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ome the Current of research

In 1580 Ren Laurent de la Barre publıshed collection of
works Dy Rufinus of quıle1a j {A contaıned the ragment of
Commentar the Mınor rophets enutie: Tractatus prophetarum
Osee, Iohel el Amos Barraeus’s Texti of thıs latter work 1S ase

from the Charterhouse of Mont Dieu“, 1C 1s L1OW ost hat
contaıned maınly authentic Rufiniana?. Barraeus ave had
ICAasSsON question Rufinus’s authorshıp of the Iractatus. He OllOWwEe:

medieval tradıtion g0o1Ing back {O 10° CeNtury from Corbie,
17 Rufinus the MOST probable author* ere 1S, however,

ancılent proo for such claım. (Gennadıus and (assıodorus ın theır
catalogues, for instance, do not 1st the Tractatus Rufinus’s
works.

Renatus Laurentius Barreus, ed., Ruffini Aquileienstis presbyteri OpusScCulda some
prints have, ess humbly, OMNILAa; ct. Bouwman, Des Julian VO.  - Aeclanum
Kommentar den Propheten ÖOsee, Joel und Amos Eın Beitrag zUr Geschichte der
Exegese. Analecta Bıblica ome Pontific1o0 Istıtuto Bıblıco, 11 GQUAE-
dam partım antehac HUNHNGUUFHL In Iucem edita partım D} ODE doctissımorum 1FrO-
rTum emendata el castıgata (Parıs apud Michaelem Somnı1um, Ihe COMMENTLA-
E mentioned Caln be found 5-1 ITrAaCcCLIatius 18 1ts tıtle 1n the 9Kh, 10* Century
Corbie MS Parıs Lat 12148) which also ascr1bes the Oork Rufinus cef: below
4 Ihe author hımself categor1zes hIs Oork explanatıo CCEL 88, LIS46) cf.

also( uval, “Iuhanus Aeclanensıs restitutus. La premi1ere edıtiıon incomplete
de |’ ceuvre de Juhen d’Eclane”, 1n REAug (1979) 7-6

CT Barreus, Ruffinı (n 1 9 111a (PL 2%1. BOUWMAN, Des Julian Von

Aeclanum Kommentar (n 24; De Conınck IHOnt edi Iulıanı Aecla-
NEeNSLS eXpOsitLO P Iob, Iractiatus prophetarum Ösee, Iohel el AmoSs, accedunt ODE-
rum deperditorum fragmenta DOst Albertum Bruckner denuo collecta ordinata.
GEr 8 X (Turnhout: Brepols, 8-19 arraeus 15 10 also traded the NaImne
for the [exti of La Barre’s print, which has replaced the lost

Sıimonett1, “Sulla tradızıone manoscriıtta delle D' or1ginalı dı Rufino”, 1ın
(1957) 25 10 (1958) 31
Parısınus 1bl Nat LAr 148 saecC S1Ve X} tractatus prophetarumJULIAN OF AECLANUM’S 7RACTATUS IN OSEE,  JOHEL, AMOS  Some notes on the current state of research  In 1580 Rene€ Laurent de la Barre published a collection of  works by Rufinus of Aquileia which contained the fragment of a  commentary on the Minor Prophets entitled Zractatus prophetarum  Osee, Iohel et Amos‘. Barraeus’s text of this latter work is based on a  MS from the Charterhouse of Mont Dieu?, which is now lost. That MS  contained mainly authentic Rufiniana°. Barraeus seems to have had no  reason to question Rufinus’s authorship of the Zractatus. He followed  a medieval tradition going back to a 10* century MS from Corbie,  which names Rufinus as the most probable author*. There is, however,  no ancient proof for such a claim. Gennadius and Cassiodorus in their  catalogues, for instance, do not list the 7ractatus among Rufinus’s  works.  ' Renatus Laurentius Barreus, ed., Ruffini Aquileiensis presbyteri opuscula [some  prints have, less humbly, opera omnia; cf. G. Bouwman, Des Julian von Aeclanum  Kommentar zu den Propheten Osee, Joel und Amos. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der  Exegese. Analecta Biblica 9 (Rome: Pontificio Istituto Biblico, 1958), 24 n. 1] quae-  dam partim antehac nunquam in lucem edita partim nuper ope doctissimorum viro-  rum emendata et castigata (Paris: apud Michaelem Somnium, 1580). The commenta-  ry mentioned can be found on pp. 25-168; fractatus is its title in the 9*, 10* century  Corbie MS (Paris. BN Lat. 12148) which also ascribes the work to Rufinus (cf. below  n. 4). The author himself categorizes his work as an explanatio (CCL 88, 115.16); cf.  also Y.-M. Duval, ‘“Iulianus Aeclanensis restitutus. La premiere Edition — incomplete —  de l’ceuvre de Julien d’Eclane”, in: REAUg 25 (1979): 162-72, 167-68.  ? Cf. Barreus, Ruffini (n. 1), iiia (PL 21, 71-72); BOUWMAN, Des Julian von  Aeclanum Kommentar (n. 1), 24; L. De Coninck & M. J. D’Hont, ed., Zuliani Aecla-  nensis expositio libri Iob, tractatus prophetarum Osee, Iohel et Amos, accedunt ope-  rum deperditorum fragmenta post Albertum Bruckner denuo collecta aucta ordinata.  CCL 88 (Turnhout: Brepols, 1977), 18-19. Barraeus is now also traded as the name  for the text of La Barre’s print, which has replaced the lost MS.  ? M. Simonetti, ‘Sulla tradizione manoscritta delle opere originali di Rufino”, in:  SE 9 (1957): 25; 10(1958): 3E  * Parisinus Bibl. Nat. Lat. 12 148 (saec. IX sive X): tractatus prophetarum ...  quem esse putamus Rufini...; cf. G. Morin, “Un ouvrage restitu€ ä Julien d’Eclanum:  Le commentaire du Pseudo-Rufin sur les prophetes Os6&e, Joel et Amos”, in: RB 30  (1913): 1-24, 1-2, drawing on Fontanini’s and Vallarsi’s lives of Rufinus (PL 21, 268;  cf. below n. 5). Other representatives of the said medieval tradition are John Colonna  (13* century), Andrea Dandolo (14* century) and John of Trittenheim (15* century).YJUCIMN SSC putamus Rüfmı...: ct. Morın, "um OUVTASC restitue Juhen d’Eclanum

Le commentaiıre du Pseudo-Rufin SUuT les prophetes Osee, Joel ei Amos  22 1ın
(1913) 1-24. 1-2, drawıng Fontanın1 s and Vallarsı's lıves of Rufinus PE 21 268;
cf. eI0W 5 er representatıves of the sa1d medieval tradıtıon John C'olonna

century), Andrea Dandolo century) and John of TIrıttenheim century).



LOSSL

In 1590 Rufinus’s authorshıp of the Iractatus W äds ser10usly
called in question Dy the Jesuılt exegele Franc1ısco Rıbera> Rıbera s
doubts WEeETC subsequently confirmed., Dy Tiıllemont, Fontanın1ı and
allarsı, whose arguments WeIC ase‘: three maın poılints:

The author of the Iractatus 1aSs agaınst Orıgen. He 1S
alsSo ecrıtical of Jerome, though he refers LO, and relles 0)  9 the Hebrew
text and Jerome’’s translatıon Hıs atın trıkes artıfıcıal and
constructed®. All of 1C spe agaınst Rufinus’ authorshıip.

But who, 1r NOT Rufinus, Was the author? Only Vallarsı CAaiie

ıth suggestion. He NCIuUude: the Iractatus ın appendı1x hıs
edıition of Rufinus’ works’. In the preface that edıtıon he argued that
Jerome’s pupıl Oros1ius m1g be lıkely candıdate for the authorshıp
of the Tractatus®. The latter had be presbyter bıshop"”, COMEC

orıg1inally from the wWwest and ave 1ve al e2as for SOMMEC time, iın

Morın, “Un ouvrage‘” (n 4 Rıbera s ar y the Mınor Prophets
Was In fact tirst publıshed In Salamanca In SRJ Its second edition W as publıshed In
ome in 590 Dy Jacob JTorner:; SC Sommervogel ei al., Bibliotheque de la Com-
pagnıe de JEsSuUs (Parıs: Pıcard Brussels: Schepens, 1 761: ct. 10

alsoO Reıinhardt, Bibelkommentare spanischer Autoren (1500-1 700), vol (M-Z)
(Madrıd: Centro de Estudios HıstOr1cos, 8-45, In that latter edıtion
of Rıbera s Commentary the reference Call be found s CCGE COO
actabo eam) Rıbera makes d| interesting d1SscCoverYy. The author of the tractatus TAanS-
lates °“Jactabo eam M | 11l feed her  07 actare from lac-lactıs), yeLl it “I wıll
seduce her  927 Tom l1ac10). Rufıinus, Rıbera wriıtes, would noOot have made such sımple
mistake. He would have known better irom the Greek t(eXL. Rıbera thus began “t0 PCI-
suade himself that the author of thıs Commentary Was nNnOT the Rufinus wh: WTOTLEe

agaınst Jerome” (1ıbıd.) There WEIC also dıfferences in theır style, he adds Rıbera 15
extensively cıted by Fontanın1ı and Vallarsı in their ıta Rufın1 (PL Z 5-2 ZEW
Bouwman, Des Julian Von Aeclanum Kommentar (n 4’ makes the Samle point

Rıbera (concerning Os 14), but does not cıte hım
On Fontanını and Vallarsı cft. above 5’ Tillemont cf. Sebastien Le Naın de

Tillemont, Memaoilres DOUF servır 'histoire ecclesiastique X I1 Parıs (’harles ODUS-
tel, 315 and 6359; pomnt Ihe language of the tractatus The harsh verdict of
Fontanın1, Vallarsı and Tıllemont the supposedly language and style of the
tractatus has of COUTSC long been revised: c1. e I10W 13

Dominicus Vallarsı, ed., Iyrannı Rufini Aquilejensts Presbyterı D:  ( GQUAE
exsLIanft OMNLAa )HNUNC prımum collecta, ordiınate disposita, ab alienıis sejJuncta, AUCIAa el
ad Mss codd. quamplurimos, eCNOoON vetustiores editiones castıgata, nNnOLtLS alque
observationibus continentur ıllustrata studio labore Dominıicı Vallarsıl... ( Verona,
apud um Antonı1um Bernum acobum Vallarsıum, 389-560 (PE 21i 059-

Vallarsı, Iyrannıi Rufini n (PL Z1: 77
Vallarsı argued that the IraAacLIaius Was estructured 1ıke teachıng homily, if the

author W as in realıty speaker (preacher) addressing audıiıence. But, Morın, . ‘Un
ouvrage” (n 4), 1_’ replies, Vallarsı 's observatıons could ell apply wriıiter
addressing readershıp.
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the east ÖOÖros1us, presbyter, maybe CVEOCIMN bıshop, MOSstT probably
from raga iın modern day ortugal, who spent part of hıs ıfe In
Palestine, qualifies all of ese allarsı CVECMN hought
ave OUN:! NÜrYy in 1 21h CENTLUrY catalogue of eccles1astıical wrıters
16 ascrıbes hım OommMentary the Miınor rophets’®. But that

15 unrelhable!'; and SINCEe allarsı dıd nNnOTt CVCN remotely ddress
the burnıng 1SsSuUes of language and style in the Iractatus, h1s
assumptions Oou the author’s DEFTSONA remaıned arbıtrary and,
ultımately, of CONSCYUCNCE.,

The sıtuatıon had 1a(011 changed, when ın 1903 ermaın Morın
Calllec ıth the 1dea {O ascrıbe the work 1g1lantıus’, presbyter
from Aquıtaıine, who had visıted Jerome iın Palestine and whom
Jerome ater accused of polemicızıng agaınst the cult of Martyrs and
saınts, the practice of vigıls and ascet1ic ıfe in general The TIractatus
MaYy indeed cshow certaın affınıty Vıgılantius’s character and
hought, presented by Jerome, but 1ke Vallarsı before hım, Morin
faıled ddress the question of Janguage and style He SOON had {O
drop h1ıs CASsSe Vıigilantius W äads NOTL the author of the TIractatus.

Ihen, ıIn July 1912, Morın StumMDIeE AdC1I10OSS SOINEC ıIn
Augustine’s Opus ımperfectum CONIFra Iulianum, cCıtations irom
Juhan’s of Aeclanum work Florum, invective agaınst
Augustine’s doctrine of orıg1ınal SIN Orıiginally bıshop from
Aeclanum In outhern alY, Julıan, SUCS the tradıtion, had wriıtten ıt
ıle In exıle In Mopsuestla in (‘iilıcıa around the m1d-420s and sent ıt

his frıend Florus In Constantınople. TOom there it also OUuUnNn:! ıts WaY

1 () Anonymus Mellıcensı1s, De scriptorıibus ecclestiasticis; SCC Ettlinger, Der
sogenannte Anonymus Mellicenstis De scriptoribus ecclestiasticıs. ext- Un quellen-
kritische Ausgabe mit Einleitung (Karlsruhe: Braun., 7 E and also the LNOTE
recent work of 5Swietek, Wolfger of Prüfening s De SCrIDtOrLDUS ecclesiasticLis
(Dıss Unıv of Illınoı1s, but note the crıt1que of the work of Swıetek by
Fuchs, AI Anonymus Mellıcensıi1s, ” 1in (1986) 3-26, 216 Melk 1S NOT
where the author wrote, but where the Was Oun which the edit10 princeps 1$
based JToday the author has been identified Wolfger of Prüfening (* 100); hım
ct. Glauche, “ Wolfger VON Prüfening”, ıIn LM  > (1998) 308-309

- the references lısted under 10, especlally Ettlinger, Der sogenannte
AÄnonymus Mellicenstis (n 10), 78; ct. also Morın, Un ouvrage” (n 4

| 2 Morın, “Un ouvrage” (n 4 9 However, Morın admıts that the recent
publıcatıons by Bruckner had opened 6{  S opportunıities for h1s OW research. See In
partıcular Bruckner, Julıan Von Eclanum. Sein Leben Un SEeINE Lehre Eın Beıtrag
zur Geschichte des Pelagianısmus. 15/3a.(Le1ipzig Hınrıchs, 1 Die ıer
Bücher Julians Von Aeclanum Turbantius. Eın Beıtrag ZUT Charakteristik Julians
und Augustins. Neue Studıen ZUT Geschichte der Theologıe und der Kırche (Berlıin:
Irowıtzsch Sohn, 1910; LCDL. Aalen Scientla,



Rome, where the then bıshop of agaste and Augustine’s frıend,
Alypıus, spotted ıt al visıt ın 426 it W as from hım that Augustine
recei1ved hıs CODPY, 3 8 he egan to refute almost immediately in
hat Was become hıs Opus imperfectum, cıtıng in full almost S1X
Out of the e1g lihrı ad Florum, IC Julhan had wrıtten eserı
II ad Florum, Morın oun ear strıkıng sıimılarıties the
Iractatus in Janguage and style 10 demonstrate thıs he TEW 1STS
of words and phrases, 1Cc became the basıc frame of reference for
number of urther lex1cographical tudıes the atın of Julıan of
Aeclanum!'°: profanitas, magıster gentium (for St Paul): obscenitas,
CENSUTA, 9 stemmd, neutiquam, consulentia, concıinenter, 83NANUS-
LENAFUS, supın plus LFe, 4th declinatıon 1ıke aApparatus, attrıtus,
NALALIUS BIC:: ıke profanitas, generalitas, INnAanitas,
nımıetas CI -{10, 1ke ablactatıo, frustratio, praelatio,
AXatıo B76i) IOr and A$rıX, ıke cCastıgator, circulator,
superatrıX, ultrıix, adjectives -[iS, 1ke CausSalıs, trabalıis, aequabilis,
verbs CIGETE; 1ke CineSCErEe, adolescere, AESVESCETE eilc He alsSoO
pominted simılarıties In the ArcCcas of rhythm and other syntactic
elements*>.

Shortly before he publıshed h1ıs ındıngs Morın made another
interesting d1SCOVETY. As early 18584 the German cholar arl

13 Most notably those of JIberto Vaccarı, wh' used the method attrıbute hım-
celf number of works Juhan. See Vaccarı, Un ( ommento (1LODbe dı Giuliano
dı Eclana. Scripta Pontihicnu Instituti Bıbhec1i ome Pontific1o Istıtuto Bıblıco,
Icd “Nuova pera dı (nulı1ano Eclanese: OmMMeEeNLO al Salmı  »” 1n ('ivıltä Cattolica

8-93; then 21650 Bulhart, ‘“ ex1ikalısches ZU Spätlatein”, in
(1954)l Baxter, *Notes the Latın of Julıan of Eclanum’, 1n ALMA Z
(1951) 5-54:; Bouwman, "Zum Wortschatz des Juhan VO  —; Aeclanum”, 1ın ALMA

(1957/) 41-64:;: and {id Des Julian Von Aeclanum Kommentar (n TIhe method 18
continued in certaın Dy Prımmer, “Rhythmus- un Textprobleme 1n Aug

impe: 1_3w‚ 1in NS (1975) 186-212: 11 (1977) 192-218, who Iso ouches
upON questions concerning the anguage of Florum. See also . ““"Textvorschläge

Augustins Opus imperfectum , In Bannert, Dıvjak, Hanslık, eds., Latınıtdät
und Ite Kirche. Rudolf Hanslik. WS.B (Böhlau: Wıen a P

14 Followıng Wıtte, Der Kommentar des AÄDpDOonius ZU.  S Hohenliede Dıss Frlan-
SCH, 26, Morın, O E ouvrage” (n 4 I and 13 SCCS the USCcC of thıs
(e') by Apponı1us in hIis cCommentaı the Cantıcum, ppon CAD ant CCL
19, 4.34), datıng probably irom the second half of the 61h CENLUTY, possible evidence
for Appon1us’s knowledge of uhan’s ar y the Cantıcum mentioned Dy the
Venerable ede (see e I10W 25) More recently th1ıs suggestion has been ignored. It
18 neıther mentioned in the erıtical edition of Appon1us’s Commentary (GEL 19) 11OT

by Kön1g, ‚DDONLUS. Die Auslegung ZU:  S ied der Lieder. Die einführenden Bücher
I-III und das christologisch hedeutsame uch efus Latına. Aus der Geschichte
der lateinıschen Bıbel 21 (Freiburg 1m Bre1isgau: Herder,

ı5 Morin, “Un ouvrage” (n 4 9 8-17/
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Paucker had prelımınarıly suggested Julıan of Aeclanum author of
the Tractatus‘®. In appendix hıs study the atlın of Oros1ius
Paucker reiterated the COINIMNON opınıon first expressed Dy Rıbera that
the author of the Iractatus must be ounted the “more emı1nent
theolog1ı1ans of the early CEeNLUTY. He cCannot ave een Jerome,
however. For althoug he N Jerome’s translatıon from the Hebrew,
he CVCI INOTEC irequently critic1ses Jerome. Nor o0€Ss he SCCI1I ave
een Ollower of Augustine, 1ke Oros1ıus. Julıan the elagıan

mınd, Ingen10uUs and nOoTt entirely uneducated cha  22 Paucker
mused. Paucker had the chance ver1f y hIs proposıtion, but he
dıd lot of groundwork the teXT, d Morın and after hım Bouwman
gratefully aC  owledged’’.

Havıng establıshe the author lıngulstic and stylıstıc grounds
Morın went 116 put the work in ıts hıstorical context As allarsı
rıghtly assumed, ıt WOU ave een wriıtten wıthın few er
Jerome’s death!® hıs 15 precıisely the per10d when Julıan eft aly
SLaYy ıth eodore of Mopsuestla in Cilıcıa!? and wrıte the Libri

16 Paucker (ed Rönsch), Vorarbeiten ZUT lateinıschen Sprachgeschichte.
rıtte Abteilung, De latiniıtate scriıptorum quorundam seculı quartı el Ineuntıs
quinti mınorum Obseruationes, TOSLIUS (Berlın: Calvary, 53 Epime-
irum ad IT De latınıtate Oros1i: Identidem locıs Oros1i1 testimon1a adıecımus COIMN-
mentarı1s in prophetas minores tires Oseam, Joel, Amos, Rufiıno Agqulleıiens1 adscrı1pt1s,
ut prıdem constat, immerIı1to, quodu fecerimus 1am Claresce‘ ('ommentarıos 1StOSs
sane luculentos, sobrietate praesertim interpretat1on1s commendabıles, uerborum
SCHSUS Contentae 1DSOS,, Hıeronymus Ssole Orıgenem SECULUS, ad
allegoriam sıngula YJUACYUC referendo (anquam aenıgmata conantıs dıssoluere) ONS-

cCr1ps1ısse mıh1 quıdem uldetur NUS alıquıs emıinentioribus quıintı seculı ineuntis
doctor1bus, incertum amen catholıcıs. Hıeronymum quiıdem, ametsı translatıone
Scripturae 1009 ıllıus utens, saep1us reprehendit, yqu Augustinı uldetur fulsse secta-
[OT, ut erat TOSI1US. Venıiıt ın mentem Iuhanı Pelagıanı, homiınıs ingen10s1 ul iner-
udıtı, sed de uldero S1 forte alıas.

1/ Ihe latter LLOTIC expressiy than the former: c1. Morın, “Un ouvrage” (n 4 18:;
Bouwman, Des Julian Von Aeclanum Kommentar (n 1 ’ 29-3°7

1 Which Morın, “Un ouvrage” (n 4 9 18, followıng the tradıtıon inıtı1ated by Pros-
DCI chron. 1274 (MGH I 469), dates into the YCal 4720 More recent tudıes PIC-
fer 419 There be doubt about the day, September. See Kelly,
Jerome. Hıs Life, Wrıtings, and Controversies (London: Duckworth, 1-32;
for the present of research and INOTEC recent lıterature ct. Urst, “Hıeronymus’”,
1n DÖöpp Geerlings, eds., Lexıkon der antıken chrıistlıchen Lauteratur (Freiburg
im Breıisgau: erder,; 21999), 6-90, 6-8

19 According Marıus Mercator, commoOoNnNıtorıum up nomıiıne Caelest11 coll
Palat. 36 ACO /V/1, 68.23-26)JULIAN OF AECLANUM’S 78. IN OSEE, IOHEL, AMOS  15  Paucker had preliminarily suggested Julian of Aeclanum as author of  the 7ractatus'®. In an appendix to his study on the Latin of Orosius  Paucker reiterated the common opinion first expressed by Ribera that  the author of the Z7ractatus must be counted among the “more eminent  theologians of the early fifth century. He cannot have been Jerome,  however. For although he uses Jerome’s translation from the Hebrew,  he even more frequently criticises Jerome. Nor does he seem to have  been a follower of Augustine, like Orosius. Julian the Pelagian comes  to mind, an ingenious and not entirely uneducated chap”, Paucker  mused. Paucker never had the chance to verify his proposition, but he  did a lot of groundwork on the text, as Morin and after hiım Bouwman  gratefully acknowledged'”.  Having established the author on linguistic and stylistic grounds  Morin went on to put the work in its historical context. As Vallarsi  rightly assumed, it would have been written within a few years after  Jerome’s death'®. This is precisely the period when Julian left Italy to  stay with Theodore of Mopsuestia in Cilicia'® and to write the Libri  *® C. Paucker (ed. H. Rönsch), Vorarbeiten zur lateinischen Sprachgeschichte.  Dritte Abteilung, II. De latinitate scriptorum quorundam seculi quarti et ineuntis  quinti p. C. minorum Obseruationes, II. Orosius (Berlin: Calvary, 1884), 53: Epime-  trum I. ad II. De latinitate Orosii: Identidem locis Orosii testimonia adiecimus e com-  mentariis in prophetas minores tres Oseam, Joel, Amos, Rufino Aquileiensi adscriptis,  ut pridem constat, immerito, quod quare fecerimus iam clarescet. Commentarios istos  (sane luculentos, sobrietate praesertim interpretationis commendabiles, uerborum  sensus exponere contentae ipsos, neque, ut Hieronymus solet Origenem secutus, ad  allegoriam singula quaeque referendo tanquam aenigmata conantis dissoluere) cons-  cripsisse mihi quidem uidetur unus aliquis ex eminentioribus quinti seculi ineuntis  doctoribus, incertum tamen an catholicis. Hieronymum quidem, tametsi translatione  Scripturae noua illius utens, saepius reprehendit, neque Augustini uidetur fuisse secta-  tor, ut erat Orosius. Venit in mentem Iuliani Pelagiani, hominis ingeniosi neque iner-  uditi, sed de eo uidero si forte alias.  ”7 The latter more expressly than the former; cf. Morin, ‘Un ouvrage” (n. 4), 18;  Bouwman, Des Julian von Aeclanum Kommentar (n. 1), 29-37.  ' Which Morin, ‘Un ouvrage” (n. 4), 18, following the tradition initiated by Pros-  per chron. 1274 (MGH AA IX, 469), dates into the year 420. More recent studies pre-  fer 419. There seems to be no doubt about the day, 30 September. See J. N. D. Kelly,  Jerome. His Life, Writings, and Controversies (London: Duckworth, 1974), 331-32;  for the present state of research and more recent literature cf. A. Fürst, ‘“Hieronymus”,  in: S. Döpp & W. Geerlings, eds., Lexikon der antiken christlichen Literatur (Freiburg  im Breisgau: Herder, 21999), 286-90, 286-87.  ” According to Marius Mercator, commonitorium super nomine Caelestii = coll.  Palat. 36 (ACO I/V/1, 68.23-26): ... Iulianus et reliqui conplices eius ... ex omni Italia  deturbati sunt; Id., epistula in refutationem symboli Theodori Mopsuesteni = coll.  Palat. 15 (ACO I/V/1, 23.24-25): ... secutum esse Theodorum; and Id., commonito-  rium aduersum haeresim Pelagii et Caelestii uel etiam scripta Iuliani = coll. Palat. 14uhanus eft relıquı conplıces 1USJULIAN OF AECLANUM’S 78. IN OSEE, IOHEL, AMOS  15  Paucker had preliminarily suggested Julian of Aeclanum as author of  the 7ractatus'®. In an appendix to his study on the Latin of Orosius  Paucker reiterated the common opinion first expressed by Ribera that  the author of the Z7ractatus must be counted among the “more eminent  theologians of the early fifth century. He cannot have been Jerome,  however. For although he uses Jerome’s translation from the Hebrew,  he even more frequently criticises Jerome. Nor does he seem to have  been a follower of Augustine, like Orosius. Julian the Pelagian comes  to mind, an ingenious and not entirely uneducated chap”, Paucker  mused. Paucker never had the chance to verify his proposition, but he  did a lot of groundwork on the text, as Morin and after hiım Bouwman  gratefully acknowledged'”.  Having established the author on linguistic and stylistic grounds  Morin went on to put the work in its historical context. As Vallarsi  rightly assumed, it would have been written within a few years after  Jerome’s death'®. This is precisely the period when Julian left Italy to  stay with Theodore of Mopsuestia in Cilicia'® and to write the Libri  *® C. Paucker (ed. H. Rönsch), Vorarbeiten zur lateinischen Sprachgeschichte.  Dritte Abteilung, II. De latinitate scriptorum quorundam seculi quarti et ineuntis  quinti p. C. minorum Obseruationes, II. Orosius (Berlin: Calvary, 1884), 53: Epime-  trum I. ad II. De latinitate Orosii: Identidem locis Orosii testimonia adiecimus e com-  mentariis in prophetas minores tres Oseam, Joel, Amos, Rufino Aquileiensi adscriptis,  ut pridem constat, immerito, quod quare fecerimus iam clarescet. Commentarios istos  (sane luculentos, sobrietate praesertim interpretationis commendabiles, uerborum  sensus exponere contentae ipsos, neque, ut Hieronymus solet Origenem secutus, ad  allegoriam singula quaeque referendo tanquam aenigmata conantis dissoluere) cons-  cripsisse mihi quidem uidetur unus aliquis ex eminentioribus quinti seculi ineuntis  doctoribus, incertum tamen an catholicis. Hieronymum quidem, tametsi translatione  Scripturae noua illius utens, saepius reprehendit, neque Augustini uidetur fuisse secta-  tor, ut erat Orosius. Venit in mentem Iuliani Pelagiani, hominis ingeniosi neque iner-  uditi, sed de eo uidero si forte alias.  ”7 The latter more expressly than the former; cf. Morin, ‘Un ouvrage” (n. 4), 18;  Bouwman, Des Julian von Aeclanum Kommentar (n. 1), 29-37.  ' Which Morin, ‘Un ouvrage” (n. 4), 18, following the tradition initiated by Pros-  per chron. 1274 (MGH AA IX, 469), dates into the year 420. More recent studies pre-  fer 419. There seems to be no doubt about the day, 30 September. See J. N. D. Kelly,  Jerome. His Life, Writings, and Controversies (London: Duckworth, 1974), 331-32;  for the present state of research and more recent literature cf. A. Fürst, ‘“Hieronymus”,  in: S. Döpp & W. Geerlings, eds., Lexikon der antiken christlichen Literatur (Freiburg  im Breisgau: Herder, 21999), 286-90, 286-87.  ” According to Marius Mercator, commonitorium super nomine Caelestii = coll.  Palat. 36 (ACO I/V/1, 68.23-26): ... Iulianus et reliqui conplices eius ... ex omni Italia  deturbati sunt; Id., epistula in refutationem symboli Theodori Mopsuesteni = coll.  Palat. 15 (ACO I/V/1, 23.24-25): ... secutum esse Theodorum; and Id., commonito-  rium aduersum haeresim Pelagii et Caelestii uel etiam scripta Iuliani = coll. Palat. 14Omn1ı Italıa
deturbatı Sunt; I epıstula in refutatiıonem symbolı Theodorı Mopsuesten1 coll
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Mum aduersum haeresim Pelagı1 el Caelesti1 ue|l et1am scr1ıpta ulıanı coll ala



II ad Florum robably durıng the SaJmlle per10d eodore of
Mopsuestia wrolte polemi1c agaınst Jerome’s and Augustine s
teachıngs orıgınal sın“ It m1g be influenced by ONC of Juhan’s

ACO /NV/A: 9.26-27)16  J. LÖSSL  VIIT ad Florum. Probably during the same period Theodore of  Mopsuestia wrote a polemic against Jerome’s and Augustine’s  teachings on original sin”. It might be influenced by one of Julian’s  (ACO V/V/1, 19.26-27): ... in Cilicia ingeris. However, it is not clear when exactly  Julian left Italy for Cilicia. In 421 Augustine is still perplexed: Aug. c. Iul. 2.34 (PL  44, 697): ... ubicumque sis, ubicumque legere ista potueris... Is he assuming that Juli-  an has already left Italy, or that he is still there, on the move, or in hiding? Julian could  indeed still have been in Italy. He even could have written Ad Florum there. In Flor. =  Aug. c. Iul. imp. 1.7 (CSEL 85/1, 9) Julian writes that Augustine’s friend Alypius  “recently” (nuper) handed over Augustine’s work On concupiscence (nupt et conc. 2)  to Count Valerius. He is refering to an event that happened in 421. Traditionally, Juli-  an is thought to have been already in Cilicia, when he wrote these lines. Yet even if we  suppose that he was, the question remains, when he arrived there. Nuper does not give  a clue here. It could mean anything, from a few weeks to a few.years. Julian could  have travelled to Cilicia at any time between the second half of 419 and the second  half of 421, or even later, if we assume that he wrote Ad Florum while still in Italy,  and travelled east after completing it.  %_ Photios, Bibliotheca 177 (1 178 Henry), in his summary of Theodore’s work,  thinks that it was directed against Jerome, whom Theodore called Aram, a westerner  who had come to the east and composed books about the new heresy. He had also  claimed to have found a fifth gospel in the library of Eusebius of Palestine and rejec-  ted the existing Biblical translations to produce a new one of his own, although his  Hebrew was not natural, but acquired from a low-born native speaker. On Henry’s edi-  tion of this passage cf. the review by M. Aubineau, ‘“Photius, Bibliothe&que Cod. 53 sur  les Pelagiens”, in: RPh 93 (1967): 232-41. The “books” which Theodore may have  had in mind here is Jerome’s Dialogue against the Pelagians, in particular Hier. dial.  adu. Pel. 3.2 (CCL 80, 99-100), where Jerome cites from an apocryphal Gospel  According to the Hebrews, where it is supposedly written that even Jesus may have  unwittingly committed sins. Cf. O. Wermelinger, Rom und Pelagius. Päpste und  Papsttum 7 (Stuttgart: Hiersemann, 1975), 54. The sixth century (cf. ACO I/V/1, vii-  viiii) compiler of the Collectio Palatina, where fragments of Theodore’s original seem  to be preserved, apparently thought that Theodore’s invective was directed against  Augustine: Cf, coll. Palat. 51 (ACO I/V/1, 173-76). Following Tillemont, Memoires  XII (n. 6), 449, and J. M. Voste, “La chronologie de l’activite litt&raire de Th&odore de  Mopsueste”, in: RBibl 34 (1925): 54-81, 79, L. Wickham, ‘“Pelagianism in the East”,  in: R. Williams, ed., The Making of Orthodoxy. Essays in Honour of Henry Chadwick  (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), 200-13, 206-207, thinks that both  possibilities are not mutually exclusive. In contrast, J. Gross, “Theodor von Mopsue-  stia, ein Gegner der Erbsündenlehre”, in: ZKG 65 (1953/1954): 1-15, 11-15, and Id.,  Geschichte des Erbsündendogmas 1: Entstehungsgeschichte des Erbsündendogmas.  Von der Bibel bis Augustinus (München: Reinhardt, 1960), 200-202, argues that Theo-  dore had only Jerome in mind. On Jerome’s and Augustine’s teachings on original sin  in comparison see A. Fürst, “Zur Vielfalt altkirchlicher Soteriologie. Augustins Beru-  fung auf Hieronymus im pelagianischen Streit”, in: J. B. Bauer, ed., Philophronesis  für Norbert Brox. Grazer theologische Studien 19 (Graz: Institut für Ökumenische  Theologie und Patrologie an der Universität Graz, 1995), 119-85. Fürst’s findings  support the view that Theodore’s arguments are not only directed against the tea-  chings of Jerome, but also against those of Augustine. On the development of Jerome-in Cilıcıa ingerI1s. However, it 15 not clear hen exactly
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has Jready eft Italy, that he 15 stil] there, the INOVGC, 1in hıdıng? Juhan could
indeed still have been 1n Italy. He ‚VE could have wrıtten Florum there In lor.
Aug Iul imp 89/1, Julıan wrıtes that Augustine s friend Alypıus
“TeCeENUY. nuper) handed VGL Augustine s ork On CONCUpISCENCE nup eit ONC 2)

Count Valerius. He 15 referıng even! that happened 1ın 271 Tradıtionally, Julı-
1S thought have been already in Cihcıa, hen he WTrote ese lınes. Yet VL ıf

SUPPOSC that he WAas, the question rema1ns, hen he arrıved ere uper does nOT g1ve
clue here. It could INCall anythıng, from few weeks few. years. Juhan could

have travelled C‘ilıcıa al anı y time between the second half of 419 and the second
half of 421 vVen ater, 1f ASSUIMNEC that he wrote Ad Florum whıle stil] 1n aly,
and travelled east after completing it.

2() Photios, Bıibliotheca 1V I1 178 Henry), in hıs SUMINAL y of Theodore’s work,
thınks that it W as dırected agaınst Jerome., hom Theodore called Aram., westerner
wh had OMe the east and Composed books about the 1C  S heresy. He had also
claımed have OUnN! tıfth gospel in the lıbrary of Eusebius of Palestine and reJeC-
ted the existing Bıblıcal translatıons produce L1CW ONEC of h1is OW although HIS
Hebrew Wäas nOL natural, but acquıred Irom low-born natıve speaker. On enry’'s edi-
107n of thıs PassSagc cf. the FTeVIEeW Dy Aubineau, “Photius, Bıblıotheque (od 53 SUT

les Pelagıens”, in RPh 03 (1967) SN TIhe “books” whiıich eodore IMaYy have
had in mınd here 1$ Jerome’s Dialogue agalinst the Pelagians, in partıcular 1eT. al
adu Pel (GCL 8 } 99-100), where Jerome cıtes from apocryphal Gospel
According the Hebrews, where it 1$ supposedly wrıtten that VECIN Jesus MaYy have
unwiıtting1y commıtted SINS. (% Wermelıinger, Rom Un Pelagius. Päpste und
Papsttum (  ultg Hiersemann., The s1ixth CENLUrY (cT. ACO /V/1, V11-
V1111) compiler of the Collectio Palatına, where iragments of Theodore’s or1gınal SCCI1I

be preserved, apparently thought that Theodore’s invectıve W as directed agaınst
Augustine. Br coll ala 51 ACO V/V/1, 173-76) Following Tiıllemont, Memootires
XII (n 6 ’ 449, and Voste, “La chronologıe de L’activıte hlıtteraıire de Theodore de
Mopsueste”, ın RBıbl (1925) 54-81, 79, Wıckham, “Pelag1ıanısm 1ın the East”,
1n Wıllıams, ed., The Making 0Orthodoxy. ESSsays In Honour of Henry Chadwick
(Cambrıdge: Cambrıdge Unıiversıty Press; O-1 206-207,; thıinks that both
possıbılıtıes NOtLT mutually exclusıve. In contrast, GrToss, °“ Theodor VOoNn Mopsue-
stla, eın egner der Erbsündenlehre”, 1n 7KG 635 1=13, 11-195, and I
Geschichte des Erbsündendogmas Entstehungsgeschichte des Erbsündendo2mas.
Von der Bibel hıs Augustinus (München Reıinhardt, 200-202, that heo-
dore had only Jerome in mınd On Jerome’s and Augustine s teachıngs or1ıgınal SIN
in Comparıson SCC uUrst, S ZUr Vıielfalt altkırchliıcher Soterlologıe. Augustins eru-
fung auftf Hıeronymus 1mM pelagiıanıschen Streit‘ © 1n Bauer, ed., Philophronesis
für Norbert BroxX. Grazer theologıische Studien Graz Instıtut für Ökumenische
Theologıe und Patrologıe der Unıiversıtät Graz, s Fürst’s iindıngs
Support the 1e6W that heodore arguments dIC not only diırected agaınst the tea-

chings Tf Jerome., but also agaınst those of Augustine. On the development of Jerome-



JULIAN AECLANUM’)’S OSEE, MOS

earlıer works“. After heodore ea in 472% Marıus Mercator
laımed that around 473 eC0döre had eciare Julıan heret1ic al
SynNOo in Cilic1a“*. But hıs "report” acC Credibihity ”: If Juhan WTroftfe
the TIractatus In Mopsuestia, in 1U0N the lihbrıi ad Florum and, ASs

OW. posıtion agalnst Pelagıus OS 9(0) Jeanjean, Saınt Jerome el l’heresie. € Ol-
ection des Etudes Augustiniennes. Serie Antıquıite 161 Parıs Instıtut d’Etudes Augu-
stinıennes, passım.

The doctrines condemned Dy Iheodore, reporte Dy coll Palat ACO
/V/L1, 173-76) and Photius, Bıbliotheca K (1 178 Henry), bear strıkıng simılarıties

Ose lısted in Letter the Romans quoted Dy Augustine in Aug duas CDD Pel
6 $ 423-59) hıs etter, ul Rom CCL 88, 396-98), 1S almost certamly

COMPOSE: by Julıan of Aeclanum, mMoOst probably durıng the months after Pope OSI1-
mus’s death 26 December 418 It W as sıgned by Juhan and of fellow
bıshops opposed the condemnatıon of Pelagıus and (C'aelestius and addressed the
clergy of ome TIhe modern edıtor, De Conınck CCh 88), 15 NnOTL entirely certaın
about ıts authorshıp and date and places it somewhat awkwardly towards the end of
the volume. But SCC the eritical note Dy Duval, “Iulhanus Aeclanensıs restitutus” (n 1 9
164 uhan’s authorshıp of KRKom Was first called into question by Jean Garnıer,
wh: argued that Julhıan hımself denı1ed iıt Iul Jlor. Aug Iul imp LATN
85/1 159 (Jarnıer ascr1ibed the letter Caelestius: Joannes GarnerI1us, “Dissertationes
septem, quı1ıbus integra continetur hıstori1a Pelagıana Appendix secunda ad prımam
partem ODCIUM Marı1 Mercatorı1s”, in I Marınu Mercatortis Augustino aequalis
ID  a UAECUMQUE extanft Parıs Sebastien abre-CramoI1Ssy, (PE 255-698);
bıd “Dissertatio” N Pn (PE 48, 05-507) In the DaAsSsSasc ın question, however,
Juhan only denies that C Rom 15 iıdentical ONEC of [WO etters which he had wriıtten

few months earher Pope OSImMUuUS. One of ese [WO etters 15 extant In fragments
Merc (0)9038818 Iul coll Palat 11 ACO 12.7-39) NOW edıted Iul Z0s
CC 88, Ihe other ONEC 1S lost Garnıer, however, perhaps cCompensate for
the loss of RKRom ulıan’s UV:  P x  S it exfant in libellus fidei, tradıtıionally
SCCIH document composed Dy of either Sıcılıan Aquuleıan bıshops: (Jar-
ner1uUs, “Dissertatio” V9 S 1ıth urther nNnOoTtEes 4: (FE 48, 508-36) On
arguments agalnst such identificatıon SC Wermelıinger, Rom Un Pelagius (n 20),
0-26, CSP. E and Interestingly, al ONEC pomt 1DeLllus fidei 4 16 (L, 48,
522}3 also attacks Hıer. al adu Pel CUCE 80, 99f.) of Manıche1ism, Just heo-
dore 0€s iın hıs ork agaınst Augustine’s and Jerome’s teachıngs or1ıginal SIN (c£.
the pPrev10us note) aken together, however, the agamınst ulhan’s authorshıp
f the Iibellus fidei and in favour of hıs authorshıp of ROom.., and the strıkıng sımılı-
arıtles, and downright arallels, between Theodore’s invective and Rom suggest
dependence of the latter Rom

2° Merc epıstula in refutatiıonem symbolı Theodorı Mopsuesten1 coll ala
(ACO V/V/1, 23.33-34)

23 Loofs, "Pelagıus un der pelagıanısche Streit”, 1ın 15 (1904)S
F: diısmiıisses it invention. Mercator 1S the only SOUTCE for the even' and In

‚VM he does NnOoL SaYy that it actually Occured. He rather conclude from
Theodore’s Creed (ed. Hahn, Biıbliothek der Symbole Un Glaubensregeln der Alten
Kirche reslau Morgenstern, 1887; FCDT. Hıldesheim Olms, 302-308) that it
must have Occured. On balanced diıscussıon of the evidence SCC Bruckner, Julıan VO.:  >
Eclanum (n _2). 5_7 who calls in question Mercator’s claım, but short of d1ıs-
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he ANNOUNCECS the prologue of the Tractatws after finıshıng
ommentary the 00 of Solomon“® he stayed ere for LMOTC than
Just [WO ree In that GASC he the Tractatus ell er
473 though yelLl h1ıs translatıon of eodore cCommenta:
the book of Psalms*® hus Morın su  S ımply, though Morın

M1ISSINS 1l entirely the synod took place Bruckner argucs 1{ would have done
NO earlhıer than 4724 Anazarbus 47273 Was fırst suggested Dy (GarnerI1us, “Dissertatio
I1 219 (F 359 61) urther Iıterature Bruckner Julıan Von Aeclanum (n
123 2'9 Wermelıinger, Rom un Pelagius (n 20), B A Pjetr1 and others, eds-
Prosopographie chretienne du Bas--Empire, vol Prosopographie de ”Italıie chre-
tienne (313-604), vol ome Ecole francaıse de Rome, 175-806,
179 132 acCcepts arnıer' VEIS1ON, Lamberıigts, ‘“Iulı1anus (Iulı1anus VO  —

Aeclanum)” RAC 19 (2000) 487 505 487 — rıghtly inclıined diısmi1ıss 1l

altogether the basıs of Bruckner and oof CoNnjuncth0on ıth the
IMS  S CONCCIN of datıng and ocatıng Julıan exegetical works (cf 26)

24 Iul {r proph prol GL 88 145 13f Salomoniıs QUIPDPC uolumınıbus disse-
rendis dısposıt1ionum 1US gloriam quantum [0) contulıt exsecutı

Only fragments of Commentary the Cantıcum 1TE1La extant the WwTI1UNgSs
of the Venerable ede Iul ant CCL XX 308 401) cf eda ant prae (GEL
19B 167 /3) Ihe Samnlec ork of ede also CcContaıns fragments of ork of Julıan
entitled de hono CONsSsLaniıae ul bono CONSsS CL 88 401f eda ant praef
CCL 19B 173 F9) These fragments could be of the cCommentary the uolu-
INa Salomonis of which Julıan spe  S the preface the See above the

note and Nuvolone olıgnac “Pelage ef Pelagı1anısme” DSp
N (1986) 28RXO 29472 2906

26 ( Morıin, *Aln ouvrage” (n 4)’ 19 4 de 472 1 a 423 PCU
Morıiın 118NOTCS the SOTC of Theodore’ alleged condemnatıon of Julhan

4723 474 (see above 23} As CONSCHUCNCEC he also faıls discuss the implıca-
t10Ns of hıs OW. suggestion that Julhıian dıd NOT only wriıte the lıbrı ad Florum and the
ftractatus ()see Iohel Amos Mopsuestla whıle Sstayıng ıth Theodore but also
the cCommentary the uolumına Salomonis de hono Constianliıae the EXDPOSUNO Iob
and the translatıon of Theodore Commentary the Psalms For the translatıon of
Theodore Commentary Psalms i{ reasonable ASSUINC later date than for
the FIracLialius Dy 1fs V nature translatıon 1l sShows much closer ACYUANMN-
ance ıth Greek and ıth Theodore thought than the ftracIiatus whıich depends
LL1OIC Jerome‘’ COomMMeNntary the Mınor Prophets. hı1s ODINI1ON chared DYy
Lamberıi1gts, “Iulhanus” (n 23% 490 and 499, but NnOTL De Conınck, Tulianı (n Z V1l,
who reckons that the translatıon of Theodore’ commentary Psalms ı ONC of Julh-
an earhest works Hıs 1CW has recently been endorsed DYy Adkın, ‘“Julıian of cla-
9108 Psalm 103 297 DS 51 (2000) 161 63 161 Ouwman Des Julıan Von

Aeclanum Kommentar (n 6 9 AargucCS that the fractatus Julıan’ last and MOST
mature ork. He ates 1{ into the late 430s after Julı1an return the WESsST.

Prosper CDIL. chron 439 (MGH L AHLT De Plınval, °“ Juhen FEeclane
devant la Bıble”, RSR (1959) 345-66, 354 31, dates it tentatıvely into the
early thırtıes (432-436), shortly after the Councıl of Ephesus He ı endorsed Dy
De Conıinck, Tulianı n Al and V.  9 and Duval, ‘“Iulhanus Aeclanensıs restitutus”
(n 1 ’ 168 The general lack of evidence fOor the per10d after 430, however, makes it
difficult ul convincıingly for anı y date ater than 43() One could alsSO ask why the
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hımself accounted for ese ımplıcatıons that Julıan dıd nOoTt
leave Mopsuestlia 423 4A72 and that eodore dıd NnOTt
condemn Julıan, neıther 477 1NOT AAA NOT an Y er VCAL.
Rather, Julıan and eodore WeEeIC throughout ı agreement atters
of doectrine and exegetical me

tractiatus should have remaıned {ragmentary ıf Juhan composed il during the Pa-
ratıvely and peaceful (Bouwman 1ıbıd 6() and 79) per10ds of eıther the
430s after 439 (agalnst Strobl FEine Untersuchung ZU  S Verständnis alttestament-
licher Prophetie anhand des Julian VO:  > Aeclanum zugeschriebenen Kommentars ZU.  S
Propheten Joel Dıiss Mag Universıtät Wıen 991 29 wh; AargucCs that under
the CIrCUumMsStLanCcEs the iragmentary character of the Iractatus of CONSCYUCNCEC
Note also that the later Darts of the ork AdIic ess ell composed and theır style ess
polıshed than the earher parts) It therefore reasonable takıng 1INnfO ACCOUNT
extual ell d hıstorical cons1ıderations date the Iractatius NO the comparatıvely
dense and turbulent m1d- ate 20s

On urther detaıls CONCEININS Julhian translatıon of Theodore Commentar
Psalms Nr De Conınck (0) 41 ed Theodori Mopsuestenı Expositiones

Psalmos Iuliano Aeclanensıi ınterprete Latınum Versade GQUAE Supersunf AA XXA
(Turnhout Brepols V1l xXIvVv and the I1NOTEC recent work Dy Rondeau Les
COMMeNLtTAaLreSs DAatrıslıques du Psautier (I1L€ siecles) vol Les ITrAVAUX des Peres
Grecs el Latıns SUur le Psautıer Recherches el Bılan Orjentalıa Chrıstiana Analecta
219 (Rome Pontificıum Institutum Studiorum Orientalıum 175

27 poss1ıble eXcepton the rule ote Dy Stiglmayr *Der obkommentar
VON onte assıno" KTIh (1919) 269 D mplıes the EXDOSLMLO
Iob ONCE attrıbuted Phılıp the presbyter which ‘ollows Theodore brother Poly-
chron1ıus of pamea arYy Job rather than Iheodore Iheodore
Job cContemptuous and Ven DSOCS far deny the CanON1CI1ILYy of the
book Polychronius asserts 1fs CanONICILYy and Job Bıblıcal Saın g-
lıng ıth h1s (10d Stiglmayr took the departure of CÄD Iob from eodore evıden-

agaınst Julhı1an authorshıp, which had been argued for by Vaccarı Un COMMeENLTO
Giobbe (n I3} aCCarı responded Stiglimayr objections Vaccarı 4411 Com-
mento (’assınense dı (nHobbe Amellı Scritt: dı Letteratura Ecclesiastica
dedicatı al Amelli Miscellanea mellı (Badıa dı Montecassıno 43 51 CSD
48 Stiglmayr reaffiırmed h1s but faıled present He evidence
Zum Jobkommentar VON onte Cass1ıno”, KTh 45 (1921) 495-96 In the INCall-
ıme Vaccarı) had been endorsed Dy Jühcher ı x FA 41 (1916) Tı E79,
Weyman 1 15 (1916) 241 18 (1919) 329 Ales ı Etudes 147 (1916)
132: RSR 6 (1916) 311 -24, 314-2 E De Bruyne ın: (1915) 595, and A SOU-
ter S 16 (1916) 336 Wıth aCCarı Lırmly establıshed and 1g1-
INAayI refuted the departure of CAD Iob TOM Theodore of Job
Can longer be SCCI1 evidence agaınst Julıan authorsh1ıp of CÄD Ilob ere
ICAasOonN Wwhy Julhıian the author of CÄD Iob should NnOL have had besides
John Chrysostom exhortations Polychronıius (rather than Iheodore S) menta-
L and depicted Job (pagan Bıblıcal Saın struggling ıth hıs fate before (J0d
rather than I11all doomed meanıngless eXistence Paın suffering and ultımate
death Theologically, thıs would have been fully (une ıth Julıian fundamental

the irreversıble goodness of creation due od’s unequ1vocal and absolutely
rehable wiıllıng and aclıng Creator and SAaV1OUT CT thıs latter



LOSSL

Morin’s examınatıon of the Iractatus 1s guıded maınly by
interests arısıng from 1ts hıstorıical cContext Later authors studyıng the
work 1ıke D’Ales, Bouwman and De Plınval ollowe Morın in that
respect%: They looked for “Pelagıan doctrine” iın the Tractatus and
as hat extent Juhan Was influenced by heodore exegesI1s, OL,
INOTEC generally, by the Antıochene tradıtion. Julıan hımself sıtuates the

Lamberigts, °Julıan of Aeclanum: Plea for (300d Creator”, in Augustinı1ana 38
(1988) 5-24., althoug. Lamberıigts does not consıder CÄPD lob, despite ıke
Iul CXD Ilob praef. CCH 8O, 3) sanctı ıtaque Iob ulta laudatur, ut in bonum huma-
Nac naturae possıt agnosC1, JUaAC tam ad repulsam peccatorum qUam ad sectatiıonem
ulrtutum OmMN1Um, quıppe ita deo condıta, et1am sıne leg1s scrıpta magıster10 N-
dıt s1bı {9) sufficere. It INAaY, of COUISC, be that, Kannenglesser, 49D (lıvre
de) Job che7z les Peres’, 1n DSp (1974) 1218-23, 12225CÄD lob 18 here
influenced Dy Imperı1al StO1C 1ıdeas. But, aASs Dassmann, “OD: . in RAC (1991)
6-442, 79-91, sShows, hat Kannenglesser identihes Sto1C, INaYy ell pPass
karly Christıan, beginnıng irom lac 51  — hus ıt 18 NnOTL surprising that theologically
ulıan 1eW of Job 15 nOoTt in the least al odds wıth Theodore’s, who, iın hıs COMMENLA-

Job, pomts Ouft that Dy virtue of its Content the STOTY of Job deserves ıts place in
the Bıble (PG 6 9 697AB) JUaC autem ad sıgnıfıcatıonem uıltae 1US ISC 1ust1] CcS-

sarıa eran (  , haec Oomn1a sufficı1ebant quemlıbet ad mehora CONUeritiere ef
aemulatorem facere bon1. Of COUISC, the SerlOuUsSNESsSSs of Theodore’s denyıng the book
1ts canon1C1ty Must nNOLt be underestimated, INaYy have been done by Devreesse,
Essal SUr Theodore de Mopsueste. Stud1 Test1 141 ome Bıblıiotheca Apostolica
Vatıcana, 33-35, considering the hıstorical impact of that denı1al. thıs

Voste, “L/oeuvre exegetique de eodore de Mopsueste 2e Concıle de (onstan-
tinople  27 ıIn 38 (1929) 0-9 Yet hat must be taken nto ACCOUNLT 18 that heo-
dore rejecte: the canoni1CcIty of Job maınly for formal rCasonNnsS, lıke Ihe SLOTY 1s sha-
red DYy cultures outside Israel (PG 66, Its INCSSaLC 1$ in ‘un-Biblical).
Especıally ShOW of self-contempt 1S untypıcal for the WdYy iın which WISe and Just
InNenNn ATIC usually depicted in the Bıble (PG 66, The style of the book 1S artıf1-
c1al and construed, if the author vaınglori10usly tried dısplay hıs poet1ic abılıties,
rather than preach humble (PG 66, On the last four references from
Theodore’s arYy cf. Schäublıin, Untersuchungen Methode und Herkunft
der antiochenischen Exegese. Theophaneıa. Beıträge ZUT Religi0ns- und Kırchenge-
schichte des Altertums 273 (Köln and onn Hansteın, 17-853 See alsSoO [)Dass-
INaM, “Hi0b”, 403-405 andZuhan’s [ E besides er SOUTCCS, Poly-
chronıus INAaYy thus indıcate HIS eparture from Theodore 1n thıs OMNC instance and
SOINC degree, whıiıle the whole he remaıns tırmly wıthın the Antıochene tradıtion.
Furthermore, thıs departure, ıf it Can be called that, extends INOTC the applıcatıon of
exegetical method than theologıcal substance. As far the latter 18 concerned
ITheodore would certamly have applauded uhan’s ork

28 D’Ales, “ Julhen d’Eclane. eXesetie ; In RSR (1916) 31 1-34 (cf. also above
2003 Bouwman, Des Julian VOo.  > Aeclanum Kommentar (n 1 9 De Plınval, “ Julıen

d’Eclane devant la Bıble” (n 26)
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Iractatus in the latter, in the prologue” ell in the maın text”®
Following the ca Angelo Maı, Morın also iıdentified traces of
Theodore’s OmMmMen(tary the Mınor rophets in Juhan’s Iractatus°',

29 In Iul er proph prol CL 8 E Julıan mentions John Chrysostofi1
Prev10us Antiochene interpreter of the Minor rophets, but Chrysostom, Julıan AI UCS,
only dıd exhortatıons, not PTrODCT exegetical cCommentarıes (exhortatione, 1ON explana-
tione). Orıgen, he Z0OC5S 0) indulged in allegorıes, and Jerome merely reiterates Or1ige-
n's allegorıies, dıverts the quıisquıli1ae of Hebrew exXxeges1s, thus losıng the thread
of the narratıve, the consequentlia of the Bıblıcal text

The prime, though in certaın WaY misleadıng, example cıted by Morın, “Un
ouvrage” (n 4 9 :& 1$ Hosea’s marrıage prostitute followıng order from
God, which, Iul B see 1:3 0a8 CEL 88, 19-121) repOTTS, the Egyptians and
others who follow Oriıgen interpret non-corporeal affaır, whıle the S yrians, ıth
whom he sıdes, take 1t lıterally, act of prophecy and devotion the prophet’s
part emphasıze and illustrate hıs INCSSaRC the people If NECCESSATY, however, Julı-

concludes the PaASsSascl, ONEC could defend od’s order and Hosea’s actıon ‚VE in
plaın ratıonal erms, of transferıng the TOM cCommercI1al lıfe
prostitute the honourable existence of modest housewife. The example chosen
by Morın it happens StTan: the beginning of the ar Yy Can be miıslea-
dıng in the CONnNtext of modern eXeges1s of Hosea, whiıich has increasıngly become
preoccupled ıth metaphors, and tends dısm1ss interpretations built ıteral
understandıng of the tOXT.: lıke Juhan’s, nalve. IS would nNnOoLt anı y problems,
if only an Yy better solutions WEIC er. If, however, metaphors dIC NOTL properly
understood, ıf they dIC contradıctory, ıf clusters f metaphors confuse, and point of
reference 1S NnOTt in sıght, Wıllı-Pleıin, „Das Zwölfprophetenbuch‘“‘, 1in Theologı1-
sche Rundschau (1999) 1-95,e wrıites of SUIIIC recent studies Hosea,
the sıtuatiıon 1S sımılar the ONC which Juhan decries In h1is prologue in reference
the allegor1ızıng of Origen and Jerome CL, above 29) It 15 useful keep 1n
mınd that Julıan, and Antıochene in general, dıd nNnOtL advocate lıteralısm for
1ts OW: sake, but COoMMUNICAte better the consequentia AKOAÄOÜLO, coherence, of
the Bıblıcal Text If that intention pominted beyond the ıteral meanıng, ıt could ell be
taken into acCcount. But first basıc understandıng of the TexXi had be secured.
Morın, for his part, Was ell WAaTre of thıs; ct. Morın, “n ouvrage” (n 4

Maı had fiırst edıted heodore cCommentary the Mınor Prophets in 1832
and then agaın ın 854 ıth Latın translatıon. &} Maı, ed. Scriptorum Veterum
Nova Collectio VaAtLIcanıs Codicıibus edita VI (Rome Iypıs Vatıicanıs, 1-300;
I Novae Patrum hibliothecae VII ome Spithoever, 1-300 hıs second
edıtıon Was included by Mıgne (PG 66, 23-632), behind Maı’s prefaces h1s first
(PG 66, 04-1 19) and h1is second edıtıon (PG 6 E} 119-23) On further detaıls SCC

Sprenger, ed:; Theodori Mopsuesteni cCommentarıus In MI1 prophetas. Einleitung und
Ausgabe. Göttinger Orıentforschungen V/1I (Wıesbaden tto Harrassowiıtz, j M

In the preface h1s first edıtıon (PG 66, 118) Maı nOotes that Theodore and the
author of the tractatus AIC ın remarkable agreement (astıpulans Rufiınus) Os 144
(SBE TITheodore’s fexXxt21  JULIAN OF AECLANUM’S 7®. IN OSEE, IOHEL, AMOS  Tractatus in the latter, in the prologue” as well as in the main text”.  Following the great Angelo Mai, Morin also identified traces of  Theodore’s commentary on the Minor Prophets in Julian’s Tractatus®,  ” In Iul. tr. proph. prol. (CCL 88, 115f.) Julian mentions John Chrysostofi1 as a  previous Antiochene interpreter of the Minor Prophets, but Chrysostom, Julian argues,  only did exhortations, not proper exegetical commentaries (exhortatione, non explana-  tione). Origen, he goes on, indulged in allegories, and Jerome merely reiterates Orige-  n’s allegories, or diverts to the quisquiliae of Hebrew exegesis, thus losing the thread  of the narrative, the consequentia of the Biblical text.  *© The prime, though in a certain way misleading, example cited by Morin, “Un  ouvrage” (n. 4), 19 n. 1, is Hosea’s marriage to a prostitute following an order from  God, which, as Iul. tr. Osee 1.1.2-5 (CCL 88, 119-121) reports, the Egyptians and  others who follow Origen interpret as a non-corporeal affair, while the Syrians, with  whom he sides, take it literally, as an act of prophecy and devotion on the prophet’s  part to emphasize and illustrate his message to the people. If necessary, however, Juli-  an concludes the passage, one could defend God’s order and Hosea’s action even in  plain rational terms, as a means of transfering the woman from a commercial life as a  prostitute to the honourable existence of a modest housewife. — The example chosen  by Morin — it happens to stand at the beginning of the commentary — can be mislea-  ding in the context of a modern exegesis of Hosea, which has increasingly become  preoccupied with metaphors, and tends to dismiss interpretations built on a literal  understanding of the text, like Julian’s, as naive. This would not cause any problems,  if only any better solutions were on offer. If, however, metaphors are not properly  understood, if they are contradictory, if clusters of metaphors confuse, and a point of  reference is not in sight, as I. Willi-Plein, „Das Zwölfprophetenbuch“‘, in: Theologi-  sche Rundschau 64 (1999): 351-95, 361-67, writes of some recent studies on Hosea,  the situation is similar to the one which Julian decries in his prologue in reference to  the allegorizing of an Origen and a Jerome (cf. above n. 29). It is useful to keep in  mind that Julian, and Antiochene exegetes in general, did not advocate literalism for  its own sake, but to communicate better the consequentia &xoAwViLa, or coherence, of  the Biblical text. If that intention pointed beyond the literal meaning, it could well be  taken into account. But first a basic understanding of the text had to be secured.  Morin, for his part, was well aware of this; cf. Morin, ‘Un ouvrage” (n. 4), 19 n. 2.  *' Mai had first edited Theodore’s commentary on the Minor Prophets in 1832,  and then again in 1854 with a Latin translation. Cf. A. Mai, ed., Scriptorum Veterum  Nova Collectio e Vaticanis Codicibus edita VI (Rome: Typis Vaticanis, 1832), 1-300;  Id., Novae Patrum bibliothecae VIXI (Rome: Spithoever, 1854), 1-300. This second  edition was included by Migne (PG 66, 123-632), behind Mai’s prefaces to his first  (PG 66, 104-119) and his second edition (PG 66, 119-23). On further details see H. N.  Sprenger, ed., Theodori Mopsuesteni commentarius in xii prophetas. Einleitung und  Ausgabe. Göttinger Orientforschungen V/1 (Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 1977), 3-  4. In the preface to his first edition (PG 66, 118) Mai notes that Theodore and the  author of the tractatus are in remarkable agreement (astipulans Rufinus) on Os 11:1  (see Theodore’s text: ... ÖLOTL VN1RLOG I000HA, KALl EYO NYANNIA AUTOV Kal ET  ALyÜnTtOV LETEKÄAEOO TÜ TEKVOA AUTOD...; Julian’s text: ...quia puer Israel, et dilexi  eum, et ex Aegypto uocaui filium meum...). Theodore writes that the text calls Israel a  child, from the time when he was in Egypt, when he began to grow into a people and  God began to take care of him. Julian writes that the text speaks here of the people,ÖLOTL VNINLOG Io0an4, KL S  nl NyanNOA QUTO' KaL El
AWNUNTOU LETEKAAEOO T TEKVOA QUTOÜ...; Juhan’s text. quıa PUCI Israel, el cAlex1ı
CU: Aegypto UuUOCAaUl fiılıum MeEWM...) eoOdore wrıites that the (ext calls Israel
chıld, TOM the time hen he W as ın ZYpL, when he began STOW into people and
(G0d began take dIiIcCc of hım Julıan writes that the texti speaks here of the people,
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and, despıte the! generally, non-polemical character of the work*,
instances of “Pelagıan” exeges1s”. Fınally, he NO few 1nts
at Juhan’s ‘“Lebenswelt  37 the o100my WOTr. of the ate Empıre. When
readıng in the prophets of dısasters, famıne and WAäLl, Julıan Cal Sa Y
that he knows ese thıngs NOTt only from hıstory [010] Hıs OW. time
has SCCH people deserting magnıfıcent cıtiıes., eavıng them 18 be
covered by forest, buryıng eIr valuables in the so1l commuıtting them

permanent roLt and oblıyıon. No yCal PAasscCS wıthout another

but adds that ‘“apostolic authorıty indıicates that th1ıs 15 applicable the ([051020! of
hrıst” Morın rightly remarks that there chould be IMNOTEC obvıous parallels than thıs
Theodore here Sa y>S nothing al all OUuU the poss1ıbilıty of typological applıcatıon of
the motıif Christ, whiıich 15 hardly surpr1sıng, SINCE the Greek texti of Hosea speaks of
“Israels children” whom G0d has called Out of ZYypL, nOT ..  MY Son  7 Maybe Maı
thought that ulıan identificatıion ofC Israel and people depended Theodore
and encouraged hım assoclate it ıth the of the infant Jesus in Egypt OI-

dıng Mt However, the SOUTCEC which Julıan really depends for thıs PAassSasc
1S Jerome’s CommentarYy, where all possı1bilıties, includıng the extual problems, AICc

discussed at length. See 1eT. in proph. mın see 116 CL 76, 119-21) In CON-

trast, Morın 1S intrıgued Dy ulıan preference for interpreting the prophecies ın theır
historical CONntexXT, lınkıng them CONteEMPOTATY events and figures lıke Heze-
kıah, Sennacherı1b, the Macchabees, before applyıng them Christ and eschato-
logıcal events Although VCIl here Jerome proviıdes ample materıal for discuss1on, the
method by which Julıian treats the indivıdual remıinds of ITheodore rather than
Jerome. Sın Morın, u ouvrage” (n 4) 19 Following the general verdict of
Bruckner, Juliıan Von Eclanum (n 123 124, Bouwman, Des Julian Vo.  - Aeclanum
Kommentar (n 129, Casts doubt upDON the poss1bılıty of an Yy obv1o0us, dırect, epen-
dence of uhan’s eXxeges1s that of Theodore.

&72 But ct. Morın, A an ouvrage” (n Z 3’ and Stiglmayr, ° Der Jobkommentar
VON onte assıno ” n 27), 217 3i the antı-clerical and soclal-ecritical remarks
In Iul Hg lohel 2411 GCCL 8 $ 241 ); A Amos IN CLK 88, 309.158-165) Such
remarks discredıted the author of the IracTIatius already before he Was known Julıian
of eclanum. 5ee, for example, the verdıict of Tillemont, Memaotnres XI} (n 316

33 Morın, “Un ouvrage” (n 4 E ul ir see 2607 CCGE 83, 167-68), where
Julhan insısts at length that s 6:7 they broke the Covenan hıke Adam” (sıcut dam
transgressı1 pactum) exactly hat 1t SaYyS, SiCcut here in similıtudıne,
in imıtatıon ofdam commıitting hıs aCTt of transgress10n, and nOt that thepe
acquıred of dereliction in paradıse and carrıed it forward the present day See
also below

3A4 Tul {T. Osee 2056 CCL 8 D quod autem subicıt, “desıiderabile argenti
"0)008080| urticae hereditabunt” lcf. Os 9:6d Vulg desiderabıile argent! OTU urtica he-
reditabit], uUusu captıuıtatem euenıre, utiınam NOS lect10 tantum ei NON et1am exper1-
menta doculssent. CONSsTat quıppe ue] gedes magnıs sumptibus fabrıcatas, C defec1s-
sent incolae, Ss1ılu1s fulsse cContectas, ue]l plerumque et1am urı el argent! defossos
thesauros, h1ıs quı occuluerant interemptis, 1n continuam oblıuLonem per1Sse; c1.
Morın, “Un ouvrage” (n 4



JULIAN OSEE AMOS 2

VICLOTFY for Rome enemı1es and when Julı1an reads Amos describing
the plıght of CaplıvıLYy, he wıshes that he NEW of that condıtion only
from h1ıs readıng. In tact; however. thıs plıght has become
COTININON nowadays that ONC 15 STITUC Dy the audacıty of OSse who ST
hope for better future”

Yet despıite h1s rather dım 1CW CONCEININS the general
prospects of hıs day and ADC Julıan far from succumbıng
princıple the gloom surroundıng hım hıs IINDICSSION of Juhian
who TeEINAaLlNS Oplımıstıc and confıdent always ready a and
respond challenges confırmed by Gennadıus who
reports that iiıme of famıne an aNnX1eLYy Julıan managed
PIOCUIC alms for those eed’ nAISs passSasc amOuUSILIY led the
CUT1OUS CanoOon1salı: of Julhıian by Pıetro de Natalı h1s "Catalogue
of Salnts’” >7 who studıo0usly 18NOTCS Gennadıius remark that
Julhan abused hıs charıty order {O attract INanYy nobles and
especılally rel1210us INnNen and (O aSSOC1aTte themselves h1is
heresy” 38

35 Iul {r Amos 13 16 GL AL Z 76) JUaC 119a mala hostilı CUCNITE
uU1lCIi0Tr1a annNnu1s3 cladıbus quam annalıbus ıtterıs cComprobamus

ul {r Amos CCC 315 145 49) quod tempore captıuıtatıs
obtingere utinam lectione tantum indıcante sed tam frequens NOSTrIS tem-
por1ıbus e1usmodı est facta condıcı10 ut quı1dquam mehus sperantıum 1TeINUTr audacı-
A but cf already 1er OIM see CEL 76 39) and CIIY, Jerome (n
18) 294

Petrus de Natalıbus Catalogus sanctitorum el estorum diuersis el
multis uWoluminıbus collectus (ed Verl 1cenza 493 edıt10 princeps) Pıetro de
Natalı who dıed SOINC iiıme after 400 wrote the ork between 369 and 1370 (see
h1s OW AaCCOUNT ed Dy Poncelet AnBoll 29 (1910) 35 He calls Julhıan COMN-
fessor quı SCT1PSIL aduersus Augustinum al108 heresiarchas and fuınıt elemo-
YM: lıberalıssımus Morın °“Un OUVTASC (n 21 followıing dıiıocesan PTrOpTa
of hıs ıme AIg UCS that the PasSsSagc could refer the cult of Juhan bıshop of uen-

Spaın, which predates the lıfetime of that bıshop the 3th CENTUTY and INAaYy
therefore be traceable ancıent popular ıB of Julıan of Aeclanum 1ıberal

of alms Marrou, “La Canonisatıon de Juhen Ecl  27 Theologıe dUus
dem Ge1ist der Geschichte. Berthold Altaner = (1958) 434 37
1n that the en Pıetro de Natalı 's "Catalogue represents NOL much ...  POpU-
lar lıterary CanoOoNnısatıon According h1ıs OW ACCOUNT (ed oncele': 36)
Pıetro de atalı had drawn hıs informatıon TOM book of legends composed Dy Pie-
ITO alo de 10gg1a (T which renders exactly Gennadıus account C1ite':
below the followıng nOoTte (n 38) The legend of Julhı1an the confessor therefore
MOSsT probably lıterary creathion Dy NONC er than Pıetro de Natalı hımself

X ( * Gennad 88808 111 (45) 46 (Ed Rıchardson la (Leıipzıg Hınrıchs
78) Hıc ullanus eleemosynı1s tempore famıs ei angustlae indıgent1bus OIO-

multos mM1serathonıs SPCCIEC nobılıum PTaCCIDUCYUC rel1g10sorum inlıcıens haeres]1
SUac SOC1aU1 for analysıs of the lınks between hıstorical background and lıterary
representatlion Gennadıus ACCOUNT ct Czapla Grennadıus als Liıterarhistoriker



LOSSL

Morın closes ıth ote Juhan’s lemma, d| early varıant of
Jerome’s translatıon. the atın Vulgate”. Julıan repeatedly pralses thıs
text °*that latest edıtiıon called “accordıing tO the Hebrew ” %. He
values ıt partıcularly for ıts integrity and, therefore, reliabılıty
concerning anguage and style (elocutionum integritate). It 15
interesting hat he ollows ıt CVCMN when it dıffers from the text which
Jerome SCS for hıs Commentary the Mınor FOpHEeIS" work

Fıne quellenkritische Untersuchung der Schrift des Gennadıius Von Marseille De MLFLS
LLLUSETLDUS. Kirchengeschichtliche Studıen 4/1 (Münster: Schönıingh, 101-103
More recently Andreas Kessler has indıcated that it could have been prec1sely ullan’s
euerget1sm al the Outfset of hıs ep1scopal CaIiIcCcTl that raısed SUSPIC1ONS about hıs ortho-
doXy and dragged hım into the Pelagıan CONLTOVETSY; cf. Kessler, Reichtumskritik
und Pelagianismus. Die pelagianische Diatribe de Adiuitits. Paradosıs. Beiträge ZUT1

Geschichte der altchristlıchen I ıteratur un Theologıe (Freiburg/Schweiz: Uniiver-
sıtätsverlag, 56

30 Morın, ö b ouvrage” (n 4 22-24; cT. InNT Bouwman, Des Julian VO.  - Aecla-
U, Kommentar (n 1 C 61-79; De Coninck, Tulıanı (n Z XXVIL-XXX: Weber, ed..,
Bıhlıa Sacra IUXta Vulgatam versiıonem (  ultg; Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, ”7983);
Bıblia Sacra I1UXta Latınam Vulgatam versionem ad codicum fidem IUSSU Toannıs Pau-
/ı UTa el Studio monachorum abbhatıiae pontificıae sanctı Hieronymı In rbe

edita, vol. XVIL Liber duodecım prophetarum ome Labreria FEdıtrice Vatıcana,

ul proph. prol CCL 88, 16) istam postremam edıtıonem, QUaC secundum
Hebraeum appellatur, elıgerem; CT. also {T. lohe]l prol. (GCCL 88, 227)

See Bouwman, Des Julıan VonNn Aeclanum Kommentar (n Z „Die Textkritik
ist ihm |as far the Bıblıcal (exXTi 1$ concerned| vollkommen fremd: betrachtet se1-
NCN Schrifttext als ein fest Gegebenes, dem nıcht rüttelt.“ According BOouw-
InNan SOTLIC of textual corruption INa Yy have been introduced al ater in the
transmıssıon of the IrAacLalus In general, however, ulıan text ar varlıles from the
oldest trands of Vulgate MSS Indeed it chares ıth the latter the MOST blatant M1S-
takes Kd% whiıle Jerome obvıously revised his texti later (see below S51}
Juhan INAaYy have adapted such revised varıants from Jerome’s COmMMEeNtTAaTY, but only in
the body f hıs OW COommMmentarY, nOoTt for hıs lemma SE below iın thıs ote the ‚X amll-

ple g1ven Dy De Coninck, who does NOTLT dıffer that much irom Bouwman); c1. OUW-
IMNan, ıbıd., 66-69 hus the Tact that Julıan does NOTL SCCIN (amper ıth h1is lemma.,
does NOTL INCcan that he 1gnores varıant readıngs. He cConsıders them, especılally 1f he
finds that they Call help hım explaın hıs text Ioel 7E h1ıs lemma reads
facıam ad uUOS imbrem matutinum el serotiınum In prINC1P10. 10 unravel the
contradıction Juhan cıtes the LA readıng, which he 20)1 mMOst probably from Jero-
me s COommentarYy, Hıer. 10)001088 in Iohel+CC +76, ct. Iul Ir Iohel
D TDAT CEL 88, quod septuagınta 19(0)8| 6,  1n princ1p10 , sed “sıcut PIMINCI-
77  p10 transtulerunt. It Oobv10us, Julıan concludes, that (lıke the 1LAN) the Vulgate
does NnOTL ımply here that everythiıng happens simultaneously. Rather, ere 1S SCYUCH-

of events First (GJ0d sends the raıns. then the barns AiIC fıllıng and then the DCO-
ple ATIC JoyTful. hus 1n Pr1INC1p10 here sımply marks the beginnıng of of
events Julıan here mMay have developed further notion which he found expressed in
rudımentary form Dy Jerome In h1s mmentarYy: Hıer. OTL in 3CCL
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1C Julıan rehes heavıly ın exegetical terms“. Morın pıcks three
examples: OX 1442 where Juhan’s texfi SayS cırcumdedıt In
negotiatione Efraim el In dolo domus srahel nstead of negotiatione
Jerome reads negatione, 1C he qualifies mendacıio, 1ıle J u_lian

76, 189.510-12) |deus quı dedit e1s alımenta lustitiae, el, septuagınta transtulerunt,
ef imbrem t(emporaneum et serotinum, ut COMedan!: laetentur. h1s belıes OUW-
INan, 1bıd., who AargucCSs that Juhian ‚ver only coplied Jerome. On ulhan’s CXC-
gESIS of Ioel AAr SCC also bıd 73 Some urther oftes thıs pPasSsSage: Morın,
“Un Ouvrage” (n 4 9 Z wrongly that Juhan reads princ1p10. He reads in
prinC1p10. Interestingly, far the Hebrew or1ginal 1S concerned, the HA WEIC
the rıght track in princ1p10 renders Hebrew: barı S  On, whıle the 1NOTE probable varıant
18 karı SOn, meanıng “lıke in the old days  LA when the COvenan Was still intact. E:

Dodekapropheton Joel und Amos BKA 4/2 (Neukırchen-Vluyn: Neu-
kırchener Verlag, 66 and 76 ITheodore of Mopsuestia fınally, in h1s enta-
L'Y, ignores the sıcut (Gr. KA0wc) in hıs text_ and wrIıites: TITheod Mops. in loelem DE
3-9 Sprenger): A YOap TOLC AVOTEPNOLG ELITEV AONPNOOAL TAUTOA VUV ANOÖLÖ0OBAaL
AEVEL; Theodore’s handlıng of the lemma cf. Bultmann, Die Exegese des heo-
dor Von Mopsuestia (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 44-46

The dsSC of Ir 2 DA leads De Conınck GL 88, @E  > 163) question
ouwman’s 1eW that the XX resp Old Latın) emendatıons in Juhan’s
Commentary aATrc largely NOT by Juhian hımself, but by later CopI1sts, for ıf Juhan had
carrıed them oOut hımself, he would have indiıcated thıs, SINCe he lıkes “"to cshow off”
Ihe reference the B varlıant in {r. Iohel OoOuwmMan Argues (p 1
Must therefore be treated exception. Agaınst thıs VICEW De Conınck hısts several

which dıffer fIrom Iohel 2 2A8 only in that in them Jul1an does NOTL "“ShOWw
On explicıtely that he has the respectıve varıant from the 34  X For ‚XM a1mll-
ple, in Iul {r. see Za (8 B S, 145.4, 146.27/) the lemma has for Os 3:2a the
Vulgate version fodı Ca rom fodere: dıg, dıg valte, prick, prod, 0g)
rendering Hebrew va ekrehäa, A rented her  97 (Hebrew krh Can INecan “t0 dıg  27 “t0
rent”) In h1is Commentary Julhian explaıns fodı CalJULIAN OF AECLANUM’S 7. IN OSEE, IOHEL, AMOS  25  which Julian relies heavily in exegetical terms“. Morin picks three  examples: 1. Os 11:12, where Julian’s text says circumdedit me in  negotiatione Efraim et in dolo domus Israhel. Instead of negotiatione  Jerome reads negatione, which he qualifies as mendacio, while ngian  76, 189.510-12): [deus] qui dedit eis alimenta iustitiae, et, ut septuaginta transtulerunt,  et imbrem temporaneum et serotinum, ut comedant atque laetentur. This belies Bouw-  man, ibid., 127-32, who argues that Julian ever only copied Jerome. On Julian’s exe-  gesis of Ioel 2:23f. see also ibid. p. 73. Some further notes on this passage: Morin,  “Un ouvrage” (n. 4), 23, wrongly suggests that Julian reads a principio. He reads in  principio. Interestingly, as far as the Hebrew original is concerned, the LXX were on  the right track: in principio renders Hebrew: bäri’8ön, while the more probable variant  is kari’Sön, meaning “like in the old days”, when the covenant was still intact. Cf. H.  W. Wolff, Dodekapropheton 2: Joel und Amos. BKA 14/2 (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neu-  kirchener Verlag, 1969), 66 and 76. Theodore of Mopsuestia finally, in his commenta-  ry, ignores the sicut (Gr. Ka0&6) in his text and writes: Theod. Mops. in Ioelem 2.23  (93-94 Sprenger): ä yAıp TOLs AvwtEPOLS EinEV ÄONPNOBAL TAÜTA. VÜv AnoSiSo0AL  h&yev; on Theodore’s handling of the lemma cf. R. Bultmann, Die Exegese des Theo-  dor von Mopsuestia (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1984), 44-46.  The case of tr. Iohel 2.24f. leads De Coninck (CCL 88, xxx n. 163) to question  Bouwman’s view (ibid. 71-72) that the LXX (resp. Old Latin) emendations in Julian’s  commentary are largely not by Julian himself, but by later copists, for if Julian had  carried them out himself, he would have indicated this, since he likes “to show off”.  The reference to the LXX variant in tr. Iohel 2.24-25, Bouwman argues (p. 71 n. 1),  must therefore be treated as an exception. Against this view De Coninck lists several  cases, which differ from tr. Iohel 2.24f. only in that in them Julian does not “show  off”, i. e. explicitely state that he has the respective variant from the LXX. For exam-  ple, in Iul. tr. Osee 1.3.1-5 (CCL 88, 145.4, 146.27) the lemma has for Os 3:2a the  Vulgate version fodi eam... (from fodere: to dig, dig up, excavate, prick, prod, jog)  rendering Hebrew vä’ekreha, “I rented her” (Hebrew krh can mean “to dig” or “to  rent”’). In his commentary Julian explains fodi eam ... by posset ... conduci, “she can  be rented”. He most probably has this from Hier. comm. in Osee 1.3.2-3 (CCL 76,  34.45), where Jerome, who also cites the LXX lemma, renders LXX &u00w0duNV as  conduxi. Both, Bouwman and De Coninck, are partly right, Bouwman in saying that  Julian treats his lemma with the utmost care and is not inclined to make emendations,  even when he has a seemingly better variant at his disposal. De Coninck is right in  saying that Julian however does work with different text variants in his commentary,  not just rarely and in order to show off, as Bouwman alleges, but rather frequently, as  part of his exegetical method and because he works with Jerome’s commentary. What  is interesting here is that even Jerome in his commentary seems to leave the lemma  alone, despite fodi being obviously not the right translation, for unlike Hebrew krh it  is not synonymous with conduci. There are other cases where Jerome does interfere  with his lemma. It is after all his own translation; cf. Bouwman, Des Julian von Aecla-  num Kommentar (n. 1), 66 n. 3; cf. also below n. 51.  * As the following examples show, Julian keeps to his text, but adapts his exege-  sis, if necessary, with the help of Jerome’s commentary, as for Os 11:12. For Os 14:4  on the other hand, Julian’s text favours his own, literal, approach. Julian’s attitude to  the text, therefore, works both ways.by pOSSsetlJULIAN OF AECLANUM’S 7. IN OSEE, IOHEL, AMOS  25  which Julian relies heavily in exegetical terms“. Morin picks three  examples: 1. Os 11:12, where Julian’s text says circumdedit me in  negotiatione Efraim et in dolo domus Israhel. Instead of negotiatione  Jerome reads negatione, which he qualifies as mendacio, while ngian  76, 189.510-12): [deus] qui dedit eis alimenta iustitiae, et, ut septuaginta transtulerunt,  et imbrem temporaneum et serotinum, ut comedant atque laetentur. This belies Bouw-  man, ibid., 127-32, who argues that Julian ever only copied Jerome. On Julian’s exe-  gesis of Ioel 2:23f. see also ibid. p. 73. Some further notes on this passage: Morin,  “Un ouvrage” (n. 4), 23, wrongly suggests that Julian reads a principio. He reads in  principio. Interestingly, as far as the Hebrew original is concerned, the LXX were on  the right track: in principio renders Hebrew: bäri’8ön, while the more probable variant  is kari’Sön, meaning “like in the old days”, when the covenant was still intact. Cf. H.  W. Wolff, Dodekapropheton 2: Joel und Amos. BKA 14/2 (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neu-  kirchener Verlag, 1969), 66 and 76. Theodore of Mopsuestia finally, in his commenta-  ry, ignores the sicut (Gr. Ka0&6) in his text and writes: Theod. Mops. in Ioelem 2.23  (93-94 Sprenger): ä yAıp TOLs AvwtEPOLS EinEV ÄONPNOBAL TAÜTA. VÜv AnoSiSo0AL  h&yev; on Theodore’s handling of the lemma cf. R. Bultmann, Die Exegese des Theo-  dor von Mopsuestia (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1984), 44-46.  The case of tr. Iohel 2.24f. leads De Coninck (CCL 88, xxx n. 163) to question  Bouwman’s view (ibid. 71-72) that the LXX (resp. Old Latin) emendations in Julian’s  commentary are largely not by Julian himself, but by later copists, for if Julian had  carried them out himself, he would have indicated this, since he likes “to show off”.  The reference to the LXX variant in tr. Iohel 2.24-25, Bouwman argues (p. 71 n. 1),  must therefore be treated as an exception. Against this view De Coninck lists several  cases, which differ from tr. Iohel 2.24f. only in that in them Julian does not “show  off”, i. e. explicitely state that he has the respective variant from the LXX. For exam-  ple, in Iul. tr. Osee 1.3.1-5 (CCL 88, 145.4, 146.27) the lemma has for Os 3:2a the  Vulgate version fodi eam... (from fodere: to dig, dig up, excavate, prick, prod, jog)  rendering Hebrew vä’ekreha, “I rented her” (Hebrew krh can mean “to dig” or “to  rent”’). In his commentary Julian explains fodi eam ... by posset ... conduci, “she can  be rented”. He most probably has this from Hier. comm. in Osee 1.3.2-3 (CCL 76,  34.45), where Jerome, who also cites the LXX lemma, renders LXX &u00w0duNV as  conduxi. Both, Bouwman and De Coninck, are partly right, Bouwman in saying that  Julian treats his lemma with the utmost care and is not inclined to make emendations,  even when he has a seemingly better variant at his disposal. De Coninck is right in  saying that Julian however does work with different text variants in his commentary,  not just rarely and in order to show off, as Bouwman alleges, but rather frequently, as  part of his exegetical method and because he works with Jerome’s commentary. What  is interesting here is that even Jerome in his commentary seems to leave the lemma  alone, despite fodi being obviously not the right translation, for unlike Hebrew krh it  is not synonymous with conduci. There are other cases where Jerome does interfere  with his lemma. It is after all his own translation; cf. Bouwman, Des Julian von Aecla-  num Kommentar (n. 1), 66 n. 3; cf. also below n. 51.  * As the following examples show, Julian keeps to his text, but adapts his exege-  sis, if necessary, with the help of Jerome’s commentary, as for Os 11:12. For Os 14:4  on the other hand, Julian’s text favours his own, literal, approach. Julian’s attitude to  the text, therefore, works both ways.conducIı, ..  she Can
be rente: He MOST probably has thıs from Hıer. (0)803081 in Osee A CC 70

where Jerome, who also cıtes the’ lemma, renders P XX EUWLOOWOAUNV
condux1ı1. Both. OoOuwman and De Coninck, dIC partly rıght, ouwman in sayıng that
Julıan treats hıs lemma ıth the uUutmost are and 1S NOTL inclined make emendatıons,
A E hen he has seemiıingly better varıant h1is dısposal. De Conınck 1s rıght iın
sayıng that Juhan however does Oork ıth dıfferent (exti varıants in hIis COMMENTATY,
NnOTt Just rarely and In order cshow off, Oouwman alleges, but rather frequently,

of h1is exegetical method and because he works ıth Jerome’s ary. What
18 interesting here 1S that ‚ Ven Jerome ın his COMMEeNTaAarY leave the lemma
alone, despite fod]ı being obvıously NOT the rıght translatıon, for unlıke Hebrew krh 1t
1S nNnOTL SYNONYMOUS ıth conduc1I1. ere AT other where Jerome does interfere
ıth h1s lemma. It 1S after all hıs OW translatıon: cf. Bouwman., Des Julıian VoOoNn Aecla-
NU.: Kommentar n 66 G cf. also e 10W 51

47 As the followıng examples ShOow, Julıian eeps hıs (eXT, but adapts hIs CACLC-
S1S, ıfT'Y, 1ıth the help f Jerome’s COommMmen(tarYy, for Os { Da For (Js 14°4

the er hand, uhan’s texi favours h1ıs OW. ıteral, approach. uhan’s attıtude
the LtEeXT, therefore, works both WaySs



trı1es make of negotiatio by qualifiying the negotiator
malus, operatıng fraudulently (Ffraude). On the ole the varıant
readıng remaıns only of lıttle CONSCYHUCNCEC for the EXEBESIS“. Sımilarly
Moriıin’’s second example On 0X) 14:4 Julıan has misereberis populi
instead of, AaSs Jerome., pupilli. Thıs, of COUITSC, allows Julıan delıver

beautıfully ıteral exegesI1s, ı1le Jerome has explaın metaphor:
“Isorael ere 1S called orphan, because he has esertie God, h1s
father * Morın s In example has practically bearıng the
eXxeges1s al all, though the varıant readıng m1g affect the syntaXx. s
14:6 Juhan’s (exi declines the PTrOPDCI amne (ero quası rosSs Israheli.
germinabıit...), Jerome’s 0€S NnOL hether thıs warran dıfferent
punctuatıon of Jerome’s [EXE: Adrıaen (ero quası r  n

Israel germinabit...)”, depends also whether ONC MaYy ASSUTIEC that
Jerome usually declhines PTOPDCI D} OT here, specıfically, Israel For
f he 0€Ss NOT and indeed he 0€eSs NOTL in MOSstT of hıs works (the rat1o
15 approximately 10741 ıIn the Casc of Israel, CVENn though ıIn the
commentar the Mınor rophets ıt 1s almost reversed)“*°, the NON-

declension of ProOPpCI a1i1lec o0€es 137011 necessarıly suggest that it 15 seft
In the nomıiınatıve.

Besıiıdes the latest rendition from the Hebrew, Morın iinally
E} Julıan knows .. few INOTE edıitions” (sunt enım plusculae
leditiones|), 1C he Ca uulgatior” and which he rehes for the
SIC er Bıblıcal books*® According Bouwman the latter
statement r NOL quıte correct”*. What Cal be sa1d accordıng

43 Morın, “Un ouvrage” (n 4 9 Zz ul see 21 CEL“ 88, 208); Hıer. OI

ın see er 70 30) ote also that negotiat1ıo and negotiator ALl I1NOTC

COMMON In ate Latın (T Souter, Glossary of Later Latın 600 Oxford
()xford Universıty Press, 264, and in thıs artıcle above Morin’s lıst of vocabu-
lary typıcally used by Juhan.

44 Iul see 2 14 CC 8Ö, Hıer. OT in Osee 21244 (CCL 76,
154.87)

45 ouwman, Des Julıan Von Aeclanum Kommentar (n 1 E} 68 1, aAargUCS that the
ITHNOVC 1S on  n VCIl though he ABICcCS ıth Morın that Jerome dıd nNOTL decline Israel
ın thıs The modern edıtors of the Vulgate (cf. 39) 4 wıth Bouwman,
agaınst Adrıaen HCE 76, ISs5.1 I2)

46 (£. Tul see 3 14.6( 8S, 224.66), Hıer. (0)001081 1n see 3 14.6 CL 76,
155 L2) and above the Prev1Ous note (n 45)

4] (T ul Ilohel prol. CC 88, 227.6-7)
45 Morın, Yln ouvrage” (n 4
49 Bouwman, Des Julıan Von Aeclanum Kommentar (n 1 E 78-19, refutes Morın

in detaiıl. ( m 214197 ın ul {r. see 110248 CCL 88, MI 18f.), Morin’s first example,
ouwman pomnts Out, could have been quoted from the New Testament (Rm O]

ebr 11:8) and In anı y ase represents Tare varıant of the Old Latın translatıon.
According Fischer, ENESIS. eIUS latına. Reste der altlateinischen Bıibel Nach
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Bouwman 15 that ıIn the Iractatus Juhan cıtes MoOst 1Ca
from the Vulgate, CEXCEDL ose from New Testament wrıtings and the
Canticum.

Bouwman’s monograph of 1958% marks the ex{i bıg Step in
research Julhian’s Iractatus. Despite SOINEC mınor eriıtic1ısms
Bouwman generally buıilds uDON Moriıin’s findıngs ıIn h1s study of
Juhan’s 1DIl1CcCa text>” He several tradıtions and 1n
that Juhan’s lemma 15 equıvalent early versıion of Jerome’s
translatıon:; for ıt contaıns CITOTS 16 Jerome 15 hought ave
corrected in ater drafts attaın rendering of the fexi IUXta
Hebraeos°.. The MSS contaınıng ese varıants MaYy SsStem from

Petrus Sabatıier nNnNeu gesammelt un herausgegeben Von der Erzabtei Beuron (Fre1-
burg 1m Breisgau: Herder, 229 uhan’s tractatus 18 the only SUOUTCE for thıs
varıant. For the long quotation 111 Rg 122633 in Iul Ar see Z CEL 88,
Julı1an uUsSscCs hıs OW Vulgate text (Jerome in h1is aTrYy does nNnOoTt ıte the d-
ge.) ler 2:13 in Iul Osee 3.10.9-10 CCL 8 E 198.154-55) 18 from the Old Latın
However, in thıs dsSCcC Juhan does nNOTt hıs OW teXtT, but es the PDasSsSsasc TOM
Hıer. [0)000888 in see 3.10.9-10 GCCE 76, 113.300-303) Mt (0:16 in Iul see
Z CC 88,’Bouwmanncould ell be cıted from (9)  5
agaln, other SUOUTCEC 15 known for thıs partıcular Latın" rendering of the
What ouwman does NOT mention 15 that ONCC agaın Julıan finds vVEIYy sımılar VCI-
S10N in Jerome’s ary Hıer. 10)0000088 In see 2 CCL 76, 2067) astut1
quası (Iul S1Cut)

5(} (SE: Bouwman, Des Julian Von Aeclanum Kommentar n 1 9 61-79,
Coples of the earhest translatıon of Os, Ioel and Am INaYy have ciırculated from

early 392, whıle the text 1n the Commentary dates from late 406; CT OUW-
INall, Des Julıan VO.:  - Aeclanum Kommentar (n 76 1’ the reference Smit,
De Vulgaat. Geschiedenis herziening Van de latijnse bijbelvertaling. Bıjbelse
monographıieen (Maaseık Romen Roermond, 33-38, CSD. (table and discus-
S10N cConcerning Jerome’s complaınt about the qualıity of pırate copies of hıs autoO-
graphs). See L1OW also Kelly, Jerome (n 18), a and 28 and Rebenich,
Jerome: The ‘Vır Irılinguis’ and the ‘Hebraica Veritas’, in VıgChr (1993) 30-77,
(on chronological quest10ons iın connection 1ıth the Bıble translatıon); cf. further
Bouwman, 1bıd, 41 and, s 11:8 example of texti ımprovement VCI tiıme,
66 3 ıth reference Ziegler, Die Jüngeren griechischen Übersetzungen als
Vorlagen der Vulgata In den prophetischen Schriften. Personal- und Vorlesungsver-
zeichnıs der staatlıchen Akademıie Braunsberg, UOstpreussen, Al Beılage
(Braunsberg: ÖOstpreussen, (on the influence of the INOIC recent translators, the
recentlores, Agquıla, Theodotion and 5Symmachus, uUDON Jerome’’s CONtUNUOUS ork
the eX! On the development of Jerome’s attıtude towards the LXX and the Bıble 1U X-

Hebraeos respectively SC 1O Kamesar. Jerome, Greek Scholarship, and the
Hebhrew Bıhle Oxford Classıcal Monographs Ox{fTford Clarendon, 7 E P It 1S
important recogn1ıze that Jerome’s a1ım W ds> not produce A ideal Bıble beyond
LA and Hebraica, but version close the Hebraıica possıble, besides the
EDCGX and other translatıons For that [CaSOIl Jerome has problem resorting
other than hıis translatıon TOM the Hebrew In order gel the MOST Out for h1Is eXegESIS
of partıcular9for example Os 1-3, 6e below: cT. Kamesar, 1bıd.,
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archetype er than the latter°* of Old atın varıants MaYy
argely result from ater intervent10ns°°. Bouwman’s general
impression 1, however, that Nan y contamınatıl1ons In Juhan’s lemma
WeTITC introduced al vVC early Sstage ın the transmıssıon PTFOCCSS and
NOL elımınated aggravated al ater age, which that it
COU orıg1inate from archetype practically identical” ıth early
Ta of Jerome’'s 1rs translatıiıon°“. er all, between the latter (ca
392) and Juhan’s lemma les interval of less than {fty, poss1ıbly
CVENn less than thırty

Bouwman’s extual studies° and h1s tudies Juhan’s
language, style, hermeneutics and exegetical practice ”® ave een
acclaımed, hıs addıtions {O the Corpus Iul1ıanum mostly dısmıssed.
Already ıIn 1959 George De Plınval criticızes hıs attrıbution Juhan
NnOTL only of the called Praedestinatus, Demetriadem,
Celantiam an the Viıennese iragments (M5S 954). but alsSo of the
cCommentary the Cantıcum, De ONO constantıiae and others Why

82-88, CSP 87-88, agaınst Bardy, “um lıtterature patrıst1que des Quaestiones el
respons1iones SUT 1’Ecriture saınte”,  07 1n 41 (1932) 9-69, 358 who Arg UCS that
Jerome worked reconcılıng the dıfferences between the dıfferent extual tradıtıons.
An analogous 1Ssue arl1ses In the COI'I'CSPOIIdCI'IC€ between Jerome and Augustine,
where the discussıon 18 NO about the of Scripture, but about quantıtatiıve and
qualitative extual varıants in Bıblıcal writings regarde: canonıcal iın eıther (LXX
and Hebrew) tradıtıon hus Fürst, Augustins Briefwechsel miıt Hıeronymus. JAC_E
29 (Münster: Aschendorff, 140 361 agaınst Hennings, Der Briefwechsel
zwischen AugZustinus Un Hıeronymus Un iıhr Streıt den Kanon des Alten esta-
menits Un die Auslegung Von (Gal VıgChr. Suppl u Leıden Brıull,
E and 13117197 (B also below 62)

52 Bouwman, Des Julıian Von Aeclanum Kommentar (n 71276
54 Bouwman, Des Julian Von Aeclanum Kommentar n I, pomints Out that the

IracLiatus Was transmıtted V1ıa Spaın, where the e{Ius Latına remaıned domiınant lon-
SCI than elsewhere; ıth reference De Bruyne, “BEitude SUuT les or1g1nes de la
Vulgate Espagne  22 1in RBen (1914-1919) 2 73.401 remaıns be asked,
however, whether the VarlOus of varıants Call be dıyıded nto ..  very early  97 and
7 ONCS “sharply” OuwmMan ASs indıcated under .
SUOTILC varıants close (Olid Latın readıngs INAaYy back Jerome hımself, the
earhest CopI1sts of hıs early drafts, Al ouwman hımself polints Out /1 and

54 Bouwman, Des Julian VOo  - Aeclanum Kommentar (n 1), 75-76; cL. Jerome’’s
complaınt that frıend and foe alıke spread pırate cCoples of hıs works, which WEIC of
doubtful quality: Hıer. epist. 48 (49) ad Pammachiı1um 54 statım ut
alıquıid SCIT1pSEeTO, aut amaftores me1l aut Inu1dı diuerso quıdem stud10, sed parı certamı-

in uulgus nOsITa dıssemiınant.
55 Carrıed urther DYy the critical edıitıon of the tractatus prepared DYy Van Deyck,

completed DYy De Conınck and I1)’ Hondt CC 88, XVI11), and Dy the eritical edi1-
t10Nn f the Vulgate (exTi of the Mınor Prophets (s above and 41)

56 ( Bouwman, Des Julıan [0))) Aeclanum Kommentar (n 52-60) and >  ST
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not ascrıbe Julıan the prefaces and translatıons of Anıanus of
Celeda WE he asks>”. Such attrıbutions Cannot be made purely
lex1ıcologıca. grounds, he adds> Hıstorical and psychologıcal aSspects
MUuUStT be consıdered ell Bouwman’s SCCUTE

chronology of Julian’s lıterary actıvıty the basıs of hıs use of
dıfferent vers1ions of 1Ca ECXIS in the Tractatus deserve sımılar
ecrntic1sm??.

5 / De Plınval, “Julhien d’Eclane devant la Bıble” (n 26Ö); 348 But here De lın-
val himself 1$ NOTL above eriticısm. The last [WO ıtems certamly ulıan’s (GE. above

23% the fırst, De Plınval faıls mentı10n, has been successfully attrıbuted Arno-
bıus the Younger by Morın, “"Examen des ecrtIts attrıbues Arnobe le jeEuUNE , in
RBen (1909) 9-7 (F “Etude d’ensemble SUuT rnobe le H  Jeune”, in Ben
28 191 4-90, Abel, CO Praedestinatus el le Pelagianisme ”, in 1AM
(1968) 5-25, Gor]1, Praedestinatus. (1 25R (Turnhout Brepols and (alrea-
dy) acobus Sirmondus, Praedestinatus. Praedestinatorum haeresis el lihrı Augu-
SHNO lfemere ascrıpti refutatio (Parıs: Sebastıen Cramo1s, 53 583-672,
491, 56/, 6/71-72), and osheım, Vollständige Kirchengeschichte des Neuen
Testaments (Heılbronn: Eckebrecht, C TIhe ase of the Eptistula ad
Demetriadem 1$ trickıer than eıther ouwman De Plınval dIC able, wıllıng,
apprecılate. T Wermelıinger, “Neuere Forschungskontroversen Augustinus und
Pelagıus”, 1n Mayer B Chelıus, eds., Internationales S ymposium her den
Stand der Augustinusforschung 1987 (Würzburg: Augustinus- Verlag, 189-217,
213 Sımilarly Celantiam (cf. ıbıd.), of which IC Can merely 5SdYy that Evans,
Pelagıius. Inquiries and Reappraisals London Black, Four Letters of Pela-
Q1US London aC has far been INOTC successful in attrıbuting it ela-
o1US than OoOuwman has been in ascrıbing 1t Juhan. In the dSC of the Viennese irag-
ments De Plınval has persona interest, SINCE he attrıbutes them Pelagıus.
De Plınval, Essal SUr le style el la langue de Pelage. Collectanea Frıburgensı1a. NOou-
velle serl1e, fasc. 31 (Frıbourg SUu1sSse: Laubrairıe de 1’ Universıite, But
ct. Nuvolone-Solignac, pelase (n 25), 2900 Fınally, De Plınval faıls mention the
Libellus fidei, which he agrees ıth OoOuwmMan (but N above under Z

5X De Plınval, “Juhen d’Eclane devant la Bıble” (n 26), 349
59 Bouwman, Des Julian Von Aeclanum Kommentar (n 1 9 78-79; ment10-

ned under 26, ouwman 1mMs for ate date of the TIractatus around 439) Hıs
maın evıidence from the Bıblıcal tex{i 15 that Julı1an relhles almost eXxclusıvely the
Vulgate. But the lemma of the eXDOSILLO In Iob 1S alsSO version of the Vulgate, and the
Cıtations from er Bıblıcal books also taken in part from the Vulgate and partly
from the Vetus Latına. (itatıons in urb. and lor. are Iso from the Vetus Latına., but
agaln, Job and Kohelet, and, in ONC PaASSaLC, Isaıah, AdIC cıted from the Vulgate, whıle
elsewhere in ese [WO wrıtings Isaı1ah 18 cıted from the Vetus Latına. In h1is translatıon
of TITheodore’s of Mopsuestla COMMENLATY the Psalms Juhan C1tes irom both, the
eIus Latına and Jerome’s translatıon Iirom the Hebrew. hıs evıidence provıdes
basıs whatsoever for putting the wrıitings 1n Al y chronological order. Hıstorical and
theologıcal aSPECIS MUuSt be consıdered ell But here OoOuwman dısplays weak-
NN For example, crıtic1zıng (on 79 Morin. Un ouVvrage” (n 4) (see
above 33), he 1S, of COUTSC, rıght in that it 1S NOL, rather, ıt should nNnOoL be consıde-
red, "Pelagıan  27 (in the of ““heretical”) hold that SINS AdIC cCOomMmuıtte. iın 1imıta-
t10n (1mıtatıo, sımılıtudo) of am s transgress10n, as Iul Fr see 26 CCE 88,



De Plınval wants 8 evaluate Juhan’s eXxeges1s in ıts hıstorical
CONnNtiext He presen Julhan representatıve of wıdespread ate
tourth, early CeNLUrYy “rationalıst-moralıst” 169 movement,
the western branch of IC ater became assoc1ated ıth
“Pelag1anısm ” ®. Deposed and ex1ıled for h1ıs sympathy for the latter

For ‚VE Jerome holds that VIEW: 1erT. (0)801888 In see 2 6.61. CCE 76, 66f.)
What he does NOL consıder, however, 1S that Jerome wrote h1is mmentary before 406
At about the Samlle time Pelagıus wrote hıs Paulıne cCommentarıes wıthout being CCU-
sed of heresy for another decade. When Julıan WTOTte hıs Commentary in the 4720s Pela-
X1US had been condemned and ıth hım the VIEW that S1INS AIc cCommıtted merely Dy
imıtatıon rather than the inherıtance of, and, thereby, essentjal partıcıpatıon 1n, Ada-
ms transgress10n. wriıter anX10us DaSssS orthodox durıng that per10d would have
modified hıis posıtıon accordingly in order avo1d anı y conflıct ıth the eccles1iastical
authorıities and Augustiniıan propagandısts lıke Prosper of Aquitaine and Marıus Mer-
Caftor. ( Wermelnnger, Rom Un Pelag21us (n 20), Au The author of the Iracta-
[US, however, reiterates and ‚VCI accentuates Jerome’s posıtıon. In the g1ven hıstorical
CONiLEXT thıs makes hım potentıial “Pelagıan” “dem1-Pelagıan”. In conjunction
ıth all the other evidence concerning the author of the tractatus it Can be ead
characterıistic of uhan’s authorshıiıp. De Plınval, “Juhen Ad’Eclane devant la Bıble” (n
26), 354 S Arg ucS hıstorıical grounds agaınst d ate date of the Iractatus (s
ahbove 26)

De Plınval, “ Julhien d’Eclane devant la Bıble” (n 26),; thus duly INCI-
HONSs Pelagıus (wıth hIs Testimonia and commentarıes the Paulıne Epistles and the
Cantiıcum), n]ıanus of Ceieda (wıth h1s translatıons of Chrysostomica), and the
authors of the interlınear Commentary Job CPL 3Ard ed TEl Dassmann, 10b (n
ZU, col 405) representatives of that MOovemen in the westT, nOoL however, for ‚X a1ll-

ple, Jerome. In Conftrast thıs VIEW sSCe NOW, ıth A specı1al TOCuUS Pelagıus, Tau-
CI, “Neue Urıentierungen ZUT Paulusexegese des Pelagıus”, 1n Augustinianum
(1994) AOn N1anNnus of Celeda c1. Martı, “Anıanus VO  —_ Celeda‘ ; 1in Döpp-
Geerlings, Lexikon der antıken christlichen Iıteratur (n 18), 300)-31 De Plınval, ıbıd.,
2 2 E alsSO lısts 1n thıs CONTLEeXT ork which he calls the “Pseudo-Augustinıan
Speculum’”. By that he does not SCCIMN refer the (probably) 5h CeNLury talıan
Pseudo-Augustinian Speculum audı Israhel 1 E} 287-700), systematıc collec-
t10Nn of Bıble ıth eadıngs, but the Speculum qULS Lgnorat 1 E
203); apparently incomplete, annotated collectiıon I8 Bıble Augustine’s
authorshıp of the Jatter has often been doubted, but convincıngly dısproved. De
Plınval had trıed attrıbute it Pelagıan author (ef. ıbıd., 352 28), because in IR
opınıon ıts teachıng Was Pelagıan In tendency. For Augustine’s authorshıp ct.
MOST recently Mutzenbecher, ° Der Nachtrag den Retraktationen mıt Augustins
etzten Werken , 1ın REAug (1984) 60-83, 63-7/1, who ates the ork into AZT7,
after the completion of the Retractationes. hI1s also explaıns Augustine’s IN of Jero-
me Vulgate In thıs work. text which he rejected decade earlıer, but whiıich he

have subscribed durıng the later 420s; N thıs questionA Bonnardıe-
IC, “Augustin a-t-ı] utiılıse la Vulgate de Jeröme?” in Saınt Augustın el la Bıble Bıble
de {[OUS le mM 3 edA La Bonnardıere (Parıs Beauchesne, S
Augustine An the Bibhle Ihe Bıble through the Ages 2’ ed Bright (Notre Dame
Universıty of Notre Dame Press, AD On Augustine’s adaptatıon and
other aspects of the ıimpact of Jerome’’s translatıon from the Hebrew ct. a1IsS0O forth-
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Julı1an continued h1Is work under the auspıices of the mMoOst illustrıio0us
eastern representatıve of that 1Ca E} eodore of
Mopsuestia.

De Plınval detects TrTee basıc rules, accordıng IC Juhan
conducts hIıs exegesI1s: Esstablısh the respectıve 1C8: author’s
maın intention and analyse the structural coherence (consequentida) of
the texti under review®!! Clarıfy obscure and “make them
plaın  27 62 ] rea the hıstorıical meanıng of the t{exti ıts basıc

comıing artıcle “A Shift in Patrıstic Exeges1s”.
Tauer in partıcular has shown that it 15 Pelagıus’s thought, and that of other ‚DIC-

sentatives of that mMOovement, which 15 embedde!: in larger exegetical tradıtion. rather
than that tradıtion, which orı1g1inates Irom partıcular kınd of “Pelagıan” (ın the
f “inherently heretical”) WaY of thınkıng promoted by those eXxegeles, which WEIC
later branded “Pelagıan”, lıke Pelagıus O E In the present CasSC, Julıan of Aeclanum.
De Plınval clearly the latter and his assumption 1S vıtal for hIs evaluatıon of
ulıan exegesI1s. ase in pomint 18 hıs rejection Out of hand 350, 18, of W Ör-
ter’s suggestion that the later Juhan INaYy In certaın have “cConverted” “Semi1-
Pelagıanısm””, and hıis unlıkely call UDON Klasen and Bruckner Ssupport h1is dASC

W örter, Der Pelagianismus nach seinem Ursprung und seiner Lehre FEın Beitrag
ZUTF Geschichte des Dogmas Von der (ınade Un Freiheit (Freiburg 1im Breisgau: Wag-
NeCTrT, (1866) “1874), 396-402:;: Klasen, Die Innere Entwicklung des Pelagianismus.
Beıträge ZUT Dogmengeschichte (Freiburg 1im Breisgau: Herder, 0-60:;
Bruckner, Julian VO.  - Eclanum (n DAM 87 Klasen {undamentally dismisses the
theologıcal relevance of uhan’s thought. Bruckner 18 INOTEC alance but less optim1-
St1IC than W örter. De Plınval 18 rıght in that the dea of “CcConversion” “ Semi1-Pelagı-
anısm “ 15 ill-conceived. He does nNOT apprecı1ate, however, that (0) late 420s and
430s estern theologıes Juhan’s looks less extireme than Augustine’s. It 1S INOTE iın
tune wıth that of John Cassıan, of Vıncent of Lerins of Arnobilus the Younger
than that of Prosper of Aquıtaine Marıus Mercator. W örter had point 1in that
respect and W ds largely m1isunderstood by Klasen, Bruckner and De Plınval. On thıs
whole 1CcCa SCC NOW also Markus, °“Ihe Legacy of Pelagıus: Orthodoxy, Heresy
and Concılhation”, iın Wıllıams, ed.; The Making of Orthodoxy. ESSays In Honour
of Henry AdWIC! Cambrıdge Cambridge Universıty Press, 78

Bouwman, Des Julıan VON Aeclanum Kommentar (n l D 8()-87
62 De Plınval, “Juhen d’Eclane devant la Bıble” (n 26), 355 33, immediately

rıdicules thıs aım “"ramener ISC CS passages| quelques ormules claıres el bana-
les  27 and, myster10usly, CONntrasts ulhan’s eXegESIS of Am FA in Ir Amos 1 :325
CL 88, 262-265) ıth Augustine’s of Am 6:1-  CN 1in doectr. A0UE 3 E Aa
131), entirely dıfferent PAaASSasc, completely 1gnoring the fact that Augustine merely
interprets h1s Passagc explaın the UScC of rhetorical devices quae pertinent ad Prac-

eloquentiae), whıle Juhan explores the fundamental PUrDOSC and real meanıng
of the whole ork (cf. the first and thırd rule of uhan’s exeges1s accordıng De
Plınval!). On Juhan’s exeges1s of Am G‘ 12  @) ci. Iul Amos Z CL 88, 299-
302 Augustine s SCC Moreau, SEL commentaıre d’Amos’”, ın D La
Bonnardıere, Saıint Augustin el la Bıhble Bıble de tous le mM (Parıs Beauchesne,
“ andA La Bonnardıere, Augustin agl utiıl1s  e la Vulgate de Jerö-

me ?”” 1n 1bid., ese [WO artıcles suggest that in doetr. 4 7 . 16-20 Augustine,
who elsewhere criticızes Jerome for replacıng the seasoned k CN translatıon ıth hıs



meanıng (1 the meanıng ıth the hıghest degree of realıty). Trea
allegory and er non-hıstorical Ways of interpretation secondary

the hıstorical meanıng of the ext®!
Julıan, De Plınval ArSUCS, reads Hosea, Joel and Amos

“poetic transposıtions of CONteEMpOFrarY disasters’? ® By “dısasters’” he

DCW vers1ion hebraeo, resOTTtSs the atter, 1t Ds PUTDOSC Tıte hat in
fact becomes .6,  un hommage Jerome” (D 14) CT Fürst, Augustins Briefwechsel mut
Hieronymus (n 1, R and Ba Docetr. 4.7.16-20, datıng from around
18 ONC ONg several that ShOow that in h1ıs later works Augustine adapts the
technıque used DYy Jerome and Julhan of Comparıng the [WO vers1ions for exegetical
PUTDOSCS (La Bonnardıere, "Augustin’”, 31 1-12)

63 Bouwman, Des Julian vVon Aeclanum Kommentar (n E and 0-32,
and De Plınval, “JIuhen d’Eclane devant la 1ble” (n 26), 5-56, tend formulate
the princıple In {[00 sımplıstic ashıon, if ONEC Lype of interpretation 1$ Ssuppose
entirely the other. hat WaY they SCC the uUsSse of allegory and typology by Juli-

InconsIistency. However, Juhan and the Antiochenes merely defend the pr10r1-
C of the hıstorical perspective, agaınst the domiıinance of allegory and typology, nOTL
agaılınst theır vVeILIYy ex1istence. For balanced SULVEYV of the problem cf. NO

Oung, Bıblical Exegesis an the Formatıon of Christian Culture (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, _

De Plınval, “Juhen d’Eclane devant la Bıble” (n 26), 356 ere De Plınval
takes for granted that Julıan, lıke Jerome and eodore, SCCS Joel CONteEMPOTATY
of Hosea and MOS @ig Iul {r. lohel prol. COL 83, 227 Hıer. cCOomm. in loelem
ıA CL 76, 61.341.),. TITheod Mops In Ioelem prol (79.29€. Sprenger). On Amos
ct. Iul MOS K  an (L 88, 260.4f.), Hıer. OIM 1n MOS Laf  a GL 76,
S  s Theod Mops in Amosum 11 2-2 Sprenger). Hosea and Amos
Cal be dated Irom Os 14 and Am ß oth AIC saı1d have lıyved under kıng Jerobo-

I1 f Israel 6-7 and kıng Ozıah of Judah 6-7 Hosea 185 also reported
have lıyved 0) through the re1gns of kıngs Jotham 6-7 and Ahaz (742-725),

that of kıng Hezekıah (  5-6 of Corroborating internal evidence
that MOS prophesied earher than Hosea. (TE Wolff, Joel Un Amaos (n 41), 105-106
As book, however, Hosea in 1ts fınal edıtiıon predates MOS and takes precedence
OVerT the latter In the NO Jerome makes dıfference between the PCISONS and the
lıterary products, hen he wrıtes Am 131 that first Hosea, then Joel and then
Amos, but al] lıved in ONE generatıon. The book of Joel bears title whiıich WOU
allow it be dated ıts OW grounds. However, ın 1ke thıs, Theodore, Jerome
and Juhan keep the rule that V} book which does nNOT bear 1ts OW date 1s be
ate\ after the last book preceeding it which does bear 1ts OW date In the ASC of Loel
thıs 1S, f COUTSC, Os Theodore, Julhıan and Jerome therefore 524 that Joel 18 CON-
(emMpOTrarYy of Hosea and MOS and that hıs prophecy falls In between the other [W  s} It
WOUuU be ess Cas Y sustaın thıs pos1tion, if it Was noOoTt corroborated DYy internal eVI1-
dence, the Content of loel, which VC) sımılar that ofs and Am Julıan,
for exXxample, Can wriıte ın the prologue: 1 Joe. has suffered the cruelties and abuses
of the S\dINne kıngs ( as Hosea]l, he has accused the SaJmne crimes f the ragıng people and
announced those who commıtted crimes the SdIille immınent torments hıs 1ICOU-
rage vVen INOTEC recent>1ke Schmalohr, Das uch Joel, übersetzt und
erklärt. Alttestamentliche Abhandlungen /7/4 (Münster: Aschendorff,
Joel CONteEMPOTATY of Hosea and Amos, m lıke BIC Das uch Joel Berlın:
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(De 1nva. ere the "polıtical” dısasters recorded in and
1ngs, the Assyrıan 1Invasıon of the northern kıngdom ıIn Z
Sennacherib’s campa1ıgn In /Öl1, and the Babylonıan invasıon of 87
whereby the latter Cannot strictly be called <CONfeMpOTaTY. ; . The
prophecies of salvatıon, he continues, Julıan assoc1lates ıth
ezekıah’s reign of prelıminary the eschatological

Evangelısche Verlagsanstalt, Ven earlıer, nto the rei1gn of kıng Joash 837-
8500) The COINMON opınıon NOW, however, 15 that Joel dates from the post-exılıc per1-
Od; Wıllı-Plein, “Das Zwölfprophetenbuch” (n 30), 6 “ Joel belongs nto the per10of Persian rule  27 It Was fiırst put forward by Vatke., Die hiblische Theologie Dıie
Religion des Alten Testaments ach den kanonischen Büchern entwickelt (Berlıin:
Bethge, wh: thought of the 5th CeNLUTY. Joel und Amos (n 41), 2-4,
thought the Ath CeNLUrYy INOTC lıkely. Crenshaw, Joel Anchor Bıble 24C (New
ork Doubleday, 21-29, favours 18{8 INOTEC the CENWUTY.

Another pomnt which De Plınval taıls address ın thıs CoOntext 15 ullan’s struggleıth the prophets’ commutatıo temporum EVANAOYN TONU YOOVOU, theır DIe-sentatıon of past events future NC and VIice ( Bouwman, Des Julian Von
Aeclanum Kommentar (n 1 9 83-85; Sprenger, Theodaori Mopsuesteni (n 341),; 90-91
1ke Theodore and Jerome, Juhan WAäS, of COUITSC, NnOT entirely oblıyıous the fact that
the problem Jay in the nature of the Hebrew t(empora. ( Iul {r. see(LL88, ıth Hıer. (0)000008 ın see IT CCL FO: and Iul MOS
a d CL Ö, 2795 characteristics of the Hebrew language (1ıdıomata hebrae]
sermon1Ss). But other than Jerome and ILHNOTC lıke Theodore Julıan SCCS the problemlıterary and also historical ONGC, affecting hıs intention clarıfy the CONSCYUCH-t1a f the (ex{i and the contemporary-historical reference of the prophecy under FTeVIEW.

ul eo Mops CXD Ps 035 CLE 88A, 0-6 commutatıo
key understand the PaAsSsSagc and uhan’s arYy Ioe]l and 3’ hıs

identification of Hezekıjah wıth the doctor lustitiae, riıdiculed Dy De Plınval (see below
66), ıth Theodore’s prologue Amos, where he evelops extensive argumentwhy Amos’s prophecy should be SsSCcCCNH in the hıistorical Context of Hezekjah’s re1gn.On Theodore’s IN of UNOVEOELG In thıs CONtexTt c1. Schäublin, Untersuchungen (n279 84-94 Strobl, Eine Untersuchung (n 26), 69-71, quıte rıghtly „Dass

Julıan zunächst A keiner Stelle Christus und das denken lässt, rückt ıhn aller-
dıngs in die Nähe Theodors‘‘; cL. also Bultmann, Die Exegese (n 41), G1

Indeed, ONMNC of the MOST strıkıng features of Theodore’s and uhan’s 15
that hey the prophecı1es concerned ıf they WCIC historical records of the future,

the (short term, contemporary-hıstorical) future from the pomnt of VIEW of those
prophecı1es, which Dy NOW (1n Theodore’s and uhan’s ıme has, of COUTISC, OMNCEC INOTE
become the past, hıstoriıcally recorded ın and Kıngs (I11 and Reg) ven
motifs Irom the New Testament AIC reated in thıs WAaY, the motif of the comıingof Christ 1$ dıyıded nto (hıstorical) first and (eschatological) second COom1ng,whereby the first COmIng, hıstorıcally reCcCorde: in the New JTestament, 18 o1ven prio0r1-
C hus its 1T the eschatological future 18 SCCIH but Sma (remalnıng) SCC-
t1on of the whole of hIstory. In De Plınval s opınıon thıs 1S, of COUTSCE, IneTe ratiıonalısm
and hıstor1c1sm, lackıng in theological V1Is1on and spiırıtual ep (er. below 66,
an

65 Jerome and Julıan aTe of that problem. But cf. 1eT. [0)000008 In Amos
2 13 (L 7 E 313-15), ul {r. Amos Z E CUCL 88, and below 66
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salvatıon ıIn 15 But “historical” not necessarıly ‘“polıtica for
Julıan and h1s preference for the historical 0O€eSs not exclude the
allegorical®”. The etaıle' descr1iption of locust plague in Joel 1 for

Bouwman, Des Julian VO.  - Aeclanum Kommentar (n 1 9 129 3’ argucs that
Julıan himself develops thıs motif, which, he SaYySs, Cal be found only ONCE 1n heo-
dore’s arYy the Mınor Prophets: Theod Mops (0)301888 in Oseam 6-10 Ü7
Sprenger). But SCC also bıd prol. Sprenger), 28 ® Sprenger), and in loelem 678
(86 Sprenger). He admıts that it GCUTS several times in Theogiore’s commentar
Psalms and quotes the SAamllec De Plinval, ° Juhen d’Eclane devant la Bıble”
(n 26), 063 38, but unlıke De Plınval he does nOTL SCCI1 accept thıs evıden-

TOor dependence of ullan’s tractiatius Theodore’s COM):  ar Yy Psalms CT.
Iul Theod Mops (0)00108818 in Pss FÜCKh 55A, 65-/71; 78-806 Devreesse), CL
SÖA,!Da Devreesse), and 29 CEL S8A, 2-35: ADevreesse), and
already Morın, Un ouvrage” n 4 19 1 E} and Vaccarı, “Nuova opera” (n 13
587 ouwman and De Plınval b  E however, excludıng Jerome’s Commentary
the Mınor Prophets possible SOUTCE of the motif. But c1. 1eT. (0)9058818 in Amos
CR E CCr 7 9 313-14), where Jerome pointedly rejects eschatological interpre-
tatıon of Amos’s V1s1ıon of salvatıon God has D1Ity ıth Jacob and hım from
annıhı1lation) premature. Ihe prophet’s V1S10N, he ins1sts, refers fırst and foremost
Hezekıah, who expressed his opes for “ Deace in days  97 (IV Reg 19) So it does
nOTL Ven include hıs children, let alone the present AYC, Jerome points Out. It therefore
leaves OPCH the poss1bilıty of further disasters preceeding the final cataclysm. hıs
insiıstence underpinnıng anı y eschatologıcal interpretation wıth historical ONC 1S

important precondıtion for developıng meanıngful salvation-historical interpreta-
t1on of Hezekıjah’s reign prelimınary Christ’s eschatologıical rule, Julhı1an
does, though admıittedly not C  1OTr thıs particular passagc, Am A  I (on 1CAaSON for that
cT. Bouwman, ıbıid., 3 E} and De Plınval, ıbıd., 358 But CT, Iul ir see * 10 m

(CCL Ö8, {r. Iohel 6-2 CC 88, 246.364-373), Ha2 CL 88,
Hezekıiah’s re1gn historical prelımınary Christ’'s eschatological re1gn,

and {r. see 11267 KD 88, © CC öS, 8-38), (CCL 88,
-CL 88, {r. Ilohelv CEL 8 E} 248 250.2I52% RO  ©O

CCL 88, 3 920f. CL 88, the relatıve ımportance of Hezekıjah’s rule
in the prophecies of Hosea and Joel ouwman’s and De Plınval's Jjudgments mMust
therefore be differentiated. Julhıan dıd gel SOINC ıdea about the relatıve ımportance of
the reign of Hezekıah from both, Theodore and Jerome, but he also developed thıs
dea urther in h1s OW exeges1s, especlally Hosea and Joel Fınally, in Iohel
20627 Juhan hınts urther possıble SOUTCC for the idea, hen he nOtEes that the
emphasıs the specıal role of Hezekıah in salvatıon hıstory ZOCS back the prophet
Isaıah (cL. Bultmann, IDIie Exegese (n 41), 96 De Plınval, 1bıd.,a A
1gnores that pasSsagc, hen he declares Juhan’s exeges1s of loel D FE (dedıt uobıis doc-
orem lustitiae) banal, because Julıan Seis Out ıth ıteral understandıng of the

“He DaVC yYOU earned professor of ethics”, before concludıng CCL 8 E
246.362-3 /3) that accordıing the prophet Isa1ah the ultımately refers, beyond
Hezekıah, Christ.

67 De Plınval, “ Julhen d’Eclane devant la Bıble” (n 26),; 358, SCCS5 thıs sophıstica-
tıon development for the [0)  , impoverıshment and decline of exeges1s
‚VE compared Pelagıus. Julıan, he aArg UCS, 1$ cool and detached, superfic1al and
ZUu' Hea the fear of (J0d that would breath hıfe nto the hreats and promises of
the prophets. See In Schäublın, Untersuchungen (n ZI) 26-27, the

problematıc ethos of Antıochene exXegesI1S, especlally represented DYy Theodore of
Mopsuestlia (E1. above 64)
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example, he understands striıctly lıterally natural dısaster,
natural-historical opposed polıtıcal-historical event®. hen he
SCS ON, however, in the wake of Jerome, interpret the Samne
allegorically, ıth the four of OCusts representing the four basıc
emotlons of the soul ope, JOY, fear and paın)®. De Plınval 15
ultımately unable apprecı1ate the theological value of thıs kınd of
exXxeges1s, althoug he recogn1zes that ratiıonalıty and the goodness of
G0od aic Juhan’s guldıng princıiples”®. He criticızes hat ulıan o€es NnOoTt
OW for PAaASSaLcC 1ın the {O be interpreted ırectly and
unequ1ıvocally sıgnıfyıng the eschatologica. realıty of T1S and the
Church’

6X Agaın opportunıty for De Plınval decry the banalıty and INCONSISteNCY of
uhan’s ork also Bouwman, Des Julıan Von Aeclanum Kommentar (n a
But Jerome, LOO, repOrts from hIis W experl1ence of real locust plague In Palestine:
1eT. (0)8010888 in loelem %.17 CCL 76 5-9 hoc D In hac prouincla u1ldı-
I1USs Nevertheless, he and Iheodore both apply the four of Ocusts
the four OWCECTIS which submıtted Israel 1n hIStOTrYy, the Assyrılans, the Babylon1ans, the
Greeks and the Romans, whereas Julıan Insısts that Dr10r such eXeges1s OMNC has

take into acCcount the real pOoss1bıilıty of devastatıng locust plagues in Palestine
(agaın he INaYy have gol thıs information from Jerome!) and discuss the
ven 1ın terms of natural sc1lence. Havıng consıdered that aspectT, however, he

suggest that there 1s also possı1bilıty of understandıng the four of locust
ASs sıgnıfyıng the four emotıons of the soul (cf. below 69) On the whole pPasSsSagc SG
also (0) Fine Untersuchung (n 26), 3-1 and already Merx, Die Prophetiedes Joel und ihre Ausleger (Halle: Waılsenhaus, B

69 The whole PaASSasc extends from Iul Iohel 240 CL 5S, 228-44)
Ihe allegory 1S drawn from Hıer. (0)000888 in lohel CL 76,; 64) OoOuwMmMan and
De Plınval both critic1ı7ze Julhan for including it in his COMMENTLATY, but faıl mention
the SOUTCE On the classıcal SOUTCES for the psychological del behind the allegory(including Augustine) SCC 1O U’Daly, “Aflffectus in Augustinus-Lexi-kon 7 (1986) 6-71, 167: Jerome c1. Hagendahl, Latın Fathers and the
CIassSiCS. study the Apologists, Jerome and other Christian wrıters. Acta Uniıiver-
sıtatıs Gothoburgensis. Studıia (Giraeca el Latına Gothoburgensia (Gotenburg: Alm-
quıist och Wıksell, 37 1-4  ON The classıcal background INAaYy have empted Juhan

include it In hıs Commentary, NOL, however, wıthout modifyıng ıt consıderabily; ci.
Strobl, Eine Untersuchung (n 26), 101-104

70 De Plınval, “Juhien d’Eclane devant la Bıble” (n 26), 359 For Julıan there 18
ratıonal explanatıon for CVCIY sıngle detaıl In the text Prophetic threats usual-

1y NOtL ending in real dısasters because of od’s patıence. nevertheless evıl OCCUTS,
1t 15 because people aCT Loolıshly. Moreover, CVEIY evıl 1S contingent. In the end God
restores everythıing. Of COUTSC, combiıned, these principles make perfect recıpefor reducıng the threat of Old Testament prophecy.

De Plınval, “Julhien d’Eclane devant Ia Bıble” (n 26), 362. Contrasts thıs ıth
Ambrose’s and Augustine’s intention of relatıng CVEIY single detaıl In the Bıble thıs
realıty. uhan’s attıtude 1S, of COUISC, gulded Dy the princıiple fAntıochene, and CSDC-clally ITheodore’s, exXxeges1s, accordıng which only a few in the Old JTesta-
ment INaYy be interpreted TUNOL WEAAOVTOV, which leads Antıochene
restrict themselves almost entirely hıstorıical eXeges1s of the Old Jlestament. C
Sprenger, Theodoriı Mopsuesteni (n SA KT
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De Plınval concludes by decryıng the secondary, epigonal,
character of Juhan’s work, hıs “re-writing” of Jerome’’s Commentary
in spirıtually mediocre and secularıst fashıon . In hıs 16 W Julhan’s
achı1evements hıe in usıng Jerome’s NC  < Bıblıcal translatıon, and hıs
and others’, 1ıke heodore and Polychronius’ commentarıes,
distillıng them into brillıant ate Latın and acquaınt wıder publıc
ıth eXegeESIS that cConcentrates the hıistorıical and lıterary detaıl
rather than mystical-theological speculatıon. Julıan INay be granted
tıny chare in Jerome’s meriıt of mediating between east and WweSstT,

the whole, however, he remaılns vastly infer10r to Jerome
eodore of Mopsuestia; and SVn compared Pelagıus
Anıanus of Celeda he aC spirıtual generosıty and self-abnegatıon.
He IS and chould remaın, personalıty of the second t1er73

hıs verdıict 15 unjustified, the result of analysıs ackıng in
depth and imıted the Iractatus, which cshould be Judged Dy ıts OW

merit, and compared works sımılar rather than dıissımılar 18 ıtself.
Juhan’s lıterary Output whole chould be SCCH agaınst the
background of hIs turbulent lıfe and the ADC in which he lıved Its
epigonal character 1S shared, to greater lesser degree, by that of
er authors, above all Jerome ’ s’*. Moreover, ıt cannot alter the fact
that the degree of learnıng, level of philosophical reflection and
lıterary displayed Dy Julıan e exceptional, nOL only by the
standards of hıs OW but Dy the standards of al y ABC

9 De Plınval, “Juhen d’Eclane devant la Bıble” (n 26);+
73 De Plınval, ° Julhıen d’Eclane devant la Bıble” (n 26), 56
/4 Take, for example, the dependency of Jerome’s commentary Zecharıah

that of Dıdymus the Blınd C Doutreleau, ed., Didyme [’Aveugle. Sur Zacharie:
inedit d’apres Un DADYFUS de Toura S RZ3_N83S (Parıs: Cerf, vol 13

90-7 For al] h1is commentarıes Jerome drew extensively Rabbinıc and earlhıer
Christian SOUTCECS For Hosea, for example, he Appolinarıus, Orıgen, Pıer1ius,
Eusebius of Caesarea, and Dıdymus the Blınd (T 1erT. (0)000888 in see prol. KL
76, 4f.) For Zecharıah he adds Hıppolytus. &a 1eT. (0)201088 in Zacharıam prol. CL
76A, 748.30) FOor Joel and MOS he refers °“others”. ( Hıer. OTL in loelem
D (CCL 76, alıus dıcıt. OTL in Amos 1.3.3„ 7 E 45.64{£f.)36  J. LÖSSL  De Plinval concludes by decrying the secondary, epigonal,  character of Julian’s work, his “re-writing” of Jerome’s commentary  in a spiritually mediocre and secularist fashion”. In his view Julian’s  achievements lie in using Jerome’s new Biblical translation, and his  and others’, like Theodore’s and Polychronius’ commentaries,  distilling them into a brilliant Late Latin and acquaint a wider public  with an exegesis that concentrates on the historical and literary detail  rather than mystical-theological speculation. Julian may be granted a  tiny share in Jerome’s great merit of mediating between east and west,  on the whole, however, he remains vastly inferior to a Jerome or  Theodore of Mopsuestia; and even compared to a Pelagius or an  Anianus of Celeda he lacks spiritual generosity and self-abnegation.  He is, and should remain, a personality of the second tie  c  This verdict is unjustified, the result of an analysis lacking in  depth and limited to the 7ractatus, which should be judged by its own  merit, and compared to works similar rather than dissimilar to itself.  Julian’s literary output as a whole should be seen against the  background of his turbulent life and the age in which he lived. Its  epigonal character is shared, to a greater or lesser degree, by that of  other authors, above all Jerome’s’*. Moreover, it cannot alter the fact  that the degree of learning, level of philosophical reflection and  literary skill displayed by Julian are exceptional, not only by the  standards of his own, but by the standards of any age.  ”_ De Plinval, ‘“Julien d’Eclane devant la Bible” (n. 26), 362-64.  3 De Plinval, “Julien d’Eclane devant la Bible” (n. 26), 365-66.  7 Take, for example, the dependency of Jerome’s commentary on Zechariah on  that of Didymus the Blind. Cf. L. Doutreleau, ed., Didyme l’Aveugle. Sur Zacharie:  texte inedit d’apres un papyrus de Toura 1-3. SC 83-85 (Paris: Cerf, 1962), vol. 1,  129-37. For all his commentaries Jerome drew extensively on Rabbinic and’earlier  Christian sources. For Hosea, for example, he names Appolinarius, Origen, Pierius,  Eusebius of Caesarea, and Didymus the Blind. Cf. Hier. comm. in Osee prol. (CCL  76, 4f.). For Zechariah he adds Hippolytus. Cf. Hier. comm. in Zachariam prol. (CCL  76A, 748.30). For Joel and Amos he refers to “others”. Cf. Hier. comm. in Ioelem  2.28 (CCL 76. 193£): altus dieit...; comm, ın Amos 1:3,3 (CCL 76, 245 6418.): .. legı  in cuiusdam commentariis... He certainly drew on commentaries of Origen’s on Joel  and Amos. Cf. Y.-M. Duval, “Vers le Commentaire sur Jo&l d’Origene”, in G. Dorival  & A. Le Boulluec, eds., Origeniana Sexta. Origene et la Bible. Betl 118 (Leuven:  Peeters, 1995), 393-410, and the edition of fragments of the latter from P. Oxy. XII  1601 by R. Reitzenstein, “Origenes und Hieronymus”, in: ZNW 20 (1921): 90-93.  See now also Y.-M. Duval, “Vers 1’In Malachiam d’Origene. J&röme et Origene en  406”, in: W. A. Bienert & U. Kühneweg, Eds., Origeniana Septima. Origenes in den  Auseinandersetzungen des 4. Jahrhunderts. Betl 137 (Leuven: Peeters, 1999),  233-59.leg1
in culusdam commentarıls... He certamly drew commentarıes of Origen’s Joel
and MOS S Duval, *° Vers le Commentaiıre SUT Joel d’Orıgene , In Dorival

Le Boulluec, eds., Orıgeniana Sexta Origene el la etl 118 (Leuven
Peeters, 393-410, and the edıtıon of fragments of the latter from OxXYy. XI
1601 DYy Reitzenste1in, “Oriıgenes un: Hıeronymus’, 1n ZNW (1921) 90-93
See 1O alsoM Duval, “ Vers I‘In Malachıam d’Orıgene. Jerome et Oriıgene
02 in Bıenert Kühneweg, Eds., Origeniana Septima. Origenes In den
Auseinandersetzungen des Jahrhunderts. etl 137 (Leuven Peeters,
N
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oday ıt 1S much easlıer than iın the days of Morın, Bouwman
and De Plınval make hıs Case ın poınt, ıth De Coninck’’s dıtıon
of 1977 though Sa| ıt Cannot be called ”"cOompileie -
prenger’s dıtıon of the Samne yCal Öf Theodore’s of Mopsuestia
cCommentary the Mınor rophets’®, and Adrıaen’s dıtıon pos'
Vallarsı) of Jerome’s COMMEeNtTtarYy the Mınor Frophets of 197077
Furthermore, scholarshıp nowadays thınks dıfferently than yel De
Plınval about the dependency of ater uthors earlıer ones’®s

De Plınval W ds certaınly ng ın callıng the Iractatus ..  Te-
wrıting” of Jerome’s cCommentarıes Hosea, Joel and Amos. He
COU ave called ıt by equaliy fashıonable eXpression
«relecture». WAas "re-wrıting” influenced in Sspırıt, 1f NOTt jetter. Dy
heodore cCommentarıes Hosea, Joel and Amos. But De Plınval
W äds consıder the Iractatus infer1o0r work for that He
m1g ave COIMMNE dıfferent conclusıon, ıf he had compared the
Tee authors In detaıl Bouwman had compared the BXiS: but had
faıled {O apprecı1ate Juhan’s orıg1inalıty A wriıter and hınker Hıs
verdict that Julıan has merely “Ccopled’ Jerome” 1S contradıcted by h1s
OW indıngs COoncerning Julhian’s anguage, style, composıiıtıional
technıque, exegetıcal method and theologıcal Content For ese AT
NOTL only sımılar, but also dıssımılar Jerome’’s and Theodore’s. Both,
simılarıties and dissimılarıties alı eed be tudied ıIn INOTE detaıl
The 191  < edıtiıons ave made thıs much easIler. Strobl iın her work
Iohel has shown how it Can be one lot however ST1 remaıns {O be
done., before Can Sa Y that Can NO fully evaluate the
achı1evement and 1mıitations of Juhan’s contrıbution ate Ancıent
Bıblical exegesI1s.

Leuven O0OSEe SL.

/5 CT. the detaıled crıtique of De Coninck’s edıtıon (cf. above and 26) DYy
M Duval, “Iulianus Aeclanensıs restitutus” (n 21 Lamberı1gts, “Some
remarks the erıitical edıitıon of the preserved fragments of Julhan of Aeclanum”, in
1AM (1987) 8-39, contaıns number of useful remarks, though nothing 1ın
partıcular theu sımılarly Steıin, “Bemerkungen Iuhanus VO  > Aecla-
297  num ıIn JAC (2000) E

76 above 31
R} Adrıaen, ed.. Hıeronymi Presbyteri Opera. Ars Opera Exegetica

Commentarıiıl In Prophetas Miınores. CN 76 and 76A ( Turnhout Brepols,
78 Ssee, for example, the excellent study Dy Strobl, Eine Untersuchung (n 26)
/9 Bouwman, Des Julian Von Aeclanum Kommentar (n /) 125 and 34


