r
kungsgeschichte  u43_ Further Mercator ment1ons that Celestius wanted

lodge appe ın Rome after thıs "condemnation'“* and also Oros1ius

PRAEDESTINATUS], Haeresis 1,88; g PROSPER AQUITAINE, Chronicon
integrum,

AUGUSTINE, De DECCALO originalı I11,3-IV,3, ©L 42,168-169
8 Epistula 9-  9 A Z B 9 "sed quı1a magıs CONVICtUS el ab ecclesıa

us quam el pacaltus abscessi1t, verıtus SUMmCAELESTIUS, DISCIPULUS PELAGHI  IT  development of the synod in his work. From these acts, he cites the lively  discussions concerning the second and third charge of Paulinus®. Howev-  er, the result of the synod does not seem very clear to us, since the oldest  reports do not speak about a "condemnation" of Celestius. In Epistula 157,  Augustine rather talks about a "rejection" by the church“. Orosius also  shares this opinion“©. However, later fragments in Augustine do speak of  a condemnation“'. According to Mercator, this is even beyond doubt“.  Thus, in our opinion it is perfectly possible that the rejection of Celestius  in Carthage in 411 has become an explicit condemnation in the "Wir-  kungsgeschichte"*®. Further on, Mercator mentions that Celestius wanted  to lodge an appeal in Rome after this "condemnation'"* and also Orosius  [PRAEDESTINATUS], Haeresis 1,88; PL 53,618; PROSPER OF AQUITAINE, Chronicon  integrum, PL 51,591.  % AUGUSTINE, De peccato originali 111,3-IV,3, CSEL 42,168-169.  ® ID., Epistula 157,111,22, CSEL 44,471: "sed quia magis convictus et ab ecclesia  detestatus quam correctus et pacatus abscessit, veritus sum ...".  * QROSIUS, Liber apologeticus 3, CSEL 5,607: "Caelestius iam ad honorem presbyte-  rii subrepentem apud Carthaginem plurimis episcopis iudicantibus proditum auditum con-  victum confessum detestatumque ab Ecclesia ex Africa profugisse".  %* AUGUSTINE, Epistula 175,1, CSEL 44,654: "... unde factum est, ut recensendum  peteremus, quid ante ferme quinquennium super Caelestii nomine hic apud ecclesiam Car-  thaginensem fuerit agitatum  . quamvis iudicatio manifesta constaret, quia illo tempore  episcopali iudicio excisum hoc tantum vulnus ab ecclesia videretur ..". Also in De gestis  "  Pelagii Augustine is very clear:  ... haec ita obiecta sunt, ut etiam apud Carthaginem a  sanctitate tua et ab aliis tecum episcopis dicerentur audita atque damnata”; "ita ut Caeles-  tius ad ecclesiasticum iudicium perveniret et reportaret dignam sua perversitate senten-  tiam"; "Caelestius quidam talia sentiens ad iudicium Carthaginensis ecclesiae perductus  episcoporum sententia condemnatus est". ID., De gestis Pelagii X1,23; XX11L46; XXXV,  62, CSEL 42,76-77,100,116. Finally, Augustine says in Retractationes: "Caelestius vero  discipulus eius iam propter tales assertiones apud Carthaginem in episcopali iudicio, ubi  ego non interfui, excommunicationem meruerat". ID., Retractationes 11,33, CSEL 36,171.  % M. MERCATOR, Commonitorium I, ACO I, V, I, p. 66: "De quibus omnibus capitu-  lis <insertis> supra scriptis exemplaribus synodalium gestorum patres et episcopi regionis  illius restiterunt Caelestio et iusserunt ut eadem condemnaret, quia essent haeretici sensus,  sed Caelestius nullo modo adquiescens, quin immo resistens, actis isdem quibus frequen-  ter auditus est, ecclesiastica communione privatus est, a qua sententia ad Romani episcopi  examen credidit appellandum".  * This is also the opinion of Wermelinger. See O. WERMELINGER, Rom und Pelagius,  p. 17-18. Most of the authors are, however, certain that Celestius was condemned and  excommunicated by the synod of Carthage. For example G. BARDY, Celestius, c. 105; F.  NUVOLONE, Celestius, c. 2891; E. TESELLE, Augustine the Theologian, New York, 1970,  p. 280. M. WOJTOWYTSCH, Papsttum und Konzile von den Anfängen bis zu Leo TI (440-  461). Studien zur Entstehung der Ueberordnung des Papstes über Konzile (Päpste und  Papsttum 17), Stuttgart, 1981, p. 226. Loofs however, believes that Pelagius’ disciple was  probably not condemned, but rejected. See LOOFS, Pelagius, p. 759.  %* M. MERCATOR, Commonitorium 1, ACO, I, V, I, p. 66.ÖROSIUS, Liber apologeticus 5 SEL 5,60 "Caelestius 1am ad honorem presbyte-
C] subrepentem apud Carthaginem plurımıs ep1SCOPIS iudıcantıbus prodıtum audıtum CON-
victum contessum etestatumque abh ccles1i1a Afrıca profug1sse”.
r ‚pistula HöA SEL 44 .,654CAELESTIUS, DISCIPULUS PELAGHI  IT  development of the synod in his work. From these acts, he cites the lively  discussions concerning the second and third charge of Paulinus®. Howev-  er, the result of the synod does not seem very clear to us, since the oldest  reports do not speak about a "condemnation" of Celestius. In Epistula 157,  Augustine rather talks about a "rejection" by the church“. Orosius also  shares this opinion“©. However, later fragments in Augustine do speak of  a condemnation“'. According to Mercator, this is even beyond doubt“.  Thus, in our opinion it is perfectly possible that the rejection of Celestius  in Carthage in 411 has become an explicit condemnation in the "Wir-  kungsgeschichte"*®. Further on, Mercator mentions that Celestius wanted  to lodge an appeal in Rome after this "condemnation'"* and also Orosius  [PRAEDESTINATUS], Haeresis 1,88; PL 53,618; PROSPER OF AQUITAINE, Chronicon  integrum, PL 51,591.  % AUGUSTINE, De peccato originali 111,3-IV,3, CSEL 42,168-169.  ® ID., Epistula 157,111,22, CSEL 44,471: "sed quia magis convictus et ab ecclesia  detestatus quam correctus et pacatus abscessit, veritus sum ...".  * QROSIUS, Liber apologeticus 3, CSEL 5,607: "Caelestius iam ad honorem presbyte-  rii subrepentem apud Carthaginem plurimis episcopis iudicantibus proditum auditum con-  victum confessum detestatumque ab Ecclesia ex Africa profugisse".  %* AUGUSTINE, Epistula 175,1, CSEL 44,654: "... unde factum est, ut recensendum  peteremus, quid ante ferme quinquennium super Caelestii nomine hic apud ecclesiam Car-  thaginensem fuerit agitatum  . quamvis iudicatio manifesta constaret, quia illo tempore  episcopali iudicio excisum hoc tantum vulnus ab ecclesia videretur ..". Also in De gestis  "  Pelagii Augustine is very clear:  ... haec ita obiecta sunt, ut etiam apud Carthaginem a  sanctitate tua et ab aliis tecum episcopis dicerentur audita atque damnata”; "ita ut Caeles-  tius ad ecclesiasticum iudicium perveniret et reportaret dignam sua perversitate senten-  tiam"; "Caelestius quidam talia sentiens ad iudicium Carthaginensis ecclesiae perductus  episcoporum sententia condemnatus est". ID., De gestis Pelagii X1,23; XX11L46; XXXV,  62, CSEL 42,76-77,100,116. Finally, Augustine says in Retractationes: "Caelestius vero  discipulus eius iam propter tales assertiones apud Carthaginem in episcopali iudicio, ubi  ego non interfui, excommunicationem meruerat". ID., Retractationes 11,33, CSEL 36,171.  % M. MERCATOR, Commonitorium I, ACO I, V, I, p. 66: "De quibus omnibus capitu-  lis <insertis> supra scriptis exemplaribus synodalium gestorum patres et episcopi regionis  illius restiterunt Caelestio et iusserunt ut eadem condemnaret, quia essent haeretici sensus,  sed Caelestius nullo modo adquiescens, quin immo resistens, actis isdem quibus frequen-  ter auditus est, ecclesiastica communione privatus est, a qua sententia ad Romani episcopi  examen credidit appellandum".  * This is also the opinion of Wermelinger. See O. WERMELINGER, Rom und Pelagius,  p. 17-18. Most of the authors are, however, certain that Celestius was condemned and  excommunicated by the synod of Carthage. For example G. BARDY, Celestius, c. 105; F.  NUVOLONE, Celestius, c. 2891; E. TESELLE, Augustine the Theologian, New York, 1970,  p. 280. M. WOJTOWYTSCH, Papsttum und Konzile von den Anfängen bis zu Leo TI (440-  461). Studien zur Entstehung der Ueberordnung des Papstes über Konzile (Päpste und  Papsttum 17), Stuttgart, 1981, p. 226. Loofs however, believes that Pelagius’ disciple was  probably not condemned, but rejected. See LOOFS, Pelagius, p. 759.  %* M. MERCATOR, Commonitorium 1, ACO, I, V, I, p. 66.nde factum esL, ut recensendum

us, quıd an  d ferme quınquenn1um SUDCT Caelestii nomıne hic apud ecclesiam (Car-
thagınensem uer! agıtatum quamVvıs udıicatıo manıfesta Constarel, quıia llo teEMDOTE
episcopalı 1ud1C10 eXCcIsum hoc vulnus ab ecclesıa videreturCAELESTIUS, DISCIPULUS PELAGHI  IT  development of the synod in his work. From these acts, he cites the lively  discussions concerning the second and third charge of Paulinus®. Howev-  er, the result of the synod does not seem very clear to us, since the oldest  reports do not speak about a "condemnation" of Celestius. In Epistula 157,  Augustine rather talks about a "rejection" by the church“. Orosius also  shares this opinion“©. However, later fragments in Augustine do speak of  a condemnation“'. According to Mercator, this is even beyond doubt“.  Thus, in our opinion it is perfectly possible that the rejection of Celestius  in Carthage in 411 has become an explicit condemnation in the "Wir-  kungsgeschichte"*®. Further on, Mercator mentions that Celestius wanted  to lodge an appeal in Rome after this "condemnation'"* and also Orosius  [PRAEDESTINATUS], Haeresis 1,88; PL 53,618; PROSPER OF AQUITAINE, Chronicon  integrum, PL 51,591.  % AUGUSTINE, De peccato originali 111,3-IV,3, CSEL 42,168-169.  ® ID., Epistula 157,111,22, CSEL 44,471: "sed quia magis convictus et ab ecclesia  detestatus quam correctus et pacatus abscessit, veritus sum ...".  * QROSIUS, Liber apologeticus 3, CSEL 5,607: "Caelestius iam ad honorem presbyte-  rii subrepentem apud Carthaginem plurimis episcopis iudicantibus proditum auditum con-  victum confessum detestatumque ab Ecclesia ex Africa profugisse".  %* AUGUSTINE, Epistula 175,1, CSEL 44,654: "... unde factum est, ut recensendum  peteremus, quid ante ferme quinquennium super Caelestii nomine hic apud ecclesiam Car-  thaginensem fuerit agitatum  . quamvis iudicatio manifesta constaret, quia illo tempore  episcopali iudicio excisum hoc tantum vulnus ab ecclesia videretur ..". Also in De gestis  "  Pelagii Augustine is very clear:  ... haec ita obiecta sunt, ut etiam apud Carthaginem a  sanctitate tua et ab aliis tecum episcopis dicerentur audita atque damnata”; "ita ut Caeles-  tius ad ecclesiasticum iudicium perveniret et reportaret dignam sua perversitate senten-  tiam"; "Caelestius quidam talia sentiens ad iudicium Carthaginensis ecclesiae perductus  episcoporum sententia condemnatus est". ID., De gestis Pelagii X1,23; XX11L46; XXXV,  62, CSEL 42,76-77,100,116. Finally, Augustine says in Retractationes: "Caelestius vero  discipulus eius iam propter tales assertiones apud Carthaginem in episcopali iudicio, ubi  ego non interfui, excommunicationem meruerat". ID., Retractationes 11,33, CSEL 36,171.  % M. MERCATOR, Commonitorium I, ACO I, V, I, p. 66: "De quibus omnibus capitu-  lis <insertis> supra scriptis exemplaribus synodalium gestorum patres et episcopi regionis  illius restiterunt Caelestio et iusserunt ut eadem condemnaret, quia essent haeretici sensus,  sed Caelestius nullo modo adquiescens, quin immo resistens, actis isdem quibus frequen-  ter auditus est, ecclesiastica communione privatus est, a qua sententia ad Romani episcopi  examen credidit appellandum".  * This is also the opinion of Wermelinger. See O. WERMELINGER, Rom und Pelagius,  p. 17-18. Most of the authors are, however, certain that Celestius was condemned and  excommunicated by the synod of Carthage. For example G. BARDY, Celestius, c. 105; F.  NUVOLONE, Celestius, c. 2891; E. TESELLE, Augustine the Theologian, New York, 1970,  p. 280. M. WOJTOWYTSCH, Papsttum und Konzile von den Anfängen bis zu Leo TI (440-  461). Studien zur Entstehung der Ueberordnung des Papstes über Konzile (Päpste und  Papsttum 17), Stuttgart, 1981, p. 226. Loofs however, believes that Pelagius’ disciple was  probably not condemned, but rejected. See LOOFS, Pelagius, p. 759.  %* M. MERCATOR, Commonitorium 1, ACO, I, V, I, p. 66.Iso in De ZeSS

t1Pelagıi Augustine 1s VETY clear‘CAELESTIUS, DISCIPULUS PELAGHI  IT  development of the synod in his work. From these acts, he cites the lively  discussions concerning the second and third charge of Paulinus®. Howev-  er, the result of the synod does not seem very clear to us, since the oldest  reports do not speak about a "condemnation" of Celestius. In Epistula 157,  Augustine rather talks about a "rejection" by the church“. Orosius also  shares this opinion“©. However, later fragments in Augustine do speak of  a condemnation“'. According to Mercator, this is even beyond doubt“.  Thus, in our opinion it is perfectly possible that the rejection of Celestius  in Carthage in 411 has become an explicit condemnation in the "Wir-  kungsgeschichte"*®. Further on, Mercator mentions that Celestius wanted  to lodge an appeal in Rome after this "condemnation'"* and also Orosius  [PRAEDESTINATUS], Haeresis 1,88; PL 53,618; PROSPER OF AQUITAINE, Chronicon  integrum, PL 51,591.  % AUGUSTINE, De peccato originali 111,3-IV,3, CSEL 42,168-169.  ® ID., Epistula 157,111,22, CSEL 44,471: "sed quia magis convictus et ab ecclesia  detestatus quam correctus et pacatus abscessit, veritus sum ...".  * QROSIUS, Liber apologeticus 3, CSEL 5,607: "Caelestius iam ad honorem presbyte-  rii subrepentem apud Carthaginem plurimis episcopis iudicantibus proditum auditum con-  victum confessum detestatumque ab Ecclesia ex Africa profugisse".  %* AUGUSTINE, Epistula 175,1, CSEL 44,654: "... unde factum est, ut recensendum  peteremus, quid ante ferme quinquennium super Caelestii nomine hic apud ecclesiam Car-  thaginensem fuerit agitatum  . quamvis iudicatio manifesta constaret, quia illo tempore  episcopali iudicio excisum hoc tantum vulnus ab ecclesia videretur ..". Also in De gestis  "  Pelagii Augustine is very clear:  ... haec ita obiecta sunt, ut etiam apud Carthaginem a  sanctitate tua et ab aliis tecum episcopis dicerentur audita atque damnata”; "ita ut Caeles-  tius ad ecclesiasticum iudicium perveniret et reportaret dignam sua perversitate senten-  tiam"; "Caelestius quidam talia sentiens ad iudicium Carthaginensis ecclesiae perductus  episcoporum sententia condemnatus est". ID., De gestis Pelagii X1,23; XX11L46; XXXV,  62, CSEL 42,76-77,100,116. Finally, Augustine says in Retractationes: "Caelestius vero  discipulus eius iam propter tales assertiones apud Carthaginem in episcopali iudicio, ubi  ego non interfui, excommunicationem meruerat". ID., Retractationes 11,33, CSEL 36,171.  % M. MERCATOR, Commonitorium I, ACO I, V, I, p. 66: "De quibus omnibus capitu-  lis <insertis> supra scriptis exemplaribus synodalium gestorum patres et episcopi regionis  illius restiterunt Caelestio et iusserunt ut eadem condemnaret, quia essent haeretici sensus,  sed Caelestius nullo modo adquiescens, quin immo resistens, actis isdem quibus frequen-  ter auditus est, ecclesiastica communione privatus est, a qua sententia ad Romani episcopi  examen credidit appellandum".  * This is also the opinion of Wermelinger. See O. WERMELINGER, Rom und Pelagius,  p. 17-18. Most of the authors are, however, certain that Celestius was condemned and  excommunicated by the synod of Carthage. For example G. BARDY, Celestius, c. 105; F.  NUVOLONE, Celestius, c. 2891; E. TESELLE, Augustine the Theologian, New York, 1970,  p. 280. M. WOJTOWYTSCH, Papsttum und Konzile von den Anfängen bis zu Leo TI (440-  461). Studien zur Entstehung der Ueberordnung des Papstes über Konzile (Päpste und  Papsttum 17), Stuttgart, 1981, p. 226. Loofs however, believes that Pelagius’ disciple was  probably not condemned, but rejected. See LOOFS, Pelagius, p. 759.  %* M. MERCATOR, Commonitorium 1, ACO, I, V, I, p. 66.haec ita 1eC| Sunt, etiam apud Carthaginem
sanctıtate {ua aD s ieCum epISCODIS dicerentur audıta mnata”;  f "1ita Caeles-
t1us ad ecclesiastıcum i1udıcıum pervenımet reporlareit dıgnam Sua perversıtate N-
tiam”;  ” "Caelestius quıdam ha sentiens ad 1udıcıum Carthagıinensıis eccles1i1ae perductus
ePISCOpOorum ententia condemnatus est  . I De ZesASs Pelagıi XAL23: XXI11.46: XXXV,
62, SEL 42,  ‚116 Fınally, ugustine Say>S In Retractationes "Caelestius vero
dıscıpulus 1US 1am propter les asserhNOoNes apud Carthagınem in epıscopalı 1udıic10, ubı
CHO NON interfu., excommunıcatıonem meruerat”. I  g Retractationes 11,33, SEL

A  ‚9 Commonitorium f ACO Y L, "De quıbus Oomnıbus Capıtu-
11s <1Nnsert1s> SCT1DUS exemplarıbus synodalıum gesSLOTUM palres el ep1ScopI reg10N1Ss
ıllıus rest1ı aelestio iusserunt eadem condemnaret, quıa haereticı SCHNSUS,
sed Caelestius nullo mOodo adquıiescens, quın 1IMMO resistens, actıs isdem quıbus frequen-
ter audıtus esL, ecclesiastıca COMMUNIONE privatus eSL, qua sententia ad Romanı ep1SCODI

credıdıt appellandum .
423 hıs 1s also the opınıon of Wermelinger. See RMRom und Pelagıus,

17518 Most of the authors aIc, however, certaın that Celestius CONdemn and
eXxcommunıcated Dy the Synod of Carthage For example BARDY, Celestius, 105:
NUVOLONE, Celestius, 2891; Augustine the Theologian, New York, 1970,

280 WOo.  CH, Papsttum und Konziıle Von den Anfängen his Leo (440-
461) Studien ZUr Entstehung der UVeberordnung des Papstes her Konzile äpste und
Papsttum K Stuttgart, 1981 226 fs however, l1ieves that Pelagıus’ iscıple Wäas
probably NOL condemned, but rejected See ‚OOFS, Pelagıus, 759

MERCATOR, Commonitorium L, ACO, 1, \ [,
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NOW that Celestus eft TICcA after the tri a_145 Thıs of
ercCator plausible us SINCE Celestus had considerable
time iın Rome, where the elagıan teachings WEeEIC NOTL consıdered
dangerous for al It 15 possible that Celestius has wrıtten 1Dellus
hrevissiımus A result of the PTOCCSS in We leve that
Augustine’s ın De pDeCcCCalorum merıtis el remıssiOnNne pOo1lNts 1n that
dırection, although he does NnOT mention name  48 Ihe Urc Father 18
IMNOTC clear 1ın Epistula C and ın De DECCALO originali”, but the further
Content of th1ıs ıbellus brevissiımus 15 NOTL known us

Is Celestius hımself responsıble for the S1X theses that pınned
hım? OUT opınıon, he rather the of ideas that he

takes VCI from others but that he Y completely. er all, Celestius
hımself mentioned the Name Rufinus aft the mal$l There 15 er de
fıde written Dy this us, in 1C SOINC theses correspond wıth those

45 ÖROSIUS, Liber apologeticus SEL 5,60
(r also WO. apsttum., A PLINVAL, Pelagıus, 258;

Celestius., 105; NUVOLONE, Celestius., ( 2891 ermelınger adds that
Celestius decıdes NnOL take the SLCDS; ERMELINGER, Rom und Pelagıus,

We only al the why he decıded NOL do
As Can also fınd Ibid., In RGUSON, elagıus, 4 V A

Aart OE 2893
48 De pecCCalorum merttLis FEeMLSSLONE 9  g'  ’ SEL 6, ınde

quod attınet ad baptısmum parvulorum, ut e1s sıt necessarlus, redemptionem eti1am 1DSIS
ODUS SSC concedunt, SICuL culusdam COTU| hıbello brevissımo continetur quı tamen 1D1
remıssıonNeEmM 1ICUIUS peccaltı apertius exprimere noluıt  LL

49 AUGUSTINE, Epistula 175,6, SEL 44 .661 "quamquam DCI baptısmum hrıstı
et1am parvulorum fıerı redemptionem lıbello SUO Caelestius In agınensı eccles1ia 1am
confessus est  LA l De peCCalo originalı XIX 21 CSEL "Nam ei Caelestius apud
agınem In lıbello SUO redemptionem confessus est parvulorum, l tamen noluıt
confıter1 In transısse peccatum  ”

De eer g1ves possıble interpretation f the ıbellus brevissimus. In HIS Op1nı10n, ıt
attention that Augustine, in his ACCOUNL of the trıal, only K extracts from the.

conversatıon in age, where elestius amn other thıngs orally admıtted that
chıildren have be baptızed. Augustine does NnOL from liıhbellus In which Celestius
should ave specıfıed thıs. According De Veer, the. liıhellus DrevissSımus COU. thus
regarded Just oral specıfıcatıon of Celestius In the debate 1C| mention! ın
the AaCIS and co-sıgned by Celestius. evertheless, the lıhellus also SCCINS ave been
(exXi that also exısted iındependent of the. aCts. Celestius used them fıve yCars ater wıth
Pope OSIMUS. ere the author refers the er agnum pondus of Pope ZOosimus

3  ’ See DE VEER, Le dossier Celestius, 691-692 YIhıs inter-
pretatiıon SCCINS reasonable

Iso MarrTou, Wermelıinger and Brown endorse the sımılarıty of deas ween
Pelagıus and Rufinus. See H.1 ARROU, Les Attaches orientales du pelagianısme, A0
334 ERMELINGE! Rom und Pelagıus, 11-15; ROWN, Religion and Society ıIn
the Age of Saıint Augustine, Londen, 1972, 2184220
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of Celestius”®. ccording Celestius, there WeIC IMOTEC people who
453doubted the "transmiıss1ıon of SINS 1Iso elagıus testihed 1n h1s

COomMmMenNntT the Roman letter that there 15 discussion iın Rome about the
traduxX peccati-doctrine”“. TOmM all thıs, MaAaYy conclude that Celestius
CannotTt regarded A the only ONe respons1ible for the theses. We Can

Jonger aNSWeI the question AaSs where Paulinus OUunNn! the theses 1C
WCIC attrıbuted Celestlus, wıth certalinty. Paulinus probably knew the
ideas of Celestius from h1s wrıtings, although the iragment of the Acts
indıcates that he has also preache: h1s doctrine orally”. Nor 1s 1t VE
clear whether Paulınus oun: these theses such iın Celestius’ work, 0)8

whether he ummarısed "Celestius’ polnts of 1e6W  LA in the S1X theses°.

FROM ARTHAGE TOSPOLIS (CCELESTIUS

er the Synod of Carthage, begıin lose ack of Celestius. In
414 Hılary of S yracuse informs Augustine about tumult iın Sicıly: certaın
Chrıiıstlans confusing the people wıth theır teachings””. The Urc
Father that Celestius miıght responsı1ble for thıs tumult°S. Then
agaın, iın De perfectione Lustitiae hominis Augustine deny thıs

It CONCECINS the followıng theses "Adam’s SIN injured hımself alone and NOL the
human race”, AF  ınfian al state in 1C| WwWas ore nM1S SIn  a "before
the advent of hrıst, there WEeTITC humans who dıd NOL SIN *  AA Liber de Fıde 38-30 See

MILLER, Rufinı Presbyteri Liber Fıde, 110-1
See Augustine’s aCCountiL of the In De DeCCalo orıgıinalı I13-IV,3, SEL 42,

168-169
PELAGIUS, In Epistulam Romanos SI PLS OUTER, elaQ1us

Exposttions of Thirteen Epistles of St Paul 11 eX and Studies 9,2), Cambrıidge, 1926,
46-47

. "Caelestus 1X1 <d1x1> de traduce peccatıCAELESTIUS, DISCIPULUS PELAGH  279  of Celestius”. According to Celestius, there were more people who  n53  doubted the  "transmission of sins  Also Pelagius testified in his  comment on the Roman letter that there is discussion in Rome about the  tradux peccati-doctrine“. From all this, we may conclude that Celestius  cannot be regarded as the only one responsible for the theses. We can no  longer answer the question as to where Paulinus found the theses which  were attributed to Celestius, with certainty. Paulinus probably knew the  ideas of Celestius from his writings, although the fragment of the Acts  indicates that he has also preached his doctrine orally”. Nor is it very  clear whether Paulinus found these theses as such in Celestius’ work, or  whether he summarised "Celestius’ points of view" in the six theses*.  C. FROM CARTHAGE TO DIOSPOLIS: CELESTIUS INCOGNITO  After the synod of Carthage, we begin to lose track of Celestius. In  414 Hilary of Syracuse informs Augustine about tumult in Sicily: certain  Christians are confusing the people with their teachings”. The Church  Father thinks that Celestius might be responsible for this tumult®. Then  again, in De perfectione iustitiae hominis Augustine seems to deny this  %2 It concerns the following theses: "Adam’s sin injured himself alone and not the  human race", "infants at birth are in that state in which Adam was before his sin", "before  the advent of Christ, there were humans who did not sin": Liber de Fide 38-39. See M.  W. MILLER, Rufini Presbyteri Liber de Fide, p. 110-112.  3 See Augustine’s account of the trial in De peccato originali 111,3-IV,3, CSEL 42,  168-169.  * PELAGIUS, In Epistulam ad Romanos 5,15; PLS 1,1137; or A. SOUTER, Pelagius’  Expositions of Thirteen Epistles of St. Paul II (Text and Studies 9,2), Cambridge, 1926, p.  46-47.  5 "Caelestius dixit: <dixi> de traduce peccati ...: Aurelius episcopus dixit: docuisti,  Caelesti, aliquando..."; CSEL 42,168.  % Nuvolone and Teselle believe that the theses are taken from Celestius’ works.  Loofs doubts whether the theses are literally taken from a work of Pelagius’ disciple. In  his opinion, this is impossible because of the fragment of the Acts. See F. NUVOLONE,  Celestius; c. 2891; E. TESELLE, Rufinus the Syrian, p. 77-78; F. LOOFS, Pelagius, p. 759.  ® AUGUSTINE, Epistula 156, CSEL 44,448-449.  % ID., Epistula 157, CSEL 44,448-449: "Sed quia magis convictus et ab ecclesia  detestatus quam correctus et pacatus abscessit, veritus sum, ne forte ipse ibi sit, qui  vestram fidem perturbare conatur; ideo nominis ipsius commemorationem putavi esse  faciendam, sed sive ipse sit sive alii consortes eius erroris — plures enim sunt, quam  sperare possumus, et, ubi non redarguuntur, etiam alios ad suam sectam seducunt et sic  crebrescunt, ut nesciam, quo sint eruptiri...".Aurelhus ePISCODUS dixıt: OCUIS!
Caelesti, alıquando...”; SEL

uvolone and Teselle beheve that the esEes taken from Celestius works.
oofs doubts whether the theses lıterally taken from ork of Pelagıus’ ıscıple. In
hIs Op1nıon, thıs 1s ımpossıble because of the fragment of the Acts See NUVOLONE,
Celestius; 2891; TESELLE, Rufinus the Syrian, 77-78; LOOFS, Pelagıus, 759

AUGUSTINE, Epistula 156, SEL
I Epistula 137 SEL 44 448-449 "Sed quıa magıs CONVICtUS el abh ecclesıia

detestatus quam COTTECIUS ef DaCcCalus abscessit, verıtus SUMmMı, forte 1pse ıbı S1t, quı
vesram em perturbare CONALUT; ideo NOMI1NIS 1DS1US CommemoOratiıonem putavı SSC
facıendam, sed S1ve Ipse S1ıt S1VE alıı CONSOTTIES 1US eITOTIS plures nım SUunL, quam

POSSUMUS, el ubı NON redarguuntur, eti1am alı08 ad SUam sectitam educunt SIC
crebrescunt, ul nescl1am, quO sınt eruptrı  ”
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informatıon, althoug later he admıts that Celestius has been there°. Is
Augustine correcting hımself here? Does he MC that Celestius indeed
had been in Sıcıly al that mMOMment, does he only want indıcate that
elagıus iscıple has been there ore 414° We hınk that he INCcans the
atter, but 1t remaıns VE report®®. From Marıus Mercator
learn that Celestius has been in Ephesus and that he has been ordained iın
that town®! We also find thıs informatıon wıth Augustine, althoug
Ephesus 15 NOTL explicıtly mentioned®* We SCC I1CcCason question
Mercator’sr The ate of Celestius’ ordınatlion however,
longer retrieved, but ıt mMust have been ore the of 416,
urıng the councıls of Carthage and Milevis®°. Later he also {[urns in
Constantinople, learn from Mercator®. Iso Prosper of Aquitaine

59 1 De perfectione ustitLae ANOMUNLS LA SEL 42,3-4 A  quı hOoc erun' de
Ä; Ä|Sıcılıa, ubı Caelestius NON 6S!  Q perhiıbetur NON TUS' 1StOS es quı haec attulerun

in Sıcılıa ex1istimo audısse, quod Ipse docuerit ista vel scrıpser1t”.
60 ccordıng de Plınval, it 18 V probable eleshus caused thıs Pelagıan

propagan: In Sıcıly. He 18 saıd have staye: there ore travelling further Ephesus.
Moreover, the author takes the report of Jerome ser10usly In Hıeremiam IVAL2. ( A 14,
1774), namely Celestius also responsıble for the tumult €es. In
Opınıo0n, Jerome IS b'4 that unable CC uUDO! thıs atter for lack of
other SOUTCECS. ther authors deny Pelagıus’ dıscıple has been Sıcıly in 414,
although they do NOL exclude that he has NOL been ere before. Bardy explaıns
Augustine s  X; attıtude ollows In 414 the UrC. Father belıeves that Celestius 18
responsıble for the tumult, but 415 he admıts that he mistaken Celestus has NOL
yel returned the WweSstL. See Pelage, 259, 267:; I  ’ euvres de saıiınt
Augustine. CFILSE pelagienne (BA 243 Par1]s, 1966, 10, 15, 41 7: WERMELINGER,
Rom und ela21us, 18, 29: MORRIS, Pelagian Literature, 40-41;
Celestius, 105

61 MERCATOR, Commonitorium I’ ACO M V,280  G. HONNAY  information, although later he admits that Celestius has been there”. Is  Augustine correcting himself here? Does he mean that Celestius indeed  had been in Sicily at that moment, or does he only want to indicate that  Pelagius’ disciple has been there before 414? We think that he means the  Jatter, but it remains a very vague report”. From Marius Mercator we  learn that Celestius has been in Ephesus and that he has been ordained in  that town®!  We also find this information with Augustine, although  Ephesus is not explicitly mentioned“. We see no reason to question  Mercator’s report. The exact date of Celestius’ ordination can, however, no  longer be retrieved, but it must have been before the summer of 416,  during the councils of Carthage and Milevis®. Later he also turns up in  Constantinople, as we learn from Mercator*. Also Prosper of Aquitaine  ® ID., De perfectione iustitiae hominis 1,1, CSEL 42,3-4: "qui hoc attulerunt de  nmn  Sicilia, ubi Caelestius non esse perhibetur  .  et non frustra istos fratres qui haec attulerunt  in Sicilia existimo audisse, quod ipse docuerit ista vel scripserit”.  ° According to de Plinval, it is very probable that Celestius caused this Pelagian  propaganda in Sicily. He is said to have stayed there before travelling further to Ephesus.  Moreover, the author takes the report of Jerome seriously (In Hieremiam IV 1,2, CCL 74,  174), namely that Celestius was also responsible for the tumult on Rhodes. In our  opinion, Jerome is so vague that we are unable to pronounce upon this matter for lack of  other sources. Other authors deny that Pelagius’ disciple has been in Sicily in 414,  although they do not exclude that he has not been there before. Bardy explains  Augustine’s attitude as follows. In 414 the Church Father believes that Celestius is  responsible for the tumult, but in 415 he admits that he was mistaken : Celestius has not  yet returned to the west. See G. DE PLINVAL, Pelage, p. 259, 267; ID., Oeuvres de saint  Augustine. La crise pelagienne 1 (BA 21), Parijs, 1966, p. 10, 15, 417; O. WERMELINGER,  Rom und Pelagius, p. 18, 29; J. MORRIS, Pelagian Literature, p. 40-41; G. BARDY,  Celestius, c. 105.  $ı M. MERCATOR, Commonitorium I, ACO I, V, I p. 66: "... qua mox idem ipse  appellatione neglecta Ephesum Asiae urbem contendit ibique ausus est per obreptionem  locum presbyterii petere”.  © Epistula 175 says: ”  quamvis et ad presbyterium idem Caelestius postea  pervenisse dicatur,  "; AUGUSTINUS, Epistula 175,1, CSEL 44,654. Epistula 176 gives  more details: "quorum unus, id est Caelestius etiam ad presbyterium in Asia dicitur  pervenisse”. ID., Epistula 176,4, CSEL 44,667.  %ß Modern authors declared with one voice that Celestius has been ordained in  Ephesus. Wermelinger situates this before 416, because it is then known in Africa. Grossi  shares this opinion, saying that Celestius appeared for a second time in Ephesus in 416,  where he had already been ordained at that time. See O. WERMELINGER, Rom und  Pelagius, p. 137-138; V. GROssI, Adversaries and Friends of Augustine, in A. DI  BERARDINO, J. QUASTEN, (ed.), Patrology IV, Westminster-Maryland, 1986, 463-504, p.  486; F. NUVOLONE, Celestius, c. 2891.  % M. MERCATOR, Commonitorium 1, ACO I, V, I, p. 66: "inde post aliquantos annos  sub sanctae memoriae Attico episcopo urbem Constantinopolitanam petüt, ubi in similibus  detectus, magno studio sancti illius viri ex praedicta alma urbe detrusus est". According toquäa INOX dem 1pse
appellatıone neglecta Ephesum Asıae urbem Ontendit ıbıque est PCI obreptionem
OCUm presbyter1 petere  ”

Epistula “ 5ay5. quamVvıs el ad presbyterıum iıdem aelestius pPOSLica
perven1sse Catur, Epistula 179.4., SEL ‚ptstula 176 g1IVES
INOITC “ quorum uUuNus, 1d est Caelestius et1am ad presbyterıum Asıa dıcıtur
perven1sse . I} Epistula 176,4, SEL 44 .66

53 Modern authors declared wıth ONC voIce that Celestius has been OT  ned in
Ephesus ermelınger ıtuates thıs before 416, ause it 18 then known firıca. GrOossı
cshares thıs OPIN1ON, sayıng that Celestius appeared for second time Ephesus in 416,
where he. already been ordaıned al that time See ERMELINGER, Rom und
Pelagıius, 137-138: SSI, Adversarıes and Friends of Augustine, JI
BERARDINO, (ed.). Patrology I Westminster-Maryland, 1986,
486 Celestius, 2891

MERCATOR, Commonitorium L ACO I: N L, "ınde DOSL alıquantos annOos
sub sanctae memor1a4€e CO epI1SCOpO urbem Constantinopolıtanam petut, ubı sımılıbus
detectus, studıo sanctı ıllıus VITI praedıcta alma urbe detrusus est  „ According
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and Augustine dIC able estify this® elagıus’ dıscıple Was
anısne' from this [OWN, but 1t saı1d wıth certaınty when thıs

took place Mercator Say>S that Celestius hastıly eft Constantinople
meetl Pope Zosimus®. TIThen he 18 sa1d have been banıshed in the

beginnıng of 4A17 For ack of ther SOUTCE mater1ı1al retrieve the
ate  67 Therefore, informatıon about Celestius’ personal AaDPCATANCE

after 411 1S VE ere aIc, however, SOINC ideas 3C thought
be. Celestius’. It 1S, for example, in thıs per10d that [WO DIShops,

Eutrop1us and Paul, who probably from Spain, g1ve the work Definitio-
nNES, UL dıcıtur Caelestil, Augustine. Augustine thınks that the work the
bıshops SaVC hım, dıd nOL the tle Definitiones, Ul dicitur Caeles-
Li°S He that the work 15 wriıtten Dy Celestius ONEC of his
followers At least the correspond wıth another work from 16
1t 15 certaın that Celestius 18 the author. Unfortunately, Augustine does NOTL
mention 1C work 1s here. In OUuTr Op1ın10n, Augustine decıdes NOT

attrıbute these Definitiones Celestius®.

Mercator, Bıshop Attıcus has wrıtten SOMINC letters about thıs colleagues in Asıa,
Thessalonikı and age

AQUITAINE, Carmen de ngratis I: 61- See UEGELMEYER, C(ar-
de ingratis, AUGUSTINE, Contra Tulianum ’  . 44 703 quı (exercıtus

Christi) debellavıt apud Carthaginem Coelestium, quando 1C 1pse NON CTA] eft LTUTrSus
Constantinopoli onge reg10n1ıbus frıcanıs”.

MERCATOR, I0c CLL. "Praedicthus famen Caelestius eti1am hınc eileCtus ad urbem
Romam sub memorl1ae Z0osımo ePISCODO festinatione perreXxI1t.

In moderm ıterature thıs exıle from Constantinople 1s NOL sıtuated before 416
AUGUSTINE, De perfectione Lustitiae hominis, I‚19 6 Z W 42,3-4 da ut definıt10-

nıhbus Qqua«C dıiıcuntur Caelest1 SSC respondeam SIC nım est eadem chartula
quam dedistis: definıtiones ut Cıtur, Caelesti quac praenotatıo credo quod NON ıllıus,
sed AM U sıt quı hOoc attulerunt de Sıcılıa, ubı Caelestius NON CSSC perhıbetur, sed ulta
talıa garrıentes eL, sSıcut alıt apostolus, 1DS1 el 108 CITOTCIM mittentes. iıllıus
tLamen haec SSC Octrına ve] eti1am quorundam SOCIOTUmM 1US NOS DOSSUMUS arbıtrarı.
Nam J! stae breves definıtiones vel DOUUS ratı1ocInatıones ab ıllıus abhorrent Ingen10,
quod in ODCTO alıo 1US INnSpeX1l, CU1US 1uUs SSC CONnstat aucCiorem, el NONMN frustra 1StOs
fratres quı haec attulerun In Sıcılıa existimo audısse, quod 1pse docuerıit ista vel
scripserit”. These Definitiones have been brought together from De perfectione Lustitiae
AOMINLS Dy ARNIER In Fand Dy BRUCKNER, Quellen ZUuUr (Geschichte
des pelagianischen Streites (Sammlung ausgewählter kırchen- und dogmengeschichtlicher
Quellenschriften HL, übıngen, 1906, 70-78 In the first definitiones,
rather ratiociınationes being introduced and they deal wıth the abılıty NOL S1IN. In
the second the: wrıter 'ants g1ve N1S argumentations solıd ZgT0uN Dy quoting the
Scriptures. In the thırd the crıptura. t{exXxtis of the OppPONECNLS being refuted

69 Augustüune’s es1!  on becomes VC clear wıth Odern authors. Wermelıinger
concludes that the UrC| er does attrıbute these Definitiones elagıus dıscıple,
the basıs of oral informatiıon fIrom Sıcıly and after comparıng it wıth another Ork of
Celestius But then agaın, Must ask ourselves the why Augustune dıd NOL



282

The Pelagıan doctrine 15 also startıng COINC the surface iın the
ast. In 415; probably July 28th, elagıus 18 summoned for the TSt
time in Jerusalem’®. The discussıon wiıthın the church ends wıithout
result, but for Celestius 1t 15 of M1NOTr ımportance. few months later, IW  ']

deported 1C bıshops, named HerTros of Arles and Lazarus of A1x, sent

Libellus agaınst elagıus the prımate of Palestine, ulogıus Thıs
Libellus contaıned theses, amon£g 1C the S1X theses from 411:
theses irom Sıcıly and quotations from unknown work of e1e6S$s-
1us  / On December 20th, bıshops gathere: ın Diospolı1s examıne
these charges”“. The synod 15 interested 100 at hOW elagıus TeACTISs
the theses that ttriıbuted Celestius. The aCTSs cShOw that elagıus does

explıcıtly confirm thıs. Ferguson, Nuvolone and Grossı also regard Celestius the author
of the Definitiones. ereby Grossı akes distinction between the Definitiones of
Celestus and earlıer anı ork Definitiones dicıtur Coelesti that refuted
DYy Augustine in De spirıtu ıttera. hıs dıstınchon SCOCINS Irst of all, the
UrC| ather clearly about the ork Definitiones, dicıtur (’aelestiu In De
perfectione Lustitiae hominıs L although he. questions the of the tiıtle.
Moreover, De spiritu el ıttera 1s NOL 1reCc| agaınst elestius. Plınval 18 INOTITC Cailc-

ful INn all probabıilıty Celestius 18 the author of the Ork. Hedde-Amann and Zumkeller do
NOL g1ve theır Op1N10N, SINCE Augustine admı! that he 15 NOL certaın about the tıtle NOT

about the authorshıp. The handwrıting does COrrespon wıth that of Celestius See
W ERMELINGER, Rom und Pelagıus, 31° NUVOLONE, Celestius, 2891: FERGUSON,
In Defence of Pelagius in Theology 83 (1980) 114-119, 116; GROSSI, Adversarıes
and Friends of ugustine, 486; PLINVAL, CrLSE pelagıenne L HS 593;

AMANN, Pelagıaniısme, 683; ZUMKELLER, Schriften die Pelagıaner
IL, ürzburg, 1 19-20

70 OROSIUS, Liber apologeticus 3-6, SEL
Is thıs Oork truly wriıtten by Celestius? In De gestSs Pelagı Augustine explıcıtly

recognised Celestius the author (De gest1s Pelagıius XX111,29, SEL and he
irom SOMINC of 1ts chapters But al the end of hıs wriungs (De gestis Pelagı XXV,

65, SEL 42,121) the hurch ather quoOlLes another Pelagıan thesıs. Thıs thesıs 18 saıd
OM from chapter 11 of of which the author 1s unknown, but that 1$ attrıbuted
elesAus. Does thıs NCa that Augustune does question the authorshıp of the ork that 15
A  DD of the lıbellus, contamıng the charges? does he refer another anONYMOUS
work? We do NOL knOow the exXaı9 but the 1Irs! Supposıtion 18 the OSL

ıkely First of all, "the eleventh chapter  ‚v C: Op1nıo0n, refer the from
which the other theses WEIC quo'!  r SINCE the quotation Iirom the twelfth chapter 15
asSsSOC1ated wıth ıt. urther, Augustine also clearly refers Heros and Lazarus, "1de0
fratres, quı haec obijecerunt”. Fınally, after thıs remark, Augustne CONLUNUES quOole from
the thirteenth chapter of the ork from hıch the OSL quotations WEIC taken. f
interpretatıon 1s COITECL, namely that chapter 6 of the work from which the
other quotations WEIC taken, then thıs COU. that OMNCC agaın ork had been
wrongly attrıbuted elesthus.

Augustine’s work De gests Pelagıl IS about thıs SynNod and it 1S based the Latın
of the For the reconstruction of the lıbellus and the discussıon iın Dıiospolıs,

SCC WERMELIN! Rom und Pelagıus, 295-299
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NnOTL want attrıbute the theses h1ıs iscıple, Dbut that he nevertheless
condemns them  /3 To conclude that elagıus dıstanced imself ın
Diospolis from h1s iscıple Celestius, WOUu 1n OUrTr opınıon wıthout
foundation *. It that elagıus only condemns the theses AaAd
satısfactionem SancLiae Synodi, S$InNCEe he does nOot mention this fact aNyMOTE
iın h1ıs Aartula defensionis, in 1C he reproduces the trial ın Di1io0s-
polis””. elagıus W as OUunNn! atholıc and wWas released. For OUT

invest1gation, it 15 DIty that the (CXTL, IC Was ttrıbuted Celestius
and irom 1C the quotations WEIC taken, Was lost In OUuT opinıon,
Augustine Sst1 had 1t at nA1s disposal’®.

LAGIANISM

The African reaction and the condemnation Dy Pope Innocent

elagıus’ acquıttal SCEISs off chaın reaction ın Africa’” the
annual synod of \fFica proconsularıs ın Carthage In 416, Oros1ius g1ves

73 AUGUSTINE, De ZeSsASs Pelagıl « SEL 42,84 "Ad ista Pelagıus respondit:
’Haec ufrum Caelest1 Sınt, 1ps1 viderınt, quı dicunt Caelesti CSSC; CEO CIO NUMqUamM

211SIC tenul, sed anathematızo quı SIC nel
Plınval and Wermelınger aPTCC wıth thıs poımınt of VIEW See DE PLINVAL,

Pelage, 290:; [  9 La CFLSE pelagienne Z, 633 ERMELINGER, Rom und Pelagıius,
75 AUGUSTINE, C1Lt AAAILS/-XXXIILSS, SEL 42,111-1
76 The Church ather always ment0ons the chapter from which he has taken the

quo!  ons He ven takes INOTC than OMNEC TOM chapter twelve. In duodecımo
Capıtulo: 1CcCtori1am NON de1ı N  D adıutor1i0, lıbero arbıtrıo, quod inferre
dictus est his verbıs: "NnOstra est victor1a, quon1am proprıia voluntate SUuScCePIMUS,
SICuL contrarıo est quando VINCIMUT, quon1am armarı proprıia voluntate
cContempsimus’ el de apostolo 'eiro pOosult testimon1um dıvıinae NOS N  Q CONSOTTES naturae
ei syllogısmum facere 1C1! "quon1am S1 anıma NONMN DOLESL GS$'  Q Sıne pPECCAlo, CTIBO el
deus ubılacet Calo, CU1US Dars, hNOC est Nnıma, DECCALO Obnox1a est  2n Ihıd. A VI11,42,
SEL 42,98

I7 Especıially the Odern authors UÜlbrich and Wermelıinger deal ıth thıs Afrıcan
reacthon greal length. Ulbrich draws, for example, attention the fact that Augustine’s
theology 18 VC) iımportant in the whole of the Afrıcan reaction of 416 However, z

remark that the hurch ather nOL present In age. Moreover, ask
selves the question whether hıs oughts themselves CannolL the result of the Afrıcan
theology. See ULBRICH, AuQ2ustins Briefe ZUTF Entscheidenden Phase des Pelagıa-
nischen Streites, In Aug (1963) 51-75, 60-67 WERMELINGER, Rom und ela-
QIUS, 94-101:; Les origines afrıcaines de Ia doctrine augustinıenne SUur la
chute el le peche originel, In Aug2ustinus (1967) n 43-48,A
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aCCOuUuNT of the synod of Diospolıis. Hereupon the 6878 bıshops who WEeEeIC

present, the condemnatıon of 411 and also condemn elagıus. TIhey
wriıte letter Pope nnocent’?, 1n 1C they NOUNCE their
decision®® and also ask the Pope condemn thıs heresy. In the SaJIne

per10d, bıshops from Numidıa, includıng Augustine, gathere: 1n
Miılevıs. These bıshops a1sSO condemn elagıus and Celestius and send
letter nnocent wıth urgent request condemn thıs heretical
movement®!. In SuppOrt of these [W  ®] etters, Afrıcan bıshops also

7® Ihe number of Dartiıcıpants in the councıls of Carthage and Miılevıs depends the
edıtıon that 18 ollowed. Zumkeller and T1C| followed SEL 44 ‚652-663, where

and bıshops respectively gıven. Pietrıi used 20, here the edıtion ment0ons
and 61 particıpants respectıvely. edde-Amann used amon£ others where

Iso 61 bıshops WEIC mentioned for the councıl of Mılevıs. We prefer the DOINt of 1e6W
of Goldbacher in SEL See ZUMKELLER, Schriften die Pelagıaner IL, n O
53 ULBRICH, Augustins Briefe, 61.63; Roma christiana. Recherches SUr

’ Eglise de Rome, Son Oorganısation, politique, Son ideologıe Miltiade Sixte II
1-3 (Bibilıotheque des Ecoles francaıses enes ei de ome 224), DI H. Rome,
1976, 1187, footnote (the reference the Councıl of age 1S NOL 26, 564-568,
it should 20,564-568 For Milevıs the XAaCl 1s g1ven: 3

AMANN, Pelagianısme, 695 Von Hefele-Leclercq also g1ve another number.
According them. ere WeIC bıshops present age and 61 In Miılevıs. See
VON HEFELE, LECLERCOQ, Hıstorvıre des Concıles d’apres les documents OTLZINAUX 1L, I&
Parıs, 1908, 184 Munier solved the problem cleverly: In age approximately
bıshops WEeIC present, ın Miılevıs approxımately See MUNIER (ed.) Concilia Africae

345 523 (L 149, Turnhout, 1974, MN
79 AUGUSTINE, Epistula 17 SEL 44 ‚652-662
10 I Epistula 178.1:; SEL "Hıs CTSO ecHs Pelagıum et Caelestium

nefarıl DTOTSUS ab Oomnıbus nobıs anathemandı eITOTIS advertimus. nde factum
CSL, ul recensendum [“  , quıd ante ferme quinquenn1um SUDCI aelesu1 nomine hic
apud ecclesiam Carthagınensem fuerıit agıtatum. Quo recıtato, SICut subdıiıtıs advertere
poterıt sanctıtas [ua, quamVı1s iudiıcatio manıfesta constarel, quıia 1lo m epıscopalı
1udic10 eXCIsum hoc vulnus ab ecclesıia videretur, nıhılo MINus tamen ıd COomMMuUnI
delıberatione CeENSUlMUS, uL hulus modiı DersuasıoNIS auCLoT®eS, quamVvıs er ad presbyterıum
dem Caelestius pOSLCA perven1Sse 1catur, 181 haec apertissıme anathemaverınt, 1DSOS
anathemarı284  G. HONNAY  account of the synod of Diospolis. Hereupon the 68’* bishops who were  present, renew the condemnation of 411 and also condemn Pelagius. They  write a letter to Pope Innocent””, in which they announce their  decision®® and also ask the Pope to condemn this heresy. In the same  period, 59 bishops from MNumidia, including Augustine, gathered in  Milevis. These bishops also condemn Pelagius and Celestius and send a  letter to Innocent with an urgent request to condemn this heretical  movement?!, In support of these two letters, 5 African bishops also added  7 The number of participants in the councils of Carthage and Milevis depends on the  source edition that is followed. Zumkeller and Ulbrich followed CSEL 44,652-663, where  68 and 59 bishops are respectively given. Pietri used PL 20, where the edition mentions  69 and 61 participants respectively. Hedde-Amann used among others PL _33,762 where  also 61 bishops were mentioned for the council of Milevis. We prefer the point of view  of Goldbacher in CSEL 44. See A. ZUMKELLER, Schriften gegen die Pelagianer Xl, p. 52-  53; H. ULBRICH, Augustins Briefe, p. 61.63; C. PIETRI, Roma christiana. Recherches sur  l’Eglise de Rome, son organisation, sa politique, son ideologie de Miltiade ä Sixte II  (311-340) (Bibiliothe&que des Ecoles francaises d’Athenes et de Rome 224), DI. II, Rome,  1976, p. 1187, footnote 1 (the reference to the Council of Carthage is not PL 26, 564-568,  it should be PL _ 20,564-568. For Milevis the exact source is given: PL 20,568-571); R.  HEDDE, E. AMANN, PElagianisme, c. 695. Von Hefele-Leclercq also give another number.  According to them, there were 68 bishops present in Carthage and 61 in Milevis. See C.  VON HEFELE, H. LECLERCQ, Histoire des Conciles d’apres les documents originaux IL, 1,  Paris, 1908, p. 184. Munier solved the problem cleverly: in Carthage approximately 70  bishops were present, in Milevis approximately 60. See C. MUNIER (ed.), Concilia Africae  a. 345 - a. 525, CCL 149, Turnhout, 1974, p. XXIX.  79 AUGUSTINE, Epistula 175, CSEL 44,652-662.  ®0 Ip., Epistula 175,1, CSEL 44,654-655: "His ergo lectis Pelagium et Caelestium  auctores nefarii prorsus et ab omnibus nobis anathemandi erroris advertimus. Unde factum  est, ut recensendum peteremus, quid ante ferme quinquennium super Caelestii nomine hic  apud ecclesiam Carthaginensem fuerit agitatum. Quo recitato, sicut ex subditis advertere  poterit sanctitas tua, quamvis iudicatio manifesta constaret, quia illo tempore episcopali  ijudicio excisum hoc tantum vulnus ab ecclesia videretur, nihilo minus tamen id communi  deliberatione censuimus, ut huius modi persuasionis auctores, quamvis et ad presbyterium  idem Caelestius postea pervenisse dicatur, nisi haec apertissime anathemaverint, ipsos  anathemari oporteat ..."  81 AUGUSTINE, Epistula 176, CSEL 44,663-668: "Huius autem perniciosissimi erroris  auctores esse perhibentur Pelagius et Caelestius, quos quidem in ecclesia sanarı malumus  quam desperata salute ab ecclesia resecari, si necessitas nulla compellat. Quorum unus, id  est Caelestius etiam ad presbyterium in Asia dicitur pervenisse, de quo ante paucos annos  quis gestum fuerit, sanctitas tua de Carthaginensi ecclesia melius instruitur. Pelagius vero,  sicut a quibusdam fratribus nostris missae loquuntur epistulae, Hierosolymis constitutus  nonnullos fallere adseritur. Verum tamen multo plures, qui eius sensus diligentius  indagare potuerunt, adversus eum pro gratia Christi et catholicae fidei veritate confligunt  sed praecipue sanctus filius tuus, frater et conpresbyter noster Hieronymus".X] ‚TINE, Epistula 176, SEL 44 .663-668 "Hulus utem PerNIC1OS1SSIMN eITOTIS

A  Q perhıbentur Pelagıus e1 Caelestius, quOSs quıdem in ecclesıa sSanarı malumus
quam desperata salute ab ecclesıa resecCarl, S1 necessIıitas nulla compellat. Quorum uUuNus, 1d
est Caelestius eti1am ad presbyterıum in s1a dıcıtur perven1sse, de quUO ante NO!

quı1s gestum fuer1t, sanctıtas {ua de Carthagıinensı ecclesia melıus instrultur. Pelagıus VCTIO,
SICut quıbusdam Tatrıbus NnOstrIis missae loquuntur epıstulae, Hıerosolymıis cConsututus
nonnullos allere adserı1tur. erum men ulto plures, quı e1us SCHSUS dılıgentius
indagare DOLWMeETUNLK, adversus CUu  = DTO gratia Christı el catholıicae fide1 verıtate conflıgunt
sed praecıpue fiılıus [UUS, frater CONpresbyter NOStier Hıeronymus”.
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collective writing““. These three etters brought Rome ogether
wıth “file“83. On January Tth 41L Pope NnOCcent answered the three
Afrıcan etters®“ In these etters, he CXDICSSCSH his appreclation of the fact
that they e sSSsSE! themselves Rome  85 Moreover, the letters of the
Africans and the nıle have convınced Innocent of the dangerous ideas
spread Dy the elagıans. TIhus he rejects thıs doctrine®® and he condemns
elagıus and Celestius VE solemnly””. Hereby ıt 1S ıiımmediately

that the Pope does NnOL want PTONOUNCE definitive

AUGUSTINE, Epistula LF S 1 They WEeTITC Aurelıus, Alypıus,
Augustine, Evodius and Possıidius. thıs the bıshops deal wıth Pelagıus’ ne
and acquıttal in Diospolıs in great length They ask Innocent investigate thıs Case

thoroughly and they PITODOSC invıte Pelagıus OoOme. They do NnOL talk about Celestius
in thıs

83 Thıs fıle contaıins the theses of 41 } Pelagıus’ Chartula and De naLlura, Augustine’s
De nalura gratia, letter of TOmM Timasıus and Jacobus and letter for
Pelagıus. See for the theses of 411 AUGUSTINE, Epistula IR SEL 44 ,654 for
Pelagıus’ Chartula and the for Pelagıus: I Epistula’SEL 44 ,684-685; for
Pelagıus’ De and Augustine s De gratia: I ‚pLStula FG SEL 44 ,
675

4 AUGUSTINE, Epistula 181-183, SEL 44 ,701-736
As for example ‚DLStula I81L SEL 44 ,701-702:; Epistula 182,2, SEL 44 /716-

/17:; Epistula 1855 SEL 44 ,729 For the church-political aSpeC WOVIJTO-
apsttum, - ERMELINGER, Rom und Pelagıus, 124-133 These

authors draw the attention how the Pope SCS the etters Irom the cans
Roman prımacy. However, for TICA the Pope 18 NOL the hıghest authority wıth regard
doctrines. Ihe ONOUr-PrIMaCYy belongs the sedes Petrı and therefore they refer ıt
On of that, ermelınger remarks that NnOocent has but possı1bilıty refuse the
wıishes of the frıcans. Kelly lIieves that the authorıty of the OCctrıne of ome 18
stressed in Innocent etters We rather thınk that the Pope ants DulLl hıs Juridıcal
prımacy ın A clear lıght: the dec1ısıons taken by local UrC| only become effectual for
the whole UrC ome takes them VT and proclaıms them In Op1IN10N, the
declaratıon of excommunIıcation is rather Juridıcal See The Oxford
dictionary of ODEeS, New Y ork, 1988, A q

FOor example Epistula 181,6, SEL 44 709 "O1 CIRO hOocC lle ita ‚g SCItu
assıdue dıceret, iıta necessarıum confessus est ut Oceret, Quem ad modum Pelagıus

Caelestiusque seposıta Omnı responsioNe psalmorum talıque abdıcata Octrına
alıquıbus SSC confidunt NOS adıutorium de1ı Tre NC CHOIC, Cum
sanctı nı SINE hoc DOSSC Mr?”

Epistula 182,6, SEL 44 ,721 "Qua Pelagıum Caelestiumque, ıd N  Z} inventores
(0)  9 Qqua®, SIıCut diıxıt apostolus, aedificatlonıs nıhılum sed magıs vanıssımas

CONSUeEeTUNL Dararc quaestiones, ecclesiastıca COomMMuUNıONE prıvarı apostolıcı VIgOTI1S
auctoriıtate 9 donec resıpıscant de dıiabol laqueıs, quO Captıvı enentur
secundum IDS1US voluntatem, COSYUC interım domminıco Ovıllı NON reC1IDL, quod 1DS1 DCTVEI-
sac 1a€ secutl tramıtem deserere. voluerunt”. Ihe Pope adds that thıs also applıes

those who sprea the Pelagıan OCcCtrine who sympathıze wıth 18
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condemnatıon. He leaves the possibilıty OPCNH for the Pelagıans CONVeTIT
themselves®®?.

Celestius and LO0OSLUMUS

Was the Pelagıan CONLTOVETSY solved Dy this? No, the contrary!
er h1is exıle from Constantinople, Celestius went Rome  89 Mean-
whnıiıle, Pope Zosimus had succeeded h1s predecessor nnocent In March
aäı7 urıng h1s Journey, Celestius had mel Heros and Lazarus, d learn
from Zosimus’ etters”. Upon arrıval 1ın Rome, Celestius obtaın
revVv1sS1OonN of h1s condemnatıon; and he expressed h1s intention lodge

appe: or1ıginally formulated after h1is condemnatıon in 411 He
1DeLllus fıdei Zosimus h1s orthodoxy”. Only

reconstruction of thıs work has been preserved. elagıus also wrıtes
letter and Libellus fıdel the Apostolıc See It attracCts attention

&® As for example Epistula 181,9, SEL 44,713-714: "...quOd S1 ecerınt, erint in
pontifiıcum 1SUs alıquatenus subvenıre el talıbus alıquam uramı praestiare

vulnerıbus, Qquam sole‘ lapsıs, CUmMm resipuerınt, ecclesıia NON z  ' ut Sul revocatı
praec1piti1s ntra ovıle dominı redigantur... .

MERCATOR, Commonitorium 1, ACO 1, V, L, See above. In Op1nı0n, ıt
18 NnOL possıble retirieve the date. of Celestius departure for Ome. We ınk it
must have been after he heard about the condemnatıon by Nnocent. After all, it the
first time that Rome eclar:' ıtself agaınst the Pelagıans. Seemingly, Pope nNnnocent (401-
417) found nothıng WTITON£ in the Pelagıan OCctrıne untıl NOW, SINCE ıt Was VC ell
known in Ome. Therefore ınk It 1s VC] understandable that Celestius went
the Pope We further belıeve base OUTr hypothesıs the fact that also Pelagıus
sent etter NnOocent W AUGUSTINE, De gratia Christi 9  ' SEL
42,150) Ihus In OpIn10N, Mercator’s Ola festinatione 18 rather bıased. erguson
prefers Mercator’s versi1on, who, In his Opınıon, SUggeSLS Celestius waıted for better
iimes COMC, In thıs CaSs! the appoıntment of Pope Zosımus. dee FERGUSON, Pelagıus,

102
Epistula (Collecti0 Avellana 45,4), SEL 35/1,100: In

transıtu Cognıtum, Herotem CcIO eti1am satısfactiıone interposıta, quod SCCUS de 1ZNOt0 el
absente sens1isset, CUMM gratia recessisse”. We longer reirieve wıth certaminty,
whether they indeed mel in Palestine, Ferguson belıeves, but it 18 deed VC] probable.
hıs author and de Plınval chare the opınıon that Celestius only mel Heros. The question
18 hat they INC: Dy meeting . Zosimus’ letter mentions the fact that Celestius also
knew ATUuS, be It In ane ransıtu. Probabily, it ıll NnOL have been elaborate
conversatıon, but Ferguson 18 exaggeratıng hen he TItes that ‚AZAarus 18 NOL menti0ne:«

all See RGUSON, Pelagius, 101-102:; PLINVAL, Pelage, 313
91 See For the. arguments f Garnıier, al Veer

Oou the authenticıty, but g1VveESs See DE VEER, CrLSE pelagıenne IL,
692 Can longer retraced whether the. reconstruction 18

92 For the letter, SCC 48,610-61 1; fOr the Libellus fideli, w
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because Celestius’ confession of al 15 almost ıdentically the ON of
elaglus, wıth few eXCcept10ns (use of words, etc.)”. We do find
personal addıtıon In the hırd of Celestius’ ıbellus, In 1C he
explicıtly takes stand concerning infant baptism”“. It obtaın
ACCESS the Kıngdom of Heaven. On the other hand, he rejects the IraduxX
peccatı ıt WOU CAasi slur the Creator Sa V somethıing 1ıke that!
Celestius concludes hıs letter Dy sayıng that he 15 prepared COTTECTI
iımself 1f Zosimus thıinks this necessary””. Zosimus wants examıne
Celestius’ TequeEST ser10usly and he publıc earıng ın the Basılıca
of Clemens”. Celestius 15 OUunNn! orthodox?”. In eptember A147, the
Pope informs the Afrıcan bıshops of the trial in Rome  98 ccording
Rome, Celestius 15 innocent. Everyone who S{1 WAants charges
agalnst hım, has COMMIC Rome wıthın [W  ®] months”. On eptember

93 The sımılarıty between the [WO ıbelli CONtiact ween of
them, but MNCSSAZC of thıs has been preserved.

AUGUSTINE, De DEeECCALO originalı -  ' SEL y  a "iınfantes
TE baptızarı remıissionem secundum regulam unıversalıs ecclesiae el
secundum evangeln sententam confitemur, quıa domınus statuıt IC8NUMmM caelorum NnOonnıIısı
baptızatıs DOSSC conferr1, quod quıa 1res natiurae NON nt, conferr1 necessarıum est PCT
gratiae lıbertatem” A  1in remissioNEmM Aaufte! Cal  TU baptızandos nfantes NON 1dcirco
dıxıimus, uLt peCCalum traduce Iırmare videamur. Quod onge Catholıco alıenum
eSL, quıia peCCalum NON CUIMM homıiıne nascıtur, quod postmodum ab homine, quıa
NOMN naturae delıctum, sed voluntatıs SSC Et illud CTIg0O conlfıterı CONSTUUM,
dıversa baptısmatıs SCNCIa facere videamur, ei hoc praemunıre necessarıum esL, DCT
mystern OCCasıonem ad CreatorIıs In1uriam malum antequam f1at ab homine 'adı dicatur
hominı DCI”

95 AUGUSTINE, De DECCALO originalı XX111.26, SEL A  SI QuUaC (060 Ta
em quaestiones natae SUNL, de quıbus inter plerosque content10, NOoN CRHÖO quası
auCLOTr 1CUI1US dogmatıs definıta hOC auctorıtate statu1, Cca, ua de prophetarum el
apos  Orum fonte SUuSCeDI1, vestr1 apostolatus offerımus probanda ESSC 1ud1C10, ul, S] forte

homiıinıbus qu1spiam 1gnorantıiae A1OT obrepsıit, vesira ententıa Corrgatur  dl
ZOSIMUS, Epistula vell 45,2), SEL 5/1,99 The aCcCts of these proceed-

Ings ave NnOL been preserved. reconstructhon 18 faırly possıble the basıs Of
MERCATOR, Commonitorium 1, ACO k V’ L, 66; AUGUSTINE, De DECCALO ortginalı V ,5-
VILS, SEL g  b  9 I  9 Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum B: I11,5-IV ‚6, SEL
60,463-465; Libellus ad L0sımum vell 47), SEL 35/1,108-109

Epistula ve| 45,8) SEL 35/1,.101 "unde In praesent] ‚ausa
Nl MaCCOX ımmaturumque cCensulmus”.

Ihid. ve. 45), SEL 35/1,99-103
99 I!hıd (Coll Avell 45,8), SEL 35/1,102; uare ntra secundum MENSEM aut

nıant, quı praesentem rl  guan er senture Qquam lıbellıs el professione contexult, aut
nıhıl pOSL haec apc] et manıfesta, protulıt, 11 sanctıtas resedisse OS-
cat  x Augustine interprets thıs ollows Sed interposito duorum ensium
lemporTe, donec rescriberetur Afrıca, resıpıscendiı el OCUS sub quadam medicıinalı
sententiae eniıtate esti..”  " AUGUSTINE, De DeECCALO orıgınalı VILS, SEL
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21st 417, the Pope also dıscharges Pelagius"®®. Obvıiously, the lıbellı of
101elagıus and Celestius sufficıently proved theır orthodoxy Celestius

and elagıus WEIC rehabilitated!®®. In TICA, they WETC NOTLT appY at
wıth thıs sudden IU:  $ in the Pelagıan CONLTOVETSY. In the gınnıng of
November 417 the Afrıcan bıshops wrıte letter 1ın 5103 they urgently
request the Pope leave everything ıt Was under Pope Innocent  103 In
the SdaInllce per10d, Paulınus a1so AaNSWEIS /7/0osiımus’ request COMMC
Rome  104 In ‚pistula k2, Zosimus refers volumen that he rece1ved
later!©®> Ihıs or1ginated wıth the synod of age ın the of
417, where the elagıan CONLTOVETSY W as examıned for second time %-
On March 21st, 7osimus TEACTIS wıth 109(0) 8 gentle letter!®” In thıs etter,
the Pope emphasızes the primacy of Rome and leave
everythıng A  as ıt wWwWasr

Modern authors belhıeve that elestius Was consıdered orthodox Dy Rome, al-
though his rehabıilıtation Was pOS! for [WO months. Wermelıinger draws the attention

the fact that Augustune dıstorts hıistorical fact: it 1S VC) clear Zosimus’ LEXL, that
those [WO months relate the Afrıcans, NnOt Celestius chance converted. Hedde-
Amann, however, stick Augustine s vers1o0n. See for instance WOJTOWYTSCH,
apsttum, 252 La CFLSE pelagienne IL, 15.18; PIETRI, Roma chris-
t1ANnd, L222 Rom und Pelagius, 262; HEDDE, AMANN, Pe-
(agianısme, 698

ZOSIMUS, Epistula ve. 46), SEL 35/1,103-108
101 Moreover, Celestius had OM ome hıimself and he had gıven letter of

recommendatıon Dy Praylus from Jerusalem together wıth hıs confession of faıth: Ihid.
Avell 46, 2) SEL 35/1,103 Ferguson MNgS In another four interesting

defend Zosimus’ attıtude. See RGUSON, elagius, 104-106
C1t. ve| 46, 153 SEL 35/1,107 .  sıt nobıs gaudıum CcCOosS.

QUOS alsı ndıces crımınabantur, el atholıca carıtate NUMq Ua
fec1ısse 1vulsos”.

We longer have thıs el  T, but Zosımus refers ıt in later letter. Zosimus,
Epistula Avell 50, 5-6), SEL hıs etter 18 dated 1/3/418

Libellus ad Z0sımum Avell 47), SEL 35/1,108-111.
ZOSIMUS, Epistula Avell 50, SEL 33/1.:116
In Epistula 215. Augustine talks of Concilium Africanum. C AUGUSTINE,

Epistula 252 SEL-hıs volumen has also dısappeared, but it faırly
ell reconstruct! the basıs of secondary It 1S saıd have CONSIS! of the
aCcCts of the agaınst Celestius and Pelagıus and of the antıpelagıan ıbellus from
Augustine’s Epistula 186. A

ZOSIMUS, Epistula Ve| 50), SEL 35/1,.115-117.
Ihid Avell 30.3% SEL 35/1,115-117 Ihe bıshop reDCaLs that he has thor-

oughly examıned Celestius Apparently, the Afrıcans reproached hım that he
been actıng carelessly He PDTONOUNCES hıs decısıon A  1dcırco Nnoverıt vestira 'aternıtas nıhıl
NOS, 1g Ila vobıs SCTIPSIMUS vel lıtteras acCcepımus, immutasse CO-
dem relıquısse STalu, in quO um fuerant, CUMM hoc NOStrS hıtteris vestrae indıca-
VIMUS sanctıtatı, ut ılla, ua vobiıs ad NOS mı1ssa eral, obtestatiıo servaretur”. ote that
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In Contra duas ’DIStuUlas pelagianorum’ Augustine descr1bes
how elagıus and Celestius have dece1ved the Roman clergy and hOow Af-
T1cCa reacted this The TICAN bıshops eman: that Celestius publıcly
denounce h1ıs ıbellus IThereupon, Pope Zosimus 1s saıd have invıted
Celestius again , IThe latter had, however, eady, as learn

110from Mercator

The Convıction of Pelagianısm In 418

The YCar 418 Was hard yYCar for the elagıans: wıthıin few
months time, they had deal wıth Man Yy three condemnatıons. First
of Ail. rescr1pt of the Emperor Honori1us, wrıtten iın Ravenna, Was made
publıc ın Rome Aprıl 3()th 418 It Was esSseE. adıus, the

the dudum interpreted In [WO Ways On the ONC hand, it Can INCA that everythıng
should remaın it WwWas under nocent, aS, accordıng Wermelınger, Caspar interprets
IL, But the Ontexti Can also low of another explanatıon: ZOsımus sticks h1Is OWN dec1-
SION and in that WaY he thınks the request of the. frıcans Wermelıinger be-
leves that Zosımus dıd NOL regar! his OW) decisıon break wıth the opınıon of
nnocent. See ERMELINGER, Rom und Pelagius, 1 footnote The ord du-
dum also I[NCA recently' and then he [NCAaNls eave everythıng ıt Was sel ın
the. fiırst Whether Zosımus aCKs down thıs 18 NOL clear Together
wıth Wermelıinger, do NnOL thınk he dıd In artıcle, however, Wermelıunger
claıms that the Pope does carefully (9)111% round In hıs etter of But hıs ar gu-
men  10N does NnOL CONvince See 1 Staatlıche und kirchliche Zwangmassnahmen In
der Endphase des pelagianıschen treıtes, In Agostino d’Ippona: Quaestiones disputatae’ ,
Palermo, 1989, 75-100, 8()-81 ther Oors do that the. Pope clearly CamMm)!  C&
round in h1s er In OpInı10n, thıs option 1S certamly reasonable dıfficulty In the
interpretation 15 „  ut ılla, quac vobıs ad 1055 mı1ıssa eral, 10 servaretur ;
Epistula Avell 50,6), SEL S14 TIhe request of the Afrıcans Wäas

certainly NOL ecant resign themselves Zosimus’ dec1si0n. On the for them
Innocent’s Judgement still remaıned valıd, ıt 18 clearly pul in Paulınus etter:
PAULINUS, Libellus L0sımum ve 47,3), SEL 35/1,108 Most authors
cConclude from thıs that ZOosımus DaVC in. See for instance NUVOLONE, Celestius,
2892: OJTOWYTSCH, apsttum, 235 Roma christiana, It
18 due. the of Zosimus’ words that there dıfferent possiıble interpretations.
verythıng epends the pomint of 1e6W from 1C| YOU look al thıs secnNnieNCE, from
Afrıca s OSImMus’ point of 16W. In case, a definıte Judgement 18 iımpossıble In
Opınıon.

AUGUSTINE, Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum IL.IIL,5, SEL 60,465 A  tunc CT RO
CUu 1US praesentia DOScerelur, ut Certs dılucıdıs respons1oN1bus vel astutıa homiınıs
vel COrrecti10 dılusceret el nullı ambıgua N  an ubtraxıt el negavıt examın!1".

110 ERCATOR, Commonitorium ® ACÖO 1, W: L, "VvOCatus audıentiam
plenamCAELESTIUS, DISCIPULUS PELAGHI  289  In Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum 1LIM,5, Augustine describes  how Pelagius and Celestius have deceived the Roman clergy and how Af-  rica reacted to +this. The African bishops demand that Celestius publicly  denounce his libellus. Thereupon, Pope Zosimus is said to have invited  Celestius again!®. The latter had, however, fled already, as we learn  110  from Mercator  .  3. The conviction of Pelagianism in 418  The year 418 was a hard year for the Pelagians: within a few  months time, they had to deal with as many as three condemnations. First  of all, a rescript of the Emperor Honorius, written in Ravenna, was made  public in Rome on April 30th 418. It was addressed to Palladius, the  the dudum can be interpreted in two ways. On the one hand, it can mean that everything  should remain as it was under Innocent, as, according to Wermelinger, Caspar interprets  it. But the context can also allow of another explanation: Zosimus sticks to his own deci-  sion and in that way he thinks to answer the request of the Africans. Wermelinger be-  lieves that Zosimus did not regard his own decision as a break with the opinion of  Innocent. See O. WERMELINGER, Rom und Pelagius, p. 164, footnote 144. The word du-  dum can also mean ’recently’ and then he means to leave everything as it was settled in  the first letter. Whether Zosimus backs down in this letter is not clear to us. Together  with Wermelinger, we do not think he did. In a recent article, however, Wermelinger  claims that the Pope does carefully come round in his letter of 21/3/418. But his argu-  mentation does not convince us. See ID., Staatliche und kirchliche Zwangmassnahmen in  der Endphase des pelagianischen Streites, in Agostino d’Ippona: ’Quaestiones disputatae’ ,  Palermo, 1989, 75-100, p. 80-81. Other commentators do think that the Pope clearly came  round in his letter. In our opinion, this option is certainly reasonable. A difficulty in the  interpretation is: "ut illa, quae a vobis ad nos missa erat, obtestatio servaretur"; ZOSIMUS,  Epistula 12 (Coll. Avell. 50,6), CSEL 35/1,117. The urgent request of the Africans was  certainly not meant to resign themselves to Zosimus’ decision. On the contrary, for them  Innocent’s judgement still remained valid, as it is so clearly put in Paulinus’ letter;  PAULINUS, Libellus ad Zosimum (Coll. Avell. 47,3), CSEL 35/1,108. Most authors  conclude from this that Zosimus gave in. See for instance F. NUVOLONE, Cöelestius, C.  2892; M. WOJTOWYTSCH, Papsttum, p. 253; C. PIETRI, Roma christiana, p. 1229-1230. It  is due to the vagueness of Zosimus’ words that there are different possible interpretations.  Everything depends on the point of view from which you look at this sentence, from  Africa’s or Zosimus’ point of view. In any case, a definite judgement is impossible in our  opinion.  19 AUGUSTINE, Contra duas epistulas pelagianorum ILIIL,S, CSEL 60,465: "tunc ergo  cum eius praesentia posceretur, ut certis ac dilucidis responsionibus vel astutia hominis  vel correctio dilusceret et nulli ambigua remaneret, se subtraxit et negavit examini".  10 M, MERCATOR, Commonitorium 1, ACO I, V, I, p. 66: "vocatus ad audientiam  plenam ... non solum non adfuit, sed etiam ex memorata Romana urbe profugit".NON solum NONMN adfuılt, eti1am emorTrata Romana urbe profugıt”.
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prefect of the praetorium . In this rescr1pt, Pelagıus and Celestius
saı1d responsıble for 47  < objectionable doctrine112 agaınst 1
actıon had taken quickly and effectively  ll3 adıus makes this

114dec1sıon of the Emperor publıc ın edict

111 Iso 45,1726-1727; For the Afrıcan bıshops
had sent the Acts of theır last synod NOL only Rome, but also the ımper1a: CO in
avenna.

112 Ihe elagıan doctrine. 1S summarısed in DOINtS al 18 CreAa| mortal, death 1s
CONSCHUCNCE of SIN} the SINS of the first human beings dıd NOL Dass future

generatıons. See - lege NOS statu1sse COgNOSCAL, ut pulsıs Urbe prım1s
capıtıbus dogmatıs exsecrandı, Coelestio Pelagıo, S1 quı uJus de. caetero sacrılegnu
‚eCLaloTES, quıbuscumque OCIS potuerint reperirl, aut de pravıtate damnata alıquem IUIrSUuSs

proferre SCITMONECIN, QUOCUMQUEC CorreptL, COmpelentem Judiıcem pertrahantur. Hos
CIBO repertos ubicumque de hOC infTfando scelere conferentes, quıbuscumque
Jubemus COITIDL, eductosque ad audıentiam publıcam prom1ıscue ab omnıbus aCCusarl, i1ta

probatıonem CONVICH CTIMINIS stylus publıcus Insequatur, IDSIS nexoratı exsıilıu
eportatione 18 eCce! enım orıgınem 1t11 publıco sequestrart, NC in
COomMMuUnNI celebrıtate consıstere, quı NON solum facto nefarıo etes!  1, CI U etiam
exemplo venenatı Spirıtus SUnNL cavendi1”.

113 In SOMC Odern works, Emperor ONOTIUS 18 blamed for havıng convıcted the
Pelagıans wıthout Zosımus askıng hım do Such thıng 9(0)1 CUSLOMATY
However, hIs authority interfere wıth affaırs of the UrC| Was NOL questioned. The
Oonsulted authors gy1ve ılieren| AaNSWETI'S wıth regar: the of hıs interference. We
NO!! g1ve Opınıon about the. prec1se motive of Honorius aCtl, SInCe there
probably dıifferent elements hıch played ımportant role. Therefore it 15 interesting
Dut the dıfferent elements from Tar y 1ı1terature together. ccordıng Pıetr1,
ONOTIUS Wäas NOL really "fan’ of Z.osimus, because of the dıfficulties caused Dy hıis
performance iın aul 18 saıd that polıtical mOoUves, such the loyalty of Afrıca, WEIC

ımportant factor In the Emperor’s dec1ısıon Afrıca’s call Wermelıinger
belıeves that KRavenna acted under PTCSSUIC irom the Afrıcan bıshops. Apart from the
nger of losıng worshiıppers, the COMNCEIIMN for the DU order and unıty in the Uurc.
Was certamnly another CONSCQUENCE of the Pelagıan heresy (de Plınval and erguson).
Brown tackles the matter from dıfferent angle, namely from that of the arıstocracy.
From the beginnıng, Pelagıus wWas VC] succesful in stocratic cCırcles and he created
small that anted form e1te. Thıs caused splı In the arıstocracy. The
'collapse’ of Kome ın 410 changed thıs sıtuatıon, wıth NC  < tendency wards unity and
solıdarıty. 417-418% thıs early strıving Wäas threatened bDy the discussıon between
advocates and OppONents of Pelagıus. Among other 1ngs, ONOTIUS 18 saıd have acted
for We May that thıs CONCEIN for unıty ıthın the arıstocracCy Wäas

of the CONCCEIN for unıty WItchin the hurch and the State. See PIE Roma christiand,
934-937j ERMELINGER, Staatlıche und kırchliche Zwangmassnahmen

In der Endphase des pelagıanischen Streites, DE PLINVAL, Pelage, 323-324;
RGUSON, Pelagius, 110-111; ROWN, Religion and Society, 189-191

114 - Versus Pelagıum oeles-
t1um Catholıicı dogmatıs em nefandıs ctatıbus es!  entes, sententia princıpalıs 1nva-
lult, ut venerabiıliı urbe Ssummot1ı bonorum concılıo mulctarentur. Hoc igitur admo-
ner]1 edicto, quı1s sinıstrae persuas1on1s errorıbus credulum es SCHSUMN eisı
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On May Ist, 205 bıshops mel at councıl in Carthage‘” The
elagıan doctrine 15 ondemned 1ın Canons116

In the TSt Canon the hirst thesis of 411 18 attacked!!”.
The second CIT1t1C1IZES theses from Pauliınus’ 1ıbellus

wıth the charges.
The 1N discusses the destiny of hıldren who die wıthout

being baptızed. To SaYy that they do the Kıngdom of Heaven,
consiıidered

In STACE 15 hıghlıghted Those who deny 1ts neCcessity
in all aSpPECIS of Christian lıfe, ondemned

The last three COunter the last thesis of 411 ven
saınts sinful people

Hereby, the councıl of Carthage condemns the elagıan doctrine for

Sıt lle plebe1us cleriCcus, quı in calıgınıs hujJus obscena recıderit, QJUOCUMQUEC
ad Judıcem, Sine aCCusatrıc1s dıscretione TSONAC, facultatum publıcatione nudatus, IITeVO-
cabıle patıetur exsiılıum .

115 "Cum Aurelius ePISCOPUS sımul CU! Donatıano Teleptensı primae sedis ePISCODO
provınclae Bızacenae el allıs ucentIis trıbus CO€PISCODIS SUlS,CAELESTIUS, DISCIPULUS PELAGH  291  On May Ist, 205 bishops met at a council in Carthage!®. The  Pelagian doctrine is condemned in 9 canons  116  .  In the first canon the first thesis of 411 is attacked!!.  The second canon criticizes theses 2 to 4 from Paulinus’ libellus  with the charges.  The third canon discusses the destiny of children who die without  being baptized. To say that they do enter the Kingdom of Heaven, is  considered wrong.  In canons 4 to 6 grace is highlighted. Those who deny its necessity  in all aspects of Christian life, are condemned.  The last three canons run counter to the last thesis of 411. Even  saints are sinful people.  Hereby, the council of Carthage condemns the Pelagian doctrine for  sit ille plebeius ac clericus, qui in caliginis hujus obscena reciderit, a quocumque tractus  ad judicem, sine accusatricis discretione personae, facultatum publicatione nudatus, irrevo-  cabile patietur exsilium”.  ”5 "Cum Aurelius episcopus simul cum Donatiano Teleptensi primae sedis episcopo  provinciae Bizacenae et aliis ducentis tribus coepiscopis suis,  ". See C. MUNIER,  Concilia Africae, p. 69. We follow this text-edition. According to Prosper of Aquitania,  214 bishops took part in the council. See PROSPER OF AQUITAINE, Contra Collatorem 5,  3, PL 51,227; ID., Chronicon (a. 418), PL _51,592. Some authors follow Prosper, such as  C. PIETRIL, Roma christiana, p. 1234; R. HEDDE, E. AMANN, PElagianisme, c. 699; G. DE  PLINVAL, PElage, p. 324; P. PHAN, Grace and the Human Condition, p. 255. Wermelinger  chooses for the tradition of Quesnel which mentions "205" bishops. He believes that  Prosper’s account of 214 bishops comes from a letter written by the council to Zosimus.  Thus we can conclude that there were more bishops who signed the letter than there were  present at the council. The number 225, given by Photius, is said to be a writing error.  This hypothesis seems completely unfounded to us. See O. WERMELINGER, Rom und  Pelagius, p. 150. Other authors are less precise: there would have been more than 200  bishops. See M. WOJTOWYTSCH, Papsttum, p. 253; J. FERGUSON, Pelagius, p. 111 (he  gives the numbers 214, 225 and 203, but he chooses for 214).  *6 For this number, we refer to O. WERMELINGER, Rom und Pelagius, p. 166-167. He  argues that canon 3 is also authentic, although it is not present in Gallic mss.. Other  authors also accept that the council issued 9 canons. However, the recent work of Phan  follows, without motivation, the Gallic mss., of which most give 8 canons. He calls upon  C. Munier, but he does not quote him correctly. Munier does mention the 3rd canon in  the Gallic mss., although between brackets. See P. PHAN, op. cit., p. 255; C. MUNIER,  Concilia Africae, p. 74-77.  \ /bid., p. 69. "Placuit omnibus in sancto synodo Carthaginensis ecclesiae constitutis  ut quicumque dixerit Adam hominem mortalem factum ita ut sive peccaret, Sive non pec-  caret, moriretur in corpore, hoc est de corpore exiret non peccati merito sed necessitate  naturae, anathema sit". For the text of the following canons, see /bid., p. 69-73.See ER,
Concilia Africae, We follow thıs text-edition According 'OSsper of Aquıtanıa,
214 bıshops ın the councıl. See AQUITAINE, Contra Collatorem D:
$ 9  » 1 Chronicon (a. 418), Some authors follow OSper, such

PIETRI, Roma christiana, 1234 HEDDE, Pelagianisme, 699; DE
PLINVAL, Pelage, 324:; PHAN, Grace and the Human Condition, 255 Wermelıinger
chooses for the tradıtıon of Quesnel 16 mentions 20 bıshops. He heves that
Osper’s AaCCOUNL of 214 bıshops TOmM written Dy the. councıl Z/osımus.
hus cCoOonclude that there WEIE INOTE bıshops who S1gNE the er than there WeTE
present al the ouncıl Ihe number Z25: g1ven by Photius, 1 salı wrıung ITOL.
hıs hypothesıs SCCINS completely unfounded See ERMELINGER, Rom und
Pelagius, 150 Other authors less prec1se: there WONUL. have been INOTEC than
DIShops. See WO. Papsttum, 253: FERGUSON, Pelagius, 11 (he
g1VES the numbers 214, 225 and 203: but he chooses for 214)

116 For thıs number, refer ERMELINGER, Rom und Pelagius, z He
b'4 that ‚ANON 18 also authentic, although ıf 18 NOL present in Gallıc [NSS. ther
authors also aCCepDL that the councıl issued However, the recent ork of Phan
follows, wıthout motivatıon, the 1C IMSS., of 19 OSI g1ve CaNnOMNsSs He calls uDO!

Munıer, hbut he does NOTL hım correctly. Munıiıer does mention the ‚anon In
the Gallıc INSS., although between brackets See PHAN, CH.. 255
Concilia Africae, 77

117 !bid., "Placuit omnıbus In SancCtio Synodo Carthaginensis ecclesiae CONsututis
quicumque dixerı1ıt homıiınem mortalem actum ıta S1Vve peCcCarel, SIve NON DCC-

Carel, moriretur in 10)  , hOocC est de. 10) exıiret NON peccatı merI1to necessIıtate
Nnalurae, anathema S1t  " For the ([eXL of the followıng CanNnONS, Ibid., 69-773



2972

118second time and NO 1t 15 considered mm However, ıt does
attract attention that Celestius and elagıus NnOL mentioned, neıther in
the CanONSsS, 1OT in the Justification that 1s gıven wıth MOSTL of the

119CanOonNs$S
In June/July 418° Zosimus makes h1s Tractoria publıc. Here.

the Pope definıtely makes stand agalınst elagıus and Celestius. But
CXCEDLI for SOINC firagments, the texti has 1Ssappear! completely. ccordıing

Mercator, ıt W das volumınous letter121 15 sald Consıst of maın
1ıbellus for condemnation and appendix wıth SOMINC documents

122for argumentatiıon According thıs author, Pope Zosimus clearly
123condemned the elagıans Only SOIIN1C fragments of th1ıs letter have

118 According ermelınger, Celestius VIEWS explicıtly at anon and
2. whıiıle his OCtrıne 1s implıcıtly present ın the otherswıth the exception of anOnNn

See WE!  LINGER, Rom und Pelagıus, 165-196. De Plınval pomnts Out that the
first of all written refute CcConcreife dıgressions of Celestius and Pelagıus.

Therefore he rıghtly Ca the councıl of 418 the OSst systematıc refutatıon of Pelagıanısm
in hIStory. Later 0) the. WEEIC saıd ong the speculatıve theology Thereby
it 18 IMDO! keep the cConcreie "SIıtz 1ImM eben” of relıg10us sayıngs miınd. See
PLINVAL, Pelage, 126

119 We already quoted Augustine and Mercator, where they mention Celestius flıght
when OSImMuUs INVI1IES hım second time Justify hımself. We longer retrieve
hen Celestius exactly from Ome. Most authors belıeve that it happened (shortly)
after Honor1ius’ rescrnpt. See AÄUGUSTINE, Contra duas eptstulas pelagıanorum HUINS,
SEL 60,465 MERCATOR, Commonitorium © A K V, 1, 66; LAMBERIGTS,
Julianus Van Aeclanum. Eken kritische biografie, dissertation In theology, Leuven, 1984,
11841533 (he refers Commontitorium I: ACO 3 V L, ARDY,
Celestius, Roma christiana, 1236 RGUSON, Pelagıus, 112:

La CFLSE pelagienne, IB
Rom und Pelagıus,

1 21 C ommonıitorium M ACO I) Y P 66- hoc beatae
memorTI1aA€ praedicto Z0osımo ePISCODO SCMpUS amplıssımıs vel long1ssımıs perdamnatus eSL.
In quıbus el 1Dsa capıtula de quıbus ACCUSAaLUS uera: continenter el OmMnıIıs Ausa de
Caelestio scrı1pto (UA! de Pelagıo magıstro 1US pravıore VI| SSC arrata  Aa
66-67)

Das Pelagiusdossier in der Iractorıa des LOSLIMUS, in
(1979) 336-368, 337 Iso SCC AUGUSTINE, De DECCALO orıginalı X1,24, SEL
Wermelıinger leves that Mercator’s informatıon maınly Cconsısts of ragments Irom the
appendix. mong others, the S1IX charges of 5 elagıus’ eXp.  10N about Rom 9 12.

unknown ork by elagıus and his el the WIdOw Lıvyanıa. See W ERMELINGER,
CLE., 3237354 Accordıing thıs author, it longer etrneved whether thıs

appendix also contaıned the CIS of 411 and 415 (Dıiospoli1s) and the. COrrespondence
between the Afrıcans and nnocent.

C ommontıitorium N A{} [, V, L "Quae Omn1a D scrıpta
capıtula, 1amM super1us dıctum SL, ontınet 1la beatae memorTIaAe ep1scopi Zosim1ı epIstu-
la, QuaC 'actorı1a dıcıtur, qua Caelestius Pelagıusque damnatı SUNL, QquacC ad Constantinopo-
lım el DCT orbem M1SSa, subscription1ıbus SanCLOorum patrum est roborata  ”
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been preserved'“. As far ASs Can C  eC. Zosimus nowhere refers
the councıl of May Ist NOT the rescrpt of Honor1us. He WAants
condemn elagıus and Celestius his OW initiative!?»

In ‚pistula 190 ugustine from Z.0sımus’ I ractorıia L9) that ome
also aCCeptLs the rem1ission of SINS 'oug christening; AUGUSTINE, Epistula 190,23, SEL

”” Fidelıis dominus verbis Su1s’ e1usque baptısmus verbis, ıd est ODETC,
confessione el rem1ssiONe VE CalOTu! mnı SCXU, acla condıciıone generI1s
humanı eandem plenıtudinem Nullus enım MSı quı peccatı SCIVUS est, 1ıber efficıtur
NEC redemptus dıcı CSL, 1S1 quı (l DCTL! fuer1it Captıvus, SICut scrnptum
estL: SI VOS fiılıus lıberaverit, V} ıber1 T1USsS  A Per 1DSsum enım renasC1imur spirıtaliter, DCI
1DSum crucıfigıimur mundo, 1DS1US MO MmMoOrtIs aD omnıbus NODIS introductae
transmissae unıversae anımae iıllud propagatiıone chırographum rumpitur, ın
quO nullus OMNINO Nnatorum , DCI baptısmum lıberetur, NON Obnox1us”.
second fragment found in Epistula 21L1X 10. 50,534A of Pope Celestine
Quod CIRO m intervenıt, quO 1US NON CHCAaMUS auxılı10? In omnıbus ig1tur actıbus,
Causıls, cogıtatıonıbus, motıbus, adıutor ei orandus esL. Superbum est enım, uL
quı1dquam sSıbı humana natiura 131  5 ante apostolo: 9,  NOn est nobıs cCollucatıo
adversum AINCIMN sanguınem, sed principes ei DOLESLAaLCS erıs hulus,
spırıtalıa nequıt1ae coelestibus SıCut Ipse ıterum dıcıt: "Intelix CIBO homo, quıs
lıberabit de 10) OrtIs hulus? Gratia de1 DCI Christum Jesum Dominum NnOsS! Et
terum ’Gratia de1 SUl:  = it quod SUMmM, el gratia de1 iın acCua NON fult, sed plus ıllıs
omnıbus laboravı: NON CRO sed gratia de1 mecum ” In Contra Collatorem another
short quotation of the Iractoria 18 Cıted: PROSPER 'AINE, Contra Collatorem 517

Also ELESTINE, Cit VU1,9, 50,533A "NOsS autem Instinctu de1
(omnia Nım bona ad aucCctiorem SUUIM reieran! Sunt unde Nnascuntur ad fratrum efi
COeEPISCODOTUM NOSITOrUmM consclenhas uniıversas retulımus".

Some authors further examıne the theological and church-political aSDeCLS of the
Iractoria. Pıetr1, for instance, rıghtly pO1INtIS OutL that MAaYy NOL uce complete
theology of the Pope Irom few fragments of thıs Ork. However, the author does
Dbelhıeve OSIMUS also adopts elements from Afrıcan theology, but uUSe: dıfferent
terminology. According Pıetr1, the Pope’s stralegy Was admıt his mistake wıthout
Josıng face Although Afrıca dıd WIN, Ome dıd NOL lose 1ts STatus. Wermelıinger further
examınes the independence of Z.0osımus wards Afrıca: the of 418 NOL
mentioned and the Pope partly draws from Augustine  S antıpelagıan hıbellus (Epistula
186) Nevertheless, thıs opınıon dıfficult defend. Liıterary independence 18
possı1ıble, but wıth content, Z.0sımus ollows the VIEeEWS of the Afrıcan bıshops,

the preserved iragments DIOVC. loerı heves that the Pope dıd NOL follow the Afrıcan
VIEWS In the fragment about baptısm, but that he rather faiıthful NnOocent. Pıetri’s
remark also applıed here Ihe terminology 18 dıfferent, but does the Pope INCAan
somethıing else”? However, OSIMUS DOCS further than his predecessor. The author also
Ar gucs that the Pope only condemns the Pelagıans under polıtıcal DTCSSUTC, NOL because he
changed h1is opınıon. On the. basıs of the forego1ng, refute thıs. See
PIETRI, Roma Chrıistiand, 1235-1244:; ERMELINGER, Das Pelagiusdossier,
368: FLOERI, Le DAaDeE L0osime Ia doctrine augustiınıenne du peche origıinel, In
AUZUSÜNUS Magıster Z Parıs, 1954, TE 761
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LESTIUS’ AST APPEARANCE*®

er the three condemnations of 418, does NOL SCCII]

in Rome. In the autumn of 418, Constantıus 1SSUES rescr1ipt the
[OWN prefect Volus1ianus, in E @ he ins1ists increasıng control the
Pelagians'”” Celestius’ Narmne 15 mentioned NC again  1238 Thereupon,
Volusjianus publıshes edict!”, from 1C it CONCIL that
Celestius had SOoNC into hiding"” On June Oth 419 Honor1i1us wrıtes

132letter bıshop Aurelius in 11© he TESUIMNECS h1s Prev1ous
condemnatıon of Celestius and elagıus. However, Honorius especlally
takes alme at the bıshops who do nOoTt want condemn the Pelagıans. He

Aurelius demand the bıshops condemn Pelagıus and Celestius.
Thereupon, Aurelius sends letter the bıshops of Byzacena and
Arguzıtana ın Ta he invites them condemn the Pelagıans Dy
letter!> On July Oth 425, Valentianus addresses simılar S  ct Ama-
C1IUS, the prefect of Gaul, ın 1C he calls elagıan bıshops order

In modern ıterature, ıttle attention 18 paıd thıs per10d of Celestius lıfe. Werme-
lınger Says that Celestius agaın VE acthıve ıterature the per10d after 417
Hereby, he refers Augustine, who casually talks about Caelesti Epistula
10*.1, SEL 88,46 Thıs, however, does NnOtL CONVINCE It 15 NOL clear, what Augustine
exactly MeEeans It 18 therefore unfounded rely thıs attrıbute NC  z publıcation
per10d Celestius See Neuere Forschungskontroversen, 205 Ihe
author also beheves that elestius 18 probably the author of the Oceanum, the

of com{ort Turasıum and sıngularıtate clerıcorum. Nuvolone, hom
Wermelınger refers, does NOL J1VE hıs Opınıon about the authorshıp of these works. See
NUVOLONE, Celestius, I 28  S

48.404-407 Also in 45,1750; 56,499-500.
A  Coelestium magıs magıs Urbe pellı mandamus”.

Modern authors have NnOL reaC CONSCHNSUS about the Xaı date of thıs edict.
Wermelıinger and Nuvolone ıtuate it wards the end of 418, ıle Bardy and de Plınval
g1ve 421 the MorrIis thınks it Was wriıtten r the rescrıpt of 419 See
ERMELINGER, Rom und Pelagius, 203 NUVOLONE, Celestius, 2893; BARDY,
Celestius, PLINVAL, Pelage, 345; MORRIS, Pelagıan Literature, w m

48,408-409 1Iso 45,1 /51: 56,500. „  Nus Coelestium dıyiınae
fıdel, el quiet1s publiıcae turbatorem, Judıicus, mıCa rTe1s secrTE| subduxerunt. Jam eges et
jJam edicta persequentlur absentem CUl, quod prımum est, aeternae urbiıs habıtatıo.
ul S1 vel DrOX1m1Ss fuerıit dıversatus, debıitum NONMN evaı ex1itium, mer1to temerı1tatıs
alque Sul  -

131 ccordiıng WERMELINGER, CH.;
1 32 d Also in 45,1731; AUGUSTINE, Epistula 201,

SEL.
133 48,400-403 45,1731-1732; The reg10ns mentioned form the

southern pProvinces of the OoOman Empıre close the. Mediterranean
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paın of exile!*. According of OSper, Celestius had made
NC applıcatıon Pope Celestine 1n 423/424 for TevIiew of h1is m3.1135

1236Thıs attempt WAaSs, however, futıle
In 428-429, the Pelagıans COIMNC Constantinople wıth theır ä  <

leader ulıan of Aeclanum. They gel SOTNC Support from the NC  <

patrıarch Nestorius (patrıarch since Aprıl and also from the Em-
137 We learn from Mercator that Julhian and hıs followers WeIC

eal Dy NestorI1us, although he dıd NnOL chare theır doctrine!® In the
ginnıng of h1s Commonitorium nomine Caelestil, Mercator
at greal length hOw he handed thıs COoMMONItOrTUmM VCI the Urc of
Constantinople, INanYy devout people and the Emperor Theodosius ın

1394729 And wıth success! The elagıans have leave Thıs PTOVCS that
Celestius also CaIllec Constantinople. er Celestius’ exıle DYy eodo-
S1US, Nestorius wrıtes hım letter of consolation'“®, and thıs agaın
PDTOVCS that Celestius had indeed COIINC Constantinople. Thıs also PTOVCS

48.409-411. MoTrrTIis belıeves that in the followıng escrpts, especlally Celestius
1S aımed al. Wermelıinger shares thıs Op1n10n, although he does thınk that partıcularıly
Julıan of Aeclanum and his followers er fiırm resis  ce. ccording thıs author, the
NCW INCASUTCS L9) that ONOT1US’ aCHON in Aprıl 418 had lıttle effect. See
Pelagıan Literature, 52-53 ERMELINGER, Rom und Pelagius,

135 PROSPER Contra Collatorem 2E2, 51,271B "Coelestium, quası
NON discusso negot10 audıentiam postulantem, tOt1us ae inıbus Jussıt extrudı adeo el
D'  IM el ecre! Syn  1a inviolabilıter servanda ensebat, uL quod
seme!] meruerat abscındı, NCQUAQUAIN admıtteret re‘  ”

136 Odern authors do take thıs AaCCOunNL of 'OSper Ser10uUS, although other
materıal has been PreSeTVı Wermelıinger thınks ıf 1S possıble that Celestius thıs
urıng the usurpatıon of ohannes Iyrannus hıs ohannes WOUL. have
been INOTC tolerant wıth regar heresies. Nevertheless, it SCCIMNS bıt sStrange In
Opınıon that Celestius akes appeal the Pope, and NOL Iyrannus. See
W ERMELINGER, CLE 250

137 See Nestorius’ elesune, ACO 1, I, 32 LOOFS, Nestoriana, Halle,
1905, xx

1 38 Nestoru capıtula el SETrTMONEN Marıo Mercatore translatı, ACO 4 N [,
"Itı eiusdem haeresim Pelagıı SCUH Caelestil, {8) el ımpı1am
definıtiıonem quamVvıs rTecC sentiret doceret, Ilul1ıanum tlamen ePISCODO Eclanens1,
CUu partıcıpıbus SuU1Ss hulus haeres1ıs sıgnıferum el antesıgnanum, lım ab apostolıca
ententa X AauCIOTraliu! atque deposiıtum, in amıcıtı1am interım censult suspıcıendum ”.

139 ( ommonıtorium . ACO 1, V, 1,295  CAELESTIUS, DISCIPULUS PELAGH  pain of exile!*. According to a report of Prosper, Celestius had made a  new application to Pope Celestine in 423/424 for a review of his trial'”.  136  This attempt was, however, futile  .  In 428-429, the Pelagians come to Constantinople with their new  leader Julian of Aeclanum. They try to get some support from the new  patriarch Nestorius (patriarch since April 10th) and also from the Em-  137  We learn from Mercator that Julian and his followers were  peror  heard by Nestorius, although he did not share their doctrine‘®. In the  beginning of his Commonitorium super nomine Caelestii, Mercator tells us  at great length how he handed this commonitorium over to the Church of  Constantinople, to many devout people and to the Emperor Theodosius in  139  429. And with success! The Pelagians have to leave  . This proves that  Celestius also came to Constantinople. After Celestius’ exile by Theodo-  sius, Nestorius writes him a letter of consolation'“, and this again  proves that Celestius had indeed come to Constantinople. This also proves  1# pL 48,409-411. Morris believes that in the following rescripts, especially Celestius  is aimed at. Wermelinger shares this opinion, although he does think that particularily  Julian of Aeclanum and his followers offer firm resistance. According to this author, the  new measures prove that Honorius’ action in April 418 had little effect. See J. MORRIS,  Pelagian Literature, p. 52-53; O. WERMELINGER, Rom und Pelagius, p. 206.  135 PROSPER OF AQUITAINE, Contra Collatorem 21,2, PL _ 51,271B: "Coelestium, quasi  non discusso negotio audientiam postulantem, totius Italiae finibus jussit extrudi: adeo et  praecessorum Suorum statuta et decreta synodalia inviolabiliter servanda censebat, ut quod  semel meruerat abscindi, nequaquam admitteret retractari".  1% Modern authors do take this account of Prosper serious, although no other source  material has been preserved. Wermelinger thinks it is possible that Celestius tried this  during the usurpation battle of Johannes Tyrannus (423-425). This Johannes would have  been more tolerant with regard to heresies. Nevertheless, it seems a bit strange in our  opinion that Celestius makes an appeal to the Pope, and not to Tyrannus. See O.  WERMELINGER, 0p. cit., p. 250.  137 See Nestorius’ letter to Celestine, ACO I, II, p. 12; F. LOOFS, Nestoriana, Halle,  1905, p. 165-166.  13 Nestorii capitula et sermones a Mario Mercatore translati, ACO I, V, I, p. 60:  "Item eiusdem contra haeresim Pelagii seu Caelestii, contra quorum pravam et impiam  definitionem quamvis recte sentiret et doceret, Iulianum tamen ex episcopo Eclanensi,  cum participibus suis huius haeresis signiferum et antesignanum, olim ab apostolica  sententia exauctoratum atque depositum, in amicitiam interim censuit suspiciendum”.  19 M. MERCATOR, Commonitorium I, ACO I, V, I, p. 65: "... per quod commonito-  rium cognito funestissimo errore imperiali praecepto tam Iulianus defendor et sequax eius  cum ceteris sociis et participibus suis quam postea idem Caelestius de Constantinopolitana  urbe detrusi, ...".  40 m  spem enim absolutionis promittens, ipsum quoque Caelestium litteris suis,  quarum exemplaria subdidimus, consolatus est"; ACO I, V, I, p. 60; PL 48,185.DCI quod COMMONItO-
Mum cCognıto funestissımo ımperıalı praecCepLO Iulıanus defendor el SCQUaxX 1US
CUM ceter1ıs SOCIS el partıcıpıbus SUI1S Qquam DOSLeca dem Caelestius de Constantinopolitana
urbe detrusı,295  CAELESTIUS, DISCIPULUS PELAGH  pain of exile!*. According to a report of Prosper, Celestius had made a  new application to Pope Celestine in 423/424 for a review of his trial'”.  136  This attempt was, however, futile  .  In 428-429, the Pelagians come to Constantinople with their new  leader Julian of Aeclanum. They try to get some support from the new  patriarch Nestorius (patriarch since April 10th) and also from the Em-  137  We learn from Mercator that Julian and his followers were  peror  heard by Nestorius, although he did not share their doctrine‘®. In the  beginning of his Commonitorium super nomine Caelestii, Mercator tells us  at great length how he handed this commonitorium over to the Church of  Constantinople, to many devout people and to the Emperor Theodosius in  139  429. And with success! The Pelagians have to leave  . This proves that  Celestius also came to Constantinople. After Celestius’ exile by Theodo-  sius, Nestorius writes him a letter of consolation'“, and this again  proves that Celestius had indeed come to Constantinople. This also proves  1# pL 48,409-411. Morris believes that in the following rescripts, especially Celestius  is aimed at. Wermelinger shares this opinion, although he does think that particularily  Julian of Aeclanum and his followers offer firm resistance. According to this author, the  new measures prove that Honorius’ action in April 418 had little effect. See J. MORRIS,  Pelagian Literature, p. 52-53; O. WERMELINGER, Rom und Pelagius, p. 206.  135 PROSPER OF AQUITAINE, Contra Collatorem 21,2, PL _ 51,271B: "Coelestium, quasi  non discusso negotio audientiam postulantem, totius Italiae finibus jussit extrudi: adeo et  praecessorum Suorum statuta et decreta synodalia inviolabiliter servanda censebat, ut quod  semel meruerat abscindi, nequaquam admitteret retractari".  1% Modern authors do take this account of Prosper serious, although no other source  material has been preserved. Wermelinger thinks it is possible that Celestius tried this  during the usurpation battle of Johannes Tyrannus (423-425). This Johannes would have  been more tolerant with regard to heresies. Nevertheless, it seems a bit strange in our  opinion that Celestius makes an appeal to the Pope, and not to Tyrannus. See O.  WERMELINGER, 0p. cit., p. 250.  137 See Nestorius’ letter to Celestine, ACO I, II, p. 12; F. LOOFS, Nestoriana, Halle,  1905, p. 165-166.  13 Nestorii capitula et sermones a Mario Mercatore translati, ACO I, V, I, p. 60:  "Item eiusdem contra haeresim Pelagii seu Caelestii, contra quorum pravam et impiam  definitionem quamvis recte sentiret et doceret, Iulianum tamen ex episcopo Eclanensi,  cum participibus suis huius haeresis signiferum et antesignanum, olim ab apostolica  sententia exauctoratum atque depositum, in amicitiam interim censuit suspiciendum”.  19 M. MERCATOR, Commonitorium I, ACO I, V, I, p. 65: "... per quod commonito-  rium cognito funestissimo errore imperiali praecepto tam Iulianus defendor et sequax eius  cum ceteris sociis et participibus suis quam postea idem Caelestius de Constantinopolitana  urbe detrusi, ...".  40 m  spem enim absolutionis promittens, ipsum quoque Caelestium litteris suis,  quarum exemplaria subdidimus, consolatus est"; ACO I, V, I, p. 60; PL 48,185.11 SDCI nNnım absolutionıs promittens, 1IDSum Caelestium hıtterıis SU1S,
QUarum exemplarıa subdıdımus, consolatus est”:  7, ACO f- V, [,
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that he had gaıned SUuppOrt from the patriarch?“.
ter h1s exıle from Constantinople, Celestius 15 mentioned for the

last time al the councıl of Ephesus in 431 According Mercator, the
Pelagıans condemned at thıs council*. In CanonNs and 4, Celestius
1$ mentioned 1n ON and the Sarmnle breath wiıth Nestorius®. On July 2nd
451 the councıl wrIıtes letter Pope Celestine, in 1e% he 15 nformed

141 I0C &i -845-8348 LOO Nestoriana, BT2A
173 "Honorabıiıli el rel1g10S1SSıMO presbytero Caelestio Nestorius in domiımo salutem olı
] ferre, venerabilıs, perferens ab 118 quı QuaC inferuntur, facere nL, el

praesertim adserentubus verıtatem refugJıentibus pollutorum vel contamınatorum
cCommunij0nem, quı1a el Sanctıs quı ante aetatem extiterunt, gratiae fuerunt
4eTrTumnNnal. Et 1psae quıdem MDO:  es erant, erıtas aeterna estl. SIC Ohannes
baptısta de DECCAalO argucns em el quıdem J4 existentem, capıte condemnatus
ESL; sed NON formiıdavıt: Christum Nım habebat quod NON abscıdı SI1C
Paulus, hOC modo Petrus SUuntL interfect1i quıd amplıus dıcı ODUS est‘ Cium
est DCI dıversas temptationes pıetate Currente. Nolı 1g1ıtur verıtate deficıens
prodere. Sıquidem el epıstulae mi1ssae concılu epISCOPIS Occidentis G1 Alexandrıno el

18 rescrıptae manıfestam vobıs NO fecere. sententiam, prudentibus SCHICEN
eiusdem orthodoxae profession1s. OTrSsI1| enım utıle alıquıid ecclesus rectiae fıde1
provenıet, domıno COODeTaNLE. Omnem fraternıtatem salutamus” Together wıth Odern
authors, thınk that Celestius longer played the eadıng role durıng the. last aCHONS
in Constantıinople. Nevertheless, hıs ame 1s nOL yel forgotten. Lamberigts explaıns that
ere but few cOontactis between Pelagıus’ dıscıple and the bıshops round Julıan of
Aeclanum. eleshus does. fOr instance, NOL OM onstantınople together wıth Julıan
and he 1S mentioned separately in the edıct of Theodosıiıus. In Nestor1us’ letter Pope
Celestinus, only ulıanus 18 mentoned. Fınally, the of com({ort, written Dy Nestor1ius
after the exıle. of the Pelagıans, 1s only TeC Celestius. According Lamberıgts,
thıs ShOWS that the patrıarc 18 convınced of the SINCerLy of Pelagıus’ dıscıple.
Nevertheless, there 1s indıcatıon that eStOrT1IUS also share‘ Celestius’ OCtrne. See
AMBERIGTS, Julianus Van Aeclanum, 173.181.184

142 MERCATOR, Commonitorium L ACÖOÖO © V, 1,296  G. HONNAY  that he had gained support from the patriarch'“.  After his exile from Constantinople, Celestius is mentioned for the  last time at the council of Ephesus in 431. According to Mercator, the  Pelagians are condemned at this council'“. In canons 1 and 4, Celestius  is mentioned in one and the same breath with Nestorius'®. On July 22nd  431, the council writes a letter to Pope Celestine, in which he is informed  141 M, MERCATOR, loc. cit., PL 48,181-184, 845-848; F. LOOFS, Nestoriana, p. 172-  173. "Honorabili et religiosissimo presbytero Caelestio Nestorius in domimo salutem. Noli  aegre ferre, venerabilis, perferens ab is qui ca quae inferuntur, facere debent, et  praesertim adserentibus veritatem et refugientibus pollutorum vel contaminatorum  communionem, quia et sanctis qui ante nostram aetatem extiterunt, gratae fuerunt  aerumnae. Et ipsae quidem temporales erant, veritas autem aeterna est. Sic Iohannes  baptista de peccato arguens Herodem et quidem regem existentem, capite condemnatus  est; sed non formidavit; Christum enim habebat caput, quod non posset abscidi. Sic  Paulus, hoc modo quoque Petrus sunt interfecti. Et quid amplius dici opus est? Ita actum  est per diversas temptationes semper pietate currente. Noli igitur a veritate deficiens cam  prodere. Siquidem et epistulae missae concilii episcopis Occidentis et Alexandrino et  multis rescriptae manifestam vobis nostram fecere sententiam, prudentibus Scilicet  eiusdem orthodoxae professionis. Forsitan enim utile aliquid ecclesiis rectae fidei  proveniet, domino cooperante. Omnem fraternitatem salutamus”. Together with modern  authors, we think that Celestius no longer played the leading role during the last actions  in Constantinople. Nevertheless, his name is not yet forgotten. Lamberigts explains that  there are but few contacts between Pelagius’ disciple and the bishops round Julian of  Aeclanum. Celestius does, for instance, not come to Constantinople together with Julian  and he is mentioned separately in the edict of Theodosius. In Nestorius’ letter to Pope  Celestinus, only Julianus is mentioned. Finally, the letter of comfort, written by Nestorius  after the exile of the Pelagians, is only directed to Celestius. According to Lamberigts,  this letter shows that the patriarch is convinced of the sincerity of Pelagius’ disciple.  Nevertheless, there is no indication that Nestorius also shared Celestius’ doctrine. See M.  LAMBERIGTS, Julianus van Aeclanum, p. 173.181.184.  142 M. MERCATOR, Commonitorium 1, ACO 1, V, I, p. 65: "... in synodo quoque Ephe-  siensi ducentorum septuaginta quinque episcoporum sententia postmodum in praesenti  damnati sunt”.  143 G_ ALBERIGO, a.0. (ed.), Conciliorum Oecumenicorum Decreta, Bazel, 1962, p. 52.  Canon 1 deals with metropolitans who share the opinion of Nestorius and Celestius: "Sive  metropolitanus quis cuiuslibet regionis abscedens ab hoc sancto et universali conventu,  adiectus est ad illud apostasiae concilium vel post haec si se illi commiserit vel si ca quae  sunt Caelestii (post haec) sapuit sive sapuerit, contra suae regionis episcopus nihil poterit  praevalere, omni ecclesiastica communione a praesenti jam hac synodo factus extorris  atque privatus effectu; sed et ipsis suae regionis episcopis et affinibus undique  metropolitanis, qui orthodoxe sentiunt, subiacebit, ut in totum et episcopatus gradu  privetur". In canon 4 the same is said about priests who take over Nestorius’ digression:  "Si qui vero abscesserint clericorum et praesumpserint vel clam vel palam ea quae  Caelestii sunt, sentire, et hos a sancta synodo esse depositos". /bid., p. 53.In sSynodo Ephe-
S1eNSI ducentorum septuagınta quınque epISCOpOorum sententıia postmodum In praesentiI
damnatı sunt  .

143 (ed.) Concıliorum Ü“ecumenıicorum Decreta, Bazel, 1962,
Canon deal}:  7 wıth metropolıtans who share the Opınıon of Nestorius and elestus: "Sive
metropolıtanus QuI1s culuslıbet reg10N1Ss abscedens ab hOC SancCIio el unıversalı V  u,
adıeCtus est ad apostasıae concılıum vel pPOStL haec SI Il commıser1ıt ve]l SI QuUaC
SUunNntL aelesi1 (post aecC sapult S1ve sapuerIt, S Lal reg10N1Ss ePISCOPUS Nnı poterıt
prae valere, mMnı ecclesi1astıca communili0ne praesent! 1lam hac SyNOdo factus eXIOITIS
alque prıvatus effectu; sed el IDSIS SUAC reg10N1s epISCOPIS el 1INıDus undıque
metropolıtanıs, quı orthodoxe sentiunt, subiacebıt, ul ın tOtum el ep1scopatus gradu
privetur . In anNnON the 1S saıd about priests who take VeT Nestor1us 12TeSSION:
"S1 quı CIO abscesserint clerıicorum praesumpserınt vel lam vel palam Qqua«Cl
Caelest1 SUNL, sentire, hos sSynodo ESSC deposıtos . Ibid.,
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about the condemnatıon of the Pelagians””“ Whether Celestius Wäas
145present 1n Ephesus, remaılns unknown er the councıl, he dısappears

for

CELESTIUS AGIUS

As conclusıon, WOU 1ıke take closer o0k the relatıon
between Celestius and elagıus. The OUTCCS abundantly usec the image of
iscıple and mMaster point at the relatıon between Celestius and
Pelagius'“®®. Celestius 15 saı1d have been apprenticed elagıus for
whıiıle, ın order spread these ideas of elagıus afterwards wıth
Incredibilis loquacitas‘“”. 15 possible that they WEIC in 1c1ıly together,
after IC they went orth T1ICa. Here they each took dıfferent

Whether they ST1 met each other urıng the YCaIs that ollowed
CannoTt known from the OUICCS, but SUDPDOSC they dıd. TOM 415
onwards, connection Wäas made between the doctrine of elagıus and that
of Celestius. The church discussion in Jerusalem, the synod In Diospolis
and especılally the condemnatıions ın the VYCAaIs 416-418 thıs In OUT

opınıon, the relatiıonshıp between Celestius and elagıus, especalally
the fore urıng the elagıan CONLTOVETSY iın Diospolis and ın both theıir

1Dellus fıdei We also heve elagıus dıstanced imself from his iscıple

"Porro utem perlectıs in sanctia Synodo Commentarıls aCcCiorum In
deposıtione IMp10rum Pelagıanorum Coelestianorum, Coelestii, Pelagın, Julıanıi, Pers1idi,
Flor1, Marcelhnı1, Oontiul, ei eadem CUMmM Ihıs sentientium, qua® 1€'| de IDSIS
decreta ei constituta SUNL, judıcavımus ei NOS solıda firmaque PCEITNANCITC debere, el
iıdem Cum statuımus, COS DIO deposıtis habentes

145 We NOL DaY uch attenthon the councıl of Ephesus, because In Opınıon
Celestius only indırectly NvOILveE: in 1t. Hıs 961991 18 mentioned in [WO CanONS, Dut
always ogether wıth Nestorius Apparently, the basıs of their frıendship ıf thought
that there Was Correspondence between Celestius octrıne and that of NestorIi1us,

SCC] In anon and However, ercator clearly denıes esStOr1us Was
Pelagıan. It 1s also VC] strıkıng that the explaıne hat Nestorius and
Celestius "doctrine” exactly Although thıs couLncıl condemns the Pelagıans,
Nestorius’ Chrıistology always the central po1nt. Together wıth Lamberigts and
edde-Amann, INAaYy conclude that the dıscussion OU: the Pelagıan CONLOVETISY Was
NOL recaptured ın Ephesus, but the councıl NOL forgotten abOou!| the Pelagıan matter.
Pelagıan" and "Celestian  n WOIC always used terms of abuse, wıth which both sıdes
could assault ONC another. See LAMBERIGTS, Les eveques pelagıiens deposes, Nestorius
ef Ephese, in Augustiniand (1985) 264-280,
Pelagianisme, /11

Augustine lıterally Sa y>S. Pelagıo, quı magıster 1US perhıberetur”"; De Zests 'ela-
211 AAXXV ‚62, SEL 42,1

14/ 9Commonitorium 1, ACO K V 1L,
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in Diospolis ad satisfactionem sancliae synodı We Can however NOTL regarı
thıs 4A5 split  148 first indicatıon of th1ıs 1s the fact that elagıus does
nOL mention iın h1s C'hartula defension1s that he has ondemned SOMTIC

theses of Celestius. Moreover, there 15 sharp ımilarıty between theır
1Dellus fıdei Thıs DIOVCS that they share the Samne Op1n10NnsS, although
Celestius has ncluded A couple of A  self-made  „ artıcles in h1s confession of
ar However, MaYy nOT forget that only know these Libelli Dy
reconstructilon.

For Augustine it 15 absolutely certaıin that Celestius and elagıus
SUuppOTT the SAaillce ideas. The artula defensionits that Was written Dy
elagıus after the synod of Carthage, made ıt clear for the Church Father
that elagıus had tricked the Judges of Diospolıs and that in fact he dıd
defend Celestius’ theses!“? Augustine s assumption 15 Con when

read the ıbelli of Celestius and Pelagius”  0  . In h1is later works, the
Church Father calls the followers of elagıus and Celestius Pelagıans aSs

ell Celestians!!. We also find th1ıs equal in the work

1so PLINVAL, CFILSE pelagienne I’ 632-635
149 AUGUSTINE, De gestSs Pelagıl XX  XI1,58, SEL 42,111-1
1 De peCCalo originalı VL.6, SEL ” Attendıite ıtaque quıd Caelestius

apertissıme dixerit, el 1bI videbius quıd vobıs Pelagıus Occultaverı! He then the
about the chrıstening from Celestius’ Libellus fidei and concludes: "Hunc

SUUM vobıs aperıre Pelagıus ve] timuit vel erubuılt, quem dıscıpulus 1US palam sıne ullıus
obscurıtatıs ambagıbus apud sedem apostolıcam profiter1 NC timult NECC erubult”; Ibid.
Iso 1 De gratia Chrıisti XXXIL35-XXX11,36, SEL-“ bıt further,
Augustine Say>s it In INOTC CONCISE WAaY. "Proinde, S1 Ostendero etiam 1IpSsum NL alıu:
sentire de parvulıs, 1S1 quod sıne ulla Culusquam 11 contagıone NaSCUNAur, quıd inter
stum Caelestium In hac quaestione dıstabıt, NISı quod ille apertior, iste. Occultior fult,
lle pertinac10r, ste mendacıor, vel certe lle lıberio0r, hIc astutior?”:; I De pecCcCcalo
originalı P  9 SEL Augustine then further explaıns NOWw Pelagıus, ell
elesuus, denıes the exıistence of orıgınal SIN} Ibid., X  78  Ö  ’  » SEL
UT

151 In De haeresiDus, he describes Pelagıanısm ollows "Pelagıanorum est haeresis
hOC teMpDOTE Oomnıum recentssıma Pelagıo monacho xOrta. Quem magıstrum Caelestius
SIC SECULUS eSL, ul sSeClaliores OMI UM aelestanı etiam nuncupentur”; De haeresibus
LAXAVULL ( In Contra ITulianum, Augustine refutes Julıanus, who ACCUSCS

hım of definıng "Pelagıan" and "Celestian” follows SI quı1s aut lıberum in homiınıbus
arbıtrıum, aut Deum NN nascentium condıtorem dixerit, Pelagıanus el oelestianus
vocatur”; C’ontra Iulianum HL KZ Augustine then Says who he does call lıke
that '  sed quı 1bertatem in Quamı vocatı NONM gratiae De1 buerit; el quı
parvulorum lıberatorem Christum negaverIt; ei quı Cu1quam In hac vıita Justo alıquam in
domiınıca oratıone petit1onem, NON propiter 1DSsum dixerıt necessarı1am; 1pse hujus eITOTIS
accıpıts quıa communicat rımen ;  AL 44 /702-703
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Praedestinatus‘?.
In De DECCALO originalı 1 E} Augustine describes the characters

of elagıus and Celestius153 Celestnus 1$ depicted devout and
determined, whereas elagıus 15 sa1d LNOTC shrewd and INOTE

diplomatıc. MerTcator has also depicted Celestius lıke this!>* We 1n
INaYy ubscer1ibe Augustine s 16W Celestus’ character, when

read the aCCOUunT of the Synod of Carthage ın 411 and Celestius’
apPCATANCC wıth Pope Zosimus. The fact that, rıghtly wrongly, the
spread of Pelagıan ideas Sicıly and INan Y works ttrıbuted
Celestius, pOo1nts, ıIn OUuTr Op1in1on, these traıts Just Augustine and
Mercator descr1be them. Celestius’ acCt1ons 111 probably have given IcCason
for such assumptlons. However, wonder whether Augustine does NnOTL

eXaggeralte somewhat the descr1iption of De DECCALO originali
As far SCC, the Church er mel Celestius. And he 15
Ways VE careful attrıbute documents Celestius!>. But ın the
description of h1Ss character, the C Father opnıon about

156h1s character, and th1ıs bıt peculhlıar

152 |PRAE!  TUS],;, Haerestis 1,88, Pelagıanı, Coelestianı,
catholıcae plebı permixtae SUNL, quia eccles1am alıam NON abent” Some Odern authors
in (OUTr opınıon rghtly draw attention the fact that the Pelagıan NOL
structured and that it certamly INaYy NOL attrıbuted only Celestius and Pelagıus For
instance ugustıne the ologıan, 281:; REES, Pelagius. Reluctant
eretic, Suffolk, 1988, 89: ROWN, Religion and Soctety, 208 ther authors
rather present It ıf Pelagıus and his dıscıples have the ole In theır DOWET,
FOor instance RGUSON, Pelagius, 48-49,70:; PLINVAL, Pelage, 254-255;
I  » La CFLSE pelagienne 1, 632-633:; BARDY, Celestius, 107 Thıs last author
leves that it 1s clear from Nestorius er that Celestius 18 still VE busy spreadıng
elagıan deas in Constantıinople. The (  T, however, OV! thıs. Moreover, from
thıs mMmoment onwards, do 197011 hear anythıng al yIMMOIC from Pelagıus’ dıscıple, that
Bardy’s remark about Celestius havıng fought untıl death, 1s clearly exaggerated.

153 See above.
Commonitorium H. ACO . v L, "Hıc Pelagıo praedicto

institutus, SCH1SUMI 1sStum iMp11SsSıMum meracClıus nbıbiıt MUu. incredıbilı Oquacıta:
amentıae hu1lus SUAaAC partıcıpes el complıces fecıt  x

155 We already drew attention the fact that Augustine does 1071 g1ve his OP1IN10N
the authorshıp of Definitiones and that he SCCINS doubt Celestius Ork that WAas quo!
In Diospolıs.

Some Odern authors anl pın responsıbilıty Celestius Celestius TOLE
for instance Man works, accordıng Ferguson, and he quıickly became "magıster el
us ductor exerclitus”: Epistula 1355 SEL Moreover, he WwWas V
eloquent and he COmMpeLeNL dıalectic, who used these talents elagıan
deas ccordiıng the author, Pelagıanısm Was rather quickly systematıze: into
organısed and coheren intellectual relıgı0on. Thıs has been the ork of Celestius See
FERGUSON, Pelagıus, 48-49,70; I  9 In Defence of Pelagius, 116. Plınval also



though, accordıng Augustine, Celestius and elagıus spread
the Samnlle ideas, do hınk that each of these Pelagıans emphasızed theıir
OW interests. In opınıon, Celestius put INOIC the 1C4SON of
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Yinfant baptısm, the role of dam and the en1 of the or1gınal SIN

ıle elagıus pPut INOTC Tes the ension between STACE and free
wıl1158.

CONCLUSION

What do actually NOW NO about Celestius? We 111 a_

MzZe the results of OUuT study ın TOAl lınes. Celestius Was probably born
around 38() nO amıly. Hıs natıonalıty 15 unknown. He STU law.
We are nNOL acknowledge, whether elagıus’ isc1ıple Wäas eunuch. He
dıd wriıte couple 38 etters his parents In HIS you Celestius probably
mel elagıus 1ın Rome. this LOWN he also met the prlest Rufinus

TOM Rome, Celestius and elagıus went orth frıca. W hether
they stopped 1n Sıcıly urıng thıs Journey, 15 nOTL VC: clear. IThen Celestius
arrıved In Carthage and tried become prlest. this tOwn he Was

T1Ites vVeIrYy negatıvely about Pelagıus’ iscıple. eleshus 18 presented the apegoal of
the ole elagıan MOvem! The author g1ves the impress1i0n that he wan: praise
elagıus the CXPCNSC of Celestius. See DE PLINVAL, Pelage, 254-255 L  » Tf
CFLSE pelagienne n 10-11 We have SOMNC dıfficulties wıth the OPIN1ONS of Ferguson and

Plınval irst of all, ere 1s in opınıon absolute. certaınty that Jerome
Celestus In mınd in Epistula 1335 In Cal hıs Name 18 NOL menUuOone« (The ediıtor
1S also NOL SUI‘ whether Celestius 18 meant here. NnOL See SEL footnote wıth

13) Both authors also regarı Celestius the SCapegOal of the ole Pelagıan
CONLTOVETSY. Were they guided by Mercator’s bıased escrıpuon? Augustune does
about Celestius In INOIC thoughtful WaYy ccording the hurch ather, Pelagıus
ell Celestius responsıble for the heretical Ihe UrC. ather 18 also
careful attrıbuting works Celestius. In Opınıon, de Plınval and erguson do
Augustine WION£ Dy praisıng Pelagıus al the of Celestius. ereby do NOL want

mınımalıze Celestius contriıbution the Sprea of elagıan ideas, but hardly
APICC wıth the exireme OPIN10NS of erguson and partıcularıly f de Plınval IThese authors
SCC]  = make fun of ımportant SOUICC Augustne. Moreover, have the
1mpression that Ferguson de INV.: 4S hıis gulde.

Thıs conclusıon 15 based the theses of 411 and the Libellus fidel of
elestus. 1 NOL 1MpDO here whether Celestius 18 responsıble for the esEeSs of 411
hımself whether he 1$ NOL; maybe he dıd preac them Modern authors also emphasıze
the personal contribution of Celestius Pelagıanısm, namely the enl of the or1gınal
SIN. As for instance Die innere Entwicklung des Pelagianismus, Freiıburg
Breisgau, 1882, 13; Rufinus the Syrıian, p. 76

We only rely the 1Dellus contamıng the ges from 10spolıs and his
Libellus fidei because it 1$ NOL of thıs study present elagıus OpInıon en!
Therefore presentation 15 probably NOL anc:! enough
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charged ore the bıshop Aurelius Dy the deacon Paulınus of ılan At
the synod of 411: Celestius had Justıfy ımself for S1X theses that WEIC

attrıbuted hım Dy Paulinus. ere Pauliınus (80)9041 these accusations, 15
nOoTL clear In CasSC, ınk that Celestius’ responsıbilıty for
these theses INaYy nOTt exaggerated. TIhe Synod of Carthage rejected
Celestius. In OUuT opınıon, thıs Was later SCCI] A condemnatıon. It 15
poss1ible that Celestius Libellus brevissiımus d result of thıs trıal

er h1s reject1on, Celestius eft Carthage. Whether he stayed in
Sicıly in 414, 1s NOTL SUIC It 15 a1sSOo NnOT certaın whether elagıus’ discıple
Was ın odes It 1S, however, certaın that he Was ordaıned ore the
SUMMECT of 416 ın Ephesus Celestius a1sO turned u in Constantınople,
whence he Wäas banıshed bDy bıshop Attıicus.

We ou whether the work Definitiones 15 wrıtten by Celestius.
oug Augustine 15 CONvVınCced that the style and of the work
correspond wıth another work that W as certaınly written Dy Celestius, he
hesitates attrıbute the Definitiones Celestius.

In 415, elagıus had Justify hımself urıng the Synod of
Diospolı1s for ole ser1es of theses, among IC WeIC the theses of
411 and number of charges from work of Celestius. elagıus dıstanced
imself from the theses that WEIC nOot taught Dy hım and condemned
them ereupon the sSynod cleared hım We INAaY NOTL regarı elagıus’
attıtude sphlı wıth h1s iscıple Celestius. Moreover, pomlnted Ouft
that 1t 15 nNOTt yvel certaın that the work from 1C Diospoli1s draw, Was
indeed wrıtten Dy Celestius. In 01018 opınıon, Augustine ShOws SOIIIC
hesıitation. That WOU. put elaglus’ attıtude towards the charges from thıs
work ın another 1g maybe he rıghtly doubted the authorshıp of these
theses! But only putL th1s OTWAart hypothesıis.

As reaction the acquıittal of elagıus in Diospolıis, Celestius
and nMh1Ss mMasier WeTiC condemned in 416 1n TICa by the councıls of
Carthage and Mılevıs Ihen Pope nnocent Was as SUPDOTT the
position of the Afrıcans, whatever appened: E1 the Pope condemned
elagıus, Celestus and theır followers Thereupon, Celestius went Rome
er Pope Zosimus, the SUCCECSSOI of Pope nnocent, 1Dellus fidei

elagıus a1sSoO sent Libellus fıdei Ihen Zosımus called Synod 1C
declared Celestius OX elagıus Was also declared innocent. T1Ca
Was informed about thıs dec1s1ı0n, but reacted ımmediately: the elagıans
remaıned condemned. Agaın the Pope letter the Afrıcans It 1S,
however, NOTL clear whether he surrendered.

In 418, the Pelagıans 1inCurred SOTIIC CavVy OWS 1rst of all, there
Was the condemnatiıon Dy the EmperTor Honorı1us Aprıl 30th On May
Ist, the councıl of Carthage 1ssued CanNOMN»>$ agalınst the elagıans.
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Celestius probably Hed from Rome at thıs mMOoment. In the of 418,
Zosimus publıshed h1s Iractori1a, ın 16 he definıitely ondemned the
elagıans. er the condemnatıons of 418, Celestius agaın appeared ın
Rome 1n 423/424, where he fruitlessly recelve rev1isıon of h1is
trıal Thereupon, he Was also noticed 1ın Constantinople In 429, but wıthout
playıng ımportant role in the elagıan 'The kmperor
heodos1ius banıshed hım and the patrıarch Nestorius WTOLE hım letter of
consolatıion. Then Celestius dısappeared. Hıs Name Was mentioned for the
last time al the councıl of Ephesus.

As conclusıon, pald attention the relatıon between Celestius
and elagıus. Thıs proved that the elagıan 18 the work of
Man people and that INaYy NOT mınımalıze elagıus contribution at the
CXPECNSC of Celestius. TIhe latter used hıs talents SuppOTrt and spread the
elagıan doctrine. But In OUT opınıon, ıt 15 bıt exaggerated ıf OMNC

attrıbute the final responsı1bilıty of the ole elagıan
hım

Therefore 1n INAaY conclude that anks Celestius’
talents and dılıgence, the responsıbilıty for facts and Man Yy
documents, often AaNONYINOUS, attrıbuted hım iın the Wirkungsge-
schichte”. OQur study wanted that thıs 15 often wrongly one In
certaın Celestius remaıns "stranger'.

Hasselt ul ONNAY


