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Even the casual tudent of the hıstory of Chrıistian hought Can-
NOl be UuNaWaTe of the substantıal amounts of both CNCISY and ink hat
ave SONC into eiforts eıther 118 dısprove the exIistence of
SOTINC SySstem of natural law! and clearly delineate the implıcatıons
of the Varıous ments, eıther DFO CONITA, for oOSse who AICcC ser1-
OUS about lıyıng the Christian lıfe.? More specıfically, In ecıdıng
tackle Rom 14-15, the studies in thıs volume ave taken the dıis-
tinct challenge of revlieWw1Ing thıs question insofar ıt revolves around
the Paulıne PassSasc that al least SOTINC regar d the “Only”
PASSaLC in Y} @4 Paul mMLg be ıng reference the “ NOMOS of
nature. ”> Most StuUudents of Chrıstianıty and especılally those whose

For the sake of sımplıcıty, throughout thıs study effort has been made only
capıtalıze the ord “1aw  27 hen the Context makes ıt Jear that it 15 the wriıtten, and
CSD the Mosaıic, Law that 18 being referred

Whıiıle thıs debate, SaYy nothing whatsoever of the much arger 1Ssue of the HIS-
LOTY and OTg1INS of the CONCEDL of natural law in the westiern intellectual tradıtion, Call-
NOLT be allowed detaın here, few references do SCCIN be In order. Whıle ate
the place begın regardıng the western tradıtıon and natural law 1s still Grant,
ıracle and Natural Law INn Graeco-Roman and Early Christian I’hought (Amster-
dam North Holland Pub. Coz1952): CSD Chapters i Also helpful Strıker,
"Orıg1ins of the Concept of Natural Law,  27 and Inwood, “ Commentary Striker, ”
In Proceedings of the Boston Area Colloquium INn Ancıent Philosophy Volume IT, ed

eary Lanham, Unıiversıity Press of Amerıca, 79-94 and &
respectively; W atson, karly Hıstory of ° Natural Law Irısh T’heological
Quarterly (1966) 65-74; and iıdem, ‘T he Natural Law and Sto1cısm ” Probhlems
IN StOLCLSM, ed. A.A.Long London Ihe Athlone Press, 216-238 For the bold
claım that AA E Augustine introduced the fundamental CONCeDL of theıistic eternal
COSMIC law (lex aeterna) Chrıstian phılosophy/theology, ” SCC Miıethe, ‘ Natural
Law, the Synderesıis Rule, and St Augustine, ” Augustinian Studies 11 (1980) 91-97,
CSD. and For the equalliy interesting claım that it Was primarıly Phılo of Alexan-
drıa who W ds the cruc1al contrıbutor the CONCEeDL of natural law Dy serving the

of Greek phılosophıcal thought and the Hebrew eternal law tradıtiıon, SCC
Koester, “NOM Y EO>X Ihe Concept of Natural Law in Greek Thought”

in Religions INn Antıquity ESSAYS In Memory of Erwin Ramsdell (rToodenough, ed
eusner (Leıden: E.J Brıll, 57R Ar

John McKenzıe, ‘ Natural Law In the New JTestament,  27 Bıblical Research
In fact, thıs laım al the end of diıscussıon by McKenzıe of the

10US Paulıne phrases contaımnıng the term “"“NOMOS ” and in SUuppoOrt of still larger claım
that ItJ1o Paul, Jew and Pharısee, there W as only ON Iirue law, the Law of Moses. ”

fuller version of hat he actually wrıtes ere IUNS C6 fPaul speaks of Nomos



28

studies include detaıled analyses of the Chrıistian crıptures prob-
ably also well-aware that the question of whether nNnoTt these VeIsSCS
SUuppOrt SOTIIC notion of natural law 15 Dy the only DVn
the mMoOost dıfficult of the 1Ssues that these [WO VEISCS ralse. In fact,. COMNMN-

(eMPOTATY ave Nnote: that Rom 1415 requıre the reader
ask and al least OE maJor exegetical quest1ons ıf he che 1S

obtaın anythıng approachıng meanıngful and coherent interpreta-
t1ıon of the first three chapters of Paul’s letter generally* of these [WO
VeISECS particularly.? Briefly stated ese S1X are:©

Does the mention of X  Ovn  99 in FE refer Gentile Dagans,
whether PIC- OT post-Christ’s ırst advent, ÖT Gentile Christians?

of nature, he does ıt only in Romans 1 and the presumption 15 agaınst thıs I1CanN-
ing of the WOTrd ” (ıtalıcs added).

It SCS wıthout Sayıng that thıs forum precludes ven the mMoOst superficıial
rTrevIeWws of the problems and 1SSUES generated Dy Rom In fact, nOoTt Tew modern

regarı thıs chapter ONEC of the most dıfficult in hat all concede be
Paul’s sıngle MOoOSsSstT dıfficult letter. For impressive and thorough TeVI1eW of the INanYy
pos1ıtı1ons that have been adopted wıth respect thıs chapter, Sar Snodgrass, ‘ Jus-
tiıficatıon by Grace the Doers: Analysıs of the ace of KRomans the Ihe-
ology of Paul.” New Testament tudies (1986) 73-75, ell 9-30)

Iwo of the MOoOst helpful CONtemporary Commentarıes for isolatıng the 1SSuUes
and exegetical questi10ons raısed by Rom 12:16 dIcC ose of Dunn and Cranfield.
Respectively, SCC James Dunn, Romans 1-8, Ihe Word Bıblical Commentary
38A (Dallas, Word 00ks, CSD A and CLE Cranfield, Critical
and Exegetical Commentary the Epistle the KRomans, ol.1 Romans I- Ihe
International Critical Commentary (Edinburgh: AA Clark, CS 152-163
(hven that the Jlatter 15 slıghtly INOTE dated, the discussıon of unn Was g1ven Pr10T-
Ity for much of what ollows. Also thorough and VC up-to-date 15 the ork of
Jewett, Romans, Hermene!1na: Critical and Hıstorical Commentary the Bıble
(Mıiınneapolıs, Fortress Press, CSP 210-218 Other artıcles chapters In
books that INaYy be consulted wıth profit include: Wright, I he Law in Romas
2,” in aul and the Mosaıc Law, ed 19 Dunn (Grand Rapıds, MI/Cambridge:
Wılliams kerdmans, 131-150, but CSP 143-148; Räisänen, aul and the
Law, WUN (Tübingen: { Mohr(Paul Sıiebeck), DAassım, but CS Z

and 102-109; Greenwood, * Saımnt aul and the Natural Law, Bıblical Theol-
OSY Bulletin (1971) 262-27/9; Martın, Bıble and Natural Law,  LA
Restoration QOuarterly (1974) 193-221, CSD 211-218; for hat 1S certamly ONC
of the MOST ıimagınatıve and challengıing readıngs, SCC Sanders, “ Appendix
Romans 2n INn iıdem, Paul, the Law, and the Jewish People (Phıladelphiaa: Fortress
Press, 123-135

Eess crucı1al complete and coherent exeges1s of the passSagc but still of SUOTNC
interest In both ate Antıquıty and OUT OW day 1$ the question of whether NOT
the PasSsSagc references Jer NOTL and, f S whether the reference
W ds OVvert, CONSCIOUS and intentional Paul’s whether It W ds merely echo
OI, perhaps, ven unıntentional and sSımply function of h1s havıng been deeply
and tradıtions.
steeped for Man YCAaIs the Janguage and terminology of the Jewısh Scriptures



ROMAN ss THE TRADITIONROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  29  Regardless, how does this usage compare and/or relate to Paul’s  use of this term elsewhere in Romans and in the other books of his  corpus?7  2)  What is the best way to read the “@üoe1” of 2:14 syntactically  speaking? Does it go with what precedes it or with what follows  it? That is, do these Gentiles lack the law ‘by nature” or is it that  they can somehow follow at least some of its precepts “by  nature””?  3)  What is the precise nature of the ‘““vöpnoc” referred to repeatedly  in 2:14-15? That is, is it simply the Mosaic Law, in whole or in  part (e.g., the Ten Commandments)? Or, is it in some sense some  sort of natural law?  3  Whatever its nature, can this law be kept by human beings with-  out any external assistance? That is, is perfect fulfillment of it even  possible? And, if it is possible, is it realistic that anyone would  perfectly fulfill it?  5)  To what degree is Paul making use of Stoicism or of Stoic (and/or  other ancient philosophical schools’) language, principles or teach-  ings here? While few would believe that Paul was a “total” Stoic,  the degree to which these verses reflect Stoic views or sensibili-  ties remains debatable.8  6)  What is the source and nature of the “ocvveiönoıc” or “con-  science” mentioned in 2:15? That is, is this feature inborn or nat-  ural or is it somehow taught or developed by exposure to law and  its principles?  Of course, knowledge of the issues that these verses raise for  our contemporary context does not guarantee that these same ques-  tions will have been as obvious, much less as interesting, to the  reader of, say, 1600 years ago. The student who goes to the early  Christian tradition expecting the spokespeople for that tradition to  answer all of his or her questions about a given issue or passage is  bound to be disappointed. For all sorts of reasons, some of which we  can discern and many of which we will never be able to uncover,  the usually substantial and (almost always) interesting opinions of  7 For a contemporary article arguing in favor of the view that the Gentiles men-  tioned in 2:14 are Gentile Christians, see A. König, “Gentiles or Gentile Christians?  On the meaning of Romans 2:12-16,” Journal of Theology for Southern Africa 15  (1976): 53-60. For a similar conclusion from a contemporary commentator, see, e.g.,  Cranfield, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, 155-  156  8 For a persuasive and tightly reasoned article addressing this complex issue, see  J.W. Martens, “Romans 2.14-16: A Stoic Reading,” New Testament Studies 40  (1994): 55-67. His conclusion is that, at least here, Paul is writing “under the influ-  ence of Stoic tradition, particularly the idea of a law of nature” (italics added).Regardless, how does thıs COMMDAIC Or relate Paul’s
uUsec of thıs term elsewhere In Romans and in the other 00 of hıs
corpus?’
What 18 the best WaY read the of 214 syntactically
speakıng ” Does ıt M wıth what precedes ıt OT wıth what ollows
iıt? That 1S, do these Gentiles ack the law “by nature ” OT 15 ıt that
they Can somehow follow at least SUOIIIC of ıts “by
nature
What 15 the prec1se nafture of the eferred repeatedly
in 415 That 1S, 1s it sSımply the Mosaı1c Law, in ole OT in

(: the Ten Commandments)? Or, 1S ıt in SOINC SUOTIIC
SO of natural law?
Whatever 1tfs nature, Can thıs law be kept by human beings wıth-
Ouft anı y external assıstance ? 5  at 1S, 1S perfect fulfıllmen: of it CVECIN

poss1ıble” And, ıf ıt 1S poss1ble, 15 ıf realıstic that aNYVONC WOU
perfectly ulfıll 1t‘?
10 what degree 1S Paul makıng IN of Sto1cısm OT of StO1C (and/or
other ancıent phılosophıcal schools’) anguage, princıples OT teach-
Ings here? Whıiıle few WOUuU belheve that Paul Was “total” Stoi1c,
the degree 5 A these VCISCS reflect StO1C VIEWS OT sens1ıbıilı-
t1es emaıns debatable.®
What 1S the SUOUTCC and nature of the “ OUVELÖNOLG” OT ”°CON-
clence ” mentioned in 157 That 1S, 15 thıs feature inborn OT nat-
ural OT 1S ıt somehow taught OT developed by 1aw and
ıts princıiples”?

Of COUTSC, owledge of the 1SSUES hat ese VEeISCS raıse for
OUT CONteEMPOTAaTY Context 0€Ss NOTL that ese SaJmle QUCS-
t10nNs ıll ave een Obvı10us, much less interesting, the
reader of, SaY, 1600 VCAaIS AQO TIhe student who SUOCS the early
Chrıstian tradıtiıon expecting the spokespeople for that tradıtıon
AdLl1SWeI al] of hıs her questions Oou g1ven 1ssue PASSapc 1S
OUuUnNn:! be dısappoıinted. For all SOTTS of ICasSONS, SOMMNC of 1C
Can discern and INan y of C ıll be able 118 UNCOVCI,
the usually substantıal and (almost always) interesting Op1Inıons of

For CONLTeEMPOTATY artıcle arguıng in favor of the 1e6 W that the Gentiles 1NECIMN-
tioned In dIC Gentile Christians, SCC König, °“ (entiles Gentile (hrıiıstians?
(In the meanıng of Romans 12-16,” Journal of eology for Southern Africa
(1976) 53-60 For sımılar conclusıon from CONtemporary cCommenta(tor, SCC, C
ranfıeld, Critical and Exegetical Commentary the Epistle the Romans, 1955
156

For persuasıve and tıghtly reasoned artıcle addressing thıs complex 1SSUe, e
Martens, “ Romans. Sto1C Readıng,  97 New Testament tudies 4()

(1994) 55-67 Hıs conclusıon 1S that, al least here, aul 18 wrıting “ under the iInflu-
MHCE of Sto1c tradıtiıon, partıcularly the dea of 1aw of nature ” (ıtalıcs added)



earher Christian generatıons regardıngz the meanıng and applıcatıon
of the mMust be taken ıts OW terms One Can almost always
instructively COIMMPDAIC and the oughts of these earlhıer SCH-
erations ıth OUuT OW.  s but the rısks of assumıng that they ıll ask
and A1l1SWeT OUT questions about the texf OUuT satısfactıon dICc only
exceeded Dy the rısks of assumıng that they ave nothıng at all
eaC

Il The FOocus of thıs udy Romans 365 to 411

The aım of thıs study 15 18 provıde OVEerVIeEW of the WdYyS In
hıch these [WO VEeEISCS WEIC employe cruc1al per10' of the est-
ern) Chrıstian tradıtion. More specıfically, hat ollows 11l discuss
the eXxeges1s of these admıttedly dıfficult and ODAQUC VEeISCS d pub-
lıshed by everal prominent Latın Christian authors In the half-cen-
LUrY pr10r 411 the date 1C the OUutbDbrea| of the SO-Calle
Pelagıan Controversies 15 normally assıgned.? It should also be noted
hat sıgnıfıcant portion of thıs study all be dedicated analyzıng
the VIEWS of both elagıus and Augustine the meanıng of these [WO
VEISCS, ıth specı1al attention eing paıd {O theır respectiıve pre-411

Of the several U:  y and outlıne the influence of predecessors
UDOIN the thought of both Augustine and Pelagıus regardıng Paul, partıcularly helpful
dIie® Wıles, The Dıvıne Apostle: The Interpretation of S Paul’s Epistles INn the
Early Church ambrıdge DAsSSıM; G.J Bartelınk, * Die Beeınflus-
SUNS Augustins durch dıe griechıischen atres,  27 In Augustiniana Iraiıectina: Commu-
NICALLONS presentees Colloque International d’Utrecht FA novembre /9806, eds

den 0€e and Oort (Parıs Etudes Augustiniennes, 9-24;7Bas-
ti1aensen, ‘ Augustin el SCS predecesseurs latıns Chretiens, ” ın hıd. 255 ;

Froehlıich, “ Which au Observatıons the mage of the Apostle In the Hıstory
of Bıblıcal FXeges1is, In New Perspectives Hıstorical I’heology: ESSays INn Menm:-

of John Meyendorff, ed Nassıf ( Wıllıam Ekerdmans Pub Co TrTand Rapıds,
MI, 279-299 Helpful for both the “ Augustinian ” and the post-Augustine ”
hıstories of the exXeges1s of aul and/or of OUT dIC Affeldt, ° Verzeichnis der
Römerbriefkommentare der lateiınıschen Kırche bıs Nıkolaus VO!  — Lyra,  27 I radıtio

(1957) 369-406; Rıedl, ° DIe Auslegung VO|  —; Vergangenheıt und
Gegenwart,  27 Analecta Bıblica 1/7-18 (1963) 271-281; Lyonnet, “° LEX naturalıs’
quıd praec1plat secundum Paulum antıquam Patrum tradıtıonem, ” Verbum
Domuiniı (1967) 150-161; and, MOSsStT iımportantly, Schelkle, Paulus Lehrer
der ater Die altkırchliche Auslegung Von Römer Ta (Düsseldorf: Patmos-
Verlag, CSD TEL Lackmann, Vom G(eheimnıs der opfüng die
Geschichte der Exegese VonNn Römer und cta B AVIL,.22-29
Vom Jahrhundert hiLSs ZU|: Beginn der Orthodoxie ullg: Evangelisches Ver-
lagswerk, Was unavaılable 1981 though it W d> known and incorporated Dy
Schelkle.



RÖMAN S 1415 THE TRADITIONRÖMAN S 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  31  corpora. It is hoped that this study, when taken together with the other  articles in this volume, will, in at least a small way, help either to  confirm or to disconfirm the accuracy of the claim published by  G. Bornkamm almost fifty years ago that “ [dJie augustinische Exegese  schwankt allerdings ... zwischen seiner vor- und nachpelagianischen  Zeib ©  I The Data of this Study:  Romans 2:14-15 in Latin Authors (ca.)365-(ca.) 411  Excluding the excerpts taken from Origen, the works included  what follows will usually be dealt with in the order in which they were  written — at least in so far as their dates of composition are known. Fol-  lowing a brief elucidation of comments culled from the works of Ori-  gen (or actually Origen via Rufinus), the thoughts of Hilary of Poitiers,  Ambrosiaster, Ambrose, and Jerome will be summarized, before a  close and detailed look at passages drawn from the earlier works of  either Augustine or Pelagius will be attempted.!!  Origen will be discussed first even though, strictly speaking, his  Pauline Commentary would not have been available firsthand to mono-  lingual (i.e., “Latin only””) western readers until ca. 406/407. Of course,  this should in no way be taken to imply that western churchmen could  not or would not have received a healthy dose of “Origenian” thinking  on and exegesis of our verses by reading the published works of some  of the West’s more prominent (and more comfortably bilingual) eccle-  siatical leaders of the previous generation such as Hilary, Ambrose, or  Jerome.  A. Romans 2:14-15 in Origen’s/Rufinus’s Commentary on the Epistle  to the Romans  The Availability of the Latin Version of Origen in the West.  While anyone with a working knowledge of the Christian West of the  late 4%/early 5®-century A.D. and of the substantial debt that it owed  10 G, Bornkamm, “Gesetz und Natur (Röm 214-16),” in Studium zu Antike und  Urchristentum: Gesammelte Aufsätze Band II, Beiträge zur evangelischen Theologie  28 (München: Chr. Kaiser, 1959), 108 and n. 36.  11 The ideas of the so-called Budapest Anonymous, while certainly interesting for  any comprehensive study of these verses, will not be included in the body of this  study, but will be relegated to an appendix following the general summary and con-  clusions.COFDOFA. 1S ope that thıs study, when taken together ıth the other
artıcles in thıs volume, wiıll, ıIn at eas SMa WAaY, help eıther
confıiırm disconfirm the of the claım publıshed Dy

amm almost 1ICYy yYCal>s aYO that 1e augustinische Exegese
chwankt allerdingsRÖMAN S 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  31  corpora. It is hoped that this study, when taken together with the other  articles in this volume, will, in at least a small way, help either to  confirm or to disconfirm the accuracy of the claim published by  G. Bornkamm almost fifty years ago that “ [dJie augustinische Exegese  schwankt allerdings ... zwischen seiner vor- und nachpelagianischen  Zeib ©  I The Data of this Study:  Romans 2:14-15 in Latin Authors (ca.)365-(ca.) 411  Excluding the excerpts taken from Origen, the works included  what follows will usually be dealt with in the order in which they were  written — at least in so far as their dates of composition are known. Fol-  lowing a brief elucidation of comments culled from the works of Ori-  gen (or actually Origen via Rufinus), the thoughts of Hilary of Poitiers,  Ambrosiaster, Ambrose, and Jerome will be summarized, before a  close and detailed look at passages drawn from the earlier works of  either Augustine or Pelagius will be attempted.!!  Origen will be discussed first even though, strictly speaking, his  Pauline Commentary would not have been available firsthand to mono-  lingual (i.e., “Latin only””) western readers until ca. 406/407. Of course,  this should in no way be taken to imply that western churchmen could  not or would not have received a healthy dose of “Origenian” thinking  on and exegesis of our verses by reading the published works of some  of the West’s more prominent (and more comfortably bilingual) eccle-  siatical leaders of the previous generation such as Hilary, Ambrose, or  Jerome.  A. Romans 2:14-15 in Origen’s/Rufinus’s Commentary on the Epistle  to the Romans  The Availability of the Latin Version of Origen in the West.  While anyone with a working knowledge of the Christian West of the  late 4%/early 5®-century A.D. and of the substantial debt that it owed  10 G, Bornkamm, “Gesetz und Natur (Röm 214-16),” in Studium zu Antike und  Urchristentum: Gesammelte Aufsätze Band II, Beiträge zur evangelischen Theologie  28 (München: Chr. Kaiser, 1959), 108 and n. 36.  11 The ideas of the so-called Budapest Anonymous, while certainly interesting for  any comprehensive study of these verses, will not be included in the body of this  study, but will be relegated to an appendix following the general summary and con-  clusions.zwıschen se1ner VOI- und nachpelagıanıschen
eıt 10

11 TIhe ata of thıs udYy
Romans 14-15 ın atın Authors (ca.  ca.) 411

Excludıing the CXCErpIS taken from rgen, the works ncluded
hat ollows ll usually be ea ıth in the order ıIn IC they WEeIC

wriıtten al least in far 4S theır ates of composıtıion AIC known. Fol-
lowıng brief elucıdatıon of COMM culled from the works of Or1-
SCH (or actually rngen vıa ufinus), the oughts of Hılary of Poıitiers,
Ambrosı1aster, mbrose, and Jerome 111 be summarızed, before
close and detaıled o0k al drawn from the earlıer works of
eıther Augustine elagıus ll be attempted.!!

rıgen all be discussed first EVCIMN though, strictly speakıng, hıs
Paulıne Commentary WOU NOL ave een avaılable fiırsthand 1NOMNO-

ıngual (LE, ° Latın only”) western readers until 406/407 Of COUTSC,
thıs cshould in WdYy be taken ımply that western churchmen COUuU
nOoTt WOU NOL ave rece1ved healthy ose of “ Or1genian ” thınkıng

and exeges1s of OUT VETITSCS Dy readıng the publıshed works of SOMIIC

of the est’'s I1NOTC promiınent (and INOTC comfortably bılıngual) eccle-
s1atıcal eaders of the Prev1OuUS generatıon such dAS ılary, Ambrose,
Jerome.

Romans In Origen’s/Rufinus ’s ommentary the Epistle
tOo the Romans

The Avallability of the atiın Version of Orıgen in the West.
111e ıth workıng owledge of the 1stıian West of the
ate 4‘h/early 5%_century and of the substantıal debt that it wed

Bornkamm, esetz und atur (Röm 214-16),” Studıum Antıke und
Urchristentum: Gesammelte Aufsätze and IL Beıträge ZUT evangelıschen Theologıie

(München: (’nr Kalser, 108 and
The ideas of the so-called Budapest Anonymous, whıle certamly interesting for

anı y comprehensıve study of ese VEISCS, 11l not be included in the body of thıs
study, but 11l be relegated appendix followıng the general SUMINAL y and COIl-

clus1ı0ns.



the Tee ast In MOoOSst thıngs theologıca might Surmıse that both
Augustine and Pelagıus had at least acquaıntance ıth the hought
of rıgen generally and h1s Oommen(tary Romans specıfically, ıt
Neve  eless usefu offer bıt of scholarly SUppOrt for that 1dea
ın order seft hat ollows in the PTrODCTI degree of relief.12 Such SUP-
pOrt 1S easıly had V1a the work of Hammond Bammel Hammond
ammel, easıly the ast generatıon s foremost authorıty Rufinus’s

Whıiıle hıs impact CannoTt be saıd have been profound that of Orıigen, it
remaıns al least arguable that the second MOoOStT important Greek exegele for the
of Latın authors being consıdered in thıs study Was John Chrysostom (d 407) Of hıs
impact the Latiın-speakıng West ‚VenNn durıng hıs OW Iıfetime scholars have nNnOoTt
doubt Note, the followingufrom Allen Callahan, °John Chrysostom

Phılemon: CSPONSE 10 Margaret Miıtchell, ” Harvard I heological Review
995 1521353 Chrysostom enjoyed immediate popularıty ON Chrıstian

intellectuals throughout the empire. No other Greek patrıstic author W as ell and
swıftly publıshed, and INOTE manuscrI1ipts of Chrysostom’s works SUrviıive than of anı y
other Greek eccles1astıcal author. Greek of hıs works found theır WdY the
Italıan peninsula VvVen before the end of the fourth Century, and between 415 and 419
the Pelagıan deacon Anıanus of Celeda had translated nto Latın of SOS-
tom’s homıiılıes aul and the first twenty-Iive homiıhes Matthew ” (ıtalıcs added).
It 18 Iso clear that Chysostom had iımpact the thinking of both Augustine and
Pelagıus Ven if both the extent and the tiımıng of that impact continue be debated
For example, In hıs “La date du <De natura>> de Pelage” Revue des Etudes Augus-
finiıennes (1990) 251 e E uva asserted that Pelage connaılssaıt Jean depul1s

MOINS 404 ” before g01ng buıld AsSec that Pelagıus probably knew about
Chrysostom’s ork earlher (as ell In greater quantıty and ın better detaıl) than dıd
Augustine. Still] INOTEC pomint for the PUTDOSCS of thıs study 15 theufound

53 of Wıles, The Divine Apostle. Wıles’s observatıon 18 all the INOTE AaDIODOS for
makıng it plaın Chrysostom W ds INOTC than wıllıng take 1Ssue ıth Origen’s inter-
pretatıon of OUT He wrıites: “ S Chrysostom, whose emphasıs hes always the
continulty f the argument In bıblical PasSsagc and the clarıty of Its revelatıon,
111 have nothiıng do ıth |Orıgen  S claım that the SCIHSCS of the ord ‘law’ In aul
change ıth frequency and wıthout explıcıt indicatiıons of the changes. ] He
15 perfectly capable of recognizıng the ex1istence of dıfferent SCMHNSCS of the ord ‘law’
in Paul’s wrıtings. Ihus In Rom 11 12415 he dıstınguıishes wıthın the [WO VCeISCS5 the
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ROMANS- THE TRADITIONROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  55  translations of Origen, clearly pronounced on both of these points in  a paper she published in 1992.!? There she noted that “it is not unlikely  that copies [of Rufinus’s translation] would have been brought from  Sicily to Africa after Rufinus’s death or perhaps even earlier direct  from Rome” when Melania the Elder visited Augustine in 407.!* Later  in this same essay, she reminds readers that Pelagius also knew and  had read Rufinus’s translation of Origen’s commentary before going  to observe that, unlike Augustine, Pelagius knew and had even inter-  acted with Rufinus personally prior to both men fleeing Italy follow-  ing the disturbing August of 410: “ [Rufinus] was in Rome or its envi-  rons between about 404 and 408 and in contact with Paulinus of Nola  and no doubt also with Pelagius. ”>  Origen on Rom 2:14-15 via Rufinus’s Translation.!® The ten-  book digest of the great Alexandrian’s commentary on Romans as  made by Rufinus of Aquileia contains more than a dozen references  to all or part of Romans 2:14-15.!” While, as one might expect, the  13 Caroline Hammond Bammel, “Rufinus’ Translation of Origen’s Commentary  on Romans and the Pelagian Controversy, ” in Storia ed esegesi in Rufino di Concor-  dia, Antichitä Altoadriatiche XXXIX (Udine: Arti Grafiche Friulane, 1992), 131-142.  14 Ibid., 135. Cf. also p. 137: “... I am convinced that Augustine read Rufinus’  translation of Origen’s Commentary on Romans during the period when he was pro-  ducing his earliest anti-Pelagian works.”  15 See ibid.,140 for the claim that Pelagius’s commentary was “influenced” by  Rufinus’s efforts as well as p. 141 where the fact of Pelagius’s use of Rufinus’s trans-  lation of Origen’s Romans Commentary is “well known.” On this point, see also T. De  Bruyn, Pelagius’s Commentary on St Paul’s Epistle to the Romans (Oxford: The  Clarendon Press, 1993), 18 and n. 112 and P. Brown, “The Patrons of Pelagius: The  Roman Aristocracy between East and West,” Journal of Theological Studies 21  (1970), 65. The quote referencing the personal interaction between Pelagius and Rufi-  nus is also taken from p. 141 of Hammond Bammel’s article.  16 While its focus is significantly broader than Origen’s use of Rom 2:14-15,  Brian Dunkle’s “A Development in Origen’s View of the Natural Law,” Pro Eccle-  sia 13 (2004): 337-351 is very much on point for the discussion that follows infra.  For Dunkle’s comments on Origen’s Romans Commentary, see esp. pp. 342-347.  17 In addition to the passages that will be discussed infra, see 1,19 (xvi,3); 114  (iv,4); IL6 (viii,2); 1L,7 (x,1), which are central for Origen’s take on Rom 2:15b-16;  H12 (1i,7); and II1,2 (ii,9). As this study is primarily concerned with the reception of  the latinized verison of Origen’s commentary, the additional difficulties introduced by  the fact that Rufinus’s translation seems to have exaggerated the prominence of nat-  ural law in Origen’s thought will not be addressed here. As noted above, given that  whatever Pelagius and Augustine knew of Origen and his thought — at least on this  and related issues — was only available to them secondhand, whether via Rufinus or,  even less directly, via the writings of bilingual authors who had read Origen’s texts  for themselves, it is really only Origen as explained by Rufinus that would seem to  relevant for the question at hand. For Rufinus’s exaggeration of Origen’s thinking on  natural law, see Dunkle, “A Development in Origen’s View,” 342-343 and the  nn. given there.372
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ascrıbed natural Justice (ad naturalem34  J.P: YATES  majority of these are either allusions or more or less certain quotations  made in passing, there are several passages that must be given a closer  look if one is to have an accurate picture of the ways in which Ori-  gen’s direct exegesis of Romans — albeit via the interpretive lens pro-  vided by Rufinus — could have impacted the teachers and clergy of  the early 5”-century Latin West. The clearest and most extensive treat-  ment of our verses in the commentary is also the most obvious place  to begin: 11,7 (ix,1-4), i.e., the section where Rom 2:14-16 provide  the lemmata.  According to Origen, the ‘“law”” referred to in these verses is  not the Jewish cultic or ceremonial law, but to the ethical laws that are  best exemplified in — if not precisely identical with — the Ten Com-  mandments. Still more generally, he believes this law to ‘“possibly  (fortassis)” reference the notion that “God is one and the Creator of  all things, ” but that it all but certainly seems to “agree with the evan-  gelical laws (cum euangelicis legibus conuenire) where everything is  ascribed to natural justice (ad naturalem ... aequitatem).” In other  words, this ““law written on the hearts of the Gentiles” is most prob-  ably a form of the so-called Golden Rule (cf., inter alia, Tob 4:15;  Mt 7:12) since ‘“what could be nearer to the natural moral senses than  that those things men do not want done to themselves, they should not  do to others? ”!8 A few lines later, he goes on to add that this law is  “according to the Spirit, through which means alone it is possible  for the law to be fulfilled. This ... is the work of the law which the  Apostle says even the Gentiles are able to fulfill by nature. For when  they do the things of the law it seems that God has written the law on  their hearts, ‘not with ink but with the Spirit of the living God’  (fP Qr )O  18 In what follows, all translations from Origen/Rufinus are those published in  Origen. Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans Books 1-10, trans. T. Scheck,  Fathers of the Church 103 and 104 (Washington, D.C.: CUA Press, 2001 and 2002  (hereafter cited as “Scheck”). For the quotations given in this paragraph, see p. 131.  The best Latin edition is C. P. Hammond Bammel, Der Römerbriefkommentar des Ori-  genes: Kritische Ausgabe der Übersetzung Rufins. Buch 1-10., Vetus Latina: Die  Reste der altlateinischen Bibel. Aus der Geschichte der Lateinischen Bibel, 16, 33, 34  (Freiburg: Herder, 1990-1998). For these lines, cf. vol. 16, p. 135: “Quid enim ita nat-  uralibus sensibus proximum quam ut quae nolunt sibi fieri homines haec ne faciant  alıis?”. For a helpful and “pre-Hammond Bammel” claim regarding the general reli-  ability of Rufinus’s trans. as an accurate reflection of Origen’s work and thought, see,  e.g., M. Wiles, The Divine Apostle, 6.  19 Scheck, p. 132. Cf. Hammond Bammel, vol. 16, p. 136: “... secundum spiri-  tum per quem solummodo impleri lex poterit. Hoc est ... opus legis quod etiam gentes  apostolus dicit implere naturaliter posse. Cum enim agunt quae legis sunt scripta uide-  tur lex in cordibus eorum a Deo ‘non atramento sed spiritu Dei uiui.  „aequitatem).” In other
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ROMANSäROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  35  Also relevant to a understanding of Origen’s exegesis of  Rom 2:14-15 are a few of his comments regarding the identity of the  Gentiles mentioned in the near context. A prime example can be found  at IL5 (vi1,6,) 1.e., a few paragraphs prior to the passage cited above and  under the /emma for Rom 2:10. Most important to note here is that, for  Origen/Rufinus, the Gentiles referred to here are not Christian Gen-  tiles; rather, they are pagans or “Greeks” ‘“who are moved by natural  reason (naturale ratione motus),” even though they have ‘““not believed  in Christ” and, consequently, ‘““cannot enter into the kingdom of  heaven.” ® In other words, it would seem that Origen was convinced  that although pagans knew enough and were capable enough to live  what would appear to others to be exemplary moral lives, this right-  eousness born of nature would still let them down on the Day of Judg-  ment and in the life that is to come.  The latter sentiment is reiterated and confirmed in Book 4 when  Origen offers what might well be regarded as a summary of his ‘“mature”  views on natural law generally and on its efficacy on the Day of Judg-  ment in particular.?! The basis for the Alexandrian’s comments here is  Rom 4:13, the verse in which Paul asserts that Abraham’s position as  “heir of the world” was not obtained through law, but, rather, through  the “righteousness of faith.”” Near the end of his comments, i.e., at IV,3  (111,2), Origen evidences concern that perhaps the reader will either be  confused by his position on the law or, what is worse, come to think that  he (Origen) has contradicted himself with regard to the degree of salu-  tariness that he sees as inherent in natural law:  Yet even if Paul should be understood to be saying these things about  natural law (de lege naturali), in accordance with what we have  20 _ Scheck, p.,125. Cfi..Hammond Bammel, vol.„16..p..128; ©  non credidit  Christo et intrare non possit in regna caelorum ...’” Important to note, however, is the  fact that Origen is very aware that Paul sometimes varies his use of the term “Greeks”  depending on the context. Under the /emma for Rom 3:1-4 (cf. Scheck, p. 165), for  example, Origen is explicit in noting that the “Greeks” here are actually ‘“believing  Gentiles.”  21 “Mature” here is used to denote the fact that the Romans Commentary is from  relatively late in Origen’s career and probably from ca. 246. For a discussion of this,  see Dunkle ‘A Development in Origen’s View,” 338 and esp. p. 340 and n. 15. For  an interesting comparison between the attitudes of Origen/Rufinus and Augustine with  respect to the “prospects of Gentiles who obey the natural law” on the Day of Judg-  ment and esp. regarding their views on the ability of those who lack faith to do good  works as well as on their prospects of being rewarded (at least in some sense) for  having done them, see T. Scheck, Origen and the History of Justification. The Legacy  of Origen’s Commentary on Romans (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame  Press, 2008), 58.Iso relevant understandıng of Orıgen’s eXeEZESIS of
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°Cheır of the world” Was nNOT ODiaıne: through law, but, rather, through
the “rıghteousness of faıth. ” Near the end of hıs COMMENLEIS, 1Le., IV ,3
(114.2), rıgen evidences COMNCETN that perhaps the reader ll eıther be
onfused Dy hıs posıtıon the law OT, hat 1s C} COMIC th that
he Orıgen) has contradıcted hımself ıth regar 110 the egree of salu-
tarıness that he SCCS d inherent In natural law

Yet CeVeCnNn ıf Paul should be understood be sayıng these thıngs about
natural law (de lege naturalı), in accordance wıth what have

Scheck, 125 Hammond Bammel, vol 16, 128 NO credıdıt
Christo el intrare NON possıt In N: caelorum 5  M Important nolte, however, 18 the
fact that Origen 15 VE WAaTiIic that aul sometimes varles hıs IN of the te; “Greeks”
depending the COoONnftfext. er the lemma for Rom Fa GEE: Scheck, 165), for
example, Orıgen 15 explıcıt In noting that the “Greeks” here actually belıeving
Gentiles.

21 ° Mature ” here 1S sed denote the fact that the Romans Commentary 18 Irom
relatıvely late In Urıigen’s CAaicer and probably from 246 For discussion Oof thıs,
NS! o Dunkle “A evelopment In Urigen’s View,” 328 and CSP 340 and For

interesting Comparıson between the attıtudes of OUOrigen/Rufinus and Augustine ıth
respectk the “ prospects of Gentiles who obey the natural law the Day of Judg-
ment and CS regardıng theır VIEWS the abılıty of those who lack faıth do g00d
works e theır prospects of being rewarded (at least in SUOTIIC sense) for
havıng done them, SCC Scheck., Origen and the 1StorYy of Justification. The Legacy
of Origen’s Commentary Romans Notre Dame, Universıty of Notre Dame
Press,
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explaıned above, thıs l not contradict the given above.
For however much the law of nature MaYy er testimonYy about g00d
and evıl accordıng the judgment of Consclence, nevertheless ıt-
noTt be put the SAalnllec eve (exaequarı N the 1aw ofal by IC
raham elleve God and merıted (merult) be Justified and be
named TIEN! of G0od (CL Jas 223

Romans In Hilary of Poitiers’s Commentary
salm 19)

What 15 probably Hılary of Poitiers’s MoOSstT interesting UuUsec of
OUT VeTITSCS Caln be OUuUnNn: ın hıs cCom the “ Samech ” portion
of hıs Iractatus Salm9 1.E.. VerIrSCS 11242 hıs
work., which 15 hought ave een penned toward the en of
Hılary  S lıfe, and MOST probably durıng the SDahl of. and
1C 1ıke much of Hılary s9 certamly ave een
substantıally influenced Dy Orıgen s exegetical efforts,** 1S 1MpOT-
tant both for the hıstory of the West’s exeges1s of the Psalter and
for ıts take Rom Ihe mMoOost relevant lınes COM from
Hılary's COoMM S, IC in hıs vers10n, reads:
*“ Praeuarıcantes deputaul peccaltores tlerrae, ıdeo dılexı IUSEL-
f1ASs [UAS 22

Ihe word of the prophet Ways expands ıtself far AWaY and beyond
the ordınary of the words. For understand “ siınners ” be
those who OIS:  ıng theır recei1ved al and theır acquıred knowl-
edge of God, those who ave promised ON ıng and 19{0)  S o1ıng
somethıng else. But these “sinners ” dIiC understood d all the inners
of the earth; the tıtle “ sınner ” 1S scribed all people generally,
ONe 1S excepted. For the Jaw 1S, apparently, [a law| of nature do

Scheck, 253 ( Hammond Bammel, vol 553 7972 ets1 secundum
qUaC superlor1bus disserulmus de lege naturalı Paulus haec dicere intellegatur 19(0)8!

erıt contrarıum ratıonıbus super1us redditis. Quamu1s enım lex naturae de bono el malo
testimonı1um reddat secundıum 1udicıum conscıentlae amen leg1 fıde1 NON potest ‚X AC-

quarI, quUa Deo credıidıt Abraham el lustificarı merTult aMI1CUS De1l appelları. ”
Followıng Kannenglesser, Miılhau in h1is edıtıon and trans of thıs ork

fOor the SOUFCEes Chretiennes ser1es (cf. 17) places it along ıth Hılary  s
other exegetical Composıt1ons the Psalter “Sans Outfe36  JP: YATES  explained above, this will not contradict the arguments given above.  For however much the law of nature may offer testimony about good  and evil according to the judgment of conscience, nevertheless it can-  not be put on the same level (exaequari) as the law of faith, by which  Abraham believed God and merited (meruit) to be justified and to be  named a friend of God (cf. Jas 2:23).??  B. Romans 2:14-15 in Hilary of Poitiers’s Commentary on  Psalm 118(119)  What is probably Hilary of Poitiers’s most interesting use of  our verses can be found in his comments on the “Samech” portion  of his Tractatus on Psalm 118(119), i.e., on verses 113-120. This  work, which is thought to have been penned toward the end of  Hilary’s life, and most probably during the span of 364-367,? and  which, like much of Hilary’s corpus, certainly seems to have been  substantially influenced by Origen’s exegetical efforts,** is impor-  tant both for the history of the West’s exegesis of the Psalter and  for its take on Rom 2:14-15. The most relevant lines come from  Hilary’s comments on verse 119, which, in his version, reads:  “Praeuaricantes deputaui omnes peccatores terrae, ideo dilexi iusti-  HASsAUAS 17  The word of the prophet always expands itself far away and beyond  the ordinary sense of the words. For we understand “sinners” to be  those who are forsaking their received faith and their acquired knowl-  edge of God, those who have promised one thing and now are doing  something else. But these “sinners”” are understood as all the sinners  of the earth; the title “sinner” is ascribed to all people generally, no  one is excepted. For the law is, apparently, [a law] of nature: to do  22 Scheck, p. 253. Cf. Hammond Bammel, vol. 33, p. 292: “Sed etsi secundum  ea quae in superioribus disseruimus de lege naturali Paulus haec dicere intellegatur non  erit contrarium rationibus superius redditis. Quamuis enim lex naturae de bono et malo  testimonium reddat secundium iudicium conscientiae tamen legi fidei non potest exae-  quari, qua Deo credidit Abraham et iustificari meruit atque amicus Dei appellari. ”  23 Following C. Kannengiesser, M. Milhau in his edition and trans. of this work  for the Sources Chretiennes series (cf. SC 344, p. 17) places it along with Hilary’s  other exegetical compositions on the Psalter “sans doute ... entre 364 et 367.”  24 This feature of Hilary’s work has been noted so often that is has almost become  commonplace. In addition to Milhau’s “Chapitre IV” in SC 344 (pp. 58-66), cf., e.8.,  the summary remark of M. Hale Williams: “The orthodox bishop Hilary of Poitiers ...  incorporated about forty thousand lines of Origen’s work, loosely translated, in his  treatment of the Psalms.” For this see her The Monk and the Book: Jerome and the  Making of Christian Scholarship (Chicago and London: The University of Chicago  Press, 2006); 191.entre el
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treatment of the Psalms. ” For thıs SCC her The onk and the ook Jerome and the
Makıng of Christian Scholarshıip (Chicago and London: Ihe Universıty of Chıicago
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ROMANS” THE I1RADILIONROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  37  injury to no one, to surreptitiously take nothing belonging to another,  to abstain from fraud and perjury, to not plot against the marriage of  another. The Apostle also acknowledged (nouit) this law of nature by  saying [at Rom 2:14-15]: “For when the nations, who do not have the  Law, naturally do things according to the Law, such people [while] not  having the Law are a law unto themselves, they are showing that the  work of the Law has been written on their hearts.” Therefore we  understand these “sinners” to be those that are forsaking the law they  are receiving from nature. The one who is discovered to be a thief or  an adulterer or murderer is accused (arguef) by the law of nature. But  if he is engaging in these things, he is also a “sinner” [against] the  law.25  Here, Hilary, much like (and probably thanks to) Origen, seems  to have assumed both that some system of natural law exists and that  Rom 2:14-15 refers to that system. Indeed, despite the presence of the  “apparently (ueluti)” in this context, the existence of a natural law is  never questioned.?® Moreover, it seems that Hilary has, at least to some  degree, conflated — or even intentionally combined — the Law of Moses  with the natural law that he has assumed to exist.?’ This is especially  apparent when he notes that the thief, the adulterer, and the murderer  25 This trans. is my own. For the Latin, cf. SC 347, pp. 168-171: “Semper  prophetae sermo longe se et ultra communem sensum extendit. Nos enim praevarica-  tores eos existimamus, qui susceptam fidem et cognitionem Dei adeptam reliquunt,  aliud pollicitos et aliud nunc agentes. Sed his praevaricatores existimantur omnes pac-  catores terrae; nullus excipitur, generaliter ad omnes praevaricationis nomen refertur.  Lex enim ueluti naturalis est, inuriam nemini adferre, nihil alienum praeripere, fraude  ac periurio abstinere, alieno coniugio non insidiari. Nouit et hanc naturae apostolus  legem dicens: ‘cum enim nationes, quae legem non habent, naturaliter secundum  legem faciunt, tales homines legem non habentes sibi ipsi sunt lex, qui ostendunt opus  legis scriptum in cordibus suis.’ Ergo praevaricatores existimantur qui quod a natura  legis accipiunt derelinquunt. Furem quis deprehensum aut adulterum aut homicidam  arguet lege naturae. Sed si in his ipse uersetur, praevaricator est legis.”  26 Interestingly, despite the fact that Hilary can make such assumptions about  the natual law, some scholars have argued that the concept was “of far less impor-  tance to him” than were other doctrines such as the nature of the godhead. See Mar-  cia L. Colish, The Stoic Tradition from Antiquity to the Middle Ages. II. Stoicism in  Christian Latin Thought through the Sixth Century (Leiden/New York: E.J. Brill,  X  1990); 123.  27 On the degree of conflation that might be present here, cf. Colish’s statement  from ibid., p. 125: “... Hilary [does not] assimilate the law of nature to the law of  God overtly ...” Regardless of the degree of conflation that one sees here, it remains  noteworthy that there is yet a third type of law under consideration: the ‘“celestial law  (caelesti legi).” Hilary discusses this law in conjunction with Jesus’s parable of the  Prodigal Son (cf. Lk 15:11-32), who, as Hilary reminds his readers, confessed to his  father that he had sinned “against heaven (in caelo).” For Hilary’s comments, see  SC 347, pp. 170-173InJury ONC, surreptiti0usly takı  e’} nothing belonging another,
abstaın from TAauU: and perJury, NOTL plot agaınst the marrıage of

another. TIhe Apostle also acknowledged NnOult) thıs law of nature by
sayıng [at Rom 14-15 °° FOr when the natıons, who do 197011 have the
Law, natur:  Yy do Ings accordıng the Law, such people whıle | 19(0)1
havıng the Law law unto themselves, they showıing that the
work of the Law has een wriıtten theır hearts. ” Therefore
understand these “siınners” be those that Oors  ıng the law they

rece1ving from nature Ihe ONC who 15 diıscovered be 1e OT
adulterer OT murderer 15 accused (argue Dy the law of nature But

ıf he 15 engagıng in these thıngs, he 1s also “sınner ” [agaınst] the
law.?

Here, Hılary, much 1ıke (and probably thanks tO) rıgen,
ave assumed both that SOINEC System of natural law eX1Ists and that

Rom 14-15 refers that SySstem. Indeed, despite the of the
apparently (ueluti)” this Context, the ex1istence of natural law 15

questioned.“® Moreover, it that Hılary has, eas SOTIC

egree, onflated SCVCI intentionally combıned the Law of Moses
ıth the natural law that he has assumed exıst.2/ hıs 15 especılally
apparent when he NOTtEeESs that the 1ef, the adulterer, and the murderer

hıs Tans 18 OW For the Latın, cft. 34 168-171 “ demper
prophetae SCITIO onge ef ultra 1091081 SCHSUM extendit. Nos nNnım praevarıca-
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alıud pollıcıtos alıud MNUNC agentes. Sed hıs praevarıcatores ex1istimantur PaC-
Caftores eITae; nullus eXC1pıitur, generalıter ad praevarıcat1on1s refertur.
Lex nNnım uelutı naturalıs est, inurı1am nem1n1 adferre, nıhıl alıenum praerıpere, fraude

per1ur10 abstinere, alıeno CON1Ug10 NON insıdları ı. Nouıt el hanc naturae apostolus
egem dicens: Cum nNnım natıones, QJUaC legem NON habent, naturalıter secundum
egem aclunt, ales homınes egem NON habentes s1ıbı 1ps1 SUnt lex, quı Ostendunt ODUS
leg1s scr1ptum in cordıbus Su1s. Ergo praevarıcatores ex1istimantur quı quod natura
leg1s accıplunt derelinquunt. Furem qu1s deprehensum aut adulterum auft homıcıdam

lege naturae Sed S1 hıs 1pse uersetur, praevarıcator est leg1is. ”
Interestingly, despite the fact that Hılary make such assumptions about

the natual law, SOINC scholars have argued that the CONCEDL Was “Of far less 1mMpor-
ance hım  27 than WeTC other doctrines such the nature of the godhead. See Mar-
e4b;)} Colısh, The StOLC Tradıtion from Antiquity the Middle Ages. Stoicısm In
Christian Latın I’hought through the Sixth Century (Leiden/New ork Brıill,
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from LDLd., 125 . Hılary |does not| assımılate the Jaw of nature the law of
God overtly Regardless of the degree of conflatıon that ONEC SCCS here, it remaılns
noteworthy that there 15 yel thırd Lype of law under consıideration: the “celestial law
(caelesti leg21).” Hılary discusses thıs law in conJunction ıth Jesus’s parable of the
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..  1S also °‘sınner‘ [agamlnst| the law  27 and,r18 “ accused” Dy
that Samnec “ 1aw of nature. ”

15 also clear that, at eas heTe. Hılary has taken the °Gentiles
of dAS reference al] uman beings (CT. °to all people ®
ally”) whether Jew, Gentıile 1stı1an Gentile Pasalh SINCEe, in hıs
VIEW, all human beings included In the thıs salm refers 18
d siınners.

Finally, ote that the idea guldıng hıs eXegESIS be the
presupposıtion that 15 only exphıicıtly expressed ater In Paul’s letter
the Romans (CL. 5226 VIZ that EVETIVONC has sinned. In er words,
ılary ave assumed that has al eas fo SOTIIC

egree orsaken whatever owledge of the natural law that they might
ave possessed inherıted. Connected thıs 15 the fact that, In addı-
tion owledge of generalızed form of the °Golden ule (cf.
INJUrYy ONEC Hılary ave taken it for granted that
all people everywhere somehow intultively know that theft, dıshon-
eSTY, and adultery and, hence, actıvıtles that always TCMN-

der theır practitioners hable Jjudgment.

Romans In Ambrosiaster?®
Ihe stıll-anonymous, 4*%h_century, Roman churchman and

exegele known d ‘ Ambros1ı1aster ” 1s included ere for {WO prımary
1C4SONNS IrSE. ıt beyond question that he Was actıve In Rome; *
and, second, though etre ave RN almost much confu-
S10N about hım and hıs iıdentity in hıs OW CIa dS ertre 1S in OUTS, ıt 1S
nevertheless clear that hıs thought and hıs exeges1s profoundly altecte:

28 0Ug crıtical edıtıons of Ambrosıaster’s maJor works, 1.e.; HIS commentary
aul and hıs (largely exegetical) quaestiones both the Old and the New esta-

ments (cE SEL /1-3 and CSEL 5U, respectively) have been avaılable cholars
for decades, relatıvely foundatıonal ork hım, hıs and hıs ought 18 stil] VE
much in In fact, study of thıs elusıve 4'h_century churchman 1s currently VE
much u and will, in all probabılıty, continue for the foreseeable future. For
recent introduction both the Crson and Current scholarshıp, SCC Lunn-Rocklıffe,
Ambrosiaster s Polıitical Theology Oxford: (Oxford Universıty Press, CS Chap-
ters and ‘ Ambros1ıaster s Background ” and ‘ Ambrosi1iaster’s Ecclesiastical Con-
text.” For earhıer, briefer9 SCC, Hunter, On the Sın of Adam and
Eve Little-Known Defense of arrıage and Childbearing Dy Ambrosıaster, ” Har-
ard Theological Review 82/3 (1989) 283-299, CSP. 284-28 7

Ooday, thıs fact 15 certaın that it 18 probably faır it " cCOMmoOnN knowl-
edge.. 6 Hunter, “On the Sın of Adam and Eve,” 284 . it 1s Lırmly estab-
lıshed that Ambrosıaster composed hıs Pauline Commentary al ome durıng the PON-
tifıcate of Damasus, that 1S, between the YCaIs 366 and



ROMANS IA IHE TRADITIONROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  39  the exegesis of later generations generally and that of both Pelagius and  Augustine specifically.®  Our review of Ambrosiaster’s take on Rom 2:14-15 will be  largely limited to his Pauline Commentary,*! a work which offers one  of the longest — if not also the most interesting — disquisitions on the  Gentiles and their relationship to the law of all those that were writ-  ten during this period.  Before moving to Ambrosiaster’s formal comments, however, a  bit of context will be helpful. First, it seems clear that Ambrosiaster  brings a two-fold view of the Gentiles to his exegesis of the Bible.  Briefly put, it would seem that he believed that there had always been  two types of Gentiles, i.e., believing and unbelieving, and that these  two types were not simply differentiated after Christ’s first advent:  some Gentiles, both before and after Christ, believed and some, both  before_and after Christ, did not believe.? Second, it seems that, for  Ambrosiaster, the only way to “eternal” justification and, by extension,  to salvific faith, is through faith in God. And this is despite the fact that  some may experience a ‘“temporal” justification that will allow them  to abstain from things opposed to the law.** In short, for Ambrosiaster,  both justification and true, salvific faith are multifaceted concepts that  cannot be applied haphazardly or without due consideration of the par-  ticulars of the case(s) at hand.  30 Examples in support of this, while something less than ““common knowledge,”  could nevertheless be multiplied. The link between Ambrosiaster and Augustine that  is most often referenced is that found in c. ep. Pel. IV,4,7, where, under the name of  ‘“holy Hilary (sanctus Hilarius),” Augustine references Ambrosiaster’s text and exe-  gesis of Rom 5: 12 (cf. CSEL 60, pp. 527-528). For Pelagius’s relationship to Ambrosi-  aster, see, e.g., T. De Bruyn, Pelagius’s Commentary, 2, where in what could easily  be regarded as an understatement, De Bruyn simply notes that “... Pelagius was  indebted to Ambrosiaster.” See also, ibid., n. 9, where De Bruyn rightly points out that  the closeness of the relationship between the work of these two exegetes has been  carefully documented by both Smith and Souter in studies published in 1917 and 1927  respectively, as well as De Bruyn’s own index (cf. pp. 218-220) where he provides  the reader with more than 180 links and parallels between the text of Pelagius’s  Romans commentary and the work of Ambrosiaster.  31 But cf. n. 32 infra. Ambrosiaster commented on 13 Pauline epistles — so far as we  know, the letter to the Hebrews was never formally subjected to close analysis by him.  32 Cf., e.g., his comments at Rom 2:12 (Cf. CSEL 81/1, p. 73) where he observes  that “non credentes ... gentiles” are doubly-condemned since they have not “assented  (adsenserunt)” to the laws of Moses and haven’t “received (recipiunt)” the grace of  Christ, as well as his comments on Rom 2: 16 (Cf. ibid., p. 79), where he writes about  “gentes” who are “credentes” and about others who are “infidos.”  33 See esp. ibid., p. 73: “Huic sola fides opus est, per quam fiat perfectus, quia  nihil illi proderit apud Deum abstinere ab adversis, nisi suscipiat fidem in deum, ut  sit iustus per utraque. Illa enim temporalis iustitia est, haec aeternitatis. ”the eXELESIS of ater generations generally and that of both elagıus and
Augustine specifically.?®
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aster, 5SCcC, De Bruyn, Pelagius’s Commentary, 27 where In hat COU. easıly
be regarded understatement, De ruyn sımply notes thatROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  39  the exegesis of later generations generally and that of both Pelagius and  Augustine specifically.®  Our review of Ambrosiaster’s take on Rom 2:14-15 will be  largely limited to his Pauline Commentary,*! a work which offers one  of the longest — if not also the most interesting — disquisitions on the  Gentiles and their relationship to the law of all those that were writ-  ten during this period.  Before moving to Ambrosiaster’s formal comments, however, a  bit of context will be helpful. First, it seems clear that Ambrosiaster  brings a two-fold view of the Gentiles to his exegesis of the Bible.  Briefly put, it would seem that he believed that there had always been  two types of Gentiles, i.e., believing and unbelieving, and that these  two types were not simply differentiated after Christ’s first advent:  some Gentiles, both before and after Christ, believed and some, both  before_and after Christ, did not believe.? Second, it seems that, for  Ambrosiaster, the only way to “eternal” justification and, by extension,  to salvific faith, is through faith in God. And this is despite the fact that  some may experience a ‘“temporal” justification that will allow them  to abstain from things opposed to the law.** In short, for Ambrosiaster,  both justification and true, salvific faith are multifaceted concepts that  cannot be applied haphazardly or without due consideration of the par-  ticulars of the case(s) at hand.  30 Examples in support of this, while something less than ““common knowledge,”  could nevertheless be multiplied. The link between Ambrosiaster and Augustine that  is most often referenced is that found in c. ep. Pel. IV,4,7, where, under the name of  ‘“holy Hilary (sanctus Hilarius),” Augustine references Ambrosiaster’s text and exe-  gesis of Rom 5: 12 (cf. CSEL 60, pp. 527-528). For Pelagius’s relationship to Ambrosi-  aster, see, e.g., T. De Bruyn, Pelagius’s Commentary, 2, where in what could easily  be regarded as an understatement, De Bruyn simply notes that “... Pelagius was  indebted to Ambrosiaster.” See also, ibid., n. 9, where De Bruyn rightly points out that  the closeness of the relationship between the work of these two exegetes has been  carefully documented by both Smith and Souter in studies published in 1917 and 1927  respectively, as well as De Bruyn’s own index (cf. pp. 218-220) where he provides  the reader with more than 180 links and parallels between the text of Pelagius’s  Romans commentary and the work of Ambrosiaster.  31 But cf. n. 32 infra. Ambrosiaster commented on 13 Pauline epistles — so far as we  know, the letter to the Hebrews was never formally subjected to close analysis by him.  32 Cf., e.g., his comments at Rom 2:12 (Cf. CSEL 81/1, p. 73) where he observes  that “non credentes ... gentiles” are doubly-condemned since they have not “assented  (adsenserunt)” to the laws of Moses and haven’t “received (recipiunt)” the grace of  Christ, as well as his comments on Rom 2: 16 (Cf. ibid., p. 79), where he writes about  “gentes” who are “credentes” and about others who are “infidos.”  33 See esp. ibid., p. 73: “Huic sola fides opus est, per quam fiat perfectus, quia  nihil illi proderit apud Deum abstinere ab adversis, nisi suscipiat fidem in deum, ut  sit iustus per utraque. Illa enim temporalis iustitia est, haec aeternitatis. ”Pelagıus W ds
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Ouaestiones ueterLis el NOUL testamentı ° XXVIL For example, note the following DPaSSagc
TOM quaestio IVY 1:8;, “Quare legem NO  - In primordio dedit” (cf. SEL 5 E} 24)
° Priımum lex formata in ıtteris darı 1910)8! debuıt, qula in natura 1psa inserta quodam
modo est el creatorIıs notiıtia traduce 1910) 91 atebat Nam qu1s nescıat, quıd bonae
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iıfestarı. i Iso,though bıt far afıeld from the present dıscuss1o0n, 18 the
fact that, for Ambrosıaster, Ten Commandments40  P YATES  Ambrosiaster begins his comments under the /emma of Rom  2:14 by making perfectly clear to his readers the identity of the group  to which Paul must have been referring as he wrote to the Christians  of Rome:  Paul is speaking about Christian Gentiles (Gentes Christianos),  because he is the Teacher of the Gentiles (cf. 1 Tim 2:7), just as he  said in another place: For I say to you Gentiles (cf. Rom 11:13), who  are uncircumcised, observing neither new moon celebrations, nor the  Sabbath, nor the law regarding ceremonial food (cf. Col 2:16) and  who, by nature’s leading, believe in God and in Christ, that is in the  Father and the Son. For this is to observe the law: to acknowledge the  God of the law. For the first part of wisdom is this: to fear God the  Father (cf. Ps 111:10; Pr 1:7; 9:10), from whom are all things, and  the Lord Jesus his Son, through whom are all things (cf. 1 Cor 8:6).  Therefore, nature itself acknowledges its Creator by its own judgment,  not through the law, but through the natural reasoning faculty.** For  the work perceives (its) Creator within itself.°>  For Ambrosiaster, the ‘Gentiles’ of Rom 2:14 are not pre-  Advent pagans; they are simply non-Jews who have come to believe  3# While Ambrosiaster’s belief in natural law is certainly implicit here, many clear  and explicit references to the concept may be located by consulting his so-called  Quaestiones ueteris et noui testamenti cxxvii. For example, note the following passage  from quaestio IV, i.e., “Quare legem non in primordio dedit” (cf. CSEL 50, p. 24):  “Primum lex formata in litteris dari non debuit, quia in natura ipsa inserta quodam  modo est et creatoris notitia ex traduce non latebat. Nam quis nesciat, quid bonae  uitae conueniat, aut ignoret, quia quod sibi fieri non uult alii minime debeat fieri?  Adubi autem naturalis lex euanuit pressa consuetudine delinquendi, tunc oportuit man-  ifestari, ...” Also germane, though a bit far afield from the present discussion, is the  fact that, for Ambrosiaster, “ [t]he Ten Commandments ... are the /ex divina and the  lex naturalis, precepts given by God through Moses to guide humankind not only to  the next life, but in this one, as well.” For this as well as for the claim that Ambrosi-  da  aster's  conflation” of Christian, Roman, and Jewish law was actually an intentional  “triangulation of Christian identity” meant to help him appropriate the Jewish ‘val-  orization of the Law,” see A. Jacobs, “‘“Papinian Commands One Thing, Our Paul  Another’: Roman Christians and Jewish Law in the Collatio Legum Mosaicarum et  Romanarum,” in Religion and Law in Classical and Christian Rome, eds. C. Ando  and J. Rüpke (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 2006), 95-97.  35 This trans. is my own. The text translated here is the so-called ‘gamma” recen-  sion of the text, i.e., the third of the three extant versions and the one that is thought  to represent Ambrosiaster’s “final draft.” For the Latin, cf. CSEL 81/1, p. 75: “Gentes  Christianos dicit, quia Magister gentium est, sicut dicit alio loco: vobis enim dico  gentibus, qui incircumcisi neque neomenias neque sabbatum neque escarum legem  servant et duce natura credunt in Deum et Christum, id est in Patrem et in Filium. Hoc  est enim legem servare, Deum legis agnoscere. Prima enim sapientiae pars haec est:  timere Deum Patrem, ex quo sunt omnia, et Dominum Iesum Filium eius, per quem  sunt omnia. Ipsa ergo natura proprio iudicio creatorem suum agnoscit, non per legem,  sed per rationem naturae; opus enim Opificem cernit in sese.”the lex dıvyına and the
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. ROMANS 1415 THE A'TIN.ROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  41  in Christ. Equally interesting is the means by which these particular  Gentiles have come to faith: it does not seem that they have been con-  verted through the direct agency of the Holy Spirit as they responded  to the Gospel; rather, they seem to have come to faith in Christ sim-  ply ‘by nature’s leading (duce natura).’ Also noteworthy — though less  explicit — is that this natural ‘leading’ is, at least in part, ‘through the  natural reasoning faculty (per rationem naturae)’ and not, as one might  expect, a result of the convert’s ability to downplay or ignore the  rational part of their mind in favor of other aspects of their being.  This comment is followed by an especially interesting observa-  tion on the nature of true faith as Ambrosiaster transitions to the text  of 2:15 and that verse’s claim that the Gentiles, despite not having the  Law, are a law unto themselves’® and that they demonstrate this by  having the law written on their hearts. After citing the verse, he writes:  The sense [here] is the same in that, so long as they believe by nature’s  lead, they are manifesting the work of the Law, not through [keeping]  the letter of the Law, but through [following] their consciences. For the  work of the law is faith, which one exhibits [to be in keeping] with the  commands of God, showing oneself to be a law unto oneself by one’s  natural judgment, because what the Law commands, one does volun-  tarily, so that one might believe in Christ.?7  That faith could be so central and, indeed, that Ambrosiaster could  equate it with the “work of the Law (opus ... legis), while not sur-  prising given that it is an important theme both later in Romans (see  esp. Chapters 3 and 4) and elsewhere in Paul (see, e.g., Galatians),  could nevertheless be taken as a tendency toward antinomianism in  Ambrosiaster’s theology and his exegesis — especially when his  thought is compared to the writers we have encountered thus far.  Equally surprising is the rather positive way he links the “natural  judgment (naturale iudicio)” of the Gentiles with a well-functioning,  if not also relatively pure, will: for Ambrosiaster, one of the byprod-  ucts of their (salvific) faith would seem to be a will that naturally or  instinctively pursues God’s will as expressed in God’s Law. Ambrosi-  aster seems to have been open to the idea that at least some Gentiles  % Note that the versification — esp. where the individual verses stop and start —  of the biblical text in the CSEL edition of Ambrosiaster is somewhat different than in  most modern editions of the New Testament.  37 Cf. idem, p. 77: “Idem sensus est, quia dum natura duce credunt, opus legis  ostendunt, non per litteram, sed per conscientiam. Opus enim legis fides est, quam cum  mandat lex, ultro facit, ut credat in Christum.”  dictis dei exhibet, naturali iudicio ostendit semetipsum esse sibi legem, quia quod41
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prisıng gıven that ıt 1Ss mportant theme both ater in Romans (see
CSP apters and and elsewhere in Paul (see, Galatıans),
COU neve  eless be taken dS endency toward antınomı1anısm ın
Ambrosı1iaster’s eology and hıs eXegESIS especlally when h1is
hought 1Ss compared the wrıters ave encountered thus far
EKqualiy surprisıng 15 the rather posıtıve WaY he 1n the “natural
Judgment (naturale Iudici0)” of the entilles ıth well-functioning,
ıf nNnoTt also relatıvely PUIC, ıll for Ambrosı1aster, OMNlC of the byprod-
CISsS of eır (salvıfıc) al WOU SCCIM be all that naturally
instinctively PUTISUCS l dSs expressed In Law Ambrosı1-

ave een OPCH the iıdea that al eas SOTMNC Gentiles

Note that the versıficatiıon CSD. where the indiıvidual BLESBS SLOp and Start
of the bıblıcal texti the SEL edıtıon of Ambros1iaster 15 somewhat dıfferent than In
MOoOSstT modern editions of the New Testament.

idem, *Idem SCHSUS est, qul1a dum atura duce credunt, OPDUS legıs
ostendunt, NON PCI lıtteram, sed pCT conscıentliam. UOpus enım legıs fıdes est, quam CU]

manı lex, TO facıt. uft credat In Christum. ”
dıictis de1 exhiıbet, naturalı 1udic10 Ostendiıt semet1ipsum SSC s1ıbı legem, qula quod



YATES
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Romans In Ambrose of Milan®®

If ıt 1S irue that, in 1t10N the all-ımportant and freshly
Latıiınized Orıgen, there WETE Man Yy influential PCNS, lıke that of
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Was that of Ambrose of Milan.“9

The discussıion that follows 111 nOoTt attempt be exhaustive ıth respect
all of Ambrose’s references Rom( Others interesting locatıons include:
Exp TIuc ML 132 144 7 C-D) (CL. (SEBL. 32/4., 350); Explanatio XIL 134
(C£. SEL 64, 26), where Ambrose does apply, albeıt through allusıon, Rom

the LaW of Moses and not the natural law Dper \X ibid., 1,51 (cf. SEL 64,
where he applıes Rom S belıevers includıng himself; Expositio

LE NiZ1 (cL. CSEL 62, 93); ep.1/,186 and (cf. SEL 82/1, and 58); De
paradıso VIIL.39 (cf. CSEL 3278 296); De fuga saeculı (cf. SEL SI

E/S) where ın affırmıng the goodness of the natural law Ambrose notes that Prı
MÜ NALIUra 1DSA honı operlis mag1istra est  27 and De Iacob el uUlta heata 1L.6:20
(c£. CSEI Z 173

Thıs development, which could be faırly termed the West (Re-) DIiIscov-
of Paul” has been noted and discussed Dy Man hıstorl1ans of the church al eas

far back Harnack. landmark publicatiıon In thıs sub-field however Was certamly
Souter still-helpful The Earlıest Latın Commentarıes the Epistles of aul

(Oxford: The (larendon Press, which discusses the ork of Marıus Vıctor1-
NUS, Ambrosıaster, Jerome, Augustine and Pelagıus. Shorter, but much INOTC recent,
general analyses of the West’s readıng of aul In thıs per10d have been offered Dy

Mara., “Il s1gnıficato storico-eseget1co de1 cCommentary alupaolıno dal
al seculo, ” Annalı dı StOF1G dell’esegesı (1984) 59-/4 and Froehlich, ““ Whiıch
Paul? Observatıons the Image of the Apostle In the Hiıstory of Bıblıcal ExegesI1s, '
mentioned in Da

Ihe thoroughly obvı1o0us nature of thıs claım, CSP. ıf AIC allowed take
the evıdence found in the Conf. (cf. CSD ook V} DAaSSIM) and the Tul.
(r CSP Books 16 IL, and I1 DAassım) ser10usly, need noOoL detaın here For relatıvely
recent revIeWws of Ambrose’s ıimpact Augustine s thought irom the standpoınt of
CONteMpOTATY critical scholarshıp, SCC, Patout Burns, ‘ Ambrose Preaching
Augustine: Ihe Shapıng of Faıth, ” Collectanea Augustiniana: Augustine: “ Second
Founder of the Faıth,” eds Schnaubelt and Van eteren (New York eier Lang,

373-386 and AA Bastıaensen, ‘ Augustin el SCS predecesseurs latıns Chre-
tıens, ” 3()-34



kOMAN S 14-15 IHE ITRADITIONkOMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  43  During his twenty-plus years of ministry in Milan, Ambrose was  nothing if not productive. His theological and literary output included a  large number of letters, theological treatises, scripture commentaries,  ethical/ascetic tracts, funeral orations, and various homiletical treatments  in the form of both uitae of famous (biblical) personages and more tra-  ditional sermones. Helpful for our purposes is the fact that throughout  these various genres, the Bishop of Milan makes fairly frequent refer-  ence to the concept of natural law in general and to Rom 2: 14-15 in par-  ticular. Of these many references, few if any discuss both natural law and  our verses in Clearer language than does his epistula 63,*! which, at least  thus far, remains undated. Lacking much of what one might call the form  of a Late-Antique letter, this text is actually Ambrose’s attempt to  address the concerns of his friend Irenaeus regarding the meaning of  Rom 4: 15, a text in which Paul claims: “For the Law works wrath; for  where there is no law, neither is there transgression. ”® Irenaeus’s con-  cern was rooted in his having jumped to the understandable conclusion,  on the basis of this verse, that the Mosaic Law must have been neither  g0o0od nor necessary since it only gave occasion for God’s wrath and  earned for much of what would otherwise have been acceptable human  behavior the label “sinful.” On the other hand, this conclusion was ren-  dered paradoxical — if not thoroughly contradicted — by the obvious fact  that God, at the same instant that he gave it to the Israelites through  Moses, had revealed his Law to be holy, perfect, and worthy of the pro-  foundest respect.  Ambrose’s answer to Irenaeus initially addresses the latter’s con-  cern by agreeing with his conclusion, though he rather quickly moves  on to qualify his agreement by introducing a much broader, heils-  geschichtliche perspective on both God’s dealings with humanity and  his revelation of the law. Especially interesting for our purposes are  two closely-related assumptions Ambrose seems to have made. First  is his assumption that a system of natural law is exists; indeed, at no  point in the immediate context of the passages discussed below does  Ambrose offer an argument in favor of its existence. Second is his  assumption that this system of natural law is both something God com-  municated to Adam in the Garden of Eden and the very thing Paul  * In numbering this as “Letter 63,” I am following the CSEL critical edition.  The Maurists knew this as “Letter 73”; the English trans. in the FOTC series lists it  as“Letter:83 .  * The trans. followed here is that found in FOTC 26, pPpP- 464-468, by  M.M. Beyenka. The Latin (cf. CSEL 82/2, pp. 142-148) runs: “Lex enim iram oper-  atur; ubi autem non est lex, nec praevaricatio.”47
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Wäas referring {O in Rom 14-15 At the beginnıng of the second pPara-
graph of epistula 63 Ambrose wrıtes:J.P. YATES  was referring to in Rom 2:14-15. At the beginning of the second para-  graph of epistula 63 Ambrose writes:  ... it is certain that the Law given to Moses was not necessary. For if  men had been able to keep the natural law which God the Creator  planted in the breast of each one, there would have been no need of  that Law, which, written on stone tablets, rather (magis) enmeshed and  entangled the weakness of human nature (humani generis infirmi-  tatem)® than freed and liberated it. Moreover, that there is a natural  law written in our hearts the Apostle also teaches when he writes that  for the most part (plerumque) “The Gentiles do by nature what the  Law prescribes, and since they do not read (legerint) the Law, they yet  have the work of the Law written in their hearts. ”4  Noteworthy here is Ambrose’s reference to the human race’s  inability “to keep the natural law.” While this claim might be fairly  easy to support from empirical observation, it is nevertheless remark-  able both as a sign of the depth to which Ambrose’s assumptions about  the existence of natural law run and as evidence — albeit implicit — of his  view that Adam’s failure — a subject to which we will return infra — was  a trangression of natural law just as surely as it was a transgression  against God’s direct injunction to abstain from the “tree of the knowl-  edge of good and evil” (cf. Gen 2:16-17). Also interesting is the quali-  fication of “for the most part (plerumque)” that Ambrose prefixed to  the mention of ‘“the Gentiles” that occurs at the beginning of his citation  of Rom 2:14. While this could indicate that Ambrose had consulted a  Greek text of Romans 2, which contains an anarthrous reference to the  “Gentiles,” it is even more likely to be indicative of his willingness to  believe in the original and still somewhat residual power of natural law.  Third is the rather loose and freewheeling way in which Ambrose refer-  ences Rom 2: 14-15. In addition to amplifying the text by the insertion of  the reference to the Gentiles (practical) inability to “read the Law,” he  substantially condenses the original contents of the two verses in question.  43 It is not clear to me why Beyenka has chosen to translate ‘“humani generis  infirmitatem” with “infirmity of human nature” rather than with the more literal (and  certainly theologically pregnant) “infirmity of the human race.”  4 FOTC 26, p. 464; cf. CSEL 82/2, p. 143: “... certum est non fuisse legem  necessariam quae per Moysen data est. Nam si naturalem legem, quam Deus Creator  infudit singulorum pectoribus, homines servare potuissent, non fuerat opus ea lege,  quae in tabulis scripta lapideis implicavit atque innodavit magis humani generis infir-  mitatem quam elaqueavit atque absolvit. Esse autem legem naturalem in cordibus nos-  tris etiam Apostolus docet, qui scribit quia plerumque et ‘Gentes naturaliter ca quae  legis sunt faciunt, et cum legem non legerint, opus tamen legis scriptum habent in  cordibus suis.”it 1S certaın that the Law gıven Moses Was NOL NCCCSSaLY. For f
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kOMAN IN 1415 IHE TRADITIONROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  45  Ambrose then goes on to discuss the origin of this natural law.  In his view, it is “... not written, but inborn; it is not acquired by read-  ing, but springs up in each one as from the flowing font of nature, and  men’s minds drink from it.”* Moreover, this natural law “is in itself  holy, guileless, without craftiness, the companion of justice [and] free  from wickedness,” a description not totally unlike Paul’s famous dis-  cussion of the Mosaic Law found in Rom 7:7-14. In short, Ambrose  seems to regard the natural law as a thoroughly good thing that, despite  its inherent goodness, actually produced condemnation.  Perhaps most important for our purposes is Ambrose’s next  statement about natural law: in his view, Adam, who clearly possessed  this law before his sin, made a significant contribution to silencing it  and, by extension, to retarding its ability to function as clearly and  efficiently within the hearts of his posterity, all of whom would inheret  from him his compromised nature. Ambrose writes:  This law. Adam broke (solvit), seeking to take for himself what he had  not received, so that he might be like his own Creator and Maker, so  that he might claim divine honor. [...] Had he not broken the command  (imperium) and had he been obedient to the heavenly precepts (man-  datis caelestibus), he would have preserved for his heirs the preroga-  tive of nature (praerogativam naturae) and of innocence which was his  from birth. But because the authority of the natural law was corrupted  and blotted out by disobedience, the written Law was determined nec-  SSALYE L  Near the letter’s end, but still in Paragraph 10, Ambrose para-  phrases many of the forgoing sentiments by again claiming that:  The Law of Moses was not needful (necessaria); hence it entered  secretly (subintravit). Its entrance seems not of an ordinary kind, but  like something clandestine (furtivum) because it entered secretly into  the place of the natural law. Thus, if she had but kept her place, this  written Law would never have entered in, but, since deception (prae-  varicatio) had banished (excluserat) that law and nearly blotted it out  %_ Ibid., pp. 464-465; cf. CSEL 82/2, pp. 143-144: “... lex non scribitur sed  innascitur nec aliqua percipitur lectione, sed profluo quodam naturae fonte in singulis  exprimitur et humanis ingeniis hauritur. [...] sancta, sine versuita, sine fraude, con-  sors iustitiae, expers iniquitatis. ”  % Ibid., p. 465; cf. CSEL 82/2, p. 144: “Solvit hanc legem Adam, qui voluit sibi  arrogare quod non acceperat, ut esset sicut Creator et Conditor suus et divinum hon-  orem affectaret. [...] Qui si non rupisset imperium et oboediens fuisset mandatis cae-  lestibus, praerogativam naturae atque ingenitae sibi innocentiae heredibus propriis  reservavisset. Ergo quia per inoboedientiam praerogativa naturalis legis corrupta atque  interlita est, ideo scriptum legis aestimatum est necessarium, ....”45
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ropemodum aboleverat) of the human breast, prıde e1gned and dıs-
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both diıscern the VITrtUOUS thıngs and uUscC that ega bequest of nat-
ural w1ısdom for the governing of himself46  P} YATES  (propemodum aboleverat) of the human breast, pride reigned and dis-  obedience was rampant.“7  In addition to epistula 63, there are two interesting locations  within Ambrose’s A Commentary on Twelve Psalms where he refer-  ences Rom 2:14-15. They are found amidst his exegesis of Psalm 36  and Psalm 39 respectively.  In Paragraph 69 of his treatment of Psalm 36 (MT = Psalm 37)  as he comments on verse 31, i.e., “The Law of God is in [the just per-  son’s] heart, and his steps shall not be supplanted,” Ambrose is deter-  mined to see the reference to the Law of God found here as indicative  of the natural law and not the Law of Moses, even though the latter  would seem to be a much more obvious choice. Apparently, his pri-  mary motivation for this was a desire to highlight the ways in which  the Jewish people have disinherited themselves through disobedience.  After rhetorically asking ‘“What law?” he answers by noting that:  It is not a written law, but the natural law: for, ‘“the law is not made  for the just but for the unjust” (cf. 1 Tim 1:9). The law is in his heart,  it is not something recited in a perfunctory manner as by the lips of  the Jews. No, for the just “believes with his heart unto justice”  (cf. Rom 10:10). One who believes will also speak; but one who  speaks, does not necessarily believe. Those people certainly did not  believe, those of whom it is written: “This people honours me with  their lips, but their heart is far from me” (cf. Is 29:13). Therefore, if  the Gentiles, so long as they are doing the things of the law, are a law  unto themselves, understanding which things they ought to follow and  which they ought to take care to avoid, how much more has the faith-  ful and just person, the one who is living (uiuif) in the image and like-  ness of God (cf. Gen 1:26), known the proper things and been able  both to discern the virtuous things and to use that legal bequest of nat-  ural wisdom for the governing of himself ... %  47 Jbid., p. 467; cf. CSEL 82/2, p. 147: “Non fuit necessaria lex per Moysen;  denique subintravit, quod utique non ordinarium sed velut furtivum significare vide-  tur introitum, eo quod in locum naturalis legis intraverit. Itaque si illa suum servasset  locum, haec lex scripta nequaquam esset ingressa. Sed quia illam legem excluserat  praevaricatio ac propemodum aboleverat pectoribus humanis, regnabat superbia  inoboedientia que sese diffuderat; ...”  48 As far as the end of the quotation of Is 29:13, the trans. is that found in Ide  M. Ni Riain, Commentary of Saint Ambrose on Twelve Psalms (Dublin: Halcyon  Press, 2000): 99. From that point forward, the trans. is my own. N{ Riain has rendered  this latter portion as: “Even the Gentiles, who do not have the law, do by natural  instinct those things which are of the law, and avoid those things which are forbidden  by it. How much more, therefore, ought one who is a true believer and a just person,  living in the image and likeness of God, know what is honourable and discern what  is proper and becoming. Such a person will rightly use the natural law of wisdom andIbid., 467; cfl. SEL S22 147 “ Non füuıt necessarla lex DCI Moysen;
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ROMANS 14-15 THE IRADITIONROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  47  In addition to the rather heavy-handed anti-Jewish barbs this  passage contains, it is noteworthy as another example of how Ambrose  assumes the existence of natural law. At the same time, his exegesis  here differs from that in epistula 63 in that he seems to vacillate on  the Gentiles degree of obedience to this natural law. Although, thanks  to his use of a somewhat ambiguous ‘“cum” clause, he certainly can-  not be said to be asserting that the Gentiles are always or perfectly  keeping the law, he does, at least for rhetorical purposes, seem to be  praising them for having had a certain degree of success in the quest  for knowledge of how to live. Still more important, however, is the  contrast (cf. the “quanto magis”) that he goes on to set up between the  Gentiles and the person who is both “faithful and just (fidelis et ius-  {us)” — or, perhaps, the one who is ‘“faithful and has been justified.”  In short, though it is only implicit, it seems clear that, for Ambrose,  the Gentiles of Rom 2:14 — at least here — are not believing Chris-  tians: on the contrary, they are pagans who do not seem to know much  at all about the true faith or what it means to live life as one who is  truly made “in the image and likeness of God.”  Finally is Ambrose’s commentary or Explanatio of Psalm 39(40).  This composition’s reference to Rom 2:14-15 occurs in the midst of a  discussion of verse 8b, which in Ambrose’s preferred version reads  “... your law is in the midst of my heart (... in medio cordis).” He is  aware that some other versions (alii) read “... in the midst of my womb  (... In medio uentris).” In several important ways, the Bishop of Milan’s  comments on this partial verse are very similar to what we have seen  above. For example, he is just as clearly “anti-Jewish”” here as he was  in his comments on Psalm 36. He is also just as confident that a legiti-  mate exegesis of this verse can and should include a reminder about  the existence of natural law. Newer or, at least, clearer, however, are his  ideas about how and where this natural law comes into existence:  ... You may understand [the phrase ‘“‘in the midst of my womb”] as the  womb of the inner man, which is interpreted as “in the midst of the  heart,” in which we follow the prescripts of the natural law, which not  direct his course according to it.” For the Latin, cf. CSEL 64, pp. 128-129: “Non  scripta, sed naturalis; ‘iusto’ enim ‘lex non est posita, sed iniusto.’ In corde eius lex  est, non perfunctorie sicut in labiis Iudaeorum; ‘corde’ enim ‘creditur ad iustitiam.’  Qui credit, et loquitur; qui autem loquitur, non continuo credit. Denique non credidit  populus, de quo dictum est: ‘Populus hic labiis me honorat, cor autem eorum longe  est a me.’ Si igitur gentes, cum ea quae legis sunt faciunt, ipsi sibi sunt lex  cognoscentes quae sequi debeant uel cauere, quanto magis fidelis et iustus, qui ad  imaginem et similitudinem dei uiuit, decora nouit et honesta decernere et uti legitimo  quodam naturalis sapientiae gubernaculo, ...”In 1105 the rather heavy-handed antı-Jewish barbs thıs
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ideas Ou hOow and where thıs natural law into exIistence:ROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  47  In addition to the rather heavy-handed anti-Jewish barbs this  passage contains, it is noteworthy as another example of how Ambrose  assumes the existence of natural law. At the same time, his exegesis  here differs from that in epistula 63 in that he seems to vacillate on  the Gentiles degree of obedience to this natural law. Although, thanks  to his use of a somewhat ambiguous ‘“cum” clause, he certainly can-  not be said to be asserting that the Gentiles are always or perfectly  keeping the law, he does, at least for rhetorical purposes, seem to be  praising them for having had a certain degree of success in the quest  for knowledge of how to live. Still more important, however, is the  contrast (cf. the “quanto magis”) that he goes on to set up between the  Gentiles and the person who is both “faithful and just (fidelis et ius-  {us)” — or, perhaps, the one who is ‘“faithful and has been justified.”  In short, though it is only implicit, it seems clear that, for Ambrose,  the Gentiles of Rom 2:14 — at least here — are not believing Chris-  tians: on the contrary, they are pagans who do not seem to know much  at all about the true faith or what it means to live life as one who is  truly made “in the image and likeness of God.”  Finally is Ambrose’s commentary or Explanatio of Psalm 39(40).  This composition’s reference to Rom 2:14-15 occurs in the midst of a  discussion of verse 8b, which in Ambrose’s preferred version reads  “... your law is in the midst of my heart (... in medio cordis).” He is  aware that some other versions (alii) read “... in the midst of my womb  (... In medio uentris).” In several important ways, the Bishop of Milan’s  comments on this partial verse are very similar to what we have seen  above. For example, he is just as clearly “anti-Jewish”” here as he was  in his comments on Psalm 36. He is also just as confident that a legiti-  mate exegesis of this verse can and should include a reminder about  the existence of natural law. Newer or, at least, clearer, however, are his  ideas about how and where this natural law comes into existence:  ... You may understand [the phrase ‘“‘in the midst of my womb”] as the  womb of the inner man, which is interpreted as “in the midst of the  heart,” in which we follow the prescripts of the natural law, which not  direct his course according to it.” For the Latin, cf. CSEL 64, pp. 128-129: “Non  scripta, sed naturalis; ‘iusto’ enim ‘lex non est posita, sed iniusto.’ In corde eius lex  est, non perfunctorie sicut in labiis Iudaeorum; ‘corde’ enim ‘creditur ad iustitiam.’  Qui credit, et loquitur; qui autem loquitur, non continuo credit. Denique non credidit  populus, de quo dictum est: ‘Populus hic labiis me honorat, cor autem eorum longe  est a me.’ Si igitur gentes, cum ea quae legis sunt faciunt, ipsi sibi sunt lex  cognoscentes quae sequi debeant uel cauere, quanto magis fidelis et iustus, qui ad  imaginem et similitudinem dei uiuit, decora nouit et honesta decernere et uti legitimo  quodam naturalis sapientiae gubernaculo, ...”YOU INaYy understand Ithe phrase ..  1n the mıdst of womb’’| d the
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quodam naturalıs sapıentiae gubernaculo,ROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  47  In addition to the rather heavy-handed anti-Jewish barbs this  passage contains, it is noteworthy as another example of how Ambrose  assumes the existence of natural law. At the same time, his exegesis  here differs from that in epistula 63 in that he seems to vacillate on  the Gentiles degree of obedience to this natural law. Although, thanks  to his use of a somewhat ambiguous ‘“cum” clause, he certainly can-  not be said to be asserting that the Gentiles are always or perfectly  keeping the law, he does, at least for rhetorical purposes, seem to be  praising them for having had a certain degree of success in the quest  for knowledge of how to live. Still more important, however, is the  contrast (cf. the “quanto magis”) that he goes on to set up between the  Gentiles and the person who is both “faithful and just (fidelis et ius-  {us)” — or, perhaps, the one who is ‘“faithful and has been justified.”  In short, though it is only implicit, it seems clear that, for Ambrose,  the Gentiles of Rom 2:14 — at least here — are not believing Chris-  tians: on the contrary, they are pagans who do not seem to know much  at all about the true faith or what it means to live life as one who is  truly made “in the image and likeness of God.”  Finally is Ambrose’s commentary or Explanatio of Psalm 39(40).  This composition’s reference to Rom 2:14-15 occurs in the midst of a  discussion of verse 8b, which in Ambrose’s preferred version reads  “... your law is in the midst of my heart (... in medio cordis).” He is  aware that some other versions (alii) read “... in the midst of my womb  (... In medio uentris).” In several important ways, the Bishop of Milan’s  comments on this partial verse are very similar to what we have seen  above. For example, he is just as clearly “anti-Jewish”” here as he was  in his comments on Psalm 36. He is also just as confident that a legiti-  mate exegesis of this verse can and should include a reminder about  the existence of natural law. Newer or, at least, clearer, however, are his  ideas about how and where this natural law comes into existence:  ... You may understand [the phrase ‘“‘in the midst of my womb”] as the  womb of the inner man, which is interpreted as “in the midst of the  heart,” in which we follow the prescripts of the natural law, which not  direct his course according to it.” For the Latin, cf. CSEL 64, pp. 128-129: “Non  scripta, sed naturalis; ‘iusto’ enim ‘lex non est posita, sed iniusto.’ In corde eius lex  est, non perfunctorie sicut in labiis Iudaeorum; ‘corde’ enim ‘creditur ad iustitiam.’  Qui credit, et loquitur; qui autem loquitur, non continuo credit. Denique non credidit  populus, de quo dictum est: ‘Populus hic labiis me honorat, cor autem eorum longe  est a me.’ Si igitur gentes, cum ea quae legis sunt faciunt, ipsi sibi sunt lex  cognoscentes quae sequi debeant uel cauere, quanto magis fidelis et iustus, qui ad  imaginem et similitudinem dei uiuit, decora nouit et honesta decernere et uti legitimo  quodam naturalis sapientiae gubernaculo, ...”
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'Thıs Englısh tIrans 1S OW For the Latın, ct. CSEL 64, 2017748  J.P.: YATES  only are kept, but also come into existence (fif) in our hearts. That is  also why it has been written: ‘“it is not only the hearers of the Law that  are just before God, but also the doers of the Law who will be justi-  fied (cf. Rom 2:13).”” For there are people (qui) who naturally (natu-  raliter) do the things of the Law, just as the Gentiles who do not hear  the Law and are a law unto themselves (cf. Rom 2:14), who are  unknowingly (incognita) following the precepts of the Law. Therefore  in these verses it is as if Christ, the Gatherer (congregator;  cf. Jn 11:52) of the Gentile people, has taken up our person when he  says that he keeps that law itself in the midst of his heart. Inasmuch  as the people of the Gentile nations (populus nationem) fulfilled the  law that they had not heard in order that they came to acknowledge  Christ, whom the Law-accepting people of the Jews neither received  nor thought as worthy to recognize. This is why it is written: “The ox  acknowledges his owner and the ass the stable of his master, but Israel  has not recognized me.” Therefore, this is the womb of believers in  whom the Holy Spirit is working and which he is accustomed to fill  with spiritual seed, ...*  E. Romans 2:14-15 in Jerome”  Notwithstanding his obvious, though rarely admitted, apprecia-  tion of and allegiance to the exegetical methods and productions of  49 This English trans. is my own. For the Latin, cf. CSEL 64, pp. 227-228: “.  ut interioris hominis uentrem intellegas, qui in medio esse cordis accipitur, in quo nat-  uralis legis praescripta seruamus, quae non solum custoditur, sed etiam fit in cordibus  nostris. Vnde et scriptum est, quia ‘Non solum auditores legis iusti sunt apud Deum,  sed etiam factores legis iustificabuntur.’ Sunt enim qui naturaliter ea quae legis sunt  faciunt, sicut gentes qui legem non audiunt et sibi lex sunt, qui incognita sibi legis  praecepta conseruant. Ergo quasi gentilis populi congregator personam nostram Sus-  cepit hoc loco Christus, ut diceret facere se legem in medio cordis sui. Siquidem pop-  ulus nationum legem quam non audiuit impleuit, ut agnosceret Christum, quem pop-  ulus Iudaeorum qui legem acceperat non recepit nec cognoscendum putauit, quia  scriptum est: ‘Agnouit bos possessorem suum et asinus praesepe domini sui; Israel  autem me non cognouit.’ Hic ergo credentium uenter est in quo Spiritus Sanctus oper-  atur et eum semine spiritali implere consueuit, ...  50 The assertion that much of Jerome’s work was known to Augustine as well as  to many of the churches in North Africa and Italy — and known to them from a rela-  tively early date — requires neither explanation nor defense: support for this has been  (and continues to be) provided throughout the relevant secondary literature. Note, e.g.,  the comment by M. Hale Williams, The Monk and the Book, p. 242: “... Jerome’s  works seem already to have been well disseminated in North Africa when Augustine  first wrote to him [in 394/395].” Cf. also ibid., n. 11. Augustine’s first epistula to  Jerome is number 28 in his collection and is number 56 in that of Jerome. Also wor-  thy of note is the conclusion reached by some scholars regarding Jerome’s apparent  ignorance of the Pauline Commentary written by Ambrosiaster. For this, see, e.g.,  R. Heine, The Commentaries of Origen and Jerome on St Paul’s Epistle to theut interlo0r1ıs homiınıs uentrem intellegas, quı in medio SS5C cordıs accıpıtur, ın quUO nat-
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RÖMAN N 14-15 IHERÖMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  49  Origen, Jerome was imbued with more authority and was more quickly  deferred to in matters exegetical than any other figure of the late 4  and early 5®-century Latin church. At the same time, given his thor-  oughly irascible nature, his hypersensitivity, and his profound pen-  chant for generating — not to mention holding on to — both enemies and  grudges, it would be an exaggeration to claim that all those who read,  profited, and incorporated his work were his devotees. Indeed, even  some of those who were inclined to defer to him did not always refrain  from questioning either his interpretive conclusions or his doctrinal  and theological positions.”! Nevertheless, because he produced so  much exegetical material and, as history would have it, because so  much of that material was carefully preserved, Jerome remains one of  the best and richest sources we have for gaining a clear understanding  of the West’s views on Rom 2:14-15 during the period ca. 365-411.  Jerome’s Epistula 121 (ca. 407). A landmark for Jerome’s  understanding of our verses is found in Paragraph 8 of his ep. 121, a  composition that most probably dates from the year 407.° Because it  was one of several he composed in response to requests for exegeti-  cal assistance, this letter was all but certainly sent to the West soon  after its completion. It may also have been put into circulation just as  quickly.° In the midst of Paragraph 8, we read:  ... that same Apostle teaches that the natural law has been written in  our hearts. ‘“For when the Gentiles, who do not have the Law, are nat-  urally doing the things which are of the Law, they who do not have  Ephesians (Oxford: OUP, 2002): 4 and n. 22, where he references A. Souter’s Ear-  liest Latin Commentaries on the Epistles of St Paul.  51 The most obvious and best-known example of this is the complicated — and  often tension-filled — debates between Augustine and Jerome on both particular points  of exegesis (e.g. Gal 2; esp. 2:11-21) and Jerome’s enterprise of re-translating the Jew-  ish Scriptures directly from their Hebrew and Aramaic sources. It goes without say-  ing that the secondary literature on Jerome in general as well as on Jerome as exegete  is enormous. For a brief but helpful and up-to-date biographical introduction, see  S. Rebenich, Jerome (London/New York: Routeledge, 2002); for an equally helpful  but even more thorough guide to the secondary literature, see A. Fürst, Hieronymous.  Askese und Wissenschaft in der Spätantike (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 2003).  Note also that in 1999 Fürst published what many regard as the definitive study of the  correspondence between Jerome and Augustine; see his Augustins Briefwechsel mit  Hieronymous (Münster, Westfalen: Aschendorffsche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1999).  For his treatment of the exchanges between them regarding Gal 2, see the “Erster  Teil,” sections I-V, pp. 1-87.  5 For a recent publication that supports this dating for ep. 121, see H. Newman,  “Jerome’s Judaizers” Journal of Early Christian Studies 9/4 (2001): 428 and n. 23.  5 M. Hale Williams, The Monk and the Book, p. 248. See ibid., n. 26 for a short  list of other letters of this type.rıgen, Jerome W as ue wıth LLLOIC authorıty and Was INOTEC quıickly
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quickly.>° In the mıdst of aragrap Ö, read:RÖMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  49  Origen, Jerome was imbued with more authority and was more quickly  deferred to in matters exegetical than any other figure of the late 4  and early 5®-century Latin church. At the same time, given his thor-  oughly irascible nature, his hypersensitivity, and his profound pen-  chant for generating — not to mention holding on to — both enemies and  grudges, it would be an exaggeration to claim that all those who read,  profited, and incorporated his work were his devotees. Indeed, even  some of those who were inclined to defer to him did not always refrain  from questioning either his interpretive conclusions or his doctrinal  and theological positions.”! Nevertheless, because he produced so  much exegetical material and, as history would have it, because so  much of that material was carefully preserved, Jerome remains one of  the best and richest sources we have for gaining a clear understanding  of the West’s views on Rom 2:14-15 during the period ca. 365-411.  Jerome’s Epistula 121 (ca. 407). A landmark for Jerome’s  understanding of our verses is found in Paragraph 8 of his ep. 121, a  composition that most probably dates from the year 407.° Because it  was one of several he composed in response to requests for exegeti-  cal assistance, this letter was all but certainly sent to the West soon  after its completion. It may also have been put into circulation just as  quickly.° In the midst of Paragraph 8, we read:  ... that same Apostle teaches that the natural law has been written in  our hearts. ‘“For when the Gentiles, who do not have the Law, are nat-  urally doing the things which are of the Law, they who do not have  Ephesians (Oxford: OUP, 2002): 4 and n. 22, where he references A. Souter’s Ear-  liest Latin Commentaries on the Epistles of St Paul.  51 The most obvious and best-known example of this is the complicated — and  often tension-filled — debates between Augustine and Jerome on both particular points  of exegesis (e.g. Gal 2; esp. 2:11-21) and Jerome’s enterprise of re-translating the Jew-  ish Scriptures directly from their Hebrew and Aramaic sources. It goes without say-  ing that the secondary literature on Jerome in general as well as on Jerome as exegete  is enormous. For a brief but helpful and up-to-date biographical introduction, see  S. Rebenich, Jerome (London/New York: Routeledge, 2002); for an equally helpful  but even more thorough guide to the secondary literature, see A. Fürst, Hieronymous.  Askese und Wissenschaft in der Spätantike (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 2003).  Note also that in 1999 Fürst published what many regard as the definitive study of the  correspondence between Jerome and Augustine; see his Augustins Briefwechsel mit  Hieronymous (Münster, Westfalen: Aschendorffsche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1999).  For his treatment of the exchanges between them regarding Gal 2, see the “Erster  Teil,” sections I-V, pp. 1-87.  5 For a recent publication that supports this dating for ep. 121, see H. Newman,  “Jerome’s Judaizers” Journal of Early Christian Studies 9/4 (2001): 428 and n. 23.  5 M. Hale Williams, The Monk and the Book, p. 248. See ibid., n. 26 for a short  list of other letters of this type.that SaJIlle Apostle teaches that the natural law has been wriıtten in
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the Law, law unto themselves, who sShow the work of the Law
wriıtten theır OW. (SULS) hearts, wıth the CONsSCIENCE bearıng wıtness
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QUaC 1ON egem, naturalıter C quaC leg1s sunt, acıunt, ist1 egem 1ON abentes
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ROMANS 1415 IHE {I{RADITLTIONROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  51  (cf. “their hearts (cordibus suis)” and “with the conscience bearing  witness to them (;/lis)””). In fact, his only direct comment on our verses  comes in the next line, one which reveals his reading of Rom 2:14-15  to be the broadest and the most inclusive of any we have encountered  thus far, despite the fact that his reading is so clearly similar to (if not  demonstrably dependent upon) the thought of several of his predeces-  sors. Also significant here — and no less reminiscent of his predeces-  sors — 1s the degree to which Jerome overtly links the natural law with  sin and with the condemnation that sin brings with it.°° It seems that  Jerome has assigned to the natural law nearly, if not exactly, the same  function and significance that Paul frequently assigned to the Mosaic  Law in Romans and Galatians. In the same way that, according to  Paul, the Law of Romans 7 (cf. esp. 7:7-14) brought condemnation to  himself and, by extension, to all Jews, Jerome seems to have believed  that the natural law has brought condemnation to all human beings in  every age and in every circumstance. Finally, and in addition to the  overt link Jerome makes to a negative formulation of the so-called  “Golden Rule,” note the way in which he makes an explicit link  between the existence of the natural law and the justice of God:  according to Jerome, because God provided “all nationes (omnes ...  nationes)” and, in fact, every individual human being who has ever  lived, with the natural law, we are justified in believing that, when  God judges any nation or any individual, he remains perfectly just  even as his judgments remain perfectly unimpeachable.  Jerome’s Aduersus Touinianum (393). Interestingly, although  the Jerome of 407 was more than willing to portray himself as emi-  nently knowledgeable about the nature of the natural law, the Jerome  of the early 390’s, that is, the Jerome who penned a screed against the  views of the “heretic’” Jovinian, was just as certain that non-Chris-  tians were confused about its true nature.>’ In fact, at adu. Iovin. 11,7,  % For a similar understanding of the condemnation that the knowledge imparted  by nature is capable of generating, see Tr. in Ps. 95 (cf. CCSL 78, p. 154) where  under the /emma “Etenim correxit orbem terrae, qui non commouebitur”” (cf. MT  Ps 96:10) he writes: “Numquam corrigitur, nisi quod ante rectum fuit, et postea  deprauatum est. Sic igitur et nos, et omne humanum genus naturaliter intellegit Deum.  Nullae enim gentes sunt, quae naturaliter non intellegant Creatorem suum. Licet enim  lapides et ligna uenerentur: tamen intellegunt aliquid maius esse quam ipsi sunt, et in  errore suo indicant se habere sapientiam, hoc est, nulla gens est quae naturaliter non  intellegat Deum. Denique gentiles idola colunt, hoc est, lapides et ligna uenerantur;  et si forte rixam fecerint, et si iuramentum aliquod inter illos uenerit, non dicunt, lapi-  des isti uident, ligna uident: sed, Deus uidet, et Deus audit.”  57 To be precise, the adu. Iouin. can be dated with confidence to the year 393. For  a recent and comprehensive study of both the context and the relevant issues, see51
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accordıng Jerome, because (10d provıde “al natıones (omnesROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  51  (cf. “their hearts (cordibus suis)” and “with the conscience bearing  witness to them (;/lis)””). In fact, his only direct comment on our verses  comes in the next line, one which reveals his reading of Rom 2:14-15  to be the broadest and the most inclusive of any we have encountered  thus far, despite the fact that his reading is so clearly similar to (if not  demonstrably dependent upon) the thought of several of his predeces-  sors. Also significant here — and no less reminiscent of his predeces-  sors — 1s the degree to which Jerome overtly links the natural law with  sin and with the condemnation that sin brings with it.°° It seems that  Jerome has assigned to the natural law nearly, if not exactly, the same  function and significance that Paul frequently assigned to the Mosaic  Law in Romans and Galatians. In the same way that, according to  Paul, the Law of Romans 7 (cf. esp. 7:7-14) brought condemnation to  himself and, by extension, to all Jews, Jerome seems to have believed  that the natural law has brought condemnation to all human beings in  every age and in every circumstance. Finally, and in addition to the  overt link Jerome makes to a negative formulation of the so-called  “Golden Rule,” note the way in which he makes an explicit link  between the existence of the natural law and the justice of God:  according to Jerome, because God provided “all nationes (omnes ...  nationes)” and, in fact, every individual human being who has ever  lived, with the natural law, we are justified in believing that, when  God judges any nation or any individual, he remains perfectly just  even as his judgments remain perfectly unimpeachable.  Jerome’s Aduersus Touinianum (393). Interestingly, although  the Jerome of 407 was more than willing to portray himself as emi-  nently knowledgeable about the nature of the natural law, the Jerome  of the early 390’s, that is, the Jerome who penned a screed against the  views of the “heretic’” Jovinian, was just as certain that non-Chris-  tians were confused about its true nature.>’ In fact, at adu. Iovin. 11,7,  % For a similar understanding of the condemnation that the knowledge imparted  by nature is capable of generating, see Tr. in Ps. 95 (cf. CCSL 78, p. 154) where  under the /emma “Etenim correxit orbem terrae, qui non commouebitur”” (cf. MT  Ps 96:10) he writes: “Numquam corrigitur, nisi quod ante rectum fuit, et postea  deprauatum est. Sic igitur et nos, et omne humanum genus naturaliter intellegit Deum.  Nullae enim gentes sunt, quae naturaliter non intellegant Creatorem suum. Licet enim  lapides et ligna uenerentur: tamen intellegunt aliquid maius esse quam ipsi sunt, et in  errore suo indicant se habere sapientiam, hoc est, nulla gens est quae naturaliter non  intellegat Deum. Denique gentiles idola colunt, hoc est, lapides et ligna uenerantur;  et si forte rixam fecerint, et si iuramentum aliquod inter illos uenerit, non dicunt, lapi-  des isti uident, ligna uident: sed, Deus uidet, et Deus audit.”  57 To be precise, the adu. Iouin. can be dated with confidence to the year 393. For  a recent and comprehensive study of both the context and the relevant issues, seenationes)” and, ın fact, CVCIY indıvıdual human eing who has CVCI
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Rom 1415 OCCUTS in o0k I11 of hıs COMM Math., work
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bly discovered. The apostle ea wıth thıs 1Ssue 1991018° ulLy [Dy writ-
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infinıte varıety those Gentile peoples, ıle know SOINC

unter, Marrıage, Celibacy, and Heresy In Ancient Christiani The Jovinianist
Controversy (New York (Oxford Universıty Press,

{ hıs Englısh trans 15 that of the NPNF., 11/6, 304 For the Latın, cf. 23
col.310 ° Peruldes 1g1tur, quod NON solum in CSU, sed ei In sepulturıs, el in connubis,
ei mnı CONuersatiıone UNAQUACQUC SCHS SUOo rıtu proprietatıbus ulctitet‘ ei hoc Cal
naturae legem are, quod dıdicıt. ”

For thıs date, SCC Ürst, Hieronymous. Askese und Wissenschaft In der Spä-
tantıke, 117A119 and 302



ROMANSa IHE TRADITIONROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  53  to be inclined to vices and rushing headlong toward evil, we know  others to be dedicated to virtuous behaviors thanks to the integrity of  their morals.®  If Jerome’s ep. 121 represented a significant evolution from  views he was willing to commit to paper in the 390’s, it is also true  that his thinking about natural law and about the ways to exegete and  apply Rom 2:14-15 did not fully crystallize in 407. Indeed, treatments  at least as significant as that found in ep.121 occur in his Commentary  on Isaiah, an eighteen book masterpiece of biblical interpretation that  he completed about 408-410.°!  For example, in VIII, 24, 6, commenting on Is 24:6, a verse  which is part of a substantial and detailed prophecy concerning an hor-  rible future judgment that the Lord will bring about, Jerome makes  what is simultaneously a present and a future application:  Let the Jews, who boast in the fact that only they have received the  Law of the Lord, hear that at first all the Gentile nations as well as the  whole world received the natural law, and therefore it was only after-  wards that the Law was given through Moses, because the first law had  been dissipated (dissipatus est). Concerning this issue the Apostle  declared: “When the Genitles, who do not have the Law, naturally do  things which are of the Law, these lacking the Law, are a law unto  themselves; they are showing that the work of the Law has been writ-  ten on their hearts” (cf. Rom 2:14-15). Therefore, those who might be  observing these laws are obtaining the rewards; but those who are  neglecting them are sustaining the things that were just now threat-  ened by the prophetic word.®  S0 This English trans. is my own; for the Latin, cf. CCSL 77, p. 201:“‘Tunc ait  seruis suis: Nuptiae quidem paratae sunt, sed qui inuitati erant non fuerunt digni; ite  ergo ad exitus ularum et quoscumque inueneritis uocate ad nuptias.’ Gentilium pop-  ulus non erat in ulis sed in exitibus uiarum. Quaeritur autem quomodo in his, qui foris  erant inter malos, et boni aliqui sint reperti. Hunc locum plenius tractat apostolus ad  Romanos quod gentes naturaliter facientes ea quae legis sunt, condemnent iudaeos  qui scriptam legem non fecerint. Inter ipsos quoque ethnicos est infinita diuersitas, cum  sciamus alios esse procliues ad uitia et ruentes ad mala, alios ob honestatem morum  uirtutibus deditos.”  61 Both Fürst and Newman agree that the Com. Is. was finished by 410, though  Fürst’s view is somewhat less precise, i.e., 408-410. For these opinions, see A. Fürst,  Hieronymous. Askese und Wissenschaft in der Spätantike, 117-119 and 302 and  H. Newman, “Jerome’s Judaizers,”” 432.  62 _This trans. is my own; for the Latin, cf. CCSL 73, p. 317: ‘“ Audiant Iudaei, qui  se solos legem accepisse Domini gloriantur, quod uniuersae primum gentes totus que  orbis naturalem acceperit legem, et idcirco postea lex data sit per Moysen, quia prima  lex dissipata est. De qua apostolus loquitur: ‘cum enim gentes, quae non habent legem,  naturaliter ea quae legis sunt faciunt, isti legem non habentes, ipsi sibi sunt lex; qui  ostendunt opus legis scriptum in cordibus suis.’ Qui igitur has leges obseruauerint,53
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Seruls SUl1S: Nupti1ae quıdem paratae Sun(t, sed quı inuıtatı eranı! NON fuerunt dıgn1; ıte
CIgO ad exIitus ularum ei UOSCUMUC inuenerIi1t1s u0OCate ad nuptlas. ’ Gentilium POD-
ulus NON erat ıIn ulls sed ın exıtıbus ularum. Quaeritur autem quomodo in h1s, quı forıs
erant inter malos, ef bon1 alıquı sınt repertl. Hunc locum plenıus Tactat apostolus ad
Romanos quod gentes naturalıter facıentes QquUaC leg1s sunt, condemnent iudaeos
quı scrı1ıptam egem NON ecerınt. Inter 1DSOS qUOQUC ethnicos est infinıta diuersıiıtas, CUu
SC]JIAMUS al108 SSC prochues ad uıtla ef ruentes ad mala, al10s ob honestatem ILLOTUIMN
umlrtutibus dedıtos. ”

61 oth Fürst and Newman ABICC that the Com Is W ds finıshed Dy 410, though
Fürst’s 1e6W 15 SsOomMewnNna| less precI1se, 1.e., 408-410 For these Op1n10ns, SCcC Ürst,
Hieronymous. Askese und Wissenschaft In der Spätantike, 11740 and 3()2 and

Newman, ° Jerome’’s Judaıizers, ” 43792
Thıs irans 18 OW) for the Latın, cf. GCESL. K3 217 ‘ Audıant Judaeı, quı

solos legem acceplsse Domuinı glori1antur, quod uniluersae prımum gentes que
orbıs naturalem acceperıt egem, el 1dcirco postea lex data s1ıt PCI Moysen, quıia prıma
lex dıssıpata est. De qua apostolus loquitur: .  CcCum nım gentes, UUaC NON habent jegem,
naturalıter QuUaC legı1s SuUunt facıunt, ist1 legem 9(0)8! habentes, 1ps1 s1ıbı Sunt lex; quı
ostendunt ODUS leg1s scr1ıptum ın COTd1DUS Su1ls.’ Quı 1gıtur has eges obseruauerınt,



oug the specıfic WaY In 1C Jerome lınked OUT VEISCS
Isa1ah’s prophecy 15 dıfferent from anythıng ave SCCH thus
far, ST1 INOTC remarkable 1S the claım he makes concerning the
“dıssıpated ” nature of the natural law Not only has Jerome taken
D 18 downplay the (salvıfıc and eschatologıcal) sıgn1ıf1ıcance of
the Mosaıc Law, and, perhaps, diıstance hımself from certaın fea-
ME of the Hebrew tradıtion,° he also has revealed yel another
po1In of Contacti between hımself and Christian COomMentary tTra-
dıtıon that has irequently made declaratıons Oou mankınd’s abıl-
Ity elımınate otherwıse the g1 of (G10d Iirom theır mınds
and COoNsclences. Fınally, ote that Jerome returns 116 thıs eme In,
1f anythıng, still INOTC specıfic SOMEC S1X 00 later Com-
menting Is .1. (and after quoting Jer 31:31-33 In toto°*), he
observes:

Inasmuch AdS they dIC lıving in WaY accordıng the letter, but
accordıng the spırıt, they AIiIcC (re-Jestablıshing (instaurantes) the nat-
ural law In theır earts Ihe Apostle also WT' about thıs ° Hor when
the Gentiles, who do nNnOL have the Law, naturally do those Ings C
dICc of the LaW, these ackıng the LawW, AI law unto themselves; they

howing that the work of the Law has een wriıtten theır hearts”
(CE Rom 4-15 pomnt concerning that law 1S also made In the
salm mouth of the Just mediates wısdom, and hIis tongue

praem1a CONSECQqUENLUT; quı autem neglexerınt Cas, sustinebunt UJUaAC N1NUNC SCITINO

propheticus commınatur.
Scholars have long recognızed that Jerome’s hypersensıtıvıty and hıs peculıar

scholarly inclinatıons combıned together provıde hım wıth ample ICAason maın-
taın appropriate distance between hımself and anythıng that might be perce1ved
"°t00O Jewısh, ” regardless of whether those thıings WEeTC insıde outsıde the church.
Ihe dıfficulty that he faced 15 aptly summarızed Dy Newman, ° Jerome’'s Judaız-
CTS “CThe 1ITONY and perhaps of the underlyıng logıc of Jerome’'s fre-

attacks agaılnst alleged Judaizers 15 that In princıple orthodox Chrıstian of hıs
day Was INOTC vulnerable than he the charge of Judaızıng. Here Was Chrıstian who
Iraternızed ıth Jews, not for recreation, but for the CÄDICSS DUTDOSC of
learmnıng Hebrew and studyıng Jewısh bıblıical interpretation that he COU. then pass

thıs knowledge other Christians. ”
The theological ıimport of ese for the earhest Chrıstians, who regarded

them havıng been (at least) proleptically fulfılled through Christ’s ministry and hıs
o1ift of the Holy Spirıt, need not be reviewed here; In the NRSV they read °"T’he days
aATrc surely coming, SaysS the LORD, hen 0 make 11CW CoOovenan ıth the house
of Israel and the house of Judah It ll NOoTt be ıke the Covenan that made ıth theır
ancCcestOors hen took them by the hand bring them out of the land of Zyp
CoOovenant that they broke, though Was theır husband, 5Say>S the ORD But thıs 15 the
CoOovenant thaft 111 make ıth the house of Israel after those days, SayS the ORD
ıll put law wıthın them, and 11l wriıte it theır hearts; and 111 be theır

God, and they shall be people. ”



ROMANS 415 IHEROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  55  speaks justice. The law of his God is within his heart and his step will  not deviate” (Cf. Ps 36:30-31 (=MT 37:30-31).°  F. Romans 2:14-15 in Augustine (pre- 411)°  The goal of what follows will be the provision of a condensed  but balanced picture of the Bishop of Hippo’s thinking on Rom 2:14-  15 prior to 411 as a means of facilitating a comparison between his  early exegesis of these verses and the exegesis of his predecessors,°  his contemporaries — especially that of Pelagius — and, though it is  beyond the perameters of this particular study, the exegesis of Rom  2:14-15 by both himself and the Pelagian writers who were active after  411. As with most of the foregoing sections, what follows will not be  exhaustive.®  65 This trans. is my own; for the Latin, cf. CCSL 73A, p. 563: “Vt nequaquam  uiuant iuxta litteram, sed iuxta spiritum, instaurantes naturalem legem in cordibus  suis, de qua scribit et Apostolus: ‘Cum enim gentes, quae non habent legem, naturaliter  ea quae legis sunt faciunt; isti legem non habentes, sibi ipsi sunt lex, qui ostendunt  opus legis scriptum in cordibus suis.’ De qua lege significatur in Psalmo: os iusti  meditabitur sapientiam, et lingua eius loquetur iudicium. Lex dei eius in corde illius;  et non supplantabuntur gressus eius.”  ° In the following section frequent reference will be made to what is probably  the most thorough analysis of Augustine’s relationship to our verses published thus  far: Simon J. Gathercole, “A Conversion of Augustine: From Natural Law to Restored  Nature in Romans 2:13-16,” in Engaging Augustine on Romans: Self, Context, and  Theology in Interpretation, eds. D. Patte and E. TeSelle, Romans through History and  Culture Series (Harrisburg, PA: Trinity Press International, 2002): 147-172. While this  chapter is certainly commendable, it is not above critique — either methodologically  or in all of its textual or analytical details. For example, Gathercole says next to noth-  ing about the ways these vv. were handled by others before or during Augustine’s min-  istry (though he does deal substantially with the impact of Augustine’s interpreta-  tion(s) on pp. 162-165), details which could really have served to set his conclusions  clearly in relief. Still more disturbing are the frequent referential errors he (or his edi-  tors) allowed to creep into his text: in the space of two pages (pp. 151-152), I noted  no less than three problems with respect to the locations of references to our vv. in  Augustine, all of which render the work decidedly less ‘“user friendly” than it should  have been. Cf. p. 151, where all references to ‘“Sermon 1” should read “Sermon 51”;  p- 152, where the reference to “Exposition of Psalm 58” should be to “Exposition of  Psalm 57”’; and ibid., where all references to ‘“Letter 107” should be to “Letter 157.”  67 For a general overview of the parallels between the “early” Augustine’s Pauline  exegesis and that of Origen, see C. Bammel, “ Augustine, Origen and the Exegesis of  St. Paul,” Augustinianum 32/2 (1992): 341-368. For an equally general overview of  Augustine’s attitude toward Gentile religious practices, see P. Hacker, “The Religions  of the Gentiles as Viewed by the Fathers of the Church,” Zeitschrift für Mission-  swissenschaft und Religionswissenschaft 54 (1970): 253-278, esp. 270-275.  68 Passages from the “pre-411” period in which Augustine makes more or less  clear references to Rom 2:14-15 include: ex. prop. Rm 10, where he discusses  the notion of “contestante conscientia illorum” from 2:15, which, incidentally,55

speaks Justice. Ihe law of hıs God 18 wıthın hıs he.  Z and hıs Step 111
nNnOL devıate ” (CT. Ps 36:30-31 (=M 30-31).°

Romans In Augustine (pre- 41 1)°
The goal of hat ollows 11l be the provısıon of condensed

but alance! plcture of the Bıshop of Hıppo  S thınkıng Rom 14
15 pr10r 1{0 411 d 1L1CAanlls of facılıtatiıng comparıson between hıs
early exXeges1s of these VEISCS and the exeges1s of hıs predecessors,®©’
hıs contemporarıles especlally that of elagıus and, though ıt 15
beyond the perameters of thıs partıcular study, the eXxegesI1Ss of Rom

14215 by both hımself and the Pelagıan wriıters who WCIC actıve after
41 As ıth MOST of the foregoing sect10ns, hat ollows 11l NOoTL be
exhaustive.®®

Thıs trans 15 OW! for the Latın, cf. CESE: /3A, 563 “Vt NCQUAQUAM
uluant 1uxta ıtteram, sed 1uxta spırıtum, instaurantes naturalem legem In cordıbus
SU1S, de Ua scr1bit Apostolus: ‘Cum nım gentes, JUAC NON habent legem, naturalıter

UJUaC legı1s SUunt acılunt; ist1 legem NON habentes, S1bı 1ps1 SUnNT lex, quı Oostendunt
UDUS legıs scrı1ıptum in cordıbus Su1s. ’ De quUua lege sıgnıfıcatur ın Psalmo: 1ust1
meditabıtur sapıentlam, lıngua 1US loquetur 1udicıum. Lex de1 1US In corde iıllıus;
l NON supplantabuntur STCSSUS 1US  27

In the followıng section frequent reference 111 be made hat 15 probably
the MOSst thorough analysıs of Augustine’s relatıonshıp OUT VCISCS5 publıshed thus
far S1mon Gathercole, “A Conversion of Augustine From Natural Law estore:
Nature in Romans 13-16, ” in Engaging Augustine Romans: Self, Context, and
Theology INn Interpretation, eds and Tedelle, Romans through Hıstory and
(Culture Series (Harrısburg, Trmty Press Internatıonal, 147172 Whıiıle thıs
chapter 15 certamly commendable, ıt 15 1a(0)1 above criıtique eiıther methodologically

in al] of its textual analytıcal detaıls. For example, Gathercole SaVyYS NEeXT noth-
ıng about the WaYys these WCIC handled Dy others before durıng Augustine’s miın-
IStrYy (though he does deal substantıally ıth the impact of Augustine s interpreta-
10n(s) 62-165), detaıls which could really have served seli hıs conclusıons
clearly reheft. Stil] INOTEC dısturbing the Irequent referential he (or hıs edi1-
OrS allowed into hıs Iext In the D of [WO (pPpP 51-152), noted

less than three problems ıth respect the locatıons of references OUuT in
Augustine, all of which render the work decıdedly ess “user Irıendly” than it should
have been i31: where all references * Sermon { should read * Sermon 3 d

152 where the reference Exposıtion of salm R should be Exposıtion of
Psalm 57„7 and ıbid., where all references er should be *Letter

For general OVerVIeW of the parallels between the .6.  27  ear Augustine’s Paulıne
exeges1s and that of Orıgen, SCC Bammel, ‘ Augustine, Urıigen and the Exegesı1s of
St PauL” Augustinianum 32/2 (1992) 341-368 For equaliy general OVerVIewWw of
Augustine’s attıtude toward Gentile rel1g10us practices, SCC Hacker., I he Relıgions
of the Gentiles Viewed by the Fathers of the Church, ” Zeitschrift für Miıssıon-
swissenschaft und Religionswissenschaft (1970) 253-278, CSP. 2102475

68 assages from the “pre-411” per10d in which Augustine makes INOTC less
clear references Rom Z include: DFYOD Rm 1 $ where he discusses
the notion of “ cCOontestante CONscCLientia ıllorum” from 2° F3 whiıch, incıdentally,



Romans 14-15 in Augustine’s De SeEermOonNne Domuinıi ıIn
monle. Augustine’s earlhıest clear reference OUT VeISCS 1s Oun in
Book I1 of hıs Oommentary Jesus’s * Sermon the Mount, ” work
completed after he had een ordaıned the priesthood but before he
became bıshop, 1.e, about 307 393, and, 1ll be obvıo0us from
the EXCETDL elow, 1ıle he Was SU1 v concerned establısh hıs
“antı-Maniıchaean ” credentials

At the beginning of Chapter 9, Augustine 15 addressing the
meanıng of hat he refers the S1X petition of the Lord’s ayer,
1.e., “Brıng NO Into temptatiıon ” (cf. Mt 13) Not surprisingly,
Augustine s mMoOst pressing CONCETN by the time reach aragrap

18 carefully dıstinguıish between OUT being ..  trıed (temptemur),”
IC he thınks 15 NCCCSSALY for if they become gOdIY,
and eing brought into temptatıon (Inferamur In temptationem), ”
somethıing which he 0€Ss nNnoTt thınk G0od CVCT does, CVCI ıf (G0d o0€es
sometimes OW ıt (60 happen through the ASCHNCY of others. As Uugus-
tine discuss few bıblical examples involving eıther eing
Gathercole, “A Conversion of Augustine, ” 159-160, critiques being mistranslated
Dy Fredriksen es In her Augustine Romans: Propositions from the Epistle
the Romans Unfinished Commentary the Epistle the Romans, SBL eX{iIs and
Iranslatıons (Chıco, Scholars Press, cfi. (Ior the Latın) and
for the Englısh); INn Ps 5:13% and 9, doc Chr 11,14,22, which 1s cıted Dy Lyon-
neT, ‘“ Lex naturalıs, ” Z 15 early and 1S certaınly relevant fOor discussion of
Augustine’s VIEWS natural law, but, far SCC, contaıns hıttle that mıght be
saıd anythıng INOTC than allusıon OUT Although both interesting and
ımportant fOr full discussion of Augustine’s exeges1s of OUT V the references
them In, SpILr. el lıtt. M  g 573102 En In Ps 118, CÄP 25;4:;

Jul 1V43:23w023: and CIU Del XX.26 all 1{070 late gıven the am of thıs
study Finally, ord NECCECSSATY regardıng the reference Rom found al

(cf. Revue Benedictine 9 9 40) Although ıt 18 tradıtionally dated
17/418, there SOIILIC who thınk it 1S sıgnıfıcantly older. fact‘ both ıll and

1st th: there g00d TESSONS for datıng it “before if NOTL earlhıer (1n HIS
nits, 1st SCS far Sa y that ıll’s posıtıon 18 st1l] "°t00 tentatıve”). For
Hıll’'s observatıons, SCC WSA and 1! Ose of 1st be found in 29
of h1s forthcoming “‘O, ALITLITUDO! Some oblems In Augustine and ulıan
about Justice and Mercy Makıng Philosophical Sense of SOTNC Paulıne Ideas” that ll
be included ın volume dedicated the use and exeges1s of the Paulıneu dur-
ing the Pelagıan Controversı1ies. In addıtion ıts dıfficult chronology, the reference

OUT in thıs SCITINO 1s passed OVer for discussıon here gıven ıts dıfficulty and
obscurıty: ere Augustine’s maın CONCETN 18 ıth the practice of infant adoption and
he SCCS the fact that Gentiles and such Pharoah’s daughter (eft. Ex 1-10),
could wiıllıngly adop! the children of others somehow supporting the notion that they
had law(s) wrıtten theır hearts before they WEeIC formally and externally Cod1ılle:
Though hiıghlıghted Dy neıther ıll NOT Rıst, the fact that Augustine applıed Rom

NON-, o ‚ al east, pre-Chrıstianr COuU perhaps be used strengthen the
In favor of earher date gıven the WaYS he usually exegeted ıt post-41 19

for LNOTC thıs, cfi. Infra.



ROMANS 14-15 THEROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  57  tried or being brought into temptation, he begins a longish discussion  of the story of Job and how, in Augustine’s view, it is ridiculous to  suppose that Satan spoke literally and physically to God when he is  reported as having asked God to tempt Job to curse God by radically  reversing his fortunes.®  From here, Augustine, in full anti-materialist mode, references  Rom 2:14-16 when he explains the means by which God does speak  to his creatures — regardless of either the quality or the exact status of  their relationship to him:  When will [the Manichaean heretics who impugn the OT] under-  stand that God speaks within the conscience of every man who can  reason in any manner, even though he be perverse (peruersam)? For  who but God has written the natural law in the hearts of men? This  is the law of which the Apostle says: “For when the Gentiles who  have no Law do by nature what the Law prescribes, these having no  law are a Law unto themselves. They show the work of the Law  written in their hearts, their conscience being their witness even  when conflicting thoughts accuse and defend them, on the day when  the Lord will judge the hidden secrets of men” (cf. Rom 2:14-16).  Even though some rational souls are blinded by cupidity (cupiditate  caecata), every rational soul thinks and reasons. Nevertheless, it is  not to the rational soul itself that we ought to attribute whatever is  true in its reasoning; we must attribute it to the very light of the  truth by which it is enlightened, even though feebly in proportion to  its capacity, in order that it may be able to perceive some truth in its  reasoning.”°  ® The fact that Augustine would dwell upon this detail provides support for the  aforementioned statement about the chronology of this work and its relationship to  Augustine’s anti-Manichaean efforts. In fact, it rather closely resembles the claim he  makes in conf. that the last significant hurdle to his escape from their influence was  his inability to conceive of God or, indeed, of any higher form in non-material cate-  gories. Cf. conf. V,10,19-V,11,21.  70 This trans. is that of D. Kavanagh. For it, see FOTC 11, pp. 140-141; for the  Latin, cf. CCSL 35, p. 122: “Nam quando illi ualent intellegere nullam esse animam  quamuis peruersam, quae tamen ullo modo ratiocinari potest, in cuius conscientia non  loquatur Deus? Quis enim scripsit in cordibus hominum naturalem legem nisi Deus?  De qua lege apostolus dicit: ‘Cum enim gentes, quae legem non habent, naturaliter  quae legis sunt faciunt, hi legem non habentes ipsi sibi sunt lex; qui ostendunt opus  legis scriptum in cordibus suis, contestante conscientia illorum et inter se inuicem  cogitationum accusantium aut etiam excusantium in die qua iudicabit Deus occulta  hominum.’ Quapropter si omnis anima rationalis etiam cupiditate caecata tamen cum  cogitat et ratiocinatur, quidquid in ea ratiocinatione uerum est non ei tribuendum est  sed ipsi lumini ueritatis, a quo uel tenuiter pro sui capacitate inlustratur, ut uerum  aliquid in ratiocinando sentiat, ...”trıed OT eıng brought into temptatıon, he begins ongısh diıscussion
of the SLOTY of Job and hOow, In Augustine’s VIEW, it 18 rıdiculous
SUPPOSC that Satan spoke lıterally and physıcally God when he 15
reported havıng as God m Job God by radıcally
reversing h1ıs fortunes.®?

From here, Augustine, in full antı-materilalist mode, references
Rom 14-16 when he explaıns the INCcCanls by 1C God o0€es speal

hıs creatures regardless of eıther the quality the Status of
eır relatıonshıp hım

When ıll the Manıchaean heretics who impugn the Ol ] under-
stand that God speaks wıthın the CoNnscıence of CVETY INan who Cal
ICason In anı y annerT, eCvVen though he be PCIVEISC (peruersam)? For
who but God has wriıtten the natural law in the hearts of men? Thıs
15 the law of1 the Apostle SayS ° For when the Gentiles who
have Law do Dy nature what the Law prescrıbes, these havıng
law AT Law unto themselves. Ihey show the work of the Law
written ıIn theıir hearts, theır COonNnsclence eing theır wıtness even
when conflicting oughts ACCUSEC and defend them, the day when
the Lord 11l Judge the hıdden ecrefs of men  27 (CE Rom 4-16
ven though SOMIME rational souls AIcC blınded by cupıdıty (cupıiditate
Caecata), ratıiıonal soul thinks and CcCasons Nevertheless, ıt 15
not the ratıional soul ıtself that 0Ug attrıbute whatever 15
tirue in ıts reason1ing; MUuStT attrıbute ıt the vVEeIYy 1g of the
truth by IC it 15 enlıghtened, C VEn though feebly In proportion
ıts capacıty, ın order that it INaYy be able perce1ve SOMe truth in ıts
reasoning. /°

Ihe fact that Augustine would wWwe UuDON thıs detaıl provıdes SUuppOort for the
aforementioned statement about the chronology of thıs ork and ıts relatıonshıp
Augustine’s antı-Manıchaean efforts In fact, it rather closely resembles the claım he
makes iın conf. that the last sıgnıficant hurdle hıs CSCADE from their influence WAas
hıs ınabıilıty CONCeIVvVe of G0od OT, indeed, of hıgher form In non-materı1al Cate-
gorles. ®3 conf. V,10,19-V,11,21

hıs trans 18 that of Kavanagh. For 1t, SCC FOTC IT 140-141; for the
Latın, cf. GCESL; 3 E 1F * Nam quando ıllı ualent intellegere nullam SSC anımam
quamu1s TU  5i  , JuaC tamen ullo mMmodo ratiocinarı potest_, in CUI1uUS conscılentia NOoON
loquatur eus Quıis nNnım scr1psıit In cordıbus homınum naturalem egem n1ıs1ı Deus?
De qua lege apostolus dıicıt °Cum nım gentes, QJUaC legem 1910)8! habent, naturalıter
UJUaC leg1s Sunt facıunt, h1 egem NON habentes 1ps1 s1ıb1i SUnt lex: quı ostendunt ODUSlegı1s scr1ıptum in cordıbus SU1S, Contestanftfe conscıentla iıllorum inter Inu1cem
cogıtatıonum accusantıiıum auft et1am excusantıum In dıe qua iludicabıt Deus Occulta
homınum. ’ Quapropter S1 Omn1s anıma rationalıs et1am cupıdıtate CaeCcCaflta amen CUm
cogıtat el ratıocınatur, quı1dquıd in ratiıocınatiıone UCIUM est NON el trıbuendum est
sed 1ps1 lumiını uerıitat1is, qUO ue]l tenuıter PITO SU1 capacıtate inlustratur, ut UCIUM
alıquıd in ratiıocınando entiat,
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Strikıng OoOu thıs pPaSSagc 15 hOW, al eas here, Augustine 15 COMN-

vinced that thıs natural law 1S genumnely present SOINC degree in
CVCIY human eing’s he  Z EVCIMN ıf he che has (consc10usly n_

scl1ously) tried it entieeDble it hrough SIN and perversıity.
Apparently, the 1Cason why thıs capacıty CannotTt be one AWaY ıth 1S
precisely because ıt 1S rooted in humanıty's created nature, that 1S, in
oOSse ratiıonal faculties that seit uman eing apart A °“ God’s image. ”
In er words, in Augustine s VIEW, long ASs g1ven human eing
(Or, for that matter, er reated Satan) remaılns, al eas

SOTMIIC degree, rational ıth capacıty for understandıng
at least bıts and pleces of truth, he che apparently retaıns ACCEOSS5

volce and revelatory actıvıty ıth respect both (G0od
hımself and oOse aforementioned

Romans 14-15 in Augustine’s Confessions.'' Completed
between iıne and fourteen YCAaIrs before the outbreak of the fırst phase

/71 Ihe fact that the uUsSec of Rom 415 al AaUsS: 92 ork which probably
ates from the Samılec per10d the conf., Le., between 96/397 and 00/403,
CCUTS wıthın section that 18 actually of Faustus ’ s explanatıon of the ..  three

of law (legem ENEFA tr1a),” and 1$ nOL, SOMMNEC readers have mistakenly
assumed, part and parcel of Augustine’s VIEWS (ef: Gathercole, “A Conversion of
Augustine, ” 149) INEeCcans that ıt should not be allowed ıimpact the conclusıons of thıs
sectlon. Nevertheless, ıf Augustine s representation of Faustus’s posıtıon 15 aCcCcurate,
it 18 noteworthy that Faustus also questi1ons the ex1istence of natural law In er
words, thıs DAaASSaLC provıdes yel LMOTC evidence in Support of the conclusion that belief
In SOMMC System of natural Jaw W d> prevalentI educated Chrıistians of all strıpes
In the Latın West of the late Ath_ and early 5St_century. By the time gel 19,2,
Augustine 1S ell into discussıion of the sıgnıfıcance of Christ’s claım that he °has
nOot OMNIC destroy, but fulfıl! the law and the prophets (cE Mt ? As noted
d, in Paragraphs 1-6 of Chapter 19, Augustine provıdes hıs readers ıth Faustus’s
explanatıion of the “three of |aw (legem ENETA {r1a). In Paragraphs and 3,
Augustine records Faustus claımıng that . there aAIic ree kınds of law One 1S,
of COUTSC, that of the Hebrews, which aul calls the law of SIN and death (ef. Rom ö:2)
Another 1$ the law of the gentiles (gentium), which he calls the natural (naturale) law
He 5SdYyS, ° For the genties Dy nature do hat pertaiıns the LaW, and, NnOL havıng the
Law, they law for themselves, for they ShOW that the ork of the Law 15 wriIit-
ten in theır hearts’ (cf. Rom But the thırd kınd of law 18 the truth S1Nce,
therefore, ere AIic Tee laws, and SInCe Jesus told that he anlc nOoTf destroy but

ulfill the Jaw (cf. Mt 17 ere 15 need of slıght dIiIc and dılıgence under-
stand which of these aws he WAas speakıng Ööf- (For thıs trans., SE WSA 1/20 23%:
for the Latın, cf. OCSEL 25 497) Faustus then SOCS opıne that, SInCe the C Xaml-

ples of the law that Jesus g1ves in the rest of Mt the ..  older commandments
(antıquiora praecepta)” agaınst murder, adultery, and false testimony, he Must have
been referring hıs thırd CategOrYy of law, .} the Law of TIruth, hen he claımed
that he had OMeC ulfill the LaW Hıs reason1ıng strıkes the modern reader eing

od! it 1S extrapolatıve: “AS it 15 CaS y (9)  r ese |laws WEeTC promulgated
long dAYO AIMONS the Gentiles by NOC and Seth and other rıghteous INEeN lıke them.
who WEIC gıven Ithese laws| Dy resplendent angels In order restraın ferocıty (0)01



“ IHE IRADITIONROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  59  of the Pelagian Controversy, Augustine’s Confessions, a work which  he clearly intended for a wide and diverse audience, contains at least  two references to Rom 2:14-15. These two occur at 1,18,29 and at  11,4,9.  Though the first of these is an allusion made almost in passing,  it is significant in that it is used in support of an important point about  the irony, the vanity, and the moral and ethical corruption that Augus-  tine sees as inherent in the lives of all who have not yet awakened to  the fact that they are deeply immersed in a fallen and hopelessly cor-  rupt world system. Augustine begins Paragraph 29 by noting the back-  wardness of those who dilligently “observe the conventions of letters  and syllables received from those who so talked before them,” but  who also “neglect the eternal contracts of lasting salvation” which  God has tried to make with them and who so willingly and glibly “hate  a human being, [their] fellow-man” and who “cherish hostile atti-  tudes.” The probable allusion to Rom 2:15 is then introduced as  Augustine summarizes the relative permanence of these two systems,  one that is human and transient and another that is divine and eternal.  Particularly germane to this study is that he does this while also link-  ing the allusion to 2:15 to a negative expression of the Golden Rule:  “Certainly the knowledge of letters is not as deep-seated in the con-  sciousness as the imprint of the moral conscience (scripta conscientia),  that [the worldly person] is doing to another what he would not wish  done to himself (cf. Tob 4:15; Mt 7:12).”72 In other words, here,  Augustine seems to claim that, while worldly people do willfully  choose to sin, they usually retain the knowledge that what they are  choosing is wrong both during and after the commission of the act in  question.  Still more substantial is the more certain — but still unattributed  — reference at 11,4,9, where the principle described by our verses is  invoked as part of Augustine’s famous comments on the phenomena  that surround instances of theft generally and of his theft of his neigh-  bor’s pears specifically. In fact, the reference comes very near the  beginning of the paragraph when Augustine matter-of-factly acknowl-  edges the existence of both a revealed law and a law implanted in the  human beings. Hence, who would not think that he said this about the law of the truth  and its prophets?” (See ibid. p. 238; for the Latin, cf. ibid, p. 498).  72 AIl translations from the conf. in what follows have been taken from H. Chad-  wick, Saint Augustine Confessions (Oxford/New York: OUP, 1991), which hereafter  will be referenced as “Chadwick.” For this quotation, see p- 21. For the Latin, see  CCSL 27, p. 16: “... certe non est interior litterarum scientia quam scripta conscien-  tia, id se alteri facere quod nolit pati.”of the Pelagıan Controversy, Augustine’s Confessions, work IC
he clearly intended for wıde and dıverse audıence, contaıns al eas
[WO references Rom ese [WO al ‚  C} and al
11,4,9

Ihough the first of these 1s allusıon made almost In passıng,ıt 15 sıgnıficant In that ıt 18 sed In Support of ımportant pomt about
the lrONY, the vanıty, and the moral and thıcal Corruption that ugus-tine SCCS inherent In the lıves of all who ave NOT yel wakened
the fact that they deeply immersed in Ttallen and hopelessly COI -
rupt WOT SyStem. ugustine begıns aragrap Dy noting the back-
wardness of those who dıllıgently °observe the conventilons of etters
and syllables rece1ved from Ose who alke: before them,  297 but
who also "neglect the eternal cContracts of lastıng salvatıon ” 1C
God has trıed make ıth them and who wiıllingly and glıbly °hate

human eing, theır|] fellow-man  99 and who “ cherısh hostile attı-
es  297 The probable allusıon Rom DA F5 15 then introduced
Augustine summarızes the relatıve IMANCENCE of ese [WO SyStems,
ONE that 15 human and transıent and another that 1s dıvyıne and eternal
Particularly thıs study 1S that he 0€s thıs 1le also Iınk-
ing the allusıon {O 15 negatıve eXpression of the Golden ule
Certamly the knowledge of etters 15 NOT d deep-seated In the COMN-
SCIOUSNESS the Iimprin of the moral COonscIlence (scripta CONSCLENLLA),
that the worldly person| 1S o1ıng another hat he WOU NOl wısh
one fo hımself (er. Tob 4:15: Mt7 In er words, here,
Augustine claım that, 1le worldly people do wıllfully
choose 1{8 S1IN, they usually retaın the owledge that hat they ATIC
choosing 15 both during and alfter the Commı1ss1ıon of the aCct In
question.

Still INOTC substantıal 1s the INOTEC certaın but S71 unattrıbuted
reference al 11,4,9, where the princıple desceribed Dy OUT VOISCS 1s

nvoked dS of Augustine’s famous the phenomena
that surround instances of generally and of hıs of hıs ne1gh-
OTrT'S specıfically. In fact, the reference VETY Car the
beginnıng of the paragrap when Augustine matter-of-factly acknowl-
edges the existence of both revealed law and lLaw ımplanted In the

human beings. Hence, who WOU NOT thınk that he saıd thıs about the law of the truth
and ıts prophets”? ” (DSee hid 238; for the Latın, c1. LDLd, 498)

All translatıons from the conf. 1n hat ollows have been taken from had-
wıck, Saint Augustine Confessions (Oxford/New York which hereafter
ll be referenced ° Chadwick.” For thıs quotatıion, SCC BAl For the Latın, SCEC
GESL:; 2 9 c certe N1ON est inter10T lıtterarum sclentla QUam scr1ıpta CONsCIenNn-
t1a, ıd alterı facere quod nolıt patı. ”



human heart “Ihefi recel1ves certaın punıshment by yYOUTr law
XO I5 Lord, and by the law wrıtten the hearts of INeN (et
lex scrıpta INn cordibus hominum), 3C nNOTt BVn IN1quıty itself
estroys. For hat thıef Can ıth equanımıty endure eing robbed by
another thief? He CannotTt olerTate ıt SCVCnN ıf he 15 rich and the ther 1S
destitute. ”” > hıs 185 then ollowe: immediately by the Bıshop s hıghly
introspectıve and analytıcal retelling of hıs gratu1tous of PCAaISs

emarkable ere al eas [WO thıngs. First 1Ss the claım that
transgress10ns of the law, regardless of the form it actually takes,
“°certaın (certe)  27 be punıshed. In the Case of the law wriıtten the
heart, the punıshment (at eas consısts of urthering of the
nternal dısorder, confusıon and ““dısıntegration ” that Augustine else-
where SaVYS 1S direct result of all sınful lıfestyles.’* Second 15 the tra-
1t10Na broadly speakıng and WI1 Augustine’s OW DO-
s1t10ns) but consıstently provocatıve claım that thıs law, 1C 18
certamly punıshed, 15 alsoO indelhble it CannotTt be erased from the he.  Z
of uman eing regardless of theır persistence theır degree of
commıtment lıfestyle of SIN and epravıty. eC for example, the
claım above that thıs heart-written law Cannot be estroye by “ 1IN1G-
ulty itself 1DSa INLQULEAS). ” Augustine SCS illustrate thıs
po1In Dy noting that Ceven the MoOst dedicated thıeves know that hat
they do 1S9yel they Just quickly aASs (and sometimes SCVCNMN
INOTE harshly than) the mMoOst Justice-minded, law-abıdıng cıtızen ıf and
when ıt 1S from them that somethıng IN stolen.

Romans 14-15 In Augustine’s Enarratıo ıIn Psalmo S71
ıke those from the conf., the references 18 Rom 14-15 from ugus-
tine’s aTrYy salm 4=PSs 58) dIc neıther dırect NOT
explıicıt. Oowever, hat makes them interesting and mportant 1S that
they aAaTrec exegetically consıstent ıth OSse from the conf. and ıth
those from elsewhere in Augustine’s pre-411 OCUVTE (not 18 mention
ıth OSe from the work of several of hıs predecessors).

TIhe enarratıo Ps 57 Was probably preached, opposed
sSımply i1cTlate: in Carthage urıng the first decade of the 5S%_century;

Chadwıck, 28-29; for the Latın, SO C(AST: 2 9 2172 ° Furtum certe
punıt lex 1ua, Domuine, el lex scrıpta in cordıbus homıinum, Quam 1psa quıdem
delet inıquıitas: Quıis nNnım fur q anımo furem patıtur? Nec COP10SUS adactum
inopla.

Several statements contaınıng claıms of thıs SOTT Can be found in ook of
conf. dee, L3.5 (Chadwick, 47 cf. CS 2 E} where God 18 saıd be the
OMNC who “reassembles (conligis nos)” and, still LNOTEC clearly, M  a (Chadwick,

1 cf. (1 Zahı 11) where read that "the punıshment of CVEIY dısordered
mınd 1s ıts OW. disorder oena SUGQ ıb Sıt OMNLS Inordiınatus anımus).”



ROMANS 4-15ROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  61  several scholars believe there is justification for placing it near the end  of 403.’° That one of this composition’s primary concerns is the status  of the “natural” human heart is made clear in the very first paragraph  as he tackles the difficult issue of recognizing if, and, if so, how, Jus-  tice might be achieved in interpersonal relationships:  Anyone at all when questioned about what is just can easily give the  right answer, as long as he or she is not an interested party! And this  is not surprising, for by the hand of our Fashioner (formatoris nostri)  truth has been written in our very hearts: “What you would not want  to be done to you, do not do to another” (cf. Tob 4:15). Even before  the ancient law was given no one was allowed (permissus est) to be  ignorant of it, for even those to whom the law had not been given were  held liable to be judged by this standard. But to take away from human  beings any ground for complaining that they had not been provided for,  that which they were not reading in their hearts was also written on  tablets. For it is not that they did not have that which was unwritten,  but it was that they were unwilling to read it. Now it was held before  their eyes so that they would be forced to see it in their consciences,  and, just as the human being had been admonished externally by the  voice of God, he or she was forced to confront his or her own inner-  most self.7°  Following this harsh indictment of both the human will and the  human heart, which, in Augustine’s view, had utterly failed to be true  to itself and to read (much less to heed) that of which it was so keenly  aware, he goes on to explain a bit more about the purpose and the  function of the revelation of an external, written Law:  Because men and women were so avid for external things that they had  become estranged from themselves, a written Law was given. This  was not because it was not already written in human hearts; but you  were a deserter from your heart, and so you are arrested by him who  75 For an helpful summary of published opinions on the date of this enarratio, see  C. Meyer, ed. Augustinus-Lexikon, Vol. 2 Cor-Fides (Basel: Schwabe &Co., 1996-  2002), s.v. “Enarrationes in Psalmos,” by H. Müller, esp. col. 816.  76 This is a slightly modified version of M. Boulding’s English trans. as found at  WSA 11,17, p. 120. For the Latin, cf, CCSL 39, pp. 707-708: “Aut quis de iustitia  interrogatus, quando non habet causam, non facile respondeat quid sit iustum? Quan-  doquidem manu formatoris nostri in ipsis cordibus nostris ueritas scripsit: ‘Quod tibi  non uis fieri, ne facias alteri.’ Hoc et antequam lex daretur nemo ignorare permissus  est, ut esset unde iudicarentur et quibus lex non esset data. Sed ne sibi homines aliq-  uid defuisse quaererentur, scriptum est et in tabulis quod in cordibus non legebant. Non  enim scriptum non habebant, sed legere nolebant. Oppositum est oculis eorum quod  in conscientia uidere cogerentur; et quasi forinsecus admota uoce Dei, ad interiora sua  homo compulsus est, ...”61
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4S he ackles the dıfficult 1ssue of recogn1zıng if, and, ıf 5 hOoW, JusS-tice m1g be achl1eved in interpersonal relationships:

yone al all when questioned about what 15 Just Can easıly g1ve the
rıght W  9 as long he OT she 15 NOTL interested party! thıs
15 NOL surpriısıng, for Dy the hand of OUT Fashıoner (formatoris nostrIi)
truth has een wriıtten In OUT VE hearts °What yOU WOU NOTL want

be done YyOU, do NOTL do another” (ET: Tob 13) ven before
the ancıent law W as gıven ONC W as lowed (permiSSus est) be
ignorant of ıt, for even those whom the law had NO een gı1ven WEIC
held hable be Judged by thıs standard But z  e’ AWaY from uman
eiINgs an y groun for complainıng that they had NOTL been provıde for,
that 16 they WeTe noTt eadıng In theır earts Was also wriıtten
ablets For ıt 15 NOL that they dıd NOL ave that 16 Was unwritten,
but it Was that they WeTiIie unwiıllıng read ıt. Now ıt Wäas held before
theır CYCS that they WOUu be forced Nal it in theır CONscClenCes,
and, Just the human eing had een admonıshed externally by the
VOIcCce of God, he OT she Was forced confront hıs ÖT her OW inner-
MOSsSsT celf. /6

ollowing thıs harsh indıctment of both the human 111 and the
human heart, IC in Augustine’s VIEW, had utterly faıled be irue

itself and read muc less (Zu that of 1C ıt W ds keenly
AaWAaTre, he SOCS explaın bıt INOTE about the PUTDOSC and the
function of the revelatıon of external, wriıtten Law

Because 199158 and WeTiIe avıd for external Ings that they had
become estranged irom themselves, wrıtten Law Was gıven. Ihıs
W das NOT because ıt W ds NOTL already wriıtten in uman hearts; but yOU
WeTe deserter from YOUT heart, and yYOUu dIC arrested Dy hım who

For helpfulUl of publıshed OpIn10Ns the date of thıs enarratıo, SCC
Meyer, ed Augustinus-Lexikon, Vol Cor-Fides (Basel: chwabe &COo., 996-

“ Enarrationes Psalmos, ” Dy Müller, CSD col 816
Thıs IS slıghtly modified version of Boulding’s Englısh tran:  N found al

WSA ,  9 120 For the Latın, cf. CCSL 3 C} 707-708 ° Aut qu1s de lustitia
interrogatus, quando 1910)8! habet CaAaUSaNM, 1ON facıle respondeat quıd sıt i1ustum ? Quan-doquıdem INan) formatoris nostrIı In 1PS1S cordıbus nostr1ıs ueritas scr1psıit: uod tıbı
NON u1s fıer1, facıas alter1 Hoc ef antequam lex daretur NCINO 1gnorare perm1ssus
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15 present everywhere, and yYOUu called back the inter10r of yOUT
VeC) self. What appeal 0€es thıs wrıtten law make those who have
abandone: the law wriıtten In theır hearts? ° Return yOUT hearts, yOoUu
transgressors ” (GT. Is 46 8). '
Both the pomt and the IMpO: of thıs section 1s well-captured by

Gathercole who observes that, for Augustine:
Ithe natural| law 1S unıversal, gıven before JTorah, althoug! ıt W ds NOTL
read 0)18 heeded TIhe abandonıing of thıs law in the he.  Z SaVC MSsSEe

alıenatıon wıthın the human PCISON fragmentation of nature
and the restoration of the PCISON involved oneself. the
unıversal human instinct of nNnot wıshıng be cuckolded, stolen from,
ÖT murdered Q1VeEs valıdıty the posıtıve prohıbıition of these thıngs,
16 15 the CONItent of the unıversal law in the heart expressed in
Tob (ıtalıcs in the original)”®

Rom In Pelagius
If OMNC seftfs Ouft describe Pelagıus’s VIEWS OUT VEISCS in the

YVYCaIS ımmediately preceeding the Outbrea of the fırst phase of the
CONLTOVEISY 1C he WOU unwittingly g1ve hıs Name, ne’Ss  7 task
1S relatıvely stra1ıghtforward. In LaCt. ONE eed 0o0k further than hıs
Paulıine Commentary and hıs SO-Calle Letter Demetrias, [WO of the
SsSma handful of exfanf Composıt1ıons iIragments that certamly
attrıbutable him. ”

Ihe dıfference between hat Augustine accepte: the texft of Is 46:8 and
hOw modern versions read 1S substantıal; ct. the SV ° Remember thıs and consıder,
recal|l It mınd, YOU transgressors, k Agaın, thıs 15 slıghtly modiıfied version of

Bouldıng s Englısh Tans See WSA C  9 120 For the Latın, cf. N 3 E
708 qul1a homines appetentes QuUuaC forıs Sun(, et1am Se1IpSIS exsules factı

Sunt, data est et1am conscrıpta lex: NON qula In cordıbus scr1pta 1NON erat, sed quı1a
fugıt1uus 14Ss cordıs tul, ab illo quı ubique est comprehenderıs, el ad teıpsum intro
reuOCarTIS. Propterea scr1ıpta lex quıd clamat e1s quı deseruerunt legem scrıptam in
cordıbus Su1s ® Rediıte, praeuarıcatores, ad COT.  27

Gathercole, “A Conversion of Augustine, ” 152
As there be VE lıttle in the portions of Pelagıus’s De Natura

that 15 the quest1ons under consıderation here, the 1Ssue of whether noTt
OC should aCCeptL the (admıttedly only probable) date of 406-410 for that COIMN-
posıtion argued by 4 E Duval need NO CONCETN here For the uments, N
K Duval *1 date du "De Natura’ de Pelage. Les premi16eres etapes de la CONTLro-

SUT la nature de la grace ” Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes (1990) Jal
Z CSD 214 where he concludes that it 1S probably better SCCI1 stemming TOM
closer 406 than 410 What ATIe probably the MOST CIMANC statements in the NCcar
CoOontext of the iragments from Pelagıus included Dy Augustine In hıs OW!] wrıtings
Can be found 11CcCAar the end of E 29a section in which he actually mentlions
the * ]aw of nature (lege naturae)” (CT. SEL 60, 234-235).



ROMANS 14215 THE 1IRADITIONROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  63  Rom 2:14-15 in Pelagius’s Expositions of Thirteen Epistles  of St. Paul. Given that it probably represents his most formal think-  ing on the overall meaning and import of our verses — though, as we  shall see, it certainly does not represent his most interesting applica-  tion of them — we will begin with the comments under the Rom 2:14-  15 lemmata in the Romans commentary.3  Even the casual reader of the commentary is immediately struck  by the relative extensiveness of Pelagius’s comments in this section:  as has frequently been observed, his usual style throughout the com-  mentary is nothing if not succinct; occasionly it can even be brusque  to the point of obscurity.  On the level of preliminary detail, it is important to note that  Pelagius has defined “the Gentiles” for his readers in the preceding  context. His comments on Rom 2:13 make it plain that, for him,  the Gentiles of Rom 2 are actually non-Christian pagans and not  simply believing Christians who are ethnically other-than-Jewish.  He writes: “ [Paul] explains why Jews are not better than the Gen-  tiles. We too should fear, therefore, lest we, hearing the Law but not  doing it (cf. Rom 2:13), perish along with the Gentiles, as he him-  self says elsewhere: ‘Lest we be damned along with this world’  (CuCor 11:32) 781  Once Pelagius begins to unpack 2:14, the reader quickly learns  that this position will not be problematic for him since he assumes that  Christians, despite their being both “born again”” and “new creations in  Christ,” have neither cornered the market on good works nor are able to  claim exclusive rights to possessing at least some degree of sanctifica-  tion. In a move thoroughly typical for his commentary in that it presents  the reader with multiple interpretative options without ever explicitly  committing to any of those that have been offered, Pelagius remains  open to the possibility that this particular reference to the Gentiles might  be either “those who by nature were righteous in the period before the  Law’” even as it might also refer to unbelievers who “even now do some  80 Noteworthy here is Gathercole’s summary statement on this section of  Pelagius’s Romans commentary, viz. that “Pelagius here is not particularly Pelagian.”  See his “A Conversion of Augustine,” 158-159.  $ For this trans. see T. De Bruyn, Pelagius’s Commentary, 72. For the Latin,  cf. A. Souter, Pelagius’s Expositions of Thirteen Epistles of St Paul, Texts and  Studies 9/2 (Cambridge: CUP, 1926), 23. For a brief but helpful survey of the issues  and questions surrounding the sources that Pelagius seems to have incorporated into  his commentary, see De Bruyn, 1-10. For an older but very clear statement regarding  Pelagius’s knowledge and use of Origen’s commentary via Rufinus’s trans., see  M. Wiles, The Divine Apostle, 13.63
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loathe mM1 ıt AdICc subject {O theır CONscCIeENCES SINCE °“ even64  VP: YATES  good. ”8 Not willing, however, to let the Gentiles off the hook and, it  should be noted, in perfect keeping with what is certainly Paul’s overall  point in Rom 1-3, Pelagius goes on to make it plain that the Gentiles’  possession of a law ultimately serves to incriminate them just as thor-  oughly as the Jews’ possession of the Law of Moses has incriminated  them. He observes that in saying this ‘“ [Paul] demonstrates that they [i.e.,  the Gentiles] do not lack a law, so as to leave the Gentiles no excuse and  to divest the Jews of the glory owing to the possession of the Law. ”®  An equally crucial element for a clear understanding of Pelag-  jus’s views on our verses are his comments on the role of ‘““the con-  science (conscientia),” an element Paul introduced in v.15. According  to Pelagius, the reader once again has two options with respect to inter-  pretation and application. Either he can see the conscience as the  means by which nature “produces (agit)” the aforementioned law or  it can be seen as a testament — in the sense that it provides testimony  (testatur) — to the very real and inescapable existence of the law.  According to Pelagius, it would seem that everyone — even those who  are loathe to admit it — are subject to their consciences since ““even ...  the one who fears no one else is apprehensive when one sins and  rejoices when sin is overcome. ” The assumption that looms large here,  namely that all three groups (Jews, Gentile Christians, and Gentile  pagans) are equally well equipped to know what is and is not sin due  to the relatively trustworthy condition of their conscience, is addressed  again, albeit without supporting argument, in his comments on 2: 16.%  There, according to Pelagius, Paul’s line about “their thoughts in turn  accus[-ing] or defend[-ing] them” applies to all of humanity — a fact  reinforced by Pelagius’s rather subtle shift to the first person plural at  the beginning of his comment (not to mention his choice to retain the  all-inclusive “we” even as he goes on to discuss a second option).®  82 See De Bruyn, Pelagius’s Commentary, 73. Cf. also ibid., n. 22 where De Bruyn  provides several helpful references to the exegesis of this passage in the Latin tradi-  tion prior to Pelagius as well as to that same tradition’s presuppositions regarding the  origin and existence of a natural law.  ® Jbid.  84 For another passage in the Romans commentary which clearly expresses this  sentiment, see the comments under the /emma of Rom 9:2 (cf. ibid., p. 115):  “ .. because [Paul] says that on this point his conscience bears him witness he shows  that he tells the truth, which the conscience corroborates in all people, and establishes  that he is not charged with lying by an accusation from within” (italics added).  Cf. Souter, Pelagius’s Expositions, p. 72.  85 This detail is not lost on De Bruyn. In n. 24 on p. 72, he observes that “ [Pelag-  ius’s] comment here addressed Christians as well. For Pelagius there is no essential  change in the role of conscience throughout human history. ”the ONMNC who fears OIC else 15 apprehensıve when ONEC SINS and
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14-15 THE A'TIN I1RADITIONROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  65  He notes that ‘“ [Paul] asserts that there is a mental debate when we  decide by lengthy deliberation what we ought to do and what we ought  not to do, and that we should be judged according to this on the day  of the Lord, because it proves that we were not ignorant of g0od and  evil.”’86  Before moving beyond the Romans commentary, it is important  to note several of the other places in it where Pelagius either hints at  or directly claims that the conscience or heart-level capacities of all  “natural-born” human beings (and especially those who were living in  his own day) have deteriorated to the point that (almost) all of them  have “forgotten (obliti)” or “almost forgotten” (paene  in  obliuionem) what the race once clearly and unequivocally knew to be  the natural law of God.®7 At 1:27, where Paul claims that those who  have turned from God are “receiving in themselves the due penalty for  their errors, ” Pelagius claims that this is “... the order of nature, that  those who had forgotten God did not understand themselves as well  .  (ut qui Dei obliti erant nec se ipsos agnoscerent)”  j  at 5:13, where  Paul has claimed that ‘“before the Law sin was in the world,” Pelag-  ijus concurs by claiming that “ [t]here was indeed sin before the Law,  but it was not reckoned to be sin (cf. Rom 3:20) because [natural]  knowledge had already almost been wiped out (quia iam paene oblit-  erate fuerat scientia natura[lis])”; at 7:8, where Paul has written that  “without the Law sin was dead,” Pelagius comments that this was pre-  cisely because “[t]he natural law, which had [first] brought to mind  what was sin, had almost been forgotten (paene lex in obliuionem ierat  naturalis, ... )”; and, finally, at 11:24, as Pelagius tackles Paul’s dif-  ficult “Olive Tree” metaphor for the post-resurrection relationship of  Jews to the believing Gentiles “who were cut from what is by nature  a wild olive-tree,” he immediately notes that “ [long ago] their fathers  had fallen away from nature because they had forgotten the law of  nature (qui/a] iam [ollim] patres eorum, naturalem obliti legem,  deg[enj]erauerant a natura), and, when habit had become fixed  through repeated sinning, they came to be bitter and unproductive as  it were by nature (quasi naturaliter).”88  86 Tbid:  37 Though it is not expanded upon in detail, the fact that Pelagius did teach that  the Mosaic Law was revealed, at least in part, in order to renew the forgotten natural  law has also been noted by J. Patout Burns, “The Interpretation of Romans in the  Pelagian Controversy,” Augustinian Studies 10 (1979): 49.  % In order, see De Bruyn, Pelagius’s Commentary, p. 67, 93, 102, and 129. For  the Latin, cf. Souter, Pelagius’s Expositions, pp. 16, 46, 57, and 90.65
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naturaliıs,ROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  65  He notes that ‘“ [Paul] asserts that there is a mental debate when we  decide by lengthy deliberation what we ought to do and what we ought  not to do, and that we should be judged according to this on the day  of the Lord, because it proves that we were not ignorant of g0od and  evil.”’86  Before moving beyond the Romans commentary, it is important  to note several of the other places in it where Pelagius either hints at  or directly claims that the conscience or heart-level capacities of all  “natural-born” human beings (and especially those who were living in  his own day) have deteriorated to the point that (almost) all of them  have “forgotten (obliti)” or “almost forgotten” (paene  in  obliuionem) what the race once clearly and unequivocally knew to be  the natural law of God.®7 At 1:27, where Paul claims that those who  have turned from God are “receiving in themselves the due penalty for  their errors, ” Pelagius claims that this is “... the order of nature, that  those who had forgotten God did not understand themselves as well  .  (ut qui Dei obliti erant nec se ipsos agnoscerent)”  j  at 5:13, where  Paul has claimed that ‘“before the Law sin was in the world,” Pelag-  ijus concurs by claiming that “ [t]here was indeed sin before the Law,  but it was not reckoned to be sin (cf. Rom 3:20) because [natural]  knowledge had already almost been wiped out (quia iam paene oblit-  erate fuerat scientia natura[lis])”; at 7:8, where Paul has written that  “without the Law sin was dead,” Pelagius comments that this was pre-  cisely because “[t]he natural law, which had [first] brought to mind  what was sin, had almost been forgotten (paene lex in obliuionem ierat  naturalis, ... )”; and, finally, at 11:24, as Pelagius tackles Paul’s dif-  ficult “Olive Tree” metaphor for the post-resurrection relationship of  Jews to the believing Gentiles “who were cut from what is by nature  a wild olive-tree,” he immediately notes that “ [long ago] their fathers  had fallen away from nature because they had forgotten the law of  nature (qui/a] iam [ollim] patres eorum, naturalem obliti legem,  deg[enj]erauerant a natura), and, when habit had become fixed  through repeated sinning, they came to be bitter and unproductive as  it were by nature (quasi naturaliter).”88  86 Tbid:  37 Though it is not expanded upon in detail, the fact that Pelagius did teach that  the Mosaic Law was revealed, at least in part, in order to renew the forgotten natural  law has also been noted by J. Patout Burns, “The Interpretation of Romans in the  Pelagian Controversy,” Augustinian Studies 10 (1979): 49.  % In order, see De Bruyn, Pelagius’s Commentary, p. 67, 93, 102, and 129. For  the Latin, cf. Souter, Pelagius’s Expositions, pp. 16, 46, 57, and 90.)” and, fınally, al F1:24: Pelagıus ackles Paul’s dıf-
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note: .. it contaıns66  JP: YATES  Rom 2:14-15 in Pelagius’s Epistula ad Demetirad?m. Pelag-  ius’s Letter to Demetrias represents the only significant chronological  departure from the “pre-411” parameters that this study has adhered  to thus far. The reasons for this are rather straightforward, though they  do require explanation. Although the Letfer seems certain to have been  composed in 413 (or, at the latest, in 414), by which point Pelagius had  already removed himself to the East, and although Pelagius was well  aware of the debates that his disciple Caelestius had generated in North  Africa, it seems reasonable to assume that, once the letter began to  circulate, it was more provocative of Augustine’s charges against the  Pelagians than that it was written to any significant degree in reaction  to those charges.® In other words, the fact that the letter was drafted  in response to a request by the rich and powerful noblewoman Juliana  makes it clear that even prominent Christians outside North Africa had  yet to become seriously concerned with Pelagius’s espousal of any  “heretical”” doctrines regarding humanity’s post-lapsarian status or  God’s prevenient grace. It should also be remembered that, until at  least 415, Augustine had not progressed to a point of being willing to  regard Pelagius as less than a friend in Christ or even as someone who  seriously needed to have his teachings corrected. A brief discussion of  this letter is also worthwhile here given its actual contents: as Rees has  noted, “... it contains ... our most complete and coherent account of  [Pelagius’s] views on the ... topics of ‘the good of nature’ and *natu-  ral sanctity’ and on how they relate to man’s capacity to make a free  choice between good and evil and thereby win merit in the eyes of  God. %®  The accuracy of the foregoing quotation is confirmed almost from  the letter’s start. Indeed, Pelagius’s comments about the capacities of  human nature begin just after his brief but eloquent and rhetorically-  charged salutation.?! By the time the reader gets to the second half of  89 As B.R. Rees and others have made clear, Augustine seems to have gained  access to Pelagius’s letter to Demetrius at some point in 414, i.e., at about the time  he composed his On the Good of Widowhood. In any case, he certainly had read  it carefully by 417. For Rees’s discussion, see The Letters of Pelagius and His  Followers (Woodbridge, Suffolk, U.K.: The Boydell Press, 1998 (i.e., accessed  by me in the combined edition published under the title Pelagius: Life and  Letters)), 31 and 33 as well as his detailed footnote in Pelagius: A Reluctant  Heretic (Woodbridge, Suffolk, U.K.: The Boydell Press, 1998), 6 and n. 24 includ-  ing the bibliography contained therein. In what follows, all English quotations from  Pelagius’s Epistula ad Demetriadem will be taken from The Letters of Pelagius  and His Followers, pp. 35-70. Al Latin references are those found in PL 30,  cols. 15-45.  9 Rees, The Letters of Pelagius and His Followers, 32.OUT MoOost complete and coherent aCCoOount of
[Pelagıus s|] VIEWS the66  JP: YATES  Rom 2:14-15 in Pelagius’s Epistula ad Demetirad?m. Pelag-  ius’s Letter to Demetrias represents the only significant chronological  departure from the “pre-411” parameters that this study has adhered  to thus far. The reasons for this are rather straightforward, though they  do require explanation. Although the Letfer seems certain to have been  composed in 413 (or, at the latest, in 414), by which point Pelagius had  already removed himself to the East, and although Pelagius was well  aware of the debates that his disciple Caelestius had generated in North  Africa, it seems reasonable to assume that, once the letter began to  circulate, it was more provocative of Augustine’s charges against the  Pelagians than that it was written to any significant degree in reaction  to those charges.® In other words, the fact that the letter was drafted  in response to a request by the rich and powerful noblewoman Juliana  makes it clear that even prominent Christians outside North Africa had  yet to become seriously concerned with Pelagius’s espousal of any  “heretical”” doctrines regarding humanity’s post-lapsarian status or  God’s prevenient grace. It should also be remembered that, until at  least 415, Augustine had not progressed to a point of being willing to  regard Pelagius as less than a friend in Christ or even as someone who  seriously needed to have his teachings corrected. A brief discussion of  this letter is also worthwhile here given its actual contents: as Rees has  noted, “... it contains ... our most complete and coherent account of  [Pelagius’s] views on the ... topics of ‘the good of nature’ and *natu-  ral sanctity’ and on how they relate to man’s capacity to make a free  choice between good and evil and thereby win merit in the eyes of  God. %®  The accuracy of the foregoing quotation is confirmed almost from  the letter’s start. Indeed, Pelagius’s comments about the capacities of  human nature begin just after his brief but eloquent and rhetorically-  charged salutation.?! By the time the reader gets to the second half of  89 As B.R. Rees and others have made clear, Augustine seems to have gained  access to Pelagius’s letter to Demetrius at some point in 414, i.e., at about the time  he composed his On the Good of Widowhood. In any case, he certainly had read  it carefully by 417. For Rees’s discussion, see The Letters of Pelagius and His  Followers (Woodbridge, Suffolk, U.K.: The Boydell Press, 1998 (i.e., accessed  by me in the combined edition published under the title Pelagius: Life and  Letters)), 31 and 33 as well as his detailed footnote in Pelagius: A Reluctant  Heretic (Woodbridge, Suffolk, U.K.: The Boydell Press, 1998), 6 and n. 24 includ-  ing the bibliography contained therein. In what follows, all English quotations from  Pelagius’s Epistula ad Demetriadem will be taken from The Letters of Pelagius  and His Followers, pp. 35-70. Al Latin references are those found in PL 30,  cols. 15-45.  9 Rees, The Letters of Pelagius and His Followers, 32.topı1cs of ‘the g00d of nature’ and “natu-
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ROMANS 1415 IHEROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  67  Chapter 3, he encounters Pelagius’s initial defense of the natural capac-  ity of all members of the human race — including Pagans — to perform  morally good deeds.  Pelagius begins section 3,3 of the letter by noting that those who  critique the human race’s inborn and God-given abilities to choose  freely either good or evil do so “from lack of faith as much as of knowl-  edge (... impie, non minus quam imperite).”” He then goes on to  explain how the existence of virtuous pagans offers proof that this g0od-  ness is universal. He writes that the good of human nature ‘“has been so  universally (generaliter) established in all that it sometimes reveals itself  and brings itself to notice even in pagans who do not worship God,”®  before going into a disquisition on the subject of the vast number of  virtuous and morally upright pagan philosophers. After noting that the  source of this goodness must be from “the good of nature (de naturae  bono),” Pelagius then concludes this chapter by noting that, compara-  tively speaking, all Christians should thoroughly exceed whatever  degree of righteousness these good pagans have obtained since the  “nature and life [of Christians] have been instructed for the better by  Christ” and since they “are assisted by the aid of divine grace as  well. ”’%  This discussion of the capacities of pagans then culminates in  Pelagius’s thinking regarding conscience and natural law in Chapter 4,  a section which itself culminates in his most elaborate exegesis of  Rom 2 generally and of vv. 14-15 specifically.® Pelagius’s circular  claims regarding the goodness and helpfulness of the human conscience  notwithstanding,°® the discussion in 4,1 serves to set up the claims  %_ Note that a mere 15 lines into Chapter 1 Pelagius has proclaimed that Demetrias’s  choice for the veil is actually the direct result of her employing the ‘““sword of the faith  (fidei gladio)”; that she has done so “of her own’s free will (uwoluntate).”” For this, see  Rees, p. 36; cf. PL 30, col.15. Note too that very similar (if not even stronger) sentiments  are easily found passim in the letter’s early chapters, see, e.g., 2,1; 2,2; and 3,1.  %” Note, however, that a few chapters later, i.e., in 8,1, Pelagius goes to significant  lengths to clarify exactly what he means by the “good of nature.” Here he is adamant  that he is not claiming that we are incapable of doing evil. Rather his chief concern is  to refute those who think we are ‘““forced to do evil through a fault in our nature (ne eius  ultio ad malum ... impelli).” For this, see Rees, p. 43; cf. PL 30, col. 22.  %_ See Rees, p. 39; cf. PL 30, col.18: “... generaliter cunctis institutum est, ut in  gentilibus quoque hominibus, qui sine ullo cultu Dei sunt, se nonnumquam ostendat,  ac proferat. ”  % See Rees, ibid.;. cf.,‚PL 30, ibid.: ‘“... in melius per Christum natura. et, uita  instructa est: et ... diuinae quoque gratiae iuuantur auxilio. ””  % In chapters 5 and 6, Pelagius begins a roll call of virtuous people from within  the Judeo-Christian tradition, i.e., those whose story can be found within the Hebrew  Bible, including Abel, Enoch, Noah, Melchizedek, Abraham, Lot, Joseph and Job.Chapter D he enCounters Pelagıus’s nıtıal defense of the natural aAC-
ıty of all members of the human 1ACC including agans perform
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refute those who th: “ forced do evıl through a fault in OUT nature (ne 1US
ULLLO ad malumROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  67  Chapter 3, he encounters Pelagius’s initial defense of the natural capac-  ity of all members of the human race — including Pagans — to perform  morally good deeds.  Pelagius begins section 3,3 of the letter by noting that those who  critique the human race’s inborn and God-given abilities to choose  freely either good or evil do so “from lack of faith as much as of knowl-  edge (... impie, non minus quam imperite).”” He then goes on to  explain how the existence of virtuous pagans offers proof that this g0od-  ness is universal. He writes that the good of human nature ‘“has been so  universally (generaliter) established in all that it sometimes reveals itself  and brings itself to notice even in pagans who do not worship God,”®  before going into a disquisition on the subject of the vast number of  virtuous and morally upright pagan philosophers. After noting that the  source of this goodness must be from “the good of nature (de naturae  bono),” Pelagius then concludes this chapter by noting that, compara-  tively speaking, all Christians should thoroughly exceed whatever  degree of righteousness these good pagans have obtained since the  “nature and life [of Christians] have been instructed for the better by  Christ” and since they “are assisted by the aid of divine grace as  well. ”’%  This discussion of the capacities of pagans then culminates in  Pelagius’s thinking regarding conscience and natural law in Chapter 4,  a section which itself culminates in his most elaborate exegesis of  Rom 2 generally and of vv. 14-15 specifically.® Pelagius’s circular  claims regarding the goodness and helpfulness of the human conscience  notwithstanding,°® the discussion in 4,1 serves to set up the claims  %_ Note that a mere 15 lines into Chapter 1 Pelagius has proclaimed that Demetrias’s  choice for the veil is actually the direct result of her employing the ‘““sword of the faith  (fidei gladio)”; that she has done so “of her own’s free will (uwoluntate).”” For this, see  Rees, p. 36; cf. PL 30, col.15. Note too that very similar (if not even stronger) sentiments  are easily found passim in the letter’s early chapters, see, e.g., 2,1; 2,2; and 3,1.  %” Note, however, that a few chapters later, i.e., in 8,1, Pelagius goes to significant  lengths to clarify exactly what he means by the “good of nature.” Here he is adamant  that he is not claiming that we are incapable of doing evil. Rather his chief concern is  to refute those who think we are ‘““forced to do evil through a fault in our nature (ne eius  ultio ad malum ... impelli).” For this, see Rees, p. 43; cf. PL 30, col. 22.  %_ See Rees, p. 39; cf. PL 30, col.18: “... generaliter cunctis institutum est, ut in  gentilibus quoque hominibus, qui sine ullo cultu Dei sunt, se nonnumquam ostendat,  ac proferat. ”  % See Rees, ibid.;. cf.,‚PL 30, ibid.: ‘“... in melius per Christum natura. et, uita  instructa est: et ... diuinae quoque gratiae iuuantur auxilio. ””  % In chapters 5 and 6, Pelagius begins a roll call of virtuous people from within  the Judeo-Christian tradition, i.e., those whose story can be found within the Hebrew  Bible, including Abel, Enoch, Noah, Melchizedek, Abraham, Lot, Joseph and Job.ımpelli)  27 For thıs, SCC Rees, 43; cf. 3 C col
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68 YATES

Pelagıus makes In 4, regardıng .. certaın natural sanctıty (naturalıs
quaedam sanctitas)” that ex1ists .. OUT mınds (iIn ANıMLS nostris)” and
that, Dy workıng ..  on the evıdence |provıded Dy] OUT Consclience (ad
CONSCLeENtLIAE festimonium), ” elps us all Judge between hat 15 g00d
and hat 15 evıl. According 118 Pelagıus, thıs “natural sanctıty ” works
by .. kınd of inner law (domestica quadam ege),  99 and, in hıs VIEW,
1S exactly hat Paul Was ng Ou In Rom 14215

Ihıs 1$ the law 16 the apostle recalls (meminit) when he wrıtes
the Romans, testifyıng that it 18 ıimplante In all INeEN and wriıtten it
WeiIie the tables of the he.  z68  P YATES  Pelagius makes in 4,2 regarding “a certain natural sanctity (naturalis  quaedam sanctitas)” that exists “in our minds (in animis nostris)” and  that, by working ‘“on the evidence [provided by] our conscience (ad  Cconscientiae testimonium),” helps us all to judge between what is good  and what is evil. According to Pelagius, this “natural sanctity” works  by “a kind of inner law (domestica quadam lege),” and, in his view,  is exactly what Paul was talking about in Rom 2:14-15:  This is the law which the apostle recalls (meminit) when he writes to  the Romans, testifying that it is implanted in all men and written as it  were on the tables of the heart: ... [Pelagius quotes Rom 2:14-15 in  foto]. It is this law that all have used whom scripture records as hav-  ing lived in sanctity and having pleased God between the time of Adam  and that of Moses: some of these must be set before you as examples,  so that you may not find it difficult to understand how great is the  g00d of nature (quantum sit naturae bonum), when once you have sat-  isfied yourself that / has replaced the law in the task of teaching right-  eousness (... eam legis uice docuisse iustitiam; italics added).?  Interesting here are several points, some grammatical and some theo-  logical. First, note that this time, whether from rhetorical zeal or gen-  uine (and new?) conviction, Pelagius has taken ‘“the Gentiles,” which  he took as a reference to non-believing non-Christians in his Romans  commentary — at least under the /emmata for 2:14-15 — and which, of  course, cannot be anything but anarthrous in his Latin version, as refer-  ring to “all men (omnibus hominibus),” instead of, as the anarthrous  Greek “... yüp &0vn ...” was probably intended to indicate, a  restricted reference to “some Gentiles.” Second, and more overtly the-  ological, is the unsupported assumption that it was this “law” that  ‘“all” human beings between the time of Adam and the time of Moses  ‘“have used” if they have lived in such a way as to please God. Of  course, Genesis does not make overt reference to any form of law in  any of the narratives about the pre-Mosaic god-fearers, unless one  % Note, e.g., that in 4,1 (Rees, p. 39; cf. PL 30, col.19), Pelagius, via the inclu-  sive language of the hortative subjunctive, calls upon his readers to “... let our con-  science itself deliver its judgement on the good of nature, let us be instructed by the  from no other source but the mind itself.”  inner teaching of the mind, and let us learn about each of the good qualities of the mind  2 See Rees, p. 40; cf. PL 30, col.19: “Huius legis, scribens ad Romanos, mem-  init Apostolus: quam omnibus hominibus insitam uelut in quibusdam tabulis cordis  scriptum esse, testator: ... Hac lege usi sunt omnes, quos inter Adam atque Moysen  sancta uixisse, atque placuisse Deo, Scriptura commemorat. Quorum tibi, exempli  causa, aliqui proponendi sunt: ut facile intelligas, quantum sit naturae bonum, cum  eam legis uice docuisse iustitiam probaueris. ”|Pelagıus quotes Rom LA S In
toto| It 1S thıs law that all ave used whom scrıpture records d hav-
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and that of Moses: SOINE of these mMust be sei before yOU aSs examples,that VOU IMaYy NOTL fınd it dıfficult understand how 15 the
200d of nature (quantum Sıt NAaAlurae bonum), when OMNCE yOUu have Ssat-
isfıed yourse. that ıf has replace. the [aw IN the task of teaching rieht-
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ROMANSi THE ATIN TITRADITIONROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  69  counts as an exception the laws made explicit to (or through) Noah  after the flood (cf. Gen 9:1-17, esp. 4-6).® Third, finally, and proba-  bly most significantly, it should be noted that in this passage Pelagius  seems to be claiming that, in the post-advent church age, the human  race has in a sense returned to the pre-Mosaic stage since all Chris-  tians who have been properly instructed can rely once again on a  resurgent “natural sanctity” since ‘“it has replaced the law in the task  of teaching righteousness (... eam legis uice docuisse iustitiam ...).”  In other words, it would seem that Pelagius’s conception of the com-  bined ministry of God the Son and God the Holy Spirit in the present  dispensation includes the idea that they have both come (or been given)  in order to restore a sensitivity to the natural law that human beings,  over the course of the last few thousand years, have lost as a direct  result of their accumulated sins and sinful habits that, in turn, were  spawned as a direct result of their ignorant imitation of Adam’s orig-  inal disobedience.  IV. Summary and Conclusion  Given the degree of difficulty that is inherent in these two  verses, it should come as no surprise that there is a substantial diver-  sity of opinion regarding both the meaning and the application of them  in the Latin patristic tradition between ca. 365-ca. 411. And, while all  six of the questions that were listed in this study’s “Introduction” were  addressed — at least indirectly — by one or more of the Latin exegetes  that were surveyed here, it must be acknowledged that only a handful  of the six were answered clearly and few if any were answered with  % On the other hand, one could perhaps argue that Cain (cf. Gen 4:1-14) some-  how knew that he should not have killed his brother given that he seems to have read-  ily accepted that some form of punishment for his actions was in order, just as one  could also argue that Joseph somehow seemed to know instinctively that to sleep with  the wife of his boss, Potiphar, even at the wife’s instigation, was “wicked” and “a  sin against God” (cf. Gen 39:1-20, esp. v.9). Also potentially germane here are the  two separate stories in which Abraham, an Egyptian Pharaoh, and King Abimelech  all also seemed to know instinctively that they should be very respectful of the bond  of marriage (cf. Gen 12:10-20 and 20:1-18), even if they all initially experience dif-  ficulty in doing so. It is essential to note, however, that, except for some comments  about Joseph’s rock-solid will power at 5,4, Pelgius never makes reference to any of  these stories — at least in this context. On the contrary, the only reason for their being  included seems to be that the biblical text literally refers to them as “righteous” or  “upright” before God.COUNtTsSs dS exception the laws made exphıcıt (Or through) Noah
after the 00d (cf. Gen 1-17, CSP AIr Tınally, and proba-
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perfect consıstency Or unıformıty. In fact, beyond the aX10MS that
(1) SysStem of natural law exX1Ists and Was een u11 into the Wd)
and woof of the unıverse by God al ıts creation; ”” and (2) Paul had thıs
inherent SyStem of natural law In mınd when he penne Rom 14-15,
there relatıvely few, if detaıls regardıng the exegesI1s and applı-
catıon of these VeEeISCS that Can legıtımately be saıld 18 ave een
recognized by all the members of thıs of Tes. Equaliy S19-
nıfıcant 1S the WaY thıs study has een able hıghlıght the degree of
dıversıty and/or ambıvalence that OCcasıonally x1sted wıthın the
hought of sıngle author ıth respect Rom everal of
these Xegeles WEIC apparently quıte comfortable ıth adaptıng ıf not
outrıght alterıng theır OPIN1ONS these VEeISCS In order make them
INOTC dırectly applıcable gıven Oonftfexf INOTC closely conform-
able the conventlons of the SCHIC they WeOIC aımıng to produce

Ihe exegetical detaıl aboutA there Was perhaps the MOST
dıversıty and/or ambıvalence 1S the question of the ıdentity of the
° Gentiles” mentioned al the Oufsef of Some., Ambrosıi-
E hought they ATiIC better SCS Chrıstians; others, Urıgen
and Ambrose, SCCIN ave en ıt for granted that they AICc Pasans
(though ST1 LHNOTIC ambıguılty COUuU sometimes be introduced
those who held thıs second po1n ÖT 1eW when they took ıt refer-
nng Pasans who 1Vve' before Christ’s 1rsS advent):;: and ST1 oth-
CIS, C Hılary and Augustine, often understood the term 1{8 refer

(G1ven that it W as assumed have 1ts or1gın in God’s creative actıvıty and noTt
in the 111 actıvıty of human beings, it should also NOT be surprıse S60 MNan
of these claımıng that the natural law Was incapable of being erased
destroyed by human IN1quıty regardless of hOow badly and how frequently Ven the
WOTS CISON SINS how COITUDPL he che becomes. In short, for INanYy of ese
authors, natural law Can “un-read” and unheeded, but it Cannot be made
AWAY An interesting pomnt for further cons1ıderatiıon 18 whether NOTL it W d> precıisely
such lıne of thought that allowed SOTNC of them, and MOStT notably Pelagıus and those
sympathetıc hım, persistently fOor the idea that the human cConsclence
remaıns trustworthy.

Whıle the chronological parameters of thıs study prevented it from being
demonstrable In the study ıtself, note should be made of Augustine’s OW ambıvalence
ıth respect the ıdentity of the “Gentiles” and, INOTEC precıisely, of the fact that he
clearly altered hıs VIEWS thıs 1ssue ONCE he became enmeshed in the first phase of
the Pelagıan Controversy. Note 1078 that it 18 al least arguable that hıs diıscussion of
OUT in INn Pr represent landmark In hat WOU become fundamental
rethinkıng (hardenıng ?) of h1s earher posıtions.) In er words, the fact that he COu
fınd precedent for the VIEW that the ‘“Gentiles” WEIC Gentile Christians TOM wıthın
the Latın tradıtıon that he Cannot have independently introduced thıs VIEW into
western exegesI1s. On the ıt INOTC CCUrate Sa Y that, In makıng thıs
change, Augustine merely swıtched hıs allegıance irom OMNC more-or-less tradıtional
16 W another that W ds also more-or-less tradıtional.



J3ROMANS 124415 IHE TRADITIONM  ROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  all people generally. Given this level of ambiguity, it should come  as no surprise that two of these authors, i.e., Jerome and Pelagius,  can be shown to have offered different explanations for the identity  of the Gentiles in different contexts and at different places within  their oeuvres.  The exegetical details about which there was the most agree-  ment include the (often implicit) claim that an easily accessible  exemplar of the natural law exists in the so-called Golden Rule.  Especially conspicuous are references to a negative form of it, e.g.,  that found in Tob 4:15, in contexts that also contained discussions  of natural law and/or references to Rom 2:14-15. In addition to Ori-  gen, this link was made more or less explicitly by Hilary, Jerome,  and Augustine. In fact, this link is so clear it seems fair to claim  that, by ca. 411, it had become a topos among exegetes writing in  Latin.  Interestingly,' Origen would also seem to have been the likely  source for an idea that frequently appears in passages where Rom 2: 14-  15 is discussed by Hilary, Ambrose, Jerome, and Pelagius. All five of  these authors make more or less direct statements to the effect that obe-  dience to the natural law cannot fully (i.e., salvifically) justify anyone  since obedience to it can in no way be equated with full obedience to  “the law of faith,”” even if some, e.g., Hilary, could come very close to  conflating the natural law with the Law of Moses. In other words, all  these writers are in general agreement about rejecting the notion that a  person may experience justification (solely) by obeying whatever por-  tions of the natural law that are (or remain) known to him or her. Closely  connected to foregoing is the way in which Origen, Ambrosiaster,  Ambrose, and Jerome all expressed at least degrees of doubt with respect  to whether or not the existence of natural law, which they all acknowl-  edged to be good in se, has been ultimately or eschatologically benefi-  cial for humanity: all of these exegetes seem to have been convinced that,  on the Day of Judgment,!°! the natural law will serve to further the con-  demnation of Gentiles by leaving them justly exposed to the just Judg-  ment of God.  In sum, this study has made it plain that, for many of the most  important Latin exegetes who were active during the period ca. 365-  ca. 411, Rom 2:14-15 was precisely what it continues to be for most  101 J ess crucial, but still interesting is the way in which several of these writers  could also be ambivalent about the degree of sanctification that the natural law makes  possible in this life.al] people generally. Given thıs eve of ambıguılty, it cshould COIMNC
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ppendix: Rom in the so-calle' ‘Budapest Anonymous’”’
96-405102

(nven that 15 known aDOou eıther the actual authorshıp, the
prec1ıse context, the influence and impact of thıs Commentary, ıt 15 dıf-
ficult SaYy much about ıts iımportance for the questions under discus-
S1ION ın thıs study However, if INaYy A4SSUMmMe that TE 1Ss COrrect In
atıng ıts fundamental stratum {O the per10 306-405 and In (ultımately
assıgnıngz ıts TOVCNANCEC Rome,!%® ıt must remaın at eas eoretl1-
cally possıble that SOTMNC of ıts Contents IMaYy ave influenced several of
the wriıters and hınkers of the per10 In question; that ıt influenced
elagıus, at eas SOINC eOTES, Was recognized and diıcussed Dy re
and has SINCE een onfırmed Dy others. 194 At the VE east, it
faır conclude that the COomMMents and the ınterpolations do reflect the
thınkıng of SOINC (and probably the northern talıan portion of the Latın-
spe church In around the first decade of the 5Sm_century.

ıle ere several In the manuscrıpt that eıther
er Rom reflect interestingly ideas
connected 118 natural Jaw,‚1% ere aIic three that partiıcularly WO:

Ihe SUUTCEC for thıs ar Yy 15 the much-discussed study by Frede See
Frede, Eın Paulustext und Kommentar, Untersuchungen; 11 Dıie Texte,

Vetus Latına: DIie Reste der altlateinıschen Bıbel, Aus der Geschichte der Lateıinis-
hen Bıbel, Ta (Freiburg: Herder,

103 It should be NOote: that Frede’s or1ginal opınıon regardıng the aTrYy W ds
that it stemmed from ..  wohl ıIn der egend Von AgquıleyJa. ” Thıs VIEW, which appeared
in both vol of HIS Eın Paulustext und Kommentar (cf. Prev10ous n.) and In the
forward aftter of hıs Epistulae ad Thessalonicenses, T imotheum, I ıtum, Philemonem,
Hebraeos, Vetus Latına Die Reste der altlateinıschen Bıbel, 25/1 (Freiburg: erder,
1975-1982), 31-32, W as ater referred “ supposıtıon (Vermutung)” and W as dıs-
carded In favor of ome For thıs later, but still less than certaın, conclusıon, SO Ldem,
ed7 Epistulae ad Thessalonicenses, I iımotheum, T iıtum, Philemonem, Hebraeos, Vetus
Latına Die este der altlateinıschen Bıbel, 25/2 (Freiburg: Herder, 1983-1991), 1103-
100

For Frede’s VIeWS, SCC Fın Paulustext und Kommentar, vol 1 a
DAaSSIM; for later confirmatıon of the commentary’s influence Pelagıus, SCC,
De Bruyn, Pelagius’s Commentary, 4! where he observes that “ Pelagıus W as indebted

HIS interpretation al number of points, but the debt does noTf aAaDCal be extien-
SIVe that other ommentarıes. ”

105 BiOS Nlr COomMMenNT 30A (p 32) for the Budapest Anonymous’s assumption
that natural law ex1Iists and that aul both accepte: and taught ıt; COMMEeNtTL 31 (p 32)



ROMANS IHE ATLINROMANS 2:14-15 IN THE LATIN TRADITION ...  73  of consideration for this study. Following Frede’s own system for  organizing the commentary’s various hands or sources, !° the first can  be said to reflect both the Budapest Anonymous and the so-called  Pseudo-Jerome interpolator,!®7 the second that of only the Budapest  Anonymous, and the third that of only the Pseudo-Jerome interpola-  tor  Passage 1 (Budapest Anonymous and Pseudo-Jerome):  024 (p. 28): Up to this point here [i.e., Rom 2:12], the word is  directed toward all those who are under obligation to the natural law,  among whom the Jews are also equally included. And for that pur-  pose the Jew is to be preferred to the Gentile, because he has the writ-  ten Law of Moses in addition to the natural law.1%8  Passage 2 (Budapest Anonymous):  40A (p. 38): Here, the Apostle is showing how, by means of  a single sinning Adam, sin has entered into all human beings in this  world. On account of this, no one has been able to fulfill the natural  law much less the scriptural Law.!®  Passage 3 (Pseudo-Jerome):  42 (p. 38): Again, now the Apostle indicates the death of the  soul by which ‘the sinning Adam’ died, just as the prophet said: “The  for Pseudo-Jerome’s claim that Rom 3:20 does not contradict Rom 2:14-15; comment  43 (p. 38) for the claim that Cain was the first “sinner”” against natural law; comment  53 (p. 45) for the claim that the written law actually contains the natural law; com-  ment 72 (p. 52) for the claim that, at Rom 7:24, Paul’s teaching demonstrates the  need to transcend both natural law and Mosaic Law; and, although it is somewhat  more vague, comment 88 (p. 60) for the claim that there are some “saints” who have  been pleasing (placuerunt) to God by means of the natural law, good examples being  those who followed Moses as his disciples.  106 For a more detailed discussion of this system, see Ein neuer Paulustext und  S  Kommentar, vol. ü, 9.  107 To be more precise, Frede (ibid.) notes that this gr  oub of comments belongs  “ohne Zweifel zum Bestand des Anonymous. ”  108 For the Latin, see ibid., 28: “Huc usque sermo dirigitur ad omnes naturali  obnoxios legi, in qua etiam Iudaei pariter continentur. Idcirco autem Iudaeus  gentili antefertur, quoniam praeter naturalem legem et Moysi ‘legem scriptam’  habebat. ”  109 Jbid., 38: “Hic ostendit apostolus, ‘quemadmodum uno Adam praevaricante  peccatum in hunc mundum ingressum sit cunctis’, eo quod tam naturalem quam scrip-  tam legem nullus potuisset implere. ”/3
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soul IC SINS, thıs Sa”me soul chall die’ (cf. Ezk 18:4); ‘for ıt has also
passed through into al] men, who ave transgressed agaınst the atu-
ral law.110
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110 Ihid. “ Item Uunc apostolus "mortem’ anımae sıgnıficat, quUua Adam PTac-
varıcans’ MOTTIUUS SSı Sıcut el propheta dicıt °Anıma QuUaC peccaLtl, 1psa morletur’;
°transıviıt Nnım eit In homiıines’ quı naturalem legem praevarıcatı sunt.  27


