
JULIAN AECLANUM’S “RATIONALIST

ALBERT BRUCKNER RE VISITED!

Was only In the GOHNTISE of the twentieth CeNLUrYy hat Juhan of
Aeclanum W ds “diıscovered” eXegele. In 1913 Germaıin Morın
attrıbuted hım Iractatus In Ösee, Iohel, AmoSs, prev10usly hought

be work of Rufinus of Aquıleıa.‘ In 915 Alberto Vaccarı repeate:
the feat ıth Expostitio Iiıbrı Iob, unı then held be errant
version of the EXpostitio lihbrı Iob of Phılıpp the Presbyter, dıscıple of
Jerome.* Vaccarı''s attempt, yCar ater, demonstrate that Juhıan W ds
also the author of COMMEeENLArY the Psalms, dıscovered only
recently ın Ambros1an 307 inf.) faıled, but subsequent IC-
search showed that the commentary‚ and elated abrıdge vers10n,
the called Ep1ı1tome, WEeIC translatıons from eodore of Mop-suestla’s mMmmentary the Psalms., poss1ıbly Dy Juhan hımself, al
eCas influenced Dy hım.*

hıs artıcle 1S the revised version of g1ven the International Augustin1-
d|] Study Day 18 May 2002 the Augustinian Hıstorical Institute, Heverlee, Leu-
vVCcCnl My sincere thanks the members of the Instıitute and 1ts dırector, Fr. Bernard
Bruning, for invıting that OCCAaS1ON, and the partıcıpants of the study day, and
in partıcular Prof. Mathı]s Lamberı1gts and rTof. Lucas De Coninck, fellow students of
Julıan of Aeclanum, for INa Y helpful remarks and suggest10ns.CT NOW °Julhian of Aeclanum’s Jractatus ın ÖOsee, Iohel, Amos. Some
Notes the Current State of Research‘, 1n Aug (L) 5El (2001) 53  -< For erıtical
edıtıon cf. CONINCK, ’HONT, EDS.. Iulianı Aeclanenstis eXDOSLELO I35
hrı I0b, Iractatus prophetarum Üsee, Iohel el AmoSs, accedunt ODerum deperditorumfragmenta DOSTt Albertum Bruckner denuo collecta UCIAa ordinata CCL 88 Turnhout:
Brepols, V11-X11 (on the hlıte of Juhan of Aeclanum), XVI1-XXX (on the CX 13L

sıgla), 1195-3209 (text) For introduction Juhan ofAeclanum cft. also LAM-
BERIGTS, “Iulı1anus (Iulanus VO  m} Aeclanum)”, 1n RAC (2000) 48 3-505

For detaıls and further references cft. (n 19 Z for critical edıtıon
ONINCK-D’HONT (n X11-XV11 (introduction), sıgla), 3-109 (text) for the

hıstory of the only extant (Cas S41} cf. EW ION, The Scriptorium and Libra-
al Monte ASSINO 7, Cambridge: Cambrıidge Unıiversıity Press, 197,266, 2714, 311 318, 320, AAS for the exegetical-hıistorical Context DASS-

MAN “Hi0b”, 1ın (1991) 6-442, 9-9
For introduction t E and erıitical edıition of, the Latın translatıon c1.

CONINCK, D’HONDT. EDS., Theodori Mopsuesteni Expositiones In Psalmos
Iuliano Aeclanensi interprete In Latınum VEIrSdeEe GUAE Supersunft LL SÖA; Turnhout:
Brepols, INOTE recent introduction, in the CONTteXT of INOTEC general SUTVECY of
Patrıistic Commentarıes the Psalms, Can be found in M.-. ROÖNDEAU, Les COM-
mentaıres patrıstiques du Psautier 1ne-ve sıecles) Les ITrAVAUX des Peres Grecs el
Latins SUur le Psautier Recherches el Bilan (OrChristAn 219; ome Pontıif. Instit.
Stud ÖOrılent., S For further lıterature cT. LOSSL. (n 26; L Julit-

Vo  S Aeclanum. Studien seinem Leben, seinem Werk, seiner Lehre un ihrerÜberlieferung ( V1igChrSuppl. 60: Leıden: Brıll, T1< 12
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enry Barclay Swete learned, though half hearted,9 in
1880, hat Julıan COUuU also ave translated heodore COomMeNntary

the Mınor pıstles of aın Paul, meanwhıle dıd not hold SWAaY.”
wete hıimself in the end tentatıvely sıtuated the translatıon In
Afrıcan mılhıeu. Around the SdaiIlle time arl Paucker publıshed study
in 103 he propose Julı1an of Aeclanum the author of the
Iractatus In Osee, Iohel anAmos But he dıd not follow hıs SUuS-
gest1on, and S  9 Dy the en of the nıneteenth CENTUTY, al that W as
known of Juhan’s 1DI1Ca eXegesI1s Was drawn from the fragments of
h1s polemical wrıtings agaılınst Augustine preserved In the atter ’s
and in Marıus Mercator’s works’. Apart from that only few snıppets
of Commentar the Canticum and work De ONO constantıae
WEIC known be preserved in Bede’s Commentary the Cantiıcume26.

In 1910 Albert Bruckner attempted partıal reconstruction of
Turbantium the basıs of the iragments preserved maınly in

Augustine’s Contra TIulitanum?. hıs attempt W as deemed falrly SUC-
esstul and W ds sed d basıs for the cCurrent dıtıon of De Conınck
and D’Hon Thırteen yCalrs earlıer, In 1897, Bruckner had publıshed
monograph Julian’s 1ıfe and doctrine, 1C already contaıned

Theodori Ep1iScopi Mopsuesteni In Epistolas Paulı:
Commentarıl IS (Cambrıdge Cambridge Universıty Press, 1880.1882) 11-Lu:
LOSSL n 202

( ROÖNSCH., arl Paucker, Vorarbeiten ZUT lateinischen Sprachge-
schichte. Aht. De latınıtate scrıptorum quorundam seculı quartı el INeuUNtLS quin-
f1 iInorum Observationes, TOSIUS (Berlın: Calvary, 5 fully cıted In
LASSL. (n 2)

For the iragments of Turbantium, the etters Valerıus, Zosımus, Rufus and
the Romans, the COMMEeNtTaTrYy the Cantıcum, and De hbono constantıae cf.
INCK-n XMX1-XXXIV (introduction), 335-402 (text) the NOTtEes DYy Y

“Iulhanus Aeclanensıs restitutus. La premıere edıition incomplete de
L ceuvre de Juhen d’Eclane,” REAug (1979) the NOTES and addıtions Dy

LAMBERIGTS, “Some remarks the critical edıtıon of the preserVve: fragments
of ulıan of Aeclanum, ” in TAM (1987)S and N’ „Bemerkungen

Iulıanus VON Aeclanum,“ FTAC 43 (2000) a for the iragments of Flo-
YUm ct. ZELZER KALINKA), Sancti Aurelı Augustini
Contra Iulıiıanum ODUS ımperfectum liıhrı 1-111 89I/1: Viıenna: Hoelder-Pichler-
Jempsky, (books 1-3); and BLAMPIN (MAURISTS), BIS..
Augustinid OMNLAGA vol 11 (Parıs 1 700:; reprıint. Dy l a Mıgne iın &3 RT

(books 4-6); further references in (n. S
Now avaılable 1n the crıtical edıtion Dy Davıd urst, 1ın

KDS.: Bedae Opera. Opera exegetica CL 119B:; Turnhout: Brepols,
167-375

BRUCKNER, Die 1er Bücher Julians vVvVon Aeclanum Turbantius.
Fın Beıtrag ZUF Charakteristik Julians und Aug2ustins (NSGTK 8 Berlın: Irowıtzsch

Sohn,
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extensive ireatment of Julian’s eXxeges1s and 1DIl1Ca hermeneutics!®.
Thus, ECVECN before the “d1iscovery” of Julıan exXxegelte ın the
twentieth CeNtLurYy somethıng, indeed lot, W äas be sal1d Oou hIs
exeges1s. Bruckner, helped Dy Heıinrich Kıhn’s study of 1880'', al-
ready elated Juhan’s eXeges1s Antıochene EXEDESIS, and especılally

that of eodore of Mopsuestıia. And hıs ACCOUNT Was influential.
helped confirm the He discoverles theologıca grounds In
E the VELY characterıstics of Juhan’s eXeges1s 16 fınd in
h1ıs newly Aiscovered wrıtings dIiIC only famılıar because first
Sa  S them in hIs polemical wrıtings agaınst Augustine, analyse Dy
Bruckner. hus ave hermeneutic cırcle here, and the pomt
1Ss Bruckner’s study

And ıt 15 problematıc po1nt; for Bruckner, despıite the
SYMpaLAY, 1C he undoubtedly has for Julıan, 1s ultımately bıased
agaınst hım'? In hıs Judgment Juhan’s approac {O crıpture 1S deeply
“rationalıst” and, ultımately, “atheıjst‘ > More recently, tto Werme-
lınger has expressed the 1e W that the discovery of the exegetical
wrıtings has made such blanket verdıicts less lıkely.” Yet he hımself.
141e quoting (Ansbert Bouwman’s study the Iractatus Ösee, Iohel,
Amos milestone after IC Julıan Cal longer be “dısmıissed

rationalıst wıthout faıth” has concede that VEn Bouwman, SUL
1 () Julıan Von Eclanum. Sein Leben Un SeINeE Lehre. Eın Beıtrag

ZUT Geschichte des Pelagianismus (4:0 15/3a; Le1ipz1g Hınrıchs, 101-125, but
ct. Iso &s for references Juhan’s exeges1s in the discussion of hıs
doectrinal pos1ıt1ons.

KIHN, Theodor VO.  > Mopsuestia Un Junilius Africanus als Exegeten nebst
einer kritischen Textausgabe Von des letzteren Instiıtuta regularıa divinae le2is TE1-
burg: Herder,

12 Scholars have somet1imes been confused Dy Bruckner’s STtance The fact such
18 interesting enough, that readıng Bruckner (0)]981% ask ourselves: Is he “tor  22

"agalnst” Juhan? And he AaDDCAaLS inconsıstent; he concede that Julhia-
n's erit1ic1sm of Augustine’s doectrine of orıgınal SIN 1s Justified, but the basıs which
he buıilds hıs 1S not For tellıng example of dıfferent readıngs of Bruckner
ci. LAMBERIGTS, "Augustine, Juhan of Aeclanum and Pagels’ Adam, Eve
and the Serpent, ” Aug (L) 30 (1989) 393-435, 434 246 PAGELS, dam, Eve
an the Serpent (New ork Random House, 144 that or1gınal SIN
Bruckner sıdes ıth Augustine. Lamberıigts the opposıte.

13 m (n 10) 176, cıtıng Iirom HARNACK, Lehrbuch der Dog-
mengeschichte (Tübıngen: Mohr, “1890) 183; for further discussıion ct. eI0W.

14 WERMELINGER., Rom und Pelagıius. Die theologische Posıtıon der ro
mischen Bischöfe ImM pelagianischen Streıt In den Jahren AL EAGT (PuP i Stuttgart:
Hıersemann, 265 262

| 5 above and BOUWMAN., Des Julian VO.  \ Aeclanum Kommentar
den Propheten Ösee, Joel und Amos. Eın Beitrag ZUF Geschichte der Exegese (AnBıb
9: Oome Pontific1ıo Istıtuto Bıblico,
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spe of Julhıan ASs “radıcal ratiıonalıst” and CVECN “nomnalıst”, NO
consiıderıng that ese [WO actually exclude each other.'® hıs
iIncreases the impress1io0n that ıt W as NnOL prımarıly ack of extual
evidence 1C made Bruckner reach h1s conclusıon, but ogmatıc
preconception. And ıt 1S thıs preconception ıth IC ave to
CNSASC iın order unravel Bruckner’s treatment of Juhan’s eXEHESIS,
and AL OS the latter, and the hermeneutic princıples behind lt 17

111 therefore eg1ın ıth Tew remarks about the theologıca
background of Bruckner’s Judgment of Juhan’s WaY Of interpreting
Scripture “rationalıst” and "ultımately athe1lıst  27 (dep) then
discuss the EXIS: IC Bruckner grounds hıs verdict (2.-9.) My
a1m 1s NOoTt {O o1ve systematıc ACCOUNLT of Juhan’s 1DI1Ca hermeneu-
t1Cs, but demonstrate that Juhlıan, when interpreting Scripture, eeps
ell wıthın the boundarıes of Early Chrıstian exegesI1Ss, and arge
extient CVCNMN wıthın the boundarıes defined by Augustine, CVEHN when
exclusıvely Judged by hıs polemical works. And when ook al hIs
exegetical practice, SCC that h1ıs eXEDESIS 18i Just
Augustine’s, nOTt drıven by SOMMNEC “rationalıst athe1sm’”, but by VELY

16 On thıs pomint c1. (n 147
17 Bruckner’s talk of Juhan’s (and also Augustine s) “dogmatısm” (CL

NER (n 10) 124) applhıes hımself. 1o be SUITC, dicC nOoTt here discussıng 110
yCar Old, long fossılızed, problem, but Current OI  @ recent artıcle the CXC-

ges1Ss of Dıi0dore, Theodore and Theodoret has argued that the hıstorical-lıteral (and
antı-allegorical) eXxeges1s of these Antiıochenes W as dogmatıcally mot1ivated (Antı-
Or1igeni1st), narrow-minded, suppressing the spırıtual dımens1ion of Scripture, reduc-
10N1st, and therefore, in the long run, .o,  not successful”, “rıghtly” ( condemned and
rendered obsolete; ci. for thıs O’KEE “A Letter that Kılleth" Toward eaSs-

of Antiochene Exegesis; Dıi0dore, Theodore, and ITheodoret the
Psaälms:” in JECS (2000)eWhıiıle there 1$ undoubtedly close ınk between
Antiochene dogmatıc theology and exeges1s, thıs does a(0)1 Say anythıng about the qUuUa-
lıty of eıther, whether they WEIC, by theır OW. Dy an Y other Standar:ı INOTEC, Jless,
spırıtual, orthodox, approprlate the subject aftter (God, Chriıst, creat1on, human
being, and the relatıonshıps between them) than er dogmatıc theologıies and ‚DC-
SCS, the Alexandrıan, whether it Was rıght on that they WEeIC condemned,
whether they WOU. have been successful NOL, had they NnOTL been condemned Dy ONEC

partıcular church tradıtıon (not DYy the whole church, ()’Keefe,and rende-
red obsolete through the destruction of theır lıterary herıtage. i introduce such value
Judgments spırıtual and theologıcal approprlateness, hıstorical SUCCESS, 1$ be
in the Sallle WdYy dogmatıc the SOUTCECS ıth which ONC 1S workıng. It does nNnOoTt result
in better understandıng of the ITG One Call, of COUTSC, explore the motives of
oOse who 1ssued the condemnatıons (Augustine and Leontius), and develop under-
standıng for theır theological rationale. But that Juhan and 1Iheodore WEIC
noOoTt successful because they WCCIC condemned, and that that TOVECS that theır theology
W ds$S NOL the demands of theır times, 1s absurd
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partıcular theologıca influences and,pertaınıng {O Christian
tradıtıon and spırıtualıty (105) Consequently, the maın dıfference
between the [WO hes less In eIr Bıblıcal hermeneutics than In certaın
fundamental understandıngs of the Chrıstian creed. IC drıve theır
hermeneutics.

Bruckner’s verdıict and ıts theolog1ico-cultural background
Bruckner ca Julian’s WdYy of interpreting Scripture ult1-

mately godles  297 15 NOTt ıimmediately clear hat he Dy that;
for he also ca Julhan ““D10US and godfearıngJULIAN OF AECLANUM’S “RATIONALIST” EXEGESIS  81  particular theological influences and concerns, pertaining to Christian  tradition and spirituality (10.). Consequently, the main difference  between the two lies less in their Biblical hermeneutics than in certain  fundamental understandings of the Christian creed, which drive their  hermeneutics.  1. Bruckner’s verdict and its theologico-cultural background  Bruckner calls Julian’s way of interpreting Scripture “ulti-  mately godless”'®. It is not immediately clear what he means by that;  for he also calls Julian “pious and godfearing ... His faith in the just  and holy God was real, true and genuine.” It was “his religion, and his  indefatigable struggle for it was his ethics.”” Yet, on the other hand, in  Bruckner’s view, all of Julian’s “shrewd and penetrating dissertations  and definitions reveal nothing of him but his reason. His heart and  soul remain silent.” Ultimately, he “is totally devoid of religious  experience:?  Obviously, the key to the hermeneutic with which Bruckner  approaches Julian, lies in his combined use of “ultimately godless”  and “religious experience”. Even someone of the highest intellectual  and ethical calibre, an orthodox Christian who adheres to the Creed  and to the catholic tradition, has to be held ultimately atheist, if he  fails to display signs of religious experience as defined by the on-  looker; thus Bruckner’s implication. And not Augustine is the on-  looker here. Augustine serves merely as a criterion against which  Julian is measured. The onlooker is Bruckner; and the theological  mind behind him is Adolph Harnack. “Ultimately godless” is a  quotation from Harnack. “Religious experience” has the same pro-  venance. Today it is usually associated with William James. Within a  few years of the publication of Bruckner’s study James would give his  famous Gifford lectures on this topic”. But already in 1900 Harnack  wrote in his famous „Das Wesen des Christentums‘“, also a work  which grew out of a series of lectures, that in religion only that which  ' BRUCKNER (n. 10) 176; for what follows (Bruckner’s inconsistency) cf. also  abovenn. 12.  ? BRUCKNER (n:10) 174  “ Cf. W. JAMES, The Varieties of Religious Experience (Cambridge/Mass.: Har-  vard University Press, 1985); first published in 1902.Hıs al ın the Just
and holy God Was real, Irue and genume. ” Was °“hı1s relıg10n, and his
indefatiıgable struggle for it Wäds hıs ethics.” XYet: the other hand, in
Bruckner’s VIEW, all of Julhan’s “shrewd and penetratıng dıssertations
and definıtions reveal nothing of hım but h1s 1Cason Hıs heart and
soul remaın sılent.” Ultimately, he ..  15 otally devo1d of rel1210us
exXxperience:”

Obvıiously, the key the hermeneutic ıth IC Bruckner
approaches Julıan, hes iın hıs combıned uUusc of “"ultımately godles  27
and "rel1g10us eXperlence - Even OINCcCONEC of the hıghest intellectual
and thıcal calıbre, OrtANOdOoxX Chrıstian who adheres 1{8 the Tee
and the Catholıc tradıtıon, has be held ultımately theist. ıf he
faıls dısplay S1ZNS of rel1210us experıence d defined Dy the
looker: thus Bruckner’s ımplıcatıon. And nNnOTt Augustine 1S the
looker ere Augustine SCIVCS merely crıterion agaınst IC
Julıan 1S measured. The onlooker 1s Bruckner: and the theologıical
mınd behind hım 1s Adolph Harnack Ultimately godles  29 1S
quotation Irom Harnack “Relıg10us experjlence” has the SaJiIlle PIO-
VCENaNcCcCE Ooday it 1s usually assoc1lated ıth Wıll1am James. Wıthın
few yCal>s of the publicatiıon Öl Bruckner’s study James would’ gıve hıs
famous Gi1ifford lectures thıs topıc®®. But already in 1900 Harnack

ın h1s famous „Das Wesen des Christentums“, also work
IC SICW Out of serl1es of lectures, that ın relıg10n only that1

|X BRUCKNER (n 10) 176 for hat ollows (Bruckner’s inconsistency) ct. also
above

19 (n 10) 174
A The Varıeties of Religious Experience (Cambridge/Mass.: Har-

vard University Press, first publıshed In 902
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has een experienced, “das Erlebte”. “the inner.. ATIC of al y alue*! As
devoted student of Harnack Bruckner had almost certamly heard hıs

professor CXPICSS thıs, sımılar, hought in the mıd S, before,
whıle, he composed hıs thesı1s.

However, another professor of Bruckner’s, Franz VeETDECC
W dads nOotL impressed by Harnack’s emphasıs “rel1g10us EXPeHENGE:..
He called ıt ..  one of the flattest commonplaces ıIn eology” 2
C XCGUSE for the absorption of modern Chrıistianıty Dy bourgeo1s culture,
and ODsSsTacle for PTODCI hıstorıical investigatıon. As far he W as

Concerned, the GSSCHEB and TU of arly Chrıistianıty Was 31011 be
oun In the assumed experlences, eelıngs, and motives of arly
Chrıstians, but In eır external affaırs and onduct Sımiularly,
Chrıistianıty Was NOoTL g01INg be revived ıIn the twentieth CENTUTY, 1f ıt
kept rationalızıng ıts collusıon ıth the 1beral WOT Dy stylıng
iıtself inner force. hıs Was 187011 revıval, but the ast convulsıons of

dead body“ Harnack eacted this dıagnosı1s of modern T1SUa-
nıty by alludıng it ıronıcally ıIn the openıng sect1ons of “ I )as Wesen
des Christentums

Now ıIn the foreword h1ıs monograph Bruckner thanks both
professors for the privilege ave een eır tudent, but then
dedicates the work arnac alone; and he adapts Harnack’s 1e W of
Augustine champıon of rel1g10us experlıence and spırıtual
DEISON, teacher: and theologıan. In fact, al times hıs Augustine CVCI
trıkes AdSs MO of arnac verbec In ntrast, 1S introduced d

hıstorical-crıitical eXegele. Hım Bruckner sublımınally

CT. HARNACK, Das Wesen des Christentums (Gütersloh Kaılser,
220 dass iın der Relıgıon 11UT das Erlebte un! das Innerliche Wert hat.““ Ironically,
Harnack IN AS thıs CONCEeDL CONTtrast the rıtualıistic element in Greek orthodoxy ıth
the monastıc. Ihe monastıc mMmOovement, he aAargucs, preserved the oh ıimportant
perlential dımensıion for otherwıse sterıle, tradıtıonalıst and rıtualıstic rel1210us {ira-
dıtıon

272 1OW Werke und Nachlaß Kirchenlexicon. Texte, Ausge-
wählte Artikel Ail Stuttgart/ Weimar: Metzler, 213

23 As early 1873 Overbeck had as CONtemMporary theology such fundamental
quest1ons in h1is „Über die Christlichkeit uUuNseTeT heutigen Theologıe”. In postscript

the second edıtiıon of 903 he responded SUOTMNC cr1t1c1sms, includıng Harnack’s;
c1. Werke Un Nachlaß Schriften his 1873 (Stuttgart/ Weimar:
Metzler, 15523

HARNACK (n 21) Some ‚VCN far pomt simılarıties bet-
WCCI the thought of Friedrich Nıetzsche and the Christian Gospel. Oday, the idea 15
en slıghtly LNOTC ser10usly; cf. HUBNER. Nietzsche Un das Neue Testa-
menl (Tübingen: Mohr Sıebeck,
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eodore of Mopsuestia, the adıcal Antıochene exegele, and, Dy 1mM-
plicatıon, {O Julıan of Aeclanum.“

ese aTrec merely few general observatıons C  arYy
influences uUuDON Bruckner’s work. But they INaYy help better
understand Bruckner’s verdıict, and make hopefully INOTEC
alance! Judgment oday.

ere 18 ou that Juhan’s interpretation of the 15
ratıonal. OWevVver, whether that makes ıt “"ultımately godles  27 1s
1lieren matter. The fact 1s that ıt 15 far LNOTEC in tune ıth tradıtional
Early ı1stıan interpretation of the than Bruckner and others in
hıs wake*® admıt.* fortiori thıs renders it also far INOTE in tune ıth
Augustine’s than Bruckner allows for, althoug Bruckner o0€es mM1
that, when he evelops the followıng argument (1) Scripture, OI-

dıng Julıan, MUuUSt be interpreted hrough Scripture in agreement
ıth 1CAaSON (2) ulıan hereby dSSUuTNNes crıpture be coherent and
unıfıed ole (:3)) Augustine subscr1ibes the SAadIinle “dogmatısm“
(Bruckner’s eXpress10n). (4) Consequently both, Augustine and Julıan
°“have sınned agaınst the irue of CHpture. Bruckner „ES en
sıch da e1 iın gleicher Weı1se den wahren Schriftsinn VCI-

sündıgt.““ 28

One 15 inchlined congratulate Bruckner for such clear know-
edge of the irue of crıpture. But hat Oou h1ıs verdıict Ver
Juhan? H Juhan and Augustine aAiIc sımılar In eır 1DI1Ca herme-
neutiCcs, 1S ICasON, ratiıonalıty (ratıonalısm), really Su1table CONCEPL
for efmnng the specıfic dıfference of Juhan’s exegetical approach? Is
NOTt Augustine’s eXeges1s “rationalıst” wel11°?*? The dıfferences AT
therefore ubtler than Bruckner The CIas 1s 19(011 ONC between

spırıtual and tendentially theıst, rationalıst, worldview, but NC

25 9ir (n 10) 7 ı: and also above Compared
O’Keefe’s opınıon of Iheodore, Bruckner’s 15 rather posıt1ive, INOIC posıtıve in fact
than R Opınıon of Juhan.

26 BOUWMAN (n 15) 27 (above and 15)
27 (n 10) S does In Tfact admıt that Augustine’s and ullan’s

hermeneutics far INOTC sımılar than hıs verdict He SOCS O however,
dısmiss both 27  “"dogmatıc and intellectually dıshonest. The ultımate 1Cason why
Bruckner prefers Augustine’s 18 that he thınks it 1S ILHNOTITC spiırıtual than Juhan ‚ 55

SUDCI-
ticı1al naturalısm””, INOTEC based rel1g10us experlience of the kınd he reCOgNIZES

such
28 BRUCKNER n 10)3 124
29 the sem1ınal by S IARNES, “Augustini1an Bıblıcal ExegesI1s and

the Orıgins ofern Science, ” SCHNAUBELT AL., EDS., Collectanea
Augustiniana. Augustine: Second Founder of the Faiıth (New ork Lang, 345-



between dıfferent VIEeEWS certaın aSpecCts of 1Ca hermeneutics
wıthın wıder iramework, COTILINON both, namely that of the Early
Christian exegetical tradıtiıon. The dıfferences arıse partly from
specıfic exegetical influences (& Antiochene exXxegesI1s uDON ulıan),
but tar LLIOTC irom certaın doectrinal COoNvıctl1ons and interpretations
of the TE (S concerning the nature of God and creat10n). hus it
15 above al Juhan’s OW eology that shapes hıs Bıblıcal her-
meneut1iIcs In 1ts indıvıdual character. Though ıt 15 NnOTt wıthout
COnfext OT tradıtion. 1t’s tradıtıon 15 dıfferent from Augustine’s, and 1t
1S Augustine’s that 1S CaIrYy the day It 1s maınly thıs set of CIrCum-
StanCces, indıvıdual and collective. 1C explaıns why Juhan’s CXC-

gESIS lay itself OPCH the charge of Pelagıanısm, and Why, the
er hand, it COU also be accepte and eiende d OrtNOdOX (n the
Castl, but also in large parts of the west).

uthorıty and I1Cason agaınst the Maniıchees

One of Bruckner’s foremost proo for demonstratıng
Juhan’s ratıonalısm 1S the sStatement in Florum 216 that ıf SOTNC-

ıng had een PIOVCD grounds of FrCason, it COU NOoTt be overruled
by authority: quod ratiıo argzulıt, NOn potest auctorıtas umndicare.
By authorıty Julı1an ere Scriptural authorıty, of the kınd
Augustine SCS 1t underpıin hıs doctrine of orıginal SIN, OL, Juhan
prefers call e “natural SIN  27 (naturale peccatum,), namely Rom M
nformed Dy Cor 15° It had een ONC of Augustine’s 1IrsS charges
agalınst Julıan that he denıed the CatANolıc doctrine (of orıgınal S1In)

4() 8  a lor. 216 89I/1, 173 cıted Dy BRUCKNER n 10) 102 OMNC
of uhan’s [WO MOST adıcal „am schärfsten un bündıgsten”) professions of ratıona-
lısm. Ihe other OMNC 15 Tor. 4.136 (PL 45, discussed below under section
For critical readıng of thıs PaAsSsSasc ct. already WE  ER (n 14) 265 265

Already LYONNET, “Rom 19 chez saınt Augustıin. ote SUT L’elaboration
de la doctrine augustinıenne du peche orıginel,” in VO  P 4 BALTHASAR

EDS., L’Homme devant Dieu. Melanges offerts pere Henrı de Lubac Theolo-
g1e 56 Parıs Aubıer, cshowed that Augustine drew hıs ıdea f all human
beings havıng sınned dıed) 6,  In dam  77 NnoOoTt much from Rom k 8 e Irom Cor
185297 Augustine s transfer of the notion of humanıty’s ea in Adam in (Cör 15:2)

SIN ..  In dam  27 in Rom ın the COUISC of the Pelagıan CONLTOVEISY Was indeed
Innovatıve and creatıve., but that W ds precısely why Julıan Was able hold agaınst 1t,

exegetical grounds (!) As BONNER, “Augustine Romans iın
Papers Presented the Third International New Testa-

Menilt studies held AL Christ Church, (Oxford 1965 (TU 103:; Studıia Evangelıca A Ber-
lın Akademıie, pomnted OuL, Augustine W das unable tackle the discre-



JULIAN ECLANUM’S AT  14A51

ase these [WO verses.“*« But already iın Turbantium Julıan
had responded hat Augustine’s “doectrine” COU NOoTt be ase ese
[WO verses”. exegetical grounds the 1Ca (EXE especlally the
TeEe orıgınal, dıd NOL supply that kınd of meanıng. And SINCEe,
Juhan’s nowledge, thıs “doectrine” Was nNnOoTt part of the creed eıther,
there W as other poss1ıble ground for ıt but S reason“,
Augustine’s [CasSsON It WAaSs, accordıng O Julıan, Augustine’s mınd in
1C thıs “”doctrine’”, of “natural A&  SIN had cropped up 35 Augustine
had retalı1ıated in Contra UaAaAsSs epistulas Pelagianorum and Contra
Iulianum 636’ but each time he miısrepresented Juhan’s posıtıon. That,
al east. W as hat Julıan felt, 1C 1S why he trıed repeatedly 18
rectify the sıtuatiıon and put ACTOSS hIs authentic posıtion. Tor. 2:16
represented such opportunıity. All that Julıan wrıtes ere 15 that
already ın Turbantium he had argued that SINCe the CONCepL of
naturale W as NOT ın the creed. and SINCE ıt COU NOL be
extracted irom the C, Augustine WOUu ave defend it purely
ratıonal grounds But NO he, Julıan, had already efuted I for he had
shown, ın Turbantium, °that nothing Can be confırmed hrough
Scripture, which 1S NnOoTt cCovered by Justice; for ıf the perfect form of
Justice resides 1n 1awW, nothıng, 1C 1s agaınst 1t: AN Y

between hıs understandıng of the and the tradıtıonal understandıng, —

cordıng whiıch in YJUO 15 translatıon of „„‚ S>  A149] and Must therefore be understood
quatenus; ct. Iso LAMBERIGTS (n 12) 1 "Augustine translator of
Greek texts,  27 1n SCHOORS, VAN DEUN, EDS., Philohistör Miıscellanea In
Honorem Carolı Laga Septuagenarii (OrLAn 60: Leuven: Peeters. P
FSöZ: and below in section

32 AUG Nupft. el Conc. S, 1 E 20, 24 42.255.259:266.27/2:276
291); also MA  7 MERC Comm. In Tul. Coll. Palat. ACO V/V/1, 5-6) ote that,

BRUCKNER (n 5-6 pomts OuL, Julıan, in Florum, complaıns that In Nupt. el
Conc. Augustine miısrepresented his posıtıon. Tor 256 mMust be read ın thıs CONtfeXxT
Juhan here merely reıterates poı1nt, which he had already made several times OVEeITLT.

33 below under section
34 ITE  e urb (GCE 88, 363-72); 1 OSSI.: (n (for further referen-

Ces); and also L  P Intellectus gratiae. Die erkenntnistheoretische und hermeneutische
Dimension der Gnadenlehre Augustins Vo  \ Hıppo (V1igChrSuppl 38; Leıiıden: Brıull,
s

35 LYONNET (n S1); though tad I1NOTE subtly, holds basıcally the SdadIine posıtıon.
36 duas eDD. Pel. 60,E 542); Iul 6:73: 7 S (PL 4 9

536 7-70).
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inJustice, 15 permitted acquıre hrough ıt anı y vırtue; and therefore,
that 1C 1C4SON has already proved, authorıty CannotTt overrule.”

Does thıs make Juhan ratıonalıst? Formally, probably yYCS He
appeals the princıple of non-contradıction. Scrıipture 0€es 1a(011
contradıct iıtself. It 1S subject 1Cason But thıs he ABICCS ıth
Augustıine, who, in De ordıne 242060 had hımself maıntaıned the
priorıty of 1Cason Vr authorı1ty.” In fact, ıt 15 possıble that Julıan,
wh Was NOL exactly unfamılıar ıth Augustine’s early works, delı-
erately chose uUse the paır auctorıtas-ratio in thıs contex(t, {O
remınd Augustine of princıple, 1C he hımself embraced. But
o0€es ıt also make Julıan ratıonalıs In content? Does he put ICason
before al the faıth ıIn (J0d expressed In the tradıtiıon of the
church, In reference the creed and the © law, Julıan
Ca 1t? Certamly NOL In deeper9 h1ıs behef that the 0€es
NOTL contradıct iıtself 1Ss the belief that ıts INCSSaLC 1S the truth, and that
thıs truth 15 vouched for by (10d hımselft. Therefore. human ICasSsOonN
MUST nOTt be sed redefine the INCSSaSCc of the But thıs
precısely, Julıan« 1S hat Augustine 1S tryıng {O do He reads the
CONceptL of “natural SIN  27 into combınatıon of 1C2 VEeISCS (Rom

and ( B5 ın order XIract from them doctrine 1e
he Cannot back ıth Al y (authentic authorıty irom eıther crıpture
OT tradıtıon Usually, only the Manıchees do that, AdSs 161& Augustine
hımself had pomnted out .“ Is Augustine’s argument for or1gıinal SIN, d

&'] IU  E Tor. 2162 89I/1, 173) OStensum est EISO nıhıl Der SANCLAS
SCFYIDIUFrAS probarıt, quod LUsStLtLa Hün pOossıt tuerl, QU14G, S11 In lege dei est perfecta for-

Lustitiae, nıhıl DEr El aduersarıa 1US$ id est INLIUSTELELA SINıtur ULFEUFCLS acquırere;
DEr hoc, quod ratıo arguılt, A”ON potest auctorıtas ulIndıcare.

3 (T KD LUTCKE, ““Auctorıitas, ” AugL 19 fasc (1990) 498-510, 499-500
What 1S VCN INOTE sıgnıfıcant in thıs Context 18 that Augustine developed h1is Aauctort-
tas-ratıio phılosophy agalınst the PUIC ratıonalısm of the Manıchees: ct thıs DOW

especılally Aug2ustins Schrift De utiılıtate credendiı (MBTI 58; Mün-
ster‘ Aschendorif, 171-420. especlally 0-63, 0-22, 6-80, 407-418% Julıan
argued that Augustine’s peccatum-naturale-doctrine W as Manıchean. In Tor. he
AI UCS in addıtiıon that it Was rationalıst ell It 1S, therefore, nOoTt Juhan who Outs
hıimself rationalıst In thıs passagc. It 1S Augustine hom Julhian wants CXDOSC
ONC

39 For uhan’s famılıiarıty 1ıth Augustine’s early and especılally Antı-Manıchean
works C1. LOSSL (n 535-56; for the s1gnıficance ct. above

4() (SF utıl. red. 251 4-6); conf. 667728 (CCE 2 C 78-79); HOFF-
MANN (n 3:7) 7-89; and TESELLE: “F h,” 1n FILZGERALD,

Augustine Ihrough the Ages. An Encyclopedia (Grand Rapıds, Mich kerdmans,
Z
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presented Dy Julıan, therefore Manıchean, NOT only iın content, but also
in structure? hat 18 prec1isely hat Julıan 15 ryıng sSuggesl.

But, the er hand, Julhian 15 NOL sayıng that Augustine COU
NOTL introduce doetrine grounds of ICaSON, ıf ıt WeiC ıIn lıne ıth
Scripture interpreted Dy tradıtıon. He 1S nNOTL 1Ca fundamen-
talıst For hım, Chrıstian doectrine 0€Ss NOoTt depend the letter of the

And thıs, prec1sely, 1S also Augustine’s VIEeW.”
Ihus, ıIn Florum Julıan 1s 197011 professing unfettered

ratıonalısm, but rather alance 1e W of how authorıty and I1CasON
cshould be Jomntly sed wıthın gıven tradıtıon 18 interpret Scripture,
especlally agaınst newly invented doectrine IC in both method
and Content sounds alarmıngly Manıchean hım

esorting 1IrsS FrCasonN, then crıpture
how translate adıtıon

Another PaSsasc 1C Bruckner cıtes (O depıict Julıan
ra rationalıst Can be oun in Turbantium irg where
Julıan states the (relatıve) prilority of ICcCason AT the authorıty of
crıpture. It 18 the conclusıon of

CU Lg&1itur LQuLdoO clareat hanc el CSNE sententiam,
QUUFN priIımO I0Cc0O ratio, deinde scrıpturarum MUNLULE Aauctorıtas....
°° _ _ sSınce it 1S crystal clear that that teaching 15 Sdadillec and (Füe., i (& 15
first confirmed by ICAaSON, and second Dy the authorıty of Scripture. ”
However, ıt only reasonable for Julıan CXDICSS h1s

intention 18 Support ıth arguments irom Scripture only somethıng
IC reasonable {O hım In the 1Irs place Moreover, that “sane
and tirue eachıng” 18 IC Julıan refers, and IC he has Cıle in the

that "“most controverte ofAugustine’s Statements concerning the relatı-
authorıty of Scripture and the church”: } would nOT beheve the ospel unless the

authorıty of the Catholıc Church moved me; ENÖO, Authority, ” FILZGE-
5058 (n 40) 80-82, SÜ; AU!  S Man 28 197) ESO eroC° euangelio
NO  - crederem, NLSI catholicae ecclesiae CONMOUEFel auctoritas; ct. frıin.
(Scripture must be interpreted in ine 1ıth the existing creeds); doctr. (Scripture
mMust be interpreted accordıng the regula 1ıde1); also SIUDER, Zr Bedeutung
der eılıgen Schrift In Augustins De Irınıtate,“ Aug. (2002) S& 1356 who
Aarguecs that, for Augustine, owledge of the Bıble such 15 ultımately nOoTt NECCECSSa-

Faıth, hope and love AdIC sufficıent.
4° 48  E urb 4.313 CCL 88, 394.411-20); cf. BRUCKNER (n 10) 101
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prev1ous9OCCUTS ıIn John Chrysostom“”, NOT in Scripture, d5S,
Bruckner implıes TIhe phrase deinde scriıpturarum unıult Aauctorıtas
INAaYy therefore noTt Just INCan that that eachıng (of Chrysostom
“accıdentally happens {O be confirmed Dy crıpture””, but rather that in
order really be that SAaNC and Irue eachıng ıt 1S for ıt be
confırmed by Scripture, beyond eıng merely reasonable and accepte
Dy tradıtion.

een from thıs perspective Turb 4313 15 testiımonYy of
Juhan’s 6 Bıblıcısm rather than hıs ratıonalısm. And thıs °Bıblıcısm“
1Ss Dy 1SOlate for Dy cıtıng Patrıstic PASsSsasıc ın Support of
hIs CasSC, Julıan actually ufts hımself behever in tradıtıon rather
than INeTE FCcason, OT Scrpture””, althoug he Ins1ısts, of COUTSC, that
tradıtıon must nNnOTL contradıct eıther. ICason OT Scripture. Ihus, rather
than showıng hıimself be rationalıst iın thıs DPaAsSasCl, Julıan
subscribes princıple that relates ICasON, Scripture and tradıtıon in

reasonable WAaY.
It INaYy also be WOT ookıng al the Content of the eachıng In

question. It SaVyS that nfants AIC be aptıse despiıte the fact that
they arec noTt taıned and made oullty Dy SIN ‚together‘ (sSC ıth the
rest of humanıty): CU. NO  - Sınlt Coinqguinatı DECCALO us the text of
the translatıon IC Jul1an use TIhe 1Cason why they should
nevertheless be aptısed, ıt continues, 15 because baptısm adds value

eIr lıves, sanctıty, Justice eic Julıan 1O that thıs eachıng,
11e eing ıIn agreement ıth ICasSson and Scripture, contradıcts
Augustine’s “doctrine” that infants AaIc staıned ıth orıgınal SIN and
therefore noTt innocent, but guilty, irom the MOMent they AI born, and
hat it 1S therefore “"necessary” baptıse them est they be condemned
18 eternal damnatıon.

In Contra Iulianum ZZ OUT maın SOUTCEC, also for Juhan’s
PASSaLC, Augustine Arg UCS agaınst Julian that Chrysostom’s eachıng
O0€es NOTL contradıct hIs doctrine., for Chrysostom only speaks of “°S1INS
commıtted’” (SC by a  u  S  , the kınd of SINS of ; T infants Call-
nNnOoTt be guilty, because they aV not een able COommıt such nds of
SINS (or anı y SINS, In the normal of the WOT' In theır 1fetime:*

44 1[8)  ur ad neophyt. (SE 5 9 153-54.170).
For INOTEC the relatıonshıp between ICaSON, Scripture and tradıtıon SCC below

in thıs section.
45 A  e Iul. 1 X (L 4 C}
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” YOU surely 27  see he wriıtes, °“that it does not SaYy that \"ınfants ATC NOL
co-taınted Dy SIN , OT 1INs . but that eYy ave |commıtted| SINS’
AUAQTNUATA OU%X% EXOVTA. Understand |Ssıns here as| 'proper' sıns]
and have argument. ”
Augustine makes texfi- and translation-ecritical remark

SUppoOrt hIıs CASe In the or1ıgıinal ree [Dy which Augustine Can only
I[NCan the partıcular version avaılable hım al the me], he
Arg UCS, Chrysostom speaks of nfants ..  not havıng |commuıtted| SINS”
(QUAQTNUATA OU%X EYOVTO). In er words, hIs po1n 15 that Chry-
SOSTtOM O€Ss NnNOTt critic1se the CONCEPL of orıg1ınal SIN, the version
quoted Dy Julı1an The phrase ..  not eing co-taınted by SIN  77
(coinquinatı peccato) In Julhan’s version sounds Augustinian, OT
indeed orth-Afrıcan It speaks of SIN ın the sıngular and aSSOCI1ates
thıs SIN ıth notion of pollution (Inquinatus). In 1t1on, the prefix
“CcO-"”recalls Augustine’s notion of umanıty exıisting “tOSether , AaSs

damnata, iın collective complex of gul and shame
dam  27 the “Raeol. human eing, In whose COITUpL nature all human
beings partıcıpate irom 1r (or concepti0n).

The implıcatıon Gre 1S hat in Julhan’s version of Chrysostom’s
(eXt the phrase 1S sed only 1{8 be subsequently rejected. Augustine, in
hıs (O Julıan, trıes suggest that ıt Cannot ave een
Chrysostom hımself wh sed ıt; for the Tree In hıs (ex{i 0€es 131011
spea of ..  SIN  27 and eing “CO-tainted”, but of (the plural) “OinsS” and
“"havıng |commıtted| them  27 Ihus, and that 1S5 the ıimplıcatıon of
Augustine’s argument, ıt mMust ave een eiıther Julıan hımself, OT the
author from whose atın translatıon of Chrysostom’s (ECX1 Julı1an cıtes,
who created: invented, that partıcular understandıng of Chry-
SOsStom’’s (exT Dy translatıng the Te:e AUAOTNULATA OUX EXOVTO
cCoinquinatı DECCALO.

But thıngs AT not sımple that in egın wıth, ıt 1S quıte
certaın that ıt W ds nOot Julıan who procured the Latın translatıon. Hıs
(exT 1s independently ascertaıned in Anıanus of Celeda’s translatıon of

collection of homıiılıes of Chrysostom.” hen W ds ıt N]anus who
“created” the Augustinıian, rather antı-Augustinian, echos In the
text‘ We CannotTt be SUTC It 1s poss1ble that he dıd, but he m1g Just
ell ave had in front of hım Tee texXti 1C- contaıned the CADICS-

WENGER, Jean Chrysostome. Huıt catecheses baptismales Inedites
&8 5SÜ: Parıs: Cerl, n and 32-33 for further lıterature; NOW Iso MAR-
IT, "Anıanus VON Celeda, 1ın OPP. GEERLINGS, EDS]; Lexikon der antıken
christlichen Iıteratur (Freiburg: Herder,



SION O-taınted by ‚2  SIN and expressed the antı-Augustinian posıtion
that infants AdIic born innocent, and that they therefore nNOT aptıse:
In order be saved from eternal damnatıon whetlher self-ınflıcted
and ell deserved grounds of proper S1NsS” or1ıg1inal SIN iın
dam  27 OT not), but In order increase the value of theır lıves. We
Cannot exclude that Chrysostom hımself formulated such idea.
Augustine’s tTee vers10n, LOO, 15 by certaın, Wenger In
hıs dıtıon indıcates.*

What fairly clear 15 that Julıan dıd NnOoTt t(amper ıth that
(eXU but that he quoted Anıanus’s translatıon correctly and In g0o0d
al {O Support hıis CAdsSC And indeed why should he ave changed the
eX ou 191011 Augustine’s version ave sulted hım Just well, had
he had f indeed CVCNMN better, for WOU ıt nNOTL ave proved that
Chrysostom dıd NOT CVCMN 1n of orı1gınal SIN In the cContexf{i of infant
aptısm? For Augustine’s argument sılentio that Chrysostom held
doectrine of orıgınal SIN 1ke Augustine’s, because he O0€s 191011 deny it
here. 1S 1a(811 CONVINCINE. Rather, FE Chrysostom O€Ss 181011 mention OTr1-
g1na SIN, especılally In PAsSsSsasc 1ke thıs, ıt ILNOTE lıkely that he
held such Concept al all

But 110 Anıanus’s version C1Ifte: by Julıan mplıes hat
SOStOM dıd ave CONCcepL of COININON SIN unıtıng al] human beings
In theır sınfulness, irom whıich baptısm and that he only dıd NOL
ımplıcate nfants In that °Common human sinfulness’””. Rather than
cleansıng these chNılaren from SUOTIC COININON staın Tf SIM Chrysostom
AISUuCS (accordıng the texti version ICAnıanus’s translatıon 1S
based), baptısm adds sanctıty eic the lıves of infants: and that 15
alsO Juhan’s and, ıt Anıanus’s, posıtıon. hus Chrysostom
eed nNOT ave formulated the phrase co-taınted Dy SIN  29 in
controvers1ıal CONTLEXT, dS polemic agaınst Augustinıian, anı y
other, doctrine of or1ıgınal SIN; 1OT 1S it NECCCSSaAL Y Adssume that
Anıanus translated Chrysostom’s texi ıth such PULDOSC In mıind:;
and CVCMN the WaY In ; 8 Julhan cıtes Anıanus’s translatıon eed 191011
be interpreted exclusıvely ın erms of h1s polemics, but the PaASSsasc
INnaYy ell be genulıne reflection of hıs OW eology of baptısm

Augustine s the er hand merely SCIVCS d bot-
1(8)  3 lıne for the defence It 1S NnOoTt esigne for attack. If it applıes al
all, ıt only demonstrates that, al least In thıs CaSC, Chrysostom 0€es 197011
dırectly contradıct Augustine’s eachıng of or1g1nal SIN What ıt 0€Ss

47 (T WENGER (n 46) 154 (apparatus).
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NOTL 1S that Chrysostom GV held doectrine of orıginal S1IN,
that he contradıcts Julıan In that respect. All that Augustine AI UCS
ere 1s that Julıan SCS the PASSaALC wrongly in Support of hıs posıtıon.

hus Augustine’s charge agalnst Julıan ere 15 NOLt ratıonalısm,
but UuUsc of argumen from tradıtion, UsSscC 1C accordıng
18 Augustine, 1S caused Dy Juhan’s prior efusal accept that ere
ex1Ists ıIn Chrıstian tradıtion doectrine of orıgınal SIN, nOot Just an y
doectrine of or1ıg1nal SIN, but doctrine of orıgınal SIN dS taught DYy
hımself, Augustine. But Augustine’s assumptıion that ere eXISsSts
precısely such d CONCepPL, LOO, 15 DFrIOTNL. It 15 thıs rather CON-

cept 16 the dıspute 15 all Oou ere 1s eed 18 A4SSUINE that
Julıan, 1ke Chrysostom, and all of Chrıistian tradıtion, dıd not hold
SOTIINC kınd of doctrine of orıg1inal SIN What he efused aCcept W as

Augustine’s interpretation of thıs doectrine. The fact that he cıtes
Anıanus’s translatıon wıthout qu1  es INaYy ell indıcate that he
accepted, the basıs of Scripture and tradıtiıon, the notion of
COTITNINON human sınfulness, but that he rejected; unlıke Augustine, ıts
applıcatıon 18 infants.

Later evidence rom Juhan’s work Florum) cshows that
Julıan indeed held CONCepPL of the sınful W ofpraulitatis exempla
and consuetudo ultiorum“”, but he deduced that CONCepPL from the INOTEC
basıc CONCepL of PTODCI SINS free aCTts of indıvıdual human beings,
NOL of SUOTIINC natural SIN transmıuıtte: ıIn procreation.”

crıptur. authorıty requıres TOA| tradıtıona basıs
and 1CE

In Contra Iulianum 3 . 2() (ct. Turbantium irg 25)) Ugus-
tine concedes that Julıan 19(011 only Dy WaYy of “"syllogısms”, but
also from Scripture. But, in h1s VIEW, ese arguments Afec pathetic:
aboras ınanıter. But AdIc they NOL grounde in tradıtıon? Bruckner
rejects the VIEW, 1rs put orward Dy Klasen, that Augustine m1g
ere be referring (or else that m1g be able 18 iıllumınate thıs

45 H}  E lor. 1.94 8I/1, 09.64-65)
449 GE LAMBERIGIS, “ Julıan d’Eclane ei Augustine d’Hıppone. Deux__ CON-

ceptions d’Adam, ” Aug (L) 4() (1990) 373-410; 381; and the discussıion ın
(n 34) 3492

5() AU  Q Tul. 41A0} (PL 44, 712); IU  a urb. 125 GEL 88, 346-4 7) uod for-
Sıtan dicam, scriıpturarum LO  - syllogismorum debhere testLmMon10 comprobari, JLLLOS de

cCcommıxtione naSsCeNnles, reputarı diuino operL.



PASsSsasc by studyıng the Scriptural uments 1n) document 4C
Cannot ıth certaınty, exclusıvely, be attrıbuted Julıan, but 17 @
nNnOoONetNeless m1g dısplay al eas tIraces of hıs approach, namely the
ıbellus fidet”', COINTITNON sStatement 1ssued by of bıshops,
perhaps those led by Julıan ın 418, agaıinst the condemnatıons of
elagıus and Caelestius°?. But ıf Julhıan Was neıther the author of, NOT
CONtrıDufor LO, the libellus fidei, the document miıght be evıdence of
EVCn wıder opposıtıon to the condemnatıons than the ONEC In southern
aly led Dy Julıan (One proposa. AS 1ts locatıon Agqulleıa.)
In an y CasSC, analysıs of the Scriptural arguments of the Libellus fidei
in Comparıson Juhan’s WOUuU only increase the impress1ion hat
Juhan’s eXeges1s W as ell integrated in the tradıtional eccles1astıcal
Context of h1s time.

al 0€es nNnOoTt eclıpse ICasOonN

Julıan, of COUTSC, AaLSUCS posıtıon hat refuses put crıpture
above I[CAasSON ın the that ıt WOUuU advıse actTi agaınst ICasSONN,
ıf crıpture WEIC SaYy But that Cannot be the po1In of Bruckner’s
cr1t1c1sm; for clearly, Bruckner WOU ıth that Reason,
Juhan Call, and should, be g1ven prI10TIty, because, aSs general
law, Scripture Cannot contradıct ICasOoN, IC 1S ounded
law, the law upheld Dy Justice and equıty and proclaımed
by Scripture. hıs 15 behind the famous passagc Florum

catholica METO es IUur2are aduersum egem de1 credilt,
am auctorıtatem In exıtiıum Frationis admittit, NecC CULGUAM

OpInNLONI adulationi In maculam diuinae aegultatis auscultet;
sed Ul eum A”Non solum credit, etıam nOoult omnıum naALlurarum
Crealorem.

catholıc al however, neıther ASSUMNECS that law WOUuU
CVECET A agalınst It. 1OT does it permıiıt an Yy authorıty ONVOT Cut
Out ICasOoN, NOT does ıt C VCGT end its Car opınıon OT insınuatıon
7 e} WOUuU question the notion of dıvıne equıty. Rather, ıt nNnOTL only
belıeves, ıt KNOWS, God be the creator of all indıvıdual beings.”

On the authorshıp and orıginal Context of the Iibellus fidei, 1ıth dıscussiıon of
IHNOTIC recent lıterature, ct. (n 12-13; alsoB

52 N, Die Innere Entwicklung des Pelagianismus (Freiburg: Herder,
100

ö54 888  E Tor 4.136 (PL 4 E cf. LOSSL. (n K3
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In Bruckner’s VIEW, thıs 15 the basıs of Juhan’s 1DI1Ca herme-
neut1ics: ”  e  en WIT besten VO  e der Beobachtung AauS, daß Julı1an
vollkommen davon überzeugt W, daß dıe HI Schrift in en Stücken
mıt selner re VoNn dem gerechten ott übereinstimme.‘‘°* Julıan
identifies the Cons1iıstency of the Scriptural INCSSaSC, that Scripture
o0€Ss not contradıct tself: ıth the CONSsISteNCY of (10d hımself:
God, ın Juhan’s VIEW, 1s be called ıIn the VeELY that he
unswervingl eeps the law 4C he hımself has a1ld OWn.” TUCK-
NeEeT concedes that thıs assumption 15 “unquestionably correct” „unbe-
streıtbar HchaS : and he 1n ıt epıtomısed in Florum ° HOr ıf

law 15 the SUOUICE and miıstress of od’s JuSstice, then
equıty Can only be supporte ıth ıts help, nNOoTt ımpugned.” But hat
1s hIis qu1  e “Ch1 easıly resulted’.. he po1ints Oul, ..  1n the m1ısuse of
indıvıdual 1DI1Ca teachıngs.” He quotes Florum D AA prıme
example. In that PAaAsSSasc Julı1an AI SUCS that the maın PULDOSC of the
Paulıne wrıtings 1s pedagogıic: they eaC us belıeve iın G0od
ınviolably equıtable, 18 defend hıs g00d and honest works, and, Dy
applyıng h1s epts, practice moderatıon, prudence and Justice.
And the for them o1ıng 1Ss ONC er than the CONSTITUCHNCEC of
ICAaSON, DIETLY, and al ın them.>’

In Bruckner’s 16 W thıs statement PIOVCS that, for Julıan, SCNpP-
ture 1S of value ın ıtself. Rather, ıt derıves 1ts value irom super10r
instance of1C ıt 1Ss the INCSSALC and ıth 1C ıt 15 in fundamental
and ırrevocable agreement, doctrine grounde ın the SOI1 foun-
datıons of Platonıc-Arıistotelıan metaphysıcs. Nothıing that 15 wrıtten
contradıcts the basıc 1deas of hat 1s [TUEG, Just, and reasonable. „ES
ann demnach nıchts In der Schrift stehen, W ds N1C gerecht und
vernünftig 1st - Correct hıs 1S indeed hat Julıan belıeves. But
then, ıt 1s also hat virtually other arly Chrıstian CXegele

54 n 10) 102
55 For the implıcatıons ci. LOSSL (n
56 IU  - lor. 89/1, £ 14508 SZ lex del fons est magıstra LusStitlae, AUXL-

/1ILs QUOQUE 1IUS del aequitas adıuuarı poteslT, ımpugnarı LO  > potest.
„ W, IU  - lor. 2 144 8I/1, 266-67): SANCLAS quidem apostoli CSSEC pagı-

NS confitemur A”OonNn ob alıud 151 quia ration.ı pietati fidei CONZrueNIeES erudiunt NOS el
deum credere iınutolabilis aequitatis el 1US$ hbona honestaque defendere el DFUAE-
ceptis 1US8 moderationem prudentiam Iustiıtiam uilndıcare. Juhan apphıes thıs princıple
also er of Scripture and. Scripture dS whole, 1n lor. 3.60
85/1, 399),; 4.21 (PL 45, 475 (PE 45, and others; CcE (n
10) 103

5X BRUCKNER (n 10) 103
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belıeves. includıng Augustine.” And Bruckner admıts thıs On DAaAS-
1ıke Ditn 24:14-18, 1ings 14:5-6, and E7z hen

Augustine DUtS orward forced explanatıons and Julıan remaıns
sılent.° The ast observatıon 1s NOTL quıte COrTeCTt Julıan 0€Ss respond

SOTNC of Augustine’s “forced” CXELESCS But BVn ıf he had
maıned sılent in ese instances, Bruckner WOU ST1 ave explaın
why thıs WOUuU render hım INOTE of rationalıst than Augustıine,
indeed anı y er Karly Christian CXEgeTE.

law 0O€Ss NOTL contradıct ıts maker

Florum 1 LOO, Causecs Bruckner COIICETN In Florum
Julhıan AGG HSE Augustine of interpreting Scrıipture ıth Manıchean
preconceptions.““ By his o1ing S  , he9Augustine tries 18 aVvOo1d
havıngz ...  prejudge ıt |Scripture accordıng tOo the perSspi1CcuOus truth,
and, ASs CONSCYUCNCCE, havıng understand ıt accordıng that 1C
1S fırmly made manıfest by the supremely unrestricted authorıities of
Sacred Scripture and insurmountable reason” O: Here ıt 1S quıte ob-
VIOUS that Julıan o1Vves Precedence {O Scriptural authorıty, and In the
strongest possıble erms al that The ratıonal principle - merely
maıntaıned, IC 15 NOLT surprisıng gıven the fact that, agaln, hıs
en 1S ultımately 1recftfe agalınst the Manıchees. But where
then, for that VC PUTDOSC, 1S hıs appeal tradıtıon? It ollows in
Florum 15 Here Juhan also specıfies that for hım the
"syllogısm’, Bruckner prefers 18 call ıt of Florum 1S NnOTt
merely aDstirac and ratıiıonal Tiormula, but eachıng ıntıimately

59 frin. 8.6.9; and S LUDER (n 41) 140 Ihe argument 1s strıkıngly sımılar
ulhan’s In lor. 7144 Saılnt Paul, Augustine wriıtes, 18 (to be) belıeved, because,

Scripture tells UuS, he 18 Just On thıs, basıc, historical-lıteral, eve the argument 1S CIT-
cular. RBut 0)11> Can addıtıonally consıder hat humanıty and Justice I1CAan In princıple.
On that eve ONEC stands much firmer ground.

BRUCKNER (n 10) 103
For example C1. section

62 IU  = Tor 89I/1, "quae Inuenta Manichaeis Augustini CONILFa
NOS fuerant OTE prolata’ and, iın the NexXTt paragraphn, GQUAE ab INIMILCLS nNOSEIFLS ASSUML
solent.

63 IU  S Tor. 8571 festımonıa amen scrıpturarum ab INIMILCLS
SIFLS ASSUML solent, NecC uerıtatı praeiudicare perspicuae el secundum hoc AYS intelle-
genda, quod absolutissimis scrıipturae Sanciae auctoritatibus el insuperabili ratiıone
firmatur.
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related 18 the ree: Hıs CONCETN 15 nOoLt about SOTIINC law, ou
dıvıne equıty impersonal entity, but about God hımself
rei1able PCISON. nıhıl Erg‚ DEr egem del agl potest CONIra eum legis
auctorem®. He 0€es NnOL dress h1s argumen ın rhetoric of indıvıdual
rel1210Us expeteNce. nstead, he appeals COINIMNON rel1g10uUs
perjence; made iın lıyıng tradıtıon, expressed in COININOMN creed,
and, together ıth Scripture, interpreted accordıngly. In fact it 18 the
indıvıdual rel1210uUs experience of Augustine, informed Dy outsıders
(InImICL), the Manıchees, 1e Julıan Judges detrimental for the
church.

Restoring the fexXti of crıpture ıts pristine condıtıon
ıth fervour

In Florum 1 Bruckner9 Julıan also suggestSs, rather
‘“unrationally”, that SOMNC9 ıf they do nOoTt yıe the MNg
results, cshould be excluded from the Scriptural canon.® However,
hat Julıan really 1S

“t0 Castl, in order teach that aC. beheve 1S the ulness of truth,
the 1g of exposıtion alsO those IC keep the intellect
in perplexı1ity d what 15 sa1ld 1ın emt that these AiICc g1ven
back theıir orıgınal dıgnity, and NnOT excised irom the sacred stemma
ıke textual bastardısatıions notha) OT corruptions (degenerantia).”
Clearly, Julıan ere refers technıques of extual and ıterary

cr1ıt1c1sm, iC chould be sed for theologica ends, restore the
orıgınal meanıng of He 1S far from wantıng TEIMOVEC certaın

from the Bıblical' 11LOT 0€Ss he intend, Bruckner
mentioned earlıer, odge certaın 1SSUES and be sılent about them On
the CONLFAaTY, ıt 1s he who ACCUSES Augustine of putting certaın DAaS-

al rısk of eing Cut Ouft from the of crıpture Dy refusıng
read them ıth healthy, phılological- and exegetical-critical, but

also theologıically rıght mınd.

Bn IU  e lor. B SIL1, 8) Julıan here ODDOSCS h1Is CONCECDL of God
g1ver of Jaw that whiıch, In h1s VIEW, 1S Augustine’s, namely that of arbıtrary G0d
wh' 1S majJest1ic that he rules wıthout constitution. For Julıan, however, it 18 NnOot

only actually evıdent that God rules through hI1is law, but do 1$ alsO essentıal
od’s nature An arbıtrary G0d would nOot be INOIC, but less, dıvıne than (G0d who
absolutely eeps the law which he hımself constitutes: for sımılar clash of CON-

of (G0d iın Ambrose’s time cf. V.- DRECOLE: Neuplatonıismus und Chrıis-
tentum be1 Ambros1ıus De Isaac el anıma, “ 1ın HAC (2001) 104-130, 90-3

65 (n 10) 104
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In thıs respect Julian’s attıtude resembles Jerome’s, who in turn
adapted it from Eusebius.® But agaln, Augustine, LOO, 15 nNnOTt unda-
mentally 1 reren And that 15 precisely the pDoIn One CannoTt SaYy that
Juhan 1S Al y INOTEC of extual Crıtic than Augustine, 0)4 that he tries 18
change the certaın eXTS; charges that COUuU be, and
indeed aAIC, eveljlıe agalnst Nan y arly Christian XCg Rather,
Julıan neatly fts in 18 the Early Chrıistian tradıtıon and mMust therefore
be Jjudged by hıs distinctive contrıbution thıs adıtıon, part of 1t:
nOoT d abnormalıty.

second characterıstic 1C. Julıan chares ıth Jerome 1s
polemical In the non-exegetical works al eas and only those
WeTC known Bruckner hIis exegesI1s 1S en ouched in polemics.
As ıIn Jerome’s case®’ thıs should NOTL be mıstaken for weakness. 15

method It 1g NOTL only the protagonıists’ theologıca back-
ground and thıcal conduct, but also elIr exegetical methods, and
theır reflections them phrase ıke “ Kradıcated be therefore the
whım of undıscıplıne exposıtion!” IMaYy sound exaggerated. But ıts
meanıng, the call for INOTEC phılologıcal and ogıcal dıscıplıne ıIn l_
cal eXegesI1Ss, 1S quıite clear. er eaC doectrineC ICason OT

DIELY Call sustaın, namely that 1t 15 poss1ıble ()I Just ascrıbe
somebody natural SIN, OL, HC and for all, StOp contamınatıng
Sacred SCIpture . ” ote hat In Florum 1.5 Julian defined pietas

NO  \ CONIrTra deum, and that hI1ıs talk of “contamınatıng”
Scripture remınds UG INOTIC of h1ıs phılologıical fervour. And ast
example:

Wıth the vVCLYy est of CaJsSsOonNs COU here CYCS irom YOUI
glarıngly frıvolous exposıtıon and DAaSsS ıt OVeCT In sılence: fOor, 1n

ıt 15 only muck that makes ıt ırmly stick together. But
concerned ıt mıght be elleve| for ıts lurıdness rather than dısbelıieved
for 1ts ack of COoNsIıstenCcy. ”

On hım cT. ALLACE-HADRILL, Eusebius of C’aesarea (London Mow-
Dray, °“Hıs of extual eritic1sm W as thıs the version whıch 18 MOSstT
plaınly mess1anıc, ıth the least obscure addıtıonal materıal, 18 the best text ”

67 for h1IS adasec the famous semı1inal study by Hıeronymus’ Streit-
schriften (BKA 2/44; Heıdelberg: Wınter,

65 IU  S Tor 12 89/1, 22)
69 1  e lor. K37 89/1, 24)
70 IU  = lor 208 89/1, 229)
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hıs pPassSagc 1s neıther “entirely subjective”, 1OT 0€Ss 1t reveal
“UNCONSCIOUS inferl1or1ity complex” of Julhan’s owards Augustine.”

oth charges AIc eveile: Dy Bruckner. Rather, Juhan CÄPICSSCS, pole-
mically, but quıte dıstinctly, hıis 1e W that In the DASSaLC in question, In
hoc [0co, where Augustine PUtS orward partıcular readıng of Rom
o he violates SOMINEC fundamental rules of Scriptural exeges1s.

Julıan remıminds Augustine that ere ex1ists hıerarchy of in
Scripture. Not CVECILIY9OT Etter. must be understood in strictly
theologıca9 referring God, Chrıst, the church the
eschaton.” Julıan W as certamly NOTt the only arly Chrıstian eXegele
who held thıs posıtion”, NOT o0€es the fact that he held iıt render h1Is
eXeEZESIS less theologıcal.”” The SdIlle applıes hıs polemica. method
1ke Jerome’s, it 1S lıterary and exegetical devıce rather than the sıgn
of weak character./®

On personal eve polemi1cs 1S emotional ireatment of
sensıtive 1Ssue. For Juhan, the 1Ssue Was indeed sensiıitive 0)41  @ What
W as al stake W as the dıgnıty of Scripture regardıng the COMPTE-
hensiveness and Tu of ıts eachıng, expressed in Florum 1
and 1ts access1bilıty and acceptabılıty ın the church One WOU 1ıke
dısmıiıss Augustine’s Paulıne exXxeges1s rıidiculous and absurd, Juhan
1ia aAargucs, ıf it WeTC 1011 terrıfyıng the 1gnorant.” Julıan therefore
a1ms hıs polemiı1c al hat he SCCS the fundamental flaws in
Augustine’s approac crıpture. In the PDTITOCCSS he 0€es NOTL hesıtate
“t0 cshow OE dS Bouwman NCCE dısplay hıs technıcal CI-
tise, AISUC for complete and coherent explanatıon Of: crıpture.

BRUCKNER (n 10) 105
72 See below under section
73 C IU  e Tor. 1 A 631 25
74 Sar (n I “A Shıft in Patrıstic ExXxeges1s: Hebrew Clarıty

and Hıstorical Verıity iın Augustine, Jerome, Julhan of Aeclanum and Theodore of
Mopsuestia, ” AugStud 3° (2001) DO7

75 In the ake of Bruckner thıs W d> held by “Juhen d’Eclane de-
ant la Bıble,” 1n RSR (1959)s 362: for crıt1ique cf. LOSSL (n 24-30,

76 (T above and WISSEMANN, Schimpfworte In der Bibelübersetzung
des Hıeronymus K 2/806; Heıdelberg: Wınter, „B1s in UNsSsSCIC

Gegenwart haftete Hıeronymus das Vorurtei1l d} e1in stark emotıional gepragter,
sachlıcher Streiter se1In. rst in den /0er Jahren gerie diese CommunIls OP1IN10 1Ns
Wanken und begann der Anschauung Platz machen, daß dıe Polemik des Kırchen-
vaters ıne exegetische Methode Vo  —> wıssenschaftlıch-theologischem KRang darstellt,
dıe sıch in dıalogıischer Form, in der Auseinandersetzung realısiert.“‘

17 IU  e Tor. 1.107 89I/1, L25)
78 hus BOUWMAN (n }3) 78 Juhan m1ıssed opportunity ShOW off

hIs learnedness („mit selner Gelehrsamkeıiıt glänzen‘‘).
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Theref{fore, when he speaks, ın thıs context, of eXCISINE certaın
phrases irom the bıblıcal of rephrasıng others, ın order 18
make them fıt ıth Augustine s doctrines, he 0€s NnOTL ser10usly
suggest that such COUTSC be followed Rather. he scathıngly
that. ıf Augustine 1S not topped, ıt m1g indeed COMMNEC such
unprecedented, absurd, and ultımately catastrophıc development79
TIhe VC 13C of Scripture WOU be (8)  e to shreds, ıf such ineptitude
and blasphemy WeTIC lowed {O ave theır WAaY.

Scriptura Sl LDSTIUS interpres

In posıtıve then, Scripture 1S tOo be explaıned hrough
crıpture tself, AaSs Julıan in Florum cıtıng in full K7

and interpreting lt SU Bruckner concedes that thıs Ppassasc
Juhan’s pos1t10n, and yel he Ca: ıt bızarre plece of eV1-

dence Aase‘ sıngle testimony.” In Bruckner’s 1eW the passasc
he only cıtes Flor. 3 49 o€es NOTL that Julıan attaches equalliy
hıgh, let alone hıgher, value Scriptural arguments than argu-

ase‘ LIHNEIC 1C4SON Bruckner’s maın miıstake 1S that he 0€Ss
nNOL consıder the passagc In ıts entirety, 0)8 notice the ımportance 1C
Julıan attaches it: beginnıng from the lengthy cıtatıion.

Julıan begıns Dy recapıtulating the historical setting of the 1_
cal Passasc. IThe Israelıtes in exıle tended {O ame eır forefathers
for CVEIY ıll they experlienced; for ıt W as they who had caused the exıle
hrough e1r wrongdomnng. They dressed eIr complaınt in proverb

athers ate SOUT SIADCS, and the children’s ee seft edge  27
God, hrough the prophet, orbade the usec of that proverb the
ground that indıvıdual 15 ® and therefore indıvıdual
18 judged by hIs 0)4 her OW meri1ts: anımae Mede SUNL. Aanıma
QUAE peccalt LDSa morıietur. Juhan also SCS thıs statement underpın
creation1sm®: Go0od creates eing, body and soul,
indıvıdual. Therefore eing 15 also judged indıvıdually, OI-

79 IU  e Flor: 2.184, 216 89/1, 3013262 4/); agaınst (n
10) 105

IER  S lor. S S71 377-89)
BRUCKNER 10) 105-106

R2 (: thıs LAMBERIGTS, ‘“ Julıan of Aeclanum: lea for 00d TeAaA-
tor,  9 in Aug. (L) (1988) 5-24, S-13; 8 ° Julı1an and Augustine the Orıgıin of the
5001 1n Aug. (L) (1996) 3-60, 244-49, especlally Tor. 3 44
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dıng h1ıs her ee Julıian formulates thıs behef not only dog-
mMatıc 0)4 phılosophıcal terms but also prophetic announcement
erms of Scriptural hermeneutic In ebr 5y 18 he POINIS Ouft
read that order cCom  Cate the heırs of the PTOMISC the
ımmutabılıty of h1s orıgınal dec1isıion God oath hus he
concludes ave [WO SOI1 proofs for God des1igns h1s PTIOINISC
and hıs oath fulfıl the PTOMISC 8&

In h1s the Passasgc Augustine PO1NTS Ouft that
Hebrews spe of the New Covenant (Nouum Testamentum) Julıan
AdNSWeT {O thıs 15 NOTt extfant but it Can be reconstructed from hat
NOW of h1ıs prophetic hermeneutics He COUu ANSWEeEeT that 1l 15

precısely thıs PTOMHMUSC of God C creates the dynamıc between the
Old and the New Testament For Julıan the prophetic INCANINS of the
pPasSSagc 15 ST1 VeErYy much intact What Ezekılel saı1d 15 ST1 irue God
hımself gu1ldes {O ınterprei Scripture hrough Scripture He CON-
demns Certaıiın thıngs and of others he AI UCS for Certain
things and agaınst others and he makes and hereby chal-
lenges but also ENCOULALCS {O belleve hım

hıs o0€s of COUTSC not affect the underlyıng reasonableness
of the Scriptural MCSSaSC (G0od explaıns Scripture hrough dcripture
accordıng the fundamental law of ICason ald OoOWnN Dy hımself We
partıcıpate 1l ıth OUT intellect hrough 1C understand G0d
eXpOS1Il10N We Can cred1i  V and intellıg1bly SaYy that only
belıeve somethıng grounds of Scriptural authorıty wıithout al the
SaJmle ıme understandıng 1l al least 118 SOINE degree by the of
OUT ICason for f Can beheve 1{ the that Can Justify OUT
belhef 1l ratıonal grounds ere must a1sSO be somethıng Oou 1{
that Can be understood, somethıng ratıonal. X 5 hıs 15 191011 CXCESSIVE
ratıonalısm. but approac shared by MoOst arly Chrıstian inter-
preters of the

X3 IUL lor 4() 41 85/1 382)
84 ere Julıan reveals hımself dısciple of the Antiıochenes whose CONCeEpPL of

wOoLA States precıisely that ıf deeper (typologıcal allegorıical eiCc INCANINS d1s-
Covered for Old Jlestament passasgc 1{ does NOTL eclipse the 1LOTC basıc hıstorıical
INCAMNS. Ihe basıc INCANINS ICIa 1llls intact; cL. YOUNG, Bıblical Exegesis and the
Formation of Christian Culture (Cambrıdge: Cambrıidge Universıity Press, 161-
8I; (n E:8 E for sımılar 1CW Augustine cf. CLUÜU. 39 71 CCL
48, 554 and 404); dıscussed ı STARNES (n 29) 346-

IUL lor. 16 (PL ECSCLO UnNnE UuUlrum hic 708 COACIUS LHLODIA Iam
neptum am ıiımbecillum aliguid moliarıs Ul dicas nullis quidem rationibus docere

dam bonum deo condıtum sed Aad hoc credendum sola AMYS lectionis AUCLIOFL-
fate CONtentum
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The princıple scrıptura SUL LDSIUS interpres, first ear In the
second centüry®® W as adapted irom phılology. Arıstarch of
Alexandrıa applıed it 18 Homer, alen Hıppocrates. The apologısts
argued for the rationalıty ofal Irenaeus integrated it ıth 1DI1Ca
hermeneutic. The dynamıcs of prophecy Was strongly emphasızed by
arly Chrıstian interpreters. Only Urıgen tended ıt ın
favour of spırıtua and allegorıcal exXxeges1s. But already Eusebius, and
then in hıs wake Jerome, but especılally the Antıochenes, emphatıcally
reasserted the role of prophecy gaın, naturally, Augustine, LOO,
interpreted the in thıs WAaY. The poiIn ere 1S 1a(011 deny that, but

chOow that In thıs regard ere 18 dıfference between Julı1an and
Augustine, and that Julıan attacks Augustine usıng princıples IC
Augustine hımself. in Juhan’s VIEW, should be INOTEC areful 18 heed

crıpture O€eSs 197011 ex1ist wıthout tradıtıon

In certaın Julıan 0€Ss NOTL dıstingu1s between crıpture
and tradıtıon He rather understands crıpture essentially crıpture
1ın tradıtıon, and tradıtıon proclaımıng the MCSSALC of Scripture
accordıng the princıple hat Scripture O0€es NnOoTt contradıct 1CasSon
Bruckner AISUCS that SOTINC polemical in Florum where
Julıan eflects thıs relatıonshıp m1g suggest that he o0€eSs nOot
partıcularly value tradıtion. D when he wrıtes that Augustine cCıtes
Ambrose lıterally: “produces snıppets (dictiunculas) of SUOILC

bıshop” because he has arguments irom Scripture al
hand.® But Julıan ere mocks Augustine’s iıneptitude 1ın an  ıng
tradıtiıon rather than tradıtıon tself: and 6MN ir Julı1an ere mocked
tradıtıon ıtself, WOUuU that nOoTt cShoOow increased TE VGIEBNHNGE for
Scripture h1s part, IC Bruckner had Just den1ı1ed hım? SO
Bruckner 1S ere al eas [WO COUNTS

Fırst he AISUCS that Julıan devalues Scripture Dy denyıng ıt
separate authorıty VEr agalnst ICasSON hen he 38l that Julıan
the SAadInec pos1it1ion ıth regard tradıtıon “He DUtSs I1CasSO before
tradıtion, and values tradıtiıon only In far it 0O€es NOT contradıct
ICasSsOonNn He 0€eSs NOTL reflect In princıple the relatıonshıp of crıpture

X6 For thıs and the followıng (references) ct. NEUSCHAFER, Origenes als
Philologe (SBA 18; ase Reıinhardt, 219

8 / IU  - lor. 41077068 111 (PL 4 $ 1403.1405)
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and tradıtıon xx Only ONCEC, In Florum AI o0€es he make
ITrON1IC COoOomMmmMent OoOu Augustine’s attıtude Augustine WOU
undoubtedly ave attacke: hım ıth hıgher authorıty than Ambrose,
he 9 had ONC een avaılable hıs that Julı1an 1s ell

of the fact that Augustine the authorıty Öf Scripture
super10r (8) that of tradıtion. It o0€es nNOoTLt SqY, however, that he chared
that opınıon ın respect, NOTL, Bruckner ArgUCS, that he COnNITrAas
1CTS ıt Rather, he approaches ıt from slıghtly 11teren angle

In several Julıan attrıbutes INOTE less equa
authorıty Scriptural and Patrıstic testiımonI1es, maınly because he
understands the Patrıstic tradıtiıon exegetical tradıtiıon,
Scripture mediate: hrough tradıtıon hus he Can wriıte oOu Rom

15 18 °that ıt has always een interpreted Dy the Catholıc wrıters iın
such WaY that it o0€s NOTt refer the ınfamy of nature but the ı11
11l ofa habıt. ® In Florum 24111 he 1STS in sıngle tıle the
rophets, the Evangelısts, the postles, an the ..  thınkers sparklıng
ıth Catholıc sanıty”, In partıcular John Chrysostom, ası of
Caesarea, and Theodore of Mopsuestla; and in Florum A 443 he
mentilons the “catholıc men  22 ıf they WEIC be reated the SaJIne
VE ıth the “Sacred Scriptures”.

What Bruckner alls consıder 1S that Julıan, e he INaYy nNOoL
systematıcally dıstinguish Canonıcal dcriptures and Catholıc authors,
he 0€es er (salvatıon-) hıstorıical 19918] He relates the Old
JTestament rophets and the New lTestament Evangelısts iın erms of
promıise and fulfilment and the postles, above al Paul, and the
ater Chrıstians be wıtnesses {O that realıty, 10 theır OppOnents
constantly LIrYy obscure and COTITUPpL. Bruckner 1s Ng when he
wrıtes that Julıan understands crıpture and tradıtıon realıtiıes that
Ar entirely in agreement ıth themselves, 1ıth each er. and ıth
ICcCason However, he 1S in sayıng that Julıan SCCS Scripture and
tradıtıon subject INeIeC IcCason For Julıan the heights of ICasSson AIiec
inaccess1ıble CEXCEPL through the Oroug and ell ntended study of
Scripture and tradıtion. However, Scripture and tradıtıon, In Juhan’s
VIEW, AiIc nNOoTt In competıition ıth each er and ıth ICason Rather,
they aAIic complementing each erT. AnYy contradıctions oun in Darts
of them Can be amended, SOTINC admıttedly less easıly than others, Dy
lookıng al er parts in the context of the ole

XS BRUCKNER (n 10) 108
XO IU  a Tor. 6, a 89I/1, 479)
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Once MOTC, thıs 1s nOTt In fundamental dısagreement ıth
Augustine. The maın [CasON why Augustine tO emphasıze
Scripture against tradıtion, and Julıan putL 1I1CasOonNn and tradıtıon
above Scripture 1S that Augustine prefers rely solely Scripture.
He orıg1inally 0€Ss nOoTt NOW Juhan’s WaY of arguıng Scripture irom
tradıtiıon. but eventually allows hımself be “bullied” 18 ıt Hıs
complaınts about thıs, and Julian’s polemical IESPONSCS, clearly
suggest that Augustine aCCEeDIS that Julhian’s WaYy of arguıng Scripture
1S merely INOTE broadly ase than N1S, and nNnOoTt fundamentally
dıfferent

Juhan’s exegetical practice
10 illustrate Juhan’s applıcatıon of hıs exegetical princıples

Bruckner discusses h1s of Rom 4:13-6:19 iın Florum
2 151-236 and of Cor 15292 in Florum He then discusses
number of crıter1a 1C Julıan rehes iın h1is exegetical practice. He
SCCS, of COUISC, Juhan’s ratiıonalısm confirmed, but he also begıins
SCC Juhan’s rationalıs eXeZESIS In wıder context, partıcularly in that
of Antıochene exegesI1Ss, and CVCMN LHNOIC specıfically that of eodore
of Mopsuestia. Yet he 1S reluctant hıghlıght the connections, though
he concedes that ere 1n For instance, he wonders why Juhan
Des NOT choose readıng of Rom .12 ase the Tee w  49]
16 WOU favour hI1is understandıng of the VeT agaınst that of
Augustine. ou he NOL TawWwW ıt from Theodore The ANSWECT S,
indeed he COUuU As Augustine reports in Contra Iulianum 675 that
version 1S avalılable Julian But ere 1S eed for hım UuUsc it for
amendıng the readıng In qQqUO , for ..  1n whom  227 ocally speakıng (ın
metaphorıcal sense), Augustıine understands it 1S nOTL the only
meanıng attrıbutable thıs readıng. Can, AS Julıan pomints Out, and ın
thıs Cadsec it does, also INCan ..  INn regard to and because of whom  AI
propter quem“, favourıng ethıcal VeT metaphysıcal readıng of
the phrase, dam exemplum rather than the metaphysıcal prın-
ciple, ..  in whom  27 human eing SINS. Julıan COU ell ave read
the In the Sd1I1le extual tradıtiıon eodore He also MaYy ave
known Theodore’s exeges1s of the and he COU EVCN ave held

BRUCKNER (n 10)
BRUCKNER (n 10) 113

TODSST. (n SS
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the opınıon that In GUO, understood d In, in the ofpropter GUENHL,
mıght be consıdered ULLY acceptable rendering of A149) However, all
thıs 1s secondary the fact that hıs OW understandıng of the PASSaLC
18 ulLy cCovered Dy the Samıe texti ıth 1C Augustine for his
understandıng, namely In GQUO

Ihe example that Julıan had TexXTt C he (5 8a
ded al  il CVECN authorıtatıve, CVCN ın when 1t potentially
favoured Augustine’s exeges!1s. It COU a1sSO the other WAaY For
Rom 15 Julı1an insısted ıke the Vulgate, the ala, Ambros1aster
and others the readıngz In plures In the of “grace aAaDOUNde
for CVCMN more” an ea aCCOUuNT of S1n), agaınst Augustine,
who for hıs vers10n, In multos, eferred the Greek.” Juhan’s lıtera-
lısm and tradıtı1ıonalısm 1s confiırmed Dy h1s that CVCH the
order of words Can suggest certaın eXeges1s, though he concedes that
the Ontext of passSasc 1s ımportant, t00.?* Hıs faıthfulness {O hıs texti
has also een observed for the lemma of hıs commentarıes, though
Bruckner COU NnOLt yel ave known thıs.” hıs characterıstic, LOO,
Juhan chares ıth the maJorıty of arly Chrıstian eXegeles, but
especıally ıth the Antıochenes.?°

Bruckner W as of sımılarıties between the aif
Julıan and eodore of Mopsuestia, for Rom S4  s But, he
emphasızes, there AT also dıfferences Julian’s IngeN10Us 1dea {O
CONcelve am s SIN paralle the SIN under the law, D 1s nOot
Oun iın eodore.? hıs 1s Irue eodore understands O XSL
“whıle, long 96 28 Julıan understands “until”, in the
of ..  up 18 the po1n In time er whiıich” Here Julıan sıdes ıth
Augustine; for, NOL unlıke Augustine, he SCCS, and aCCepIS, rıghtly, that
Paul makes dıstınetion between SIN before and er the introduction
of the law. Siın, he WaYy of evıldomıng, 0€eSs exıst bgfore the

SE} IU  a Flor 204-208 85/1, 315-18)
IU  e Tor 108 89/1, 124); 2.63 OI/1: 209-210); BRUCKNER

(n 10) 1418
05 CT. BOUWMAN (n }9) 4: AT betrachtet seinen Schrifttext als eın fest Gege-

benes, dem nıcht (n 41
96 SCHAUBLIN. Untersuchungen Methode un Herkunft der Aantıo-

chenischen Exegese (Iheoph. 2 E Köln-Bonn: Hansteın, 3-38; 1B n
MANN, Die Exegese des Theodor : von Mopsuestia ulg Kohlhammer, 46

x BRUCKNER (n 10) 114
0® &} ICKERT, Studien den Pauluskommentaren Theodors Von

Mopsuestia als Beitrag ZU.  S Verständnis der antiochenischen ITheologie Z
Berlın: 1öpelmann, 124
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law, EVECN though, al that age, it cCannot be identified trespassıng
the law: for the law 0€eSs NO exX1Ist. eodore, In

ave assıumed hat somehow SOINC law natura OT dıvıne) always
x1isted hus he “m1sses the pomint  27 (Wıckert) 16 Paul wanted
make. But ONEC must NnOTt conclude that Julıan 0€es not KNOW, OT nOTL
AaDDIOVC of, heodore eXegesI1s and ıts tradıtiıon Nothıng WOU ave
prevented hım irom JjJudgıing heodore exeges1s ın partıcular Case

wantiıng It 0€es nOoTt affect anı y of h1ıs entral 1SSUES”?, an other
Antiochenes dıd SG Paul’s poıint. ”” However, hat 18 interesting ere
15 that Juhan amends hıs eXeges1s ıIn order make it INOTEC sımılar 18
Augustine’s ell A4Ss L1NOTE congenı1al Paul’s eOlogy. Clearly, hıs
intention 1s z  q the best of Paul and Augustine wıthout subscribing

hat he SCCS Augustine’s problematıc VIEWS.
On Rom Bruckner observes that, unlıke eodore, Julıan

o0€es NOtTt A4SSUuImMNe that “"recapıtulates” hıstory hus savıng
umanıty "retroactıvely” irom sın !©0l But Bruckner 0€es NOTL cCons1ıder
that Julıan O€Ss Insıst that works unıversally and sımultaneously
in hıstory hrough Chriıst, aln.s future form (forma futuri), who
irees human beings from Ltype of SIN, whether before under
the law, and, ..  as the ullness of time approaches, the perfect 19(0) of
Justice 15 rETIeCIE in Chiüist: and the ONEC who W as predıicted the

x Sımilarly, hıs treatment of Rom 33 in urb P UL 88, 352-53) and
lor. 2453262 89I/1, 276-83) cshows that he Can aCCepL Augustine’s eXxeges1s In

wıthout subscribing all of 1ts prem1Sses; for he understands the log1ıc of Paul’s
“"rhetorıical”, "ellıptic”, In the that certaın intermediate9

which would be NECCSSaALY for full logıcal STIrucCiure of the argumen(tSs, m1ssıng
and have be supplemented by the exegele. In lor. 2 158 he DULS 1t ollows: “One
has understand the habıt of Scripture that NOT everythıng 1S constantly denied which
1S NnOTL constantly mentioned. We MUST supplement ıth OUT intellect that which 15 NOoL
always made explicıt in the text.” (In Tertullıan, Dy the WAdY, fınd the eXaC| OppoOSsI1-

princıple; ONOS 76, scr1ıptura, quod 1O  — notat.) hus
ıth regar! the law Juhanu that it 1S, of COUISC, NOT identical ıth SIN It 1$ ho-
1y OT 6.40) Paul, he U  , ımplıes that (10d dıd 1a(0)1 introduce the law increase
SIN, but provıde for faıth It 1$ extension of the order of creation. Faıth
needs it frame of reference. But 1t 1S. and has always been, worthless wıthout
faıth; it Was designed function mechanıcally, whether ın the dsSCc of CIrCUumMCI-
S10N (Flor. 159), in the aAse of infant baptısm (Flor. It WAas, TOmM the VE
Outsetl, intended for ratıonal beings, who Call be held responsıble for theır aCts

ıke Dıodore of JTarsus; cT. WICKERT (n 98) 124 38
101 BRUCKNER (n 10)n
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father of the future ADC 15 confırmed the rewarder‘!“ of the saılnts
preceeding ell following hım  27 103 hıs MaYy NnOTL amount
fully developed doectrine of recapıtulation, but ıt dısplays aft eas Tew
sıgnıfıcant characteristics of such doctrine, ıt 15 unıversal and
dynamıc. On the other hand the fact that eodore SCS the express1ionAVAKEHAALWOLG NOVTOV from time time 0€es nNOTL INlcan that hIs
eology 15 entred around the CONCEPL of recapıtulation.'® hıs
CONCcepL 15 sımply LOO0 loose be applıed ere for the COomparıson of
Theodore’s and Julian’s exegetical approaches. much INOTE efaıle:
analysıs 15 requıred review1ing Juhan’s and heodore Case
Dy Case

Sımilarly, Bruckner’s observatıon that Julıan, in his eXeges1s of
Rom 1 understands ea dS eternal punıshment, 1le eodore
spe of 1t the emporal, physıca. ea The Tu 1Ss that thıs 15
not generally the Case In hıs Epistula ad Rufum Julıan
DICSSCS the 16 W that ea INaYy NOTt always be evıl 1ın ıtself. On the
other hand Theodore somet1imes inclined {O beheve that ea 1S
noTt always indıfferent .1°% hıs aSspect of uncertaıinty ıIn evaluatıng ea
In Julıan and eodore 18 ımportant iın {o Augustine, who has

clear notion of the evıl nature of (spirıtual an physıcal) ea
CONSCHUCNCE of orıgıinal SIN In fact, ıt 15 h1ıs doctrine of orıgınal SIN
that elps Augustine such clear CONCepL of ea 1ie ıt
INaYy be precısely the absence of such doctrine in Theodore and
Julı1an 3 F6 15 responsı1ıble for eIr relatıve uncertaınty ou the
nature of eal

102 Remunerator, first atteste!: In ERT. apol 36.3 (CEL ‚B 14 7), who speaks of
eus eXaCctor ei remunerator indıfferentis ben1gnitatıs.

103 IUÜ  S lor. Z ARN 89/1, 306); cf. (1al ıth ıts uUse in lor. 4 49 (PL
45,1367) ul nobis daret exemplum el SEQUEFTEMUF uesh214 1US$ qul CCalum non fe-
CH. NecC InUENtLUS est dolus In OTE e1IUS, and Col 1:18 in Tor. 6.37 PEZ deus el
contineat CUNCLOS, el compleat. Juhan CONCE1IVES Chrıst from the po1ın of 1e W of the
disciple, but also from eschatologıcal perspective sımılarly ITheodore of Mopsue-
stıa:; ct. ICKERT (n 98) 141

S ICKERT (n 98) Ihe eXpress1on 1s found in Eph 1 M} and varıously
ployed Dy karly Christian writers, especılally by Irenaeus:;: ct. HAMM, “Irenaeus
VonNn Lyon,  22 OPP-GEERLING (n 46)-

105 BRUCKNER (n 10) ET3
(F LOSSL (n 2  - T7; WICKERT (n 98) 94-91 301:120.133:34
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Bruckner also thınks that Julıan has rather INOTEC adıcal 1e W
of baptısm than eodore In Juhan’s VIEW, he ArSUCS, the aptıse Caln
In fact ead ıfe wıthout SIN, 1l1e accordıng eodore the
of baptısm allows the aptıse merely mıtate the Just ıfe wıthout
actually attaınıng ıt VEr in thıs, earthly, lfe 107 hıs understandıng of
heodore CONCepL of baptısm and 1ts effect uDON ıfe 1S closely
lınked the WaY NC CONCE1IVES heodore CONCepL of ea for 1T
ONMNC 1N! that eodore 0€es not consıistently spea. of er In terms
of physıca ea ONE MaYy also dıscover that when he speaks of the
future lıfe, he 0€Ss NOT always INecan the afterlıfe The Chrıstian 1ıfe 18
1a(011 “merTely ; ıt 1S already, in thıs, earthly, lıfe, the image 99  Dıld®)
of eternal ıfe iın heaven, in iru antıcıpatıon of, and partı-
cıpatıon In, eternal ıfe in heaven. '© As eodore must 191011 be mıstaken
for otherworldly escapıst, Julı1an MUST NOTL be SCCNMHN StO1C
rationalıst. Hıs STTESS the real poss1bıilıty of g0o0d ıfe ase:
TEeEE-W1 dec1ısıons already eTe earth 15 nNOTL NntienNde': {O replace
{O the eschatologıica. dıiımensıion of the T1ıstan al On the
Ontrary, Julı1an OD 1t NECCCSSALY aspect of the realıty of that
dımens1on, already present ere and now ®

Thus, althoug Bruckner Sqa  < the simılarıties between Juhan’s
and ITheodore’s CACSCSCS, he dıd not emphasıze them In fact. he rather
tended deny them He rıghtly emphasızed theır
ratıonalısm®, but he faıled put hıs in Context, ıth the rat10-
nalısm of arly Chrıistian exeges1s In general, includıng Augustine’s,
and ıth the tradıtions C lay behind the COTEC 1SsSues of theır theo-
logıes, theır doctrines of God, creatıon, CHrıst. nature, free wıll, SIN
and Bruckner’s ACCOUNT remaıns the semiı1nal treatment of
Juhan’s exeges1s and 1Ca hermeneutics, In spıte of ıts predatıng
the discoverles of the twentieth CENTUTY. But ıt must be sed ıth
caution, d ıt a1sSO Irequently mısrepresents SOTINC Vıta aSpeCISs of the
exegetical dımens1ion of the second elagıan CONLrOVEeTSY.

0SEeESL

107 BRUCKNER (n 10) K3
103 ( GERBER, Theodor Vo.  - Mopsuestia un das 1ICÄNUM. Studien den

katechetischen Homulien (Vig!  upp| 54 Leıden Brıll, <
109 IU  e lor. 20906077 89I/1, 341-42)
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