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THE PRE-CONTROVERSIAL

SITUDY DE NATURA AND DE IDE
TRINITATIS, COMPLEMENTED

COMPARISON WITH ELLUS FIDEL

I hıs icle represents the second of investigation into the
Chrıistology of the early Pelagıus. prev10us contrıbution (Augustini-
Anı  D 56/3-4) tudied the Chrıistology of elagıus hıs Commentary
aul Letter the Romans, and Camne the Jomt conclusıon (1) that
Pelagıus 15 not merely ethicus but also theologicus and (2) that
he 15 orthodox christologian.‘ It 15 V interesting COMPDATC ese
results ıth hat the other wrıtings of elagıus teach regardıng hıs
Chrıstology. hIs study adopts the Samıe research methodology: it 11l
be investigated how Pelagıus presents hrıst In hıs pre-controvers1al
wrıtings attempt TeCoNnstruct hISs early eology and Christol-
OSY (BE before he became entangled in polemics and controversy).

De natura

Fö complemen Pelagıus’s pre-controversı1al Chrıistology, ONMNC
should NOT mıt 18 study hıs De natlura The aCcC composıtıon date of
De NnNatura 1S 1a(011 clear. Recent studies place it Pelagıus’s early
wrıtings. It W as probably wriıtten around 405/406 In Rome.* The texti
has een only {ragmentarıly preserved In Augustine’s De Nnalura et
gratia.? LÖöhr reconstructed and structuralızed hat remaılns of
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Pelagıus’s texti ase: ugustine’s quotations, and he analysed ıts
ontent accordıng themes and motives.*

De NAaAtura, being and not COommMent book from
the 1  S, 15 not bound 18 bıblıcal text hıs allows INOTC

abstract form of reason1ing In comparıson ıth the Romans Com-
men(tary. The ontent of the Iragments preserved Dy Augustine do
nOotLt ave Christological content The focus of ese iragments 15 the
posstbilitas NO  _ peccandı. Pelagıus claıms in De nalura that
NO  \ DEeECCAFE 1s feature of the human free will.> It 15 poss1ıble be
wıthout SIN. More specıfically, accordıng De NALlur«a the Op1C of
sinlessness 1S atter of el NO and not of eCsSEe el NO  -

esse.® Sınning and avoldıng to SIN ave to do ıth human possı1bıilı-
t1es and capacıtles, but o€es not involve the human CSSCHNCC, the
naAatura elagıus explaıns the theme of sinlessness harmatologıically
and anthropologıically. He analyses and meanıng of SIN and the
relatıonshıp between SIN and human nature Just In the Romans
Commentary, the COIC of thıs reasonıng 1S the assertion that SIN o€es
not belong tO INan essentially: it 1S not essentlal part of human
nature Sın 1S merely aCcT that o0€Ss not affect human nature./ TIhe
rOolt of thıs posıtıon 1S the Paulıne conflıct between the ‘works of the
es and the deeds accordıng the spırıt , elaborated ıIn the
Romans ommentary. Pelagıus’s descrıiption of the CSSCIICC of SIN In
De NALlur«a chımes In ıth hıs definıtions of SIN in the Romans Com-
mentary. elagıus wrıtes that God reated the spirıt ell the
body be g00d SIn 15 not (carnal) substance, but the CONSCYUCHNCC
of choosing for the D Carnis.® Sın esults from the actıon
and o€es nNnOoTLt belong intrinsıcally {O man.? Sın O€es not weaken
change human nature When elagıus declares that SIN 1S atter of
opting for the carnal, and 1s not transmıiıtted by procreation, he clearly
rejects the ıdea of the tradux peccatli. Regardıng the Or1g1n of the
human soul, thıs could suggest that elagıus 15 in favour of CIC-

at1ıonısm (whereby newborn soul 1S reated separately), and
nOot of traduc1anısm whereby CVCIY soul 1S drawn from the ONC soul
created by God). !©

The edıtıon and the numbering of Löhr used here LÖHR, Pelagius’s Schrift
De natura

De nNal. 11: 253
De nal. 1-2, 8’ 751
De nal. L3: 28 756
De NAaL. 4 $ 63, 268; 4 E} 66, 269
De nal. 1 $ 21 256
De nNal. 4 E 6 D} 268
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Besides thıs anti-Manichean orlıented anthropology, three other
Sma. parallels ıth the Romans Commentary Can be eifecte In the
reconstructed De natlura, namely the three references ıt contaıns 118 the
Letter [O the Romans.}} Ihese references ave Chrıistological sub-
Ject altter, but they iıllustrate the possı1bıilıty of sınlessness, provıdıng

sımılar 1st of 1DI1Ca examples of siınless persons. *“ Abraham and
Isaac (and Jacob) labelled eXceptions S1 humanıty in the
Romans Commentary (Rom 5:42) ese three INenNn aATe lısted In
De NALluUra LOO, alongsıde er bıblical PCISONS from the Old and New
Testament people who ave lıved sınless lıves, IustL.

Thıs notion of sınlessness 1s not wıthout Chrıistological IMpOT-
ance, for elagıus perce1ves hrıst the foundatiıon of the uman
capacıty LO be LUSIUS. TIhe uman poss1bıilıty of sınlessness, though,
has fo be ascrıbed 18 the of God, of the Creator.!® TEeES  ake
rıghtly that elagıus o0€es not deny the necessıty of the STACC
of God In the preserved iragments of De natura.l* For instance, elag-
1Us wriıtes De NAaAlura that forg1veness of SIN 15 gıven by God
One SCeVECN has 118 Pray recelive that sın-forgiving SräCceH? Greshake
remarks that in De NnaALlura frequently has the meanıng of S
uman fireedom, of NO DeCCAare., hıs 1s NOT poss1ıble wıthout

help.!® Because the uman capacıty siınless cannot be taken
AWaVY fIrom INnan and 1s nNnOoTt atter of personal dec1ıs10n, but of
human nature, Garc1ıa-Sanchez thınks it 1Ss understandable that
accordıng elagıus the natural capacıty of and the DTACE of (GJ0d
colncıde. God 15 author and SOUTCE of both of them Garc1a-Sanchez
pomts Ouft that Pelagıus’s elaboration of the capacıtlıes of uman nature
aATeC especlally mean ASs Support of hıs COMNCETN for authentic hrıst-
1an life.17

11 De Nal. 31 4 9 265 According Pelagıus, the of Rom 523 and
Rom 5,18 does nNnOLt INncan the whole of humanıty: c1. Rom 3,’ 3:23; 912 ın
DUPONT, A’ Die Christusfigur, 179

I1wo references the Letter of the Romans regardıng the being 1ın carne ‘:
Rom 8,9 and 712A De NaL. 4 E 60, 267-268; 44, 6 E 269

De nNal. 2 E 4 'g 263
Man annotTt be sinless wıthout G0od’s De nNalLl. 3_7 11 293 3 9 5 9

266; 3 E I3 266 Ihat Pelagıus would makıng faıth redundant Dy focusıng
human freedom, 15 denied Dy Pelagıus hımself: Credamus 1gıtur quod legımus eft

quod NON legımus nefas credamus astruere De NAaLl. 3 E} 44,
RESHAKE, G’ Gnade als konkrete Freiheit: Fine Untersuchung ZUF (ınaden-

lehre des Pelagius, Maınz 1972, 6 ’ 7 E 101;
De nNAaL. 1 C} 2 9 256
De NAaLl. 3 E} 530 766
ARCIA-SANCHEZ, C E Pelagius and Christian Inıtiation: Study INn Historical

I’heology, W ashıngton 1978, 22024972
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the Context of the notion of sinlessness, also the subject mat-
ter of hrıst namely example of SOTNCOMNC who died S1IN-
less.18 hrıst yıng wıthout SINS demonstrates accordıng to Pelagıus
that SIN and ea! not causally related.!? *Unter der orme Sün-
denlosıgkeıt WIT: das oblem der wahren Freiheit verhandelt.
Das sündenlose en Jesu ist also e1 der Freiheit. 7’29 The frag-
Ments from De nalura Show that Pelagıus does noTLt reduce hrıst 18 OIIC

of the examples g1ven In the hıst of sınless people -  at Pelagıus COIN-

CelIves of hrıst STACC, the Romans Commentary, be read
SMa number of from De natlura elagıus wrıtes that

people who obey and aATic cleansed Dy baptısm aATcC sanctıfıed by
Christ.*! Chrıst, by the price of hıs eal bought humanıty back from
death.22 For thıs TCasol, Pelagıus refers fo hrıst Salvator.?® 'Ihat 1S
why he COMPATCS SIN ıth illness, ıth wound, and hrıst ıth
the medicus who Camle to heal the sick .24 conclusıon, Christology
in general and the ıdea of redemptive gratia Chriıstı partiıcular
far from absent De nalura Pelagıus probably speaks hrıst
er parts of the text well, but these VE dıifficult 18
reconstruct, bearıng in mınd Augustine’s polemical intention in hıs
De naAatur«a et gratia ShOwWw that elagıus denies that the 16C4aSON for
the comıng of hrıst 15 orıgınal sin.?2>°

De fide triniıtatis

Martın1 discovered in 1938 four texti iragments ıth
Irınıtarıan and Christological content, 1C he attrıbuted elag-
jus.26 IThe first three Iragments, ıth clear TIN1ıtarıan interest, COMNIC

De natlt. 1 E} 26, 258 Quod VeTO omınum dicıt sine peCccato morı potu1sse,
iıllı et1am nascı miser1icordiae, NON condiıic10 naturae fult; S1IC et1am MOTrtUUSs
est potestate el hoc est pretium nOos  m, qUO 1NOSs morte rediıimeret.

De NAaL. 1 E} 2 E 025
RESHAKE, Gnade, 117 138

21 De nNaLl. SX 4 E} 265
De nal. 1 E} 2 5 258 See here
De nal. 2 D 4 ' 263
De nal. 1 E} 23 256-257; 19, 2 E 259; 2 E 30-31, 760 hrıst the

medicus and humanıty siıck patıent need for physıcıan 15 theme frequently
appearıng patrıstic lıterature, CS5D. Augustine’sn indıcate the of
hrıst and STITESS that humanıty needs the help of that SIACE

LÖHR, Pelagius s Schrift De natlura, 256257
MARTINI,; C ’ OQOuattuor Fragmenta Pelagıo0 Restituenda, Antonıanum,

(1938) 293-334 and IBID (ed.) Ambrosiliaster, de aucClore, operibus, theologica
(Spicılegiıum Pontificn Atheneal Anton1lanı 4 oma 1944, 189-210 De fide
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from Pelagıus’s De fide trinitatis.?' Ihe fourth fragment, which has
the Irtiınıtarıan theology not explicıtly subject, 15 probably from
another work. ome researchers ave suspected that it 1S part of
unknown work of elagıus Christology. It 15 not ıimplausible that
Pelagıus WTOLe such study 1{8 complemen! hıs study the Trinity.“®

Gennadıus of Marseılle mentions ın hıs De VIFLS inlustribus
ACI, that Pelagıus had wrıtten hıis De fide triniıtatis before he became
known haereticus.?” It should thus belong the early works of
elagıus and ıt Was probably wrıtten urıng Pelagıus’s Stay In Rome
between 385 and Ihese text fragments ave not yel een thor-
oughly tudiıed They ea ıth only briefly INn sma number of
tudıes Pelagıus’s thinking.** Ihe cContent of these texti iragments
1S ımportant for reconstructing Pelagıus’s Chrıistology.

yle and approac of De fide trinıtatis VE dıfferent from
oSse found In the Commentary the Romans. De fide trinıtatis
approaches the Scriptures from dıfferent angle Whiıle hıs eXxplana-
tıon In the Paul Commentary Was almed at commenting the bıblıcal
text, elagıus 15 usıng ere the crıptures maınly Paul’s etters

instrument Support hıs Case No longer OUN: the 1DI1Ca text,
he evelops phılosophical-theological discourse the CSSCIICE of

triınıtatiıs/Libriı Ires de frinıtate frem (Cr. CC C'lavis Patrum Latınorum Ca ed )7
/748, 2553:256°) MIGNE, Supplementum, 1, 544-1560

Vans 1S NOotL SUTC of Pelagıus’s authorship of the second Iragment (from
39) -  at fragment 111 NOotL be used analysıs, but only mentioned wıth all

due IESCIVC the footnotes when relevant. EVANS, F7 Pelagius: Inquiries an
Kepratsals, London 1968, 158-159 6-

VANS, Pelagius, 158-159 6-7 MARTINI, QOuattuor, 318
ZAPLA, B E (Grennadius als Litterarhistoriker: ıne quellenkritische Unter-

De VIFLS ıllustribussuchung der Schrift des Gennadius VO.  > Marseille
(Kırchengeschichtliche Studien 4/1), Ünster 1898, CaD ICHARD-
SON, C E} Hieronymus lıhber de VIFLS inlustriıhus (G(rennadıus liıber de VIFLS inlustribus
(Jexte und Untersuchungen Leıipzig 18906, 16-21 I HIER, S C Kirche
hei Pelagius (Patrıstische Texte und Studien 50), Berlın/New York 1999, We
depend uDON Gennadıus for the hypothesıs that Pelagıus WwrTOTte treatise the Irın-
ıty and that thıs would be early writing. Ihe hıstorıical rehabilıty of Gennadıus 15
however not undebated.

Based comparatıve study of the number of partıcles used by Pelagıus
h1is wrıtings, Evans CONNECTIS De fide frinıtatis ıth the early wrıtings of Pelagıus. (Jar-
c1a-Sanchezu for thıs datıng irom the observatıon that the antı-Arıan character
of De fide trinıtatis 15 sımılar ıth the COMNCECTIN for orthodoxy that 15 central feature

the cCommentary aul ‚VANS, F’ Four Letters of Pelagius: Studies In Pelag-
IUS, London 1968, 118-119 ARCIA-SANCHEZ, Pelagius, 208

31 EWART, Mc W., The Christology of the Pelagian Controversy, Studia
Patristica (1982) 221-1244, EVANS, Pelagius, DAasSım. RESHAKE,
Gnade, Dassım.
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the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirıt, in IC hIs reasonıng al times
Cal be V abstract Also the 1rec tone of Defide trinıtatis 1S remark-
able Pelagıus 15 addressing hıs reader directly.**

Pelagıus’s CONCETN for Christologıical orthodoxy has promiınent
place De fide trinıtatis Just A hıs Romans Commentary.“ Irag-
ment 6, he mentions [WO ‘Christologıical haereticı' by amıe pO  -
narıs>* and Photinus®°. 'Theır modalıstic den1al of Christ’s irue and fully
uman nal and PCISON 1S consıdered Dy Pelagius.?® The elab-
oratıon of the notion of the equality of the Father and the Son Irag-
mMents and be regarded A reaction agamst the subordinatıan-
1SM of Arıus, who 1S, however, not explhicıtly named.}/ Views hıch denYy
that the Father and the Son the SAamnıec diıvıne ubstance and neglect that
hrıst unılles the diıvine and uman substance Hımself, error°®,

impietas°?. fragment Pelagıus reaCcts agamst the Tinıtarıan het-
erodoxXy of 1US, namely hıs modalıstic interpretation of the Trmity
Modalısm, the interpretation of Sabelhus aMON£ others, has STIO-
logıcal Sabellhus cons1ıdered hrıst only another Nanle of the
SAadilılc PCISON of the Father. As such he denı1ed hrıst being dıvıne) PCTI-
SOM hıs own.“0 Reacting agamst Christologica) heterodox tendencı1es,
elagıus emphasıze the [WO natures of Christ, truly divine and uman

Pelagıus stressed that hrıst became UuLLY 111all fırst CIU of
Pelagıus’s Chrıstology. hrıst became INan pro remedio gener1s

e fid. trın irag. and irag. Dılıgenter, UaCSO t C ectior attende
1553:

Pelagıus rebukes followıng Chrıistological heterodox1ies of the H1fth Tury
Arıus, Sabellıus, Apollinarıs, Photinus and Paulus Samosatenus. He however does noOot
mention Nestorius and Eutyches. Thıs 15 the 1CAaSON fOor Martın1 conclude that the
cContent of the fragments 15 19(0)1 much Trinıitarıan, but rather Christological. MAR-
TINIL, Ambrosiaster, i

De fid. trın. Irag. 1557 1558;
Defl frın. Irag. ,
De fid. frın Irag Pelagıus refers the ideas of Apollinarıs and

Photinus ‘calumnı1ae’ (Irag 67 ‘deuium eITOTIS’ (Irag 67 “"CaeCcOs’
Irag 67

Fragment (PL 3 E 2198-2200) reacts exphicıtly agalnst Arıus (as haeretico-
Yrum malıitiae) (2198-2199) and Eunomius (2199) by statıng that hrıst [WO sub-
CEes brought unıty. Photinus (2200) and Paulus Samosatenus (2200) wrongly
deny the complete divinıty of hrıst

e fid. trın Irag. 1544); irag Irag. 5
De fid. frın. irag Irag. 9 irag. n

irag. 9 The faıth OMNC (G0d the faıth in Father and Son ONC equal
substance, 15 primordıal accordıng Pelagıus. Not accepting thıs faıth 1S called abu-
1uUe Irag 17 1544), stultitia (Irag 19 ımplietas that OIIC has ampulare
Tag 5’

De fid. friın. frag.
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humanı .“} God assumed humanıty the incarnatıon“? and invested
hımself ıth elagıus explaıns thıs by of comparıson.
God took the nature of humanıty roya. general who, anger-
OUS battle, hıdes hıs purple by putting the unıform of
ordınary soldier. As such, ONc Sa y that the general became sol-
1er wıthout losıng hıs POWCTS, but W das elevate: CVCN hıgher hıs
attempt 1{8 SAaVe hıs people.“* hrıst became fully INan, however not in
the SaJmne WaY humans, since He 1s 187011 only uman 15 took
somethıng He previously dıd not ave 1910)8! amen fıhn PCISONA
gemiınata est, sed hoc 1110 suceptum quod ante NON habuıt. ”® PCI-
fect human substance W ds (accesserit) 18 the dıvinıty of the
Word Chrıst-God and Chrıst-man form unıty, but they remaın be
[WO dıfferent substances that do not unıte into ONC (new dıfferent) sub-
STance God took umanıty, omethıng He previously dıd 19{011 have*6,
and remaıined al the SaJlIlıle time God In Interiore natura*!'. Thıs dıd not
duplicate the PCISON of the Son In hrıst humanıty 15 unıted ıth God
(homo deitatı LUNCIUS), which however o€es 18(011 ımply that there AIcC
[WO sons.4® elagıus clarıfıes thıs ıth anthropologıca Comparıson.
Ihe soul and the body of aTrec clearly [WO substances, and fIrom

41 De fid. trın Irag. Thıs reference remedium could agaın
consıdered belonging the medicus theme

hrıst assumes humanıty: adsumptio (Irag K 1544), adsumere (Irag 17 1544;
Irag. 4’ CtT. Evans, Four Letters, 64; 126 Dewart remarks that
Augustine In the SalLlc WaYy Pelagıus emphasızes Christ’s complete and perfect
humanıty, especlally the terminology of OMO ASSUMPLUS. Accordıng Dewart,
thıs shows Augustine’s appreclatiıon of the Jesus Chrıis  &  L EWART, The Christol-
OSY, 127273 DIEPEN, H.- "Assumptus Homo  K patrıstique, Revue Thomuiste

(1963) 225-245; 363-388; (1964) 32-52; 364-386
473 De fid. trın Irag. Dewart COMMENTIS thıs fragment: u]_n the

SUurvi_iving works of Pelagıus, fınd only OIIC PasSSasc devoted attempt
describe the christologıical unlon. ” EWART, The Christology, 1226

Defl trın Irag. T hıs idea could suggest the Nestori1an COINl-

cept of the dıvine inhabıitatıon 18086188 However, the asc of Pelagıus, thıs SUSgCS-
t1on 18 not valıd. GRESHAKE, Gnade, 132-134 (See Iso Irag. (PE 39,
where (pseudo-)Pelagıus, reaction agalnst Photinus and Paulus 5Samosatenus, COIM-

Parcs the undenıjable dıvinıty of hrıst wıth the DUFDUFda and diadema regale of
ng.)

Defl trın irag. 9
Defi friın. Irag.
De trın Irag.

48 For the I1wo-Sons-doctrine and the Comparıson ıth the ıimperl1al purple, Nüle
Grillmeier’s treatment of the pseudo-Athanasıan Disputatio Contra Arıum hıs
antı-Arıan wrıting explaıns that Just the CINPCIOT and the purple do 1a(0)1 represent
[WO lords, there [WO SONS, but only OMNC Son GRILLMEIER, A E} AINTHALER,
Hrsg.), Fragmente ZUF Christologie. Studien ZU)| altkirchlichen Christusbild, Freiburg
im Breisgau 1997, 185-186
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both of them ONC uman PCTISON 1S made. Thıs 1S also the Casc ıth
hrıst Despıite the fact that there L[WO substances, there 1S only ONMNC

PCISON, OC Son.“*? 1Io summarıze Pelagıus’s eliaboratıon of Christ’s
nalura hrıst 1S truly and fully human.>°©

pollınarıs asSserTts that hrıst became Man, resemblıng but
not (made) of the Samnec substance To defend thıs claım,
Apollinarıs trıes to ollect bıblıcal testimonies >1 elagıus 0€Ss nNOoTt
deny that SOINC 1DI1Ca SCCIN 18 suggest that hrıst resembles
190021  - Thıs however 0€Ss noLt INC. that hrıst only resembles INan and
dıd not become INnan Hımselnfr. No, hrıst truly became INa  - hrıst 1S
saı1d tOo the crıptures aDsolute and not only —

ıng Way.>“ Paul affırms thıs repeatedly.>° Ove all, hrıst clearly
ca Hımself man.°* And hrıst knows Hımself the best hrıs
became and 1S al the Samnec time the mMoOost perfect image of God,
hıle o€es not ave that dıivıne image hımself wıthın the last
realıty, perfection and otalıty (as hrıst (077S Pelagıus actually K
the amne of Apollınarıs indıcate Chrıstological endency that
denies the uman aspect of the Son In thıs WAaY, the apollinarıc ene
1s the opposıte of the den1al of the dıvıne in Chriıst, indıcafte': by

De fid. trın. irag Ita CISO el de1 ılıus dum DTIO remedio generI1s humanı CaTriıic

homiınıs induıtur Cal‘ factus asserıtur et; quamu1s ad deıitatem uerbı perfecta substan-
t1a humanıtatıs accesserI1t, 1NON tamen filı CronNnd geminata estT, sed hoc tTihı0 SUS-

ceptum quod ante 110  - habuıit. Ne CUu1 autem uıldeatur obscurum, quod homo deıtatı
Jjunctus est, el PCI hoc duos uelıt fılıos estimare, intellectum <1bı de comparatıone SUS-

c1ıplat. Arte anımae ei L0)  u duae sunt dıuersaeque substantıiae el UuUunum amen
utroque homınem facıunt adque interdum solıus anımae interdum CorporI1s
appelatione homo integer nominatur. Quamu1s enım emına substantıa sıt, amen una

PDCISONA est. Ita eit de1 uerbum, lıcet integro, homine vestlierıit alıamque probetur
suscepl1sse substantıam, uUunus amen fiılıus SSC 1O  - desıinıt. 1548-1549).

ROBNER, R E Person-Exegese und Christologie heı Augustinus. Pur Herkunft
der Formel Ina Persona, Leiden 1986 GAHBAUER, R C Das anthropologische
Modell. FEın Beıtrag ZUur Christologie der frühen Kirche his Chalkedon (Das östlıche
Chrıstentum, Neue Folge 35); Würzburg 1984, WE A

Wıth careful reservatıon, the second fragment (PL 3 E 8-2 be INECN-
t1ioned thıs context. Dıivıne and human substance hrıst unitae, conjJunctae
(Irag 2, hrıst 1s perfect WaYy human (Irag 27 2200) and ..  pTro salute 110$5-

sucıplens ef <1bı coadunans natus est Deus el homo (Irag 27
51 trın Irag. ,

De fid. trın. irag. De fid. trın frag. Ihe word siımılıtudo 15
used the Scriptures three WAaYys9

Fx comparatıione: the Kıngdom of eavens resembles mustard seed.
Ex 1s created resembliıng God.
Fx folo hrıst resembles In 1S
Fl 259 Rom 879 1 1ım 2’5 E 1Kor. 1521 rın Irag.

Rom 89
John 7,19 e fid. trın irag. ,
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Pelagıus ‘ Arıus and hıs followers’. Apollinarıs and Arıus for
Pelagıus references to the [WO exXxiremes of heterodox thınkıng
Christ.>

second Chrıstological CIU from De fide trinıtatis 15 the CIMN-
t1al equalıty of the Father and the Son.>® Ihe Father 1s not greater
malor) than the 50n, the Son 15 not maller mInor) than the Father.>/
elagıus repeats several times that Father and Son AIC the Samnle sub-
sStance (substantia)>®, but {[WO dıfferent PCISON}NS ersona ıth theıir
OW features.>? Father and Son aATIc thus ONC substance and [WO PCI-
sons.©0 ince the Irmity consısts of three PCTISONJNS (tres personae), they
also ave three (frıa nomina).°)} The sıngle al and the sıngle
baptısm indıcate that the three divine PCTISONJ}NS one ©2 As e_

QUENCE of thıs equalıty of 6CSSCIICC of the Father and the Son, OMNC must
nOot question who of the dıvıne PCTSONS Was before/after the other one.®©
hI1Is equalıty of CSSCIICC of Father and Son 15 also expressed in
equalıty and unıty of actıon, Un  S operatio.° For thıs 1Cason hrıst

For the SOUTCE mater1al regardıng Apollinarıs avaılable the time of Pelagıus,
SCC STUDER, B ’ Apollinaristae, MAYER, C9 Augustinus-Lexikon, Vol 19 Basel 1986-
1994, 392-395

Pelagıus elaborates thıs especlally in De fl trın Irag.
De fid. trın irag. 18 reaction agalnst the thesı1ıs that the DBSSCILICt iden-
tıty between Father and Son 15 atter of NO  > d  ’ sed dispares.

trın. frag.
e fid. trın. frag. 1544); frag. frag

Thınkıng that Father and Son another substance 15 ımpletas rag 1’
e trın Irag. 1544); frag Irag

frag. (CE frag. 3 9 See De fid. rın irag.
Father and Son aATc consubstantiuus. TIhe Holy Spirıt, of which Pelagıus argued four
times that it 15 creature, 15 called {[WO times consubstantialis God (Irag 4’ 1550-

Quoting John 14,9 quı Vvldıt, V1idıt ef patrem Pelagıus wrıtes De fid. trın
irag. Vıdet nNnım quodammodo una PCISONA duas, quı Cal uldere, 1d est intel-
legere substantiam potest, qUacC una est in duabus. frag thıs 15
explaıned wıth Comparıson: As splendor TOM the SU)  z substantialiter, the
Son TOM the Father substantialiter, namely .  Cum sınt Un1ıus essentlae, 1910)8|

amen SUnt unıus personae’ (F 39, irag. 2’ Augustine, in reaction agalinst
Arıus, illustrates the equalıty of Father and Son ıth the ollowıng Comparıson:
there 15 splendor wıthout LENLS, ere 15 Father wıthout Son (De I rınıtate XE
I hıs comparıson Iso be found In Hılarıus of Politiers (De I rınıtate V1,12;
and Gregorius of azlıanze (Oratıo 29,3)

61 De trın Irag. 9 1552-1554).
De fid. trın frag.
De fid. trın Irag. De fid. trın frag.
e fid. trın irag 1546-1547); irag. , frag.
Father and Son do the SAailılc thıngs, they act equalliy. In Iragment it 1s cshown

that they create together. Tragment teaches that they redeem together. For the equal-
ıty of Creator and Redeemer, SCC OH T’ Die T’heologie des Pelagtius UN: ihre
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has {O be worshıpped and glorıfıed in the Samnle WaYy the Father 1s.©>
Chrıistus °‘deus CTITUS est. 706 elagıus asserTts that everybody who denies
thıs, 1S dıverting from the Chrıstian creed.®7

ragment 1s devoted to descrıiption of the Holy Spirıt elag-
1Us explaıns first that hat 1S saı1d about the Father and the
S5on, 15 also Valı for the Holy Spirıit.°® elagıus PTIOVCS thıs by qUOL-
ıng the Scriptures To iıllustrate the equalıty of the Spırıt the OIlIC sıde
ıth the Father and the Son the other, Pelagıus 1STS features
that the Holy Spiırıt has in COININON ıth the Father and the Son

o1ng thıs, elagıus descr1ibes features of hrıst hrıst Sanc-
tiılles and inhabıts INan (habitare In) Ihe Son Cammnme Ouft of the
Father (prodisse de) The Father es  168 of the Son. hrıst 1s OUT aduo-
Catus®?, 1S the truth and 1S g0o0od In iragment elagıus states that
everythıng that 1S saı1d ou the Father, Can also be saıd ou the
Son dominus el deus, omnltpotens, altissimus, OMNLGA In Oomnıbus,
dominus malestatıs. Just ONC has belıeve in the Father and W OTI-

shıp Hım, OMNC has 18 beheve the Son and worshıp Hım oth of
them resuscıtate the dead and bring them {O lıfe./0

hrıst 1s the Creator./! Ihe substance of the creature has noth-
ing ıth the substance of the Creator./2 Man however 1S
made such WaY that he refers to hıs Creator, Christ. ”® Man IS AS

GenesIis, UCH. ans (Uppsala unıversitetsarsskrift 9),; Wiıesbaden/Upsala 1957,
DAassım. Kırche, 106-107 VANS, Pelagius, 120 “Here, undoubt-
ediy, 15 Pelagıus’s O W deepest motive for hıs insiıstence upon the full de1ıty of the Son.
It 15 NOMNC but the Creator who has (0)881= redemption, the Father and Son
share MN  S operatıo he makes these pomts number of times. for hım thıs would
INC: that the Redeemer Cannot conce1vably violate the structure of that human nature
which he has created. Here the Irmitarıan motif CONVECISCS ıth the antı-Manichaean
motif. Created human wıll 15 Tree TOmM necessı1ity external ıtself. Such wıll 15
implanted al creation, DOCS underground but 18 not destroyed in the COUTSE of
human hıstory, and CINCTI SCS agaın ıts OW effectual workıng through the restoring
actıvıty of hrıst. ”

De fid. trın Irag. 1545-1546).
De fid. trın Irag. »
e fid. trın irag. (PLS 19
De fıd. trın irag. 1549-1550) ALERO, B E} Las hases antropo-

logicas de Pelagio and tratado de las Expositiones, Madrıd 1980, 120-187
De fid. trın Irag. Christ helps the sinners (1John Z the Holy Spirıt assısts

Chrıstians in theır praycr tcL. Rom 8,26 in DUPONT, Die Christusfigur, 369-370)
Wıth Ps m Pelagıus pomts out that the Holy Spirıt leads Chrıstians the rıght
path (PLS1,
4 frın. Irag. 1555-1556).

/1 e trın frag. 1546-1547).
Defi fFrıin. irag.
e trın Irag.
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Gn 1,26 descerı1bes, the image and 1keness of the Crteator. hrıst how-
GVOGE 15 the image and 1keness of the Father, not because He refers
the Father, but because He 1S Co-aequalis 8 the Father./*

ompare ıth the Romans Commentary ıt 1S strıkıng that,
besides the possıble connection 1ıth the theme of IMA20 el similitudo,
Pelagıus’s CONCECDL of exemplum 0€eSs not ar In De fide trinıtatis.
However, paralle]l ıdea 15 that of the workıing of hrıst
elagıus introduces thıs by formulatıng incarnatıon remedium,
hrıst advocatus. -  at gratia Christi has in De fide trinıtatis
three interconnected aspects hrıst creates people, sanctıflles them
and resuscıtates them Creation, sanctıfıcatiıon and redemption COMNNC

together hrıst Chrıistological SIACE
Remarkable 1S the rather careful WaYy In 16 elagıus WTOLE

De fide triniıtatis. He states for example that ONMNC 1S nOoL lowed fOo
thınk about the Or1gın of the Father and the Son One should Just
beheve hat 15 wrıtten In crıptures. Outsıde the al In the SCrmp-
tures, there 15 only harmful curlosity. ”> Ihıs dıffers from the Romans
Commentary In C elagıus that natural knowledge of
God 1Ss plausıble for INa  - Incıdentally, owledge of (30d had LLOTC
moral and ex1istent1ial character In the Commentary, whıle that knowl-
edge In De fide triniıtatis 1S rather merely methodical-theological.
elagıus 0€eSs nof exhort {O authentic ı1sli1an ıfe in the remaıln-
ng fragments of De fide trınıtaltis, although thıs W ds central topıc
the Romans Commentary

The reconstruction of the Chrıistology In the iragments of
De fide triınıtatis revealed SOTINC elements that WeTIiIC not present ıIn the
Romans Commentary, NOT In De NnNALlUra On the ON hand, thıs 15
interesting addıtiıon to the of the Chrıistology of the early elag-
1Us On the other hand, the dıifferences between De fide trinıtatis and
the other {WO early wrıtings make {O es1iLate ascrıbe De fide
trinıtatis fo elagıus wıthout further research. ee:| De fide trinıtatis
has completely dıfferent OPI1C and alm than Scriptures COTNMMECN-

LaTY, and thıs COUuU explaın the dıfference in style and approach. hat
dıfference 15 for the most part also present when omparıng

human nature and text oOu Irtmiıtarıan eology. fıle solely
based the Romans Commentary and De Nnatura 1S Dy CONSCYUCNCE

LOO basıs deny affırm Pelagıus’s authorshıp of De fide

De fıd. trın Irag.
De fid. frın. Irag 9 Irag See the Jear paralle]l

ıth De Nnalura (Nr. 30) (n. 13) regardıng the carefulness of invest1gatıng that
hat annot be ead
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trinıtatis. For thıs rCason, ONMNC has to consıder addıtional materı1al
unden1ably from Pelagıus’s hand that Can help decıde whether the
agments from De fide ftrinitatis COu be of Pelagıus: hıs Tıbellus
fidel

Digression: J1 Dellus el

Because of the doubts rsen oOu Pelagıus’s authorshıp of
De fide frinitatis, ll leave for moment OUT chosen of
restricting ourselves the early wrıitings. 10 investigate whether the
Chrıistology developed De fide frinıtatis fıts Pelagıus’s thınkıng
general and LIOIC specıfically h1ıs 1deas ou Chrıst, 11l study
Pelagıus’s Libellus fidei.'® He addressed hıs Libellus fidei 1o Pope Inno-
cent defence of h1ıs orthodoxy that W as being questioned Dy the
Afrıcan episcopate. ’’ At fıirst S12 dropped into the mıddle of
the ControVversy. However, readıng Pelagıus’s Libellus fidei somewhat
I1NOIC carefully sShows that ıt actually O€Ss not deal ıth the topıcs of
the controversy. ® Ihe entral theme 1S Triniıtarlan-Christological.
Evıdence establısh orthodoxy 15 apparently be found wıthın thıs
AIiCcd accordıng Pelagius. ”” Incıdentally, the only real dıfference ıth

Libellusel 39, 4 E} 4 E 488-491,
4 C} 498-505 I hıs artıcle follows the text and numberıing of 4 E 488-491

Wrıtten by Pelagıus around March 2A17 A hıis orthodoxy after the COIN-

demnatıon of Pelagıus and Caelestius the three letters of January 41 7 of Inno-
ent (Epistula 181-183, SEL 44, 701-730). These three aMl S WT three etters of the
Afrıcan bıshops Innocent wıth the request condemn Pelagıus and Caelestius
(Epistula LIS-ILE SEL 447 652-688).

Lamberı1gts reports that there 15 only certainty of Pelagıus’s authorshıp of the
Romans CommentarYy, the letter Demetrlias and hıis Iibellus fidei Lamberigts hOW-
VCcCT has doubts about the or1g1n of Tibellus fidel, because of the Jlear parallels ıth
the Libellus of Caelestius. LAMBERIGTS, Recent Research, 179

78 Augustine reproached Pelagıus’s Libellusel of dealıng ıth prec1isely those
top1cs that WCIC NOTL relevant for the discussıon of the cControversy. De gratia Chrısti
elf de DeCCalo originali 1, XXX1/35 42, 52:735) EWART, The Christology,

1229 “It mMaYy have been divers1ionary tactıc the part of the pelagıans, (as
LHNOIC lıkely) attempt ShOW themselves unimpeachably orthodox a1icas

where heresies had tradıtionally lurked. ”
Does Pelagıus that the matter of orthodoxy 15 restricted Christology and

TIrinıtarıan doctrine, and that orthodoxy has nothing do ıth the controvers1al LOpP-
1cs? Or does Pelagıus remaın sılent about these subjects of discussıon out of tactıcal
concerns? Although the second motivatıon does noTt exclude the first OMNC, ese qUCS-
t10Ns ‚:annoTt be answered textually the basıs of Libellusel The fact that the
iragments of De fide friniıtatis do NOL deal wıth ese top1cs 15 Obv10us, sınce thıs text
15 devoted solely Irmitarıan and Christological themes. De natura however deals
wıth controversı1al topıics. Here however remaılns the question where De naltlur«a has
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the otherwıise equivalent Libellus fidei of Caelestius 1S that ıt the lat-
ter eals, VE riefly, ıth the controvers1ıal topıc of or1ginal sın.®°

The INOTE controvers1al topıcs only COINC In the ast pPara-
graphs of Libellus fidei Pelagıus wriıtes In Lib fid that there 15
only ONC baptısm an that thıs has LO be celebrated in the Samne
sacramental words for chıildren for adults ®1 Lib fid /: the
baptısm of chıldren, has to be confronted ıth the Iragment from
De NAaAlur«a In which Pelagıus declares that infants dIC born Sanl, 1a(0)1
made sıck bDy the SIN of dam and such do nNnOot ave the eed for

medicus.®? Fıfl however 1s noL completely clear VeT elag-
1us’s precıse convıction regardıng infant baptısm and the (sınless)
nature of the newborn. elagıus defends hımself agalınst those who
ACCUSE hım of rejecting infant baptısm ın the letter that ACCOMPA-
1ed hıs Libellus fidei Only {tWO (not-Christological) themes AT
ea ıth In thıs (reconstructed) letter elagıus states that he 0€Ss
nOoTt refute infant baptısm and that he o€es not claım (nor has EVGI

wrıtten that 1S not assıstance In human
lıfe.®

As De natura elagıus eTre also TESCNIS hımself eıng in
favour of creation1ı1sm. He pos1tions hımself agaınst traducı1anısm Dy
statıng hat the human soul 15 immediate creatiıon by God.* Pelag-
1USs condemns the SaJmnle paragrap the Or1igenistic and Manıchean

be sıtuated (temporally) the CONLTOVeETrSY and what Augustine’s role 15 the TCSCI-
vatıon of the Iragments of De nalura.

Caelestius offers libellus fidei Pope OSIMUS (F 48, 499-505) OV! h1s
orthodoxy. The dıfference between the L[WO confess1i0ons of faıth les the Content of
[WO assertions of Caelestius. Caelestius Tırstly claıms that baptısm of chıildren 1S 11CC-

CSSarYy. He does nOoTf aCCeptL along ıth thıs posıtıon inherited sinfulness of chıldren.
Infants dICc born wıthout SIN SIn 15 1910)1 natural delictum, but it 15 the result of SIN-
ful cho1lce of the ll Baptısm of chıldren 15 NCCCSSATY obtaın en the Heav-
enly Kıngdom (regnum coelorum). Caelestius secondly reJects the Afrıcan posıtıon of
tradux peccatı, SInNCce thıs 1s 19(0)1 grounded the Scrptures. Such posıtion would also
ımply domg injJustice the Creator. CAELESTIUS, Lib fid. 18-20, 48, 02-503)
The dıfference between Pelagıus’s and Caelestius’s libelli 15 not much Chrıistolog-
ical, pertainıng the polemi1cs ıth the Afrıcan eplscopate. Caelestius dealt, albeıt
VE concıisely, ıth these [WO controvers1al points, whıiıle Pelagıus remaıned sılent
about them, perhaps because he dıd noTt thınk it \A AA them orthodox.

WERMELINGER, O: Rom un Pelagius: Die theologische Posıtion der römischen
Bischöfe Im pelagianischen Streıt In den Jahren 411-437) (Päpste und Papsttum 7 9
Stuttgart 197/5, 138

S 1 (PL 48, 490)
De NaL. 1 $ 2 E 256257
Epistula purgationis ad Innocentium Reconstruction Dy (GJARNIER

4 E (609/)610-613(/615)
Lib fid.
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1deas the human soul.® He rejects CVEIY thesıs that alleges that God
commends {o INan somethıng impossı1ıble and that od’s command-
ments cannot be fulfilled by indiıvıduals separately but only by all
community.®° Notice that Pelagıus states that ıt 1s poss1ble for the ind1-
vidual observe od’s commandments. hıs the poss1bilıty of

rıghteous, sınless lıfe Pelagıus condemns ose who ıth Manı reject
marr1age ose wh lıke the Cataphryg1 agaınst remarrlag287
Pelagıus fınally emphasızes uman TrTeedom iıberum arbitrium), ıth-
out denyıng the uman eed for od’s help As ell those who, lıke
the Manıiıcheans, claım that CannoOo aVvOo1d SIN (“peccatum vıtare
NON posse”) and those who ıth Jovinl]anus claım that InNan cannot SIN
“non pectare *), dIiIC mistaken accordıng Pelagius.®® L1ib fl
75 ebukes Jovinlanus’s contention that those who ave rece1ved the
baptısm full faıth, Canno lose the rece1ved and that those who

reborn baptısm, cannot be brought 18 fall Dy the devıl No, elag-
1US ansWCelIs, sinnıng 1S Ways poss1ıble (posse).®” hıs rejection of the
thesıs that people aTrec by definıtiıon sınful completely wıthout SIN, 1S
sımılar iragments from De naAatur«a in 1C Pelagıus carefully note.
that the concept of sinlessness 15 not matter of esse Siıne peCCAalo, but
1S about non peccare.”” Put otherwiıse, thıs distinction
between the poss1bıilıty (posse) and the actual realıty (esse) of S1IN-
lessness presents den1al that INa 1S essentıal sinful essentlally
unable SIN

Lib fid. anathematızantes COS quı anımam quası partem dıvinae dicunt
SSC substantlae: OTUMM qUOQUC condemnamus CITOTCN), quı Cas ante9vel
coel1is CONVversatas fuılsse, dıcunt, qU am COTDOIA mıiıtterentur. (PL 4 E} 491)

Lib fid. 71 (PL 4 9 491)
Lib (PL 4 E 491) Cataphrygı 15 Nalllc for the adherents of montanısm.

Pelagıus’s reference montanısm 15 about theır strict (r1gor1st) ethıcs that forbade
second marrlage (cf. RTULLIANUS, De monogamla 1 E Pelagıus probably rejects

Jerome’’s marrlage doctrine thıs WaYy Jerome refused his Adversus Ioviınilanum
the poss1bilıty of second marrlage. See OHLL Die Theologie, passım. EVANS,
Pelagıus, 26-42 The Critic of Jerome’s Teaching Marrıage, 41492 regard-
ıng Pelagıus’s Libellus fidel

Lib (PL 4 5} 491) Pelagıus dıd NOL reaC) agalnst Jovınlanus the COT-

the Romans, but he dıd thıs hıs commentary the other etters of aul
EVANS, Four Letters, 132 EVANS, Pelagıus, 41

Thıs could Iso be ead Lib fid. Hominem, S1 post baptısmum lapsus
fuer1t, PCTI poenitentiam credimus O salvarı. (PL 48, 490) (CT. Rom 6’ where
Pelagıus Sug PCNANCEC instead of second baptısm WaYy obtaın forgıveness
for S1INs.) Lib fid. 16, about ‘rewards accordıng work’ and ‘punıshment according

SIN', considered reactiıon agaınst Jovinlanus’s radıcal distinction between
the Just and SINNETS and hıis den1al of grades of meriı1t and SIN

See
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Ihe ontent Libellus fidei reacts partıcularly agaınst the
Samnle heterodox tendencıiles Pelagıus ca by amlnle in hıs Romans
Commentary and De fide trinıtatis. Libellus fidel, in the atter of
human freedom, rejJects the op1nıons of Manicheism?! and Jovinlanus.
robably also reaction agaınst Manıche1ism, elagıus declares, d
the Romans Commentary, that both the Old and the New Testament
ave be accepted.?“ When elagıus explaıns that the Father and the
Son substantıally equa. and al the SadiIllec time [WO 1sSlinc PCTSONS,
he explıicıtly rejJects the posıtıons of AÄrıus an Sabelhus regardıng
these topıcs. By clarıfyıng that hrıst 1s truly dıvıne and truly human,
elagıus condemns the heterodox1ies of Apollinarıs and Photinus

° Das eıgentliche Verständnis des Libellus fidei ist VO  am elag-
1USs her gewIinnen. Er verte1idigt in einem langen trinıtarısch-
christologischen Teıl, der keineswegs überflüss1g ist, selne Posıtionen
gegenüber den ırlehren des vierten Jahrhunderts, WIeE schon in
seıinen Pauluskommentaren und seinen Büchern ber dıe Irıinıtät VCI-
ochten hatte. ”® The Libellus fidei contaıns chrıistologically the SaJrIrc
[WO CTITUXES De fide ftriınıtatis, obviously wrıtten in reaction agaınst
the afore mentioned Christological haeretictl. Father and Son aATre of
the Same substantia, ‘OWOOQDLO1LOV’ the TEEC Sa y Father and Son
AIC equa everythıng Father 15 not lesser than S5on, Son 1S NOT lesser
than Father.** They refer in everythıng 118 each other hat 1s why

SusSpectL that Libfl (PL 4 E 490), affırmıng that resurrection 185 restora-
t1ıon of the condıtion hıch NO (earthly and bodıly) lıve, be cons1ıdered

antı-Manıchean posıtıve appreclatıon of the earthly, the DOdıly.
Lib fid. 19 (PL 48, 491)
WERMELINGER, Rom, 139
Libfl (PL 4 C 489) TIhe antı-Arıan theme °  non factum sed genıtum 15 also

present in De fide ftrinıtatis irag. together ıth other antı-Arıan theme’s, °Chrıis-
{us Fillus Del, Deus ei homo, secundum dıyınıtatem ante tempora, SINE Inıt10, inenarra-
bılıter Patre genıtus est and ‘Fılıum substantıa atrıs genıtum). (Irag Z 3 E}

hypothesis for further research 18 the question whether Pelagıus had knowl-
edge of Athanasıus. It 18 fact that Athanasıus reacted agaınst the Arıans (n Orationes
21L CONILra Ar1anos) and Apollinarıs (in Eptstula ad Epictetum epPLSCODPUM Corinthi).
{Ihıs 18 Iso Pelagıus’s proJect In Libellus fidei and the fragments TOom De fide frINL-
tatıs. There also Chrıstological sıimılarıtles. Athanasıus stressed the complete dıvıne
nature of the Son and the identical NI of the Father and the Son. domg S
Athanasıus TeEACTS agalnst the ° Arıan’ laım that the Son 1s NOT equal the Father in
SSSECNGeE. Kannengleser sShows that incarnatıon, which he cons1ıders be the focus of
Athanasıus’ theology, that God Hımself became Wıddiıcombe explaıns
that Athanasıus states agaınst the ° Arıans’ that the Son 1s 18(0)1 merely attrıbute
NaImnec of God. Ihese Iso the pıllars of Pelagıus’s thınkıng hrıst and Irmıity
Other parallels Can also be observed: the importance of ascetical and moral hıfestyle,
the Pauline theme of hrıst second Adam, and the condemnatıon of pagan offerings.
ALTANER, B., Augustinus Un Athanaslius, IBID., Kleine Patristische Schriften, Berlın
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hrıst 1S also Creator.” hrıst 1S not only Creator, He also 1s the escha-
tologıcal udge hrıst rece1ved from the Father all POWCTIS heaven
and eart! Judge the 1ving and the eal punısh sinners and to
reward the jJust.?®

Thıs 1S also the Casec for the Holy Spirit:?” All three divıne pCI-
SONMNS AT perfectly equal, ap from personal properties (proprietas
personarum), not forgetting that hat 1S saıd ou ONC dıivıne PpCTISON
Can also be sa1d about the other two.?78 Thıs o€es not ndo the dıffer-
HOX between the three pCTSON\NS, each ıth theır OW name.?? Pelagıus’s
thınkıng the Tınıty one dıvıne substance and three dıfferent
peTSONS expressed three names’ 1S explıcıt reaction agaınst Arıus
and Sabellius.1©®ß Pelagıus ertre sCcs the term hypostasıs (ÖNOGTAO1LC)

the meanıngz of the concept of DEeEFrSONG in the Context of the three
1SUNC pPCTSONS the Trinity.*°!

hrıst assumed uman nature. 102 ince hrıst 1s both uman and
dıvine, He 1s al the SAamnec time passıbılis and impassibilis.!° Because

1967, 760-268 BRAKKE, D’ Athanasıus, GE! (ed.), Augustine through
the Ages. An Encyclopedia, Grand Rapids/Cambridge 1999, FRI9 GENTZ, G! thana-
SLIUS, Reallexikon für Antike Un Christentum (1950) 8R60-866 NNENGIESSER,
C E Le verbe de Dieu selon Athanase d’Alexandrıe (Collection Jesus el Jesus hrıst
45), Tournal 1990 EE!] J E Thıirteen Years of Athanasıus Research (1985-1998)

Survey and Bibliograph,y, SaCFLS Erudirı (2000) 105-217, CSP 1715136
PETTERSEN, A D Athanasıus (Outstandıng Christian inkers), London 995 IDDI-
COMBLE, P The Fatherhood of God from Origen Athanasıus (Oxford Theological
Monographs), Oxford 1994, 145-249

Lib fid. (PL 4 E 489)
Lib (PE 4 D} 490)
Lib fid. (PL 4 9 489)
Lib fid. (L 4 E 489)
Lib fi (PL 4 E} 489)
Lib (PL 48,489)

101 Sınce the Councıl of Chalcedon hypostasıs (DTOGTAOLG) distinct irom
MULG and NDOOCOTOV (persona) consiıdered equal, describing hrıst ONC

CISON and [WO natures The concept hypostasıs (substantıia, subsistentia, essentla,
personda) previously could refer ell the three PCETSONS of the Trmity the
[WO natures of hrıst. DENZINGER, H., SCHÖN  R7 A E Enchiridion Symbolorum,
0-3 106-109 Symbolum Chalcedonense. GRILLMEIER, Fragmente ZUYF

Christologte, 1472451 MEINHARDT, H’ Hypostase, in Lexikon des Mittelalters
(1991) 750

102 Lib (PL 4 E} 489)
103 Lib 1142 Nos autem dicımus S  S ita De1ı1 Fılıo passıbile nOS!  m,

ut Deiıtas impassıbılıs permaneret: asSSus est nım De1 Fılıus NO  — putatıve, sed
OI omn1a qUaC Scripturaen 1d est; esurlem, sıtım, lassıtudınem, dolorem,
mortem, ei caetera hujusmodi. Secundum illud asSsSus est quod patı poterat, 1d est

secundum illam substantiam qua«C est; ıpse nım De1 Fılıus secundum SU anl

Deı1itatem impassıbılıs est ut ater, incomprehensi1bilıs ut ater, invisıbilis ut ater,
inconvertibilıs ut ater: el quamVISs proprıa pCerSsoONa Filhn, 1d estT, De1 Verbum suscepit
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hrıst 1S human, He really dıed Chrıst’s humanıty W ds noTt undone by
the resurrection, but W as actually glorified.!9* hrıst unıfıed in Hım-
celf [WO substances, the dıvıne and the human, wıthout the ONMNC chang-
ıng into the other.10%> hıs 1s reaction agamınst OLUNUS who neglected
the 1vinıty of hrıst. By statıng that hrıst 1Ss “verum De1 tılıum, NON
factum aut adoptivum ”, elagıus reacts agaınst Photinus, who claımed
that hrıst actually Was uman who earned adoption by (God because
of hıs virtues. 106 Apollınarıs denıied that hrıst became truly human.
Pelagıus the cContrary explaıns that hrıst completely took human
nature Hım, eXcept for SIN sınce SIN 15 19(0)1 natural.10/ By clarıfyıng
that the thesıs that hrıst became UuLLY 15 nOoLt denı1ed by the fact
He dıd not SIN (sınce sınnıng 15 181011 human from nature) elagıus
implıcıtly agamınst the concept of pe naturae (a Ca-
Ium originale SInce am s fall intrinsıcally and unavoldably of
the uman exIistence and essence). elagıus ebukes the assertion that
hrıst Dy necessity of the esh 1ed and that He, Dy assumıng human-
Ity, W ds longer able fo do hat He Wante 18 do.108

elagıus ends hıs confess1ion of aı by statıng that he earne:
thıs al the Church, that he ıt and 1s OPCH poss1ıble
correctlions from the bıshop of Rome.1%®

egardıng the content, the parallels between De fide frinıtatis
and Libellus fidei AdIiIC sıgnificant: the SAalrııc Chrıistology 1s developed,
the Samnlec heterodox interpretations AICcC tackled.110 In both wrıitings,

passıbılem homınem, ıta amen eJus habıtatione secundum SU am substantiam
Deıtas VerbIi nıhıl est, ut tota TIrınıtas, qU am impassıbılem confıter1 NECESSC est.
(PL 4 E} 490)

Lib us est CISO De1 Fiılıus, secundum Scrpturas, Juxta illud quod
MOTI poterat. Resurrexıit tertia dıe, ascendit coelum, sedet ad dexteram De1l Patrıs,
anente eadem natura carnıs ın quUua natus eft assSus est, quUua et1am resurrexI1t. Non
nım exınanıta est humanıtatıs substantıa, sed glorıfıcata, eit iın aeternum CU) Deıitate
INansSUuTa (D 4 E} 490)

105 1ibJl (PL 4 9 490)
Lib fl (PL 4 9 489)

107 Lib fid. (PL 4 9 489-490).
108 Lib fid. (PL 4 E} 491) EWART, The Christology, - ‘“'CThe retf-

STCENCEC Was Jerome who, h1s antı-pelagıan dialogues, had wriıtten that hrıst sa1d
'to h1is brethren and relatıves that he W as not gomg ScenopeglaTHE CHRISTOLOGY OF THE PRE-CONTROVERSIAL PELAGIUS  251  Christ is human, He really died. Christ’s humanity was not undone by  the resurrection, but was actually glorified.!® Christ unified in Him-  self two substances, the divine and the human, without the one chang-  ing into the other.!° This is a reaction against Photinus who neglected  the divinity of Christ. By stating that Christ is ‘“verum Dei filium, non  factum aut adoptivum ”, Pelagius reacts against Photinus, who claimed  that Christ actually was a human who earned adoption by God because  of his virtues.!® Apollinaris denied that Christ became truly human.  Pelagius on the contrary explains that Christ completely took human  nature on Him, except for sin since sin is not natural.!*” By clarifying  that the thesis that Christ became fully man is not denied by the fact  He did not sin (since sinning is not human from nature) Pelagius  implicitly argues against the concept of a peccatum naturae (a pecCa-  tum originale since Adam’s fall intrinsically and unavoidably part of  the human existence and essence). Pelagius rebukes the assertion that  Christ by necessity of the flesh lied and that He, by assuming human-  ity, was no longer able to do what He wanted to do.!°%  Pelagius ends his confession of faith by stating that he learned  this faith in the Church, that he holds on to it and is open to possible  corrections from the bishop of Rome.!%®  Regarding the content, the parallels between De fide trinitatis  and Libellus fidei are significant: the same Christology is developed,  the same heterodox interpretations are tackled.!!® In both writings,  passibilem hominem, ita tamen ejus habitatione secundum suam substantiam  Deitas Verbi nihil passa est, ut tota Trinitas, quam impassibilem confiteri necesse est.  (PL 48, 490).  104 T ib. fid. 13: Mortuus est ergo Dei Filius, secundum Scripturas, juxta illud quod  mori poterat. Resurrexit tertia die, ascendit in coelum, sedet ad dexteram Dei Patris,  manente eadem natura carnis in qua natus et passus est, in qua etiam resurrexit. Non  enim exinanita est humanitatis substantia, sed glorificata, et in aeternum cum Deitate  mansura. (PL 48, 490).  105 Lib. fid. 10 (PL 48, 490).  10 Ljib. fid. 2 (PL 48, 489).  107 Ljib. fid. 9 (PL 48, 489-490).  108 7ib. fid. 23 (PL 48, 491). DEWART, The Christology, pp. 1229-1230: “The ref-  erence was to Jerome who, in his anti-pelagian dialogues, had written that Christ said  ‘to his brethren and relatives that he was not going up to Scenopegia ... then he went  up ... not publicly, but ... secretly’. Porhyry had found this scandalous and Jerome  faulted him for not realizing that ‘all scandals must be imputed to the flesh’. Earlier  in the same dialogue Jerome had mocked the pelagians for saying they could do what-  ever they wanted when Christ could not even keep his entry into a house secret, as he  2„ÖN  wished, because of ‘the reality of his assumed humanity.  109 Lib. fid. 26 (PL 48, 491).  110 See MARTMNI, Ambrosiaster, pp. 174-177.then he wentTHE CHRISTOLOGY OF THE PRE-CONTROVERSIAL PELAGIUS  251  Christ is human, He really died. Christ’s humanity was not undone by  the resurrection, but was actually glorified.!® Christ unified in Him-  self two substances, the divine and the human, without the one chang-  ing into the other.!° This is a reaction against Photinus who neglected  the divinity of Christ. By stating that Christ is ‘“verum Dei filium, non  factum aut adoptivum ”, Pelagius reacts against Photinus, who claimed  that Christ actually was a human who earned adoption by God because  of his virtues.!® Apollinaris denied that Christ became truly human.  Pelagius on the contrary explains that Christ completely took human  nature on Him, except for sin since sin is not natural.!*” By clarifying  that the thesis that Christ became fully man is not denied by the fact  He did not sin (since sinning is not human from nature) Pelagius  implicitly argues against the concept of a peccatum naturae (a pecCa-  tum originale since Adam’s fall intrinsically and unavoidably part of  the human existence and essence). Pelagius rebukes the assertion that  Christ by necessity of the flesh lied and that He, by assuming human-  ity, was no longer able to do what He wanted to do.!°%  Pelagius ends his confession of faith by stating that he learned  this faith in the Church, that he holds on to it and is open to possible  corrections from the bishop of Rome.!%®  Regarding the content, the parallels between De fide trinitatis  and Libellus fidei are significant: the same Christology is developed,  the same heterodox interpretations are tackled.!!® In both writings,  passibilem hominem, ita tamen ejus habitatione secundum suam substantiam  Deitas Verbi nihil passa est, ut tota Trinitas, quam impassibilem confiteri necesse est.  (PL 48, 490).  104 T ib. fid. 13: Mortuus est ergo Dei Filius, secundum Scripturas, juxta illud quod  mori poterat. Resurrexit tertia die, ascendit in coelum, sedet ad dexteram Dei Patris,  manente eadem natura carnis in qua natus et passus est, in qua etiam resurrexit. Non  enim exinanita est humanitatis substantia, sed glorificata, et in aeternum cum Deitate  mansura. (PL 48, 490).  105 Lib. fid. 10 (PL 48, 490).  10 Ljib. fid. 2 (PL 48, 489).  107 Ljib. fid. 9 (PL 48, 489-490).  108 7ib. fid. 23 (PL 48, 491). DEWART, The Christology, pp. 1229-1230: “The ref-  erence was to Jerome who, in his anti-pelagian dialogues, had written that Christ said  ‘to his brethren and relatives that he was not going up to Scenopegia ... then he went  up ... not publicly, but ... secretly’. Porhyry had found this scandalous and Jerome  faulted him for not realizing that ‘all scandals must be imputed to the flesh’. Earlier  in the same dialogue Jerome had mocked the pelagians for saying they could do what-  ever they wanted when Christ could not even keep his entry into a house secret, as he  2„ÖN  wished, because of ‘the reality of his assumed humanity.  109 Lib. fid. 26 (PL 48, 491).  110 See MARTMNI, Ambrosiaster, pp. 174-177.not publıcly, butTHE CHRISTOLOGY OF THE PRE-CONTROVERSIAL PELAGIUS  251  Christ is human, He really died. Christ’s humanity was not undone by  the resurrection, but was actually glorified.!® Christ unified in Him-  self two substances, the divine and the human, without the one chang-  ing into the other.!° This is a reaction against Photinus who neglected  the divinity of Christ. By stating that Christ is ‘“verum Dei filium, non  factum aut adoptivum ”, Pelagius reacts against Photinus, who claimed  that Christ actually was a human who earned adoption by God because  of his virtues.!® Apollinaris denied that Christ became truly human.  Pelagius on the contrary explains that Christ completely took human  nature on Him, except for sin since sin is not natural.!*” By clarifying  that the thesis that Christ became fully man is not denied by the fact  He did not sin (since sinning is not human from nature) Pelagius  implicitly argues against the concept of a peccatum naturae (a pecCa-  tum originale since Adam’s fall intrinsically and unavoidably part of  the human existence and essence). Pelagius rebukes the assertion that  Christ by necessity of the flesh lied and that He, by assuming human-  ity, was no longer able to do what He wanted to do.!°%  Pelagius ends his confession of faith by stating that he learned  this faith in the Church, that he holds on to it and is open to possible  corrections from the bishop of Rome.!%®  Regarding the content, the parallels between De fide trinitatis  and Libellus fidei are significant: the same Christology is developed,  the same heterodox interpretations are tackled.!!® In both writings,  passibilem hominem, ita tamen ejus habitatione secundum suam substantiam  Deitas Verbi nihil passa est, ut tota Trinitas, quam impassibilem confiteri necesse est.  (PL 48, 490).  104 T ib. fid. 13: Mortuus est ergo Dei Filius, secundum Scripturas, juxta illud quod  mori poterat. Resurrexit tertia die, ascendit in coelum, sedet ad dexteram Dei Patris,  manente eadem natura carnis in qua natus et passus est, in qua etiam resurrexit. Non  enim exinanita est humanitatis substantia, sed glorificata, et in aeternum cum Deitate  mansura. (PL 48, 490).  105 Lib. fid. 10 (PL 48, 490).  10 Ljib. fid. 2 (PL 48, 489).  107 Ljib. fid. 9 (PL 48, 489-490).  108 7ib. fid. 23 (PL 48, 491). DEWART, The Christology, pp. 1229-1230: “The ref-  erence was to Jerome who, in his anti-pelagian dialogues, had written that Christ said  ‘to his brethren and relatives that he was not going up to Scenopegia ... then he went  up ... not publicly, but ... secretly’. Porhyry had found this scandalous and Jerome  faulted him for not realizing that ‘all scandals must be imputed to the flesh’. Earlier  in the same dialogue Jerome had mocked the pelagians for saying they could do what-  ever they wanted when Christ could not even keep his entry into a house secret, as he  2„ÖN  wished, because of ‘the reality of his assumed humanity.  109 Lib. fid. 26 (PL 48, 491).  110 See MARTMNI, Ambrosiaster, pp. 174-177.secretly’. Porhyry had found thıs scandalous and Jerome
aulted hım for NOTL realızıng that °all scandals must be imputed the esh’ FEarlıer

the SaImnec dialogue Jerome had mocked the pelagıans for sayıng they could do hat-
‚VeT they wanted when hrıst could not ‚VE keep his eNITYy into house secret, he

‚Bwiıshed, because of ‘the realıty of his assumed humanıty
FL 4 ’ 491)

110 NSee TINI, Ambrosiaster, e
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Christological definıtions aTrTe constructed around concepts substan-
f1dA, NAaAtura, deıitas and humanıltas. ese simılarıties in the content
between the Libellus fidei and the {iragments from De fide ftriniıtatis
took aWaY prev1o0us doubts about Pelagıus’s authorshıp of ose
agments. 10 be INOTC prec1se, convınced that De fide triınıtatis
1S wrıtten al least by author ıth the SaJmnlec Christological and TIrıni-
tarıan OpIn10ns. Ihere aAiIc however Iso dıfferences between De fide
ftrinıtatis and Tibellus fidel ese probably caused Dy dıfference

the context of composıtion and motivatıon. remarkable dıfference
hes wıthın the language regardıng haeretict. As De fide frinıtatis,
they aTec abelled error\}l and impietas‘!?, Libellus 1  el

113
SCS much INOTC condemnıng language ıt 1s NO about blasphemia
an haeresis1l+ that ONc has damnare*)>, condemnare\!®., anath-
ematizare\‘/. 'Thıs condemnıing language reveals the ‘strategy' followed
by Pelagıus. Forced defend himself, Pelagıus attacks those theses
that hreaten orthodoxy, attempt o defend hıs OW orthodoxy.
Another dıfference ıth De fide frinıtatis 1S that Pelagıus’s thıcal (-
harmatologıical) thınkıng, be ıt in the background, 15 present in the
Libellus fidet: Pelagıus STrE: that commandments observ-
able, that SIN 1S nOot intrinsically human. He defines the lıberty of ll
ASs DECCAUAFE el NO DECCAFE and EVCI that earthly
ex1istence 1s nOoL bad Libellus fidei also o1ves ITMOTEC systematıc and
structuralızed impress1ion than De fide frinitatis. 'Thıs impression IS
probably due the fact that only few fragments of De fide frinıtatis
survıved, makıng ıt impossı1ıble 18 evaluate the ole

It cshould be observed that elagıus in De fide trinıtatis and
Libellus fidel corresponds ıth the Dy Denzinger collected dog-
matıcal declaratiıons of the per10d of time tween the Councıl of Nicea
and the Councıl of Carthage The [WO writings of elagıus,
regardıng Christological and Trıinıtarıan themes, correspond, AS much
in content in formulatıon, ıth the promulgated creeds and COMN-

emnatıons of subordination1ism and modalısm of that per10d. The
Councıl of Carthage moved the attention the discussıon gratia
and DeECCALU: originale. ecısely these topıcs Pelagıus’s orthodoxy

111 Lib. fid. (PL 4 E 491); errare Lib. fid. (PE 48, 491)
112 (PL. 4 E 489)
113 1 E 71 (PL 4 E} 49U0: 491)
114 10, (PE 4 E 490; 491)
145 Lib. fid. 2 ‘9 (PE 48, 491; 491)
116 Lib. fid. 97 (PE 4 E 489; 491)
117 Lib. fid. 9, 2 % (FE 4 E} 489; 491)
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15 questioned. !! As fınal remark, ıt has be pominted Ouf that PODC
7Zosimus In September ANT. ase the Iibelli fidei of Caelestius and
Pelagıus, acquıtted them both of the charges of heresy, and declared
them to be orthodox.11?

(General Comparıson of the writings of the early) elaglıus
TIhe COMNCETIN for Chrıistological heterodoxy, key subject in the

Komans Commentary, 1S that Commentary interwoven 1ıth er
themes and actually depends the topıcs Paul eals ıth In hIıs let-
ter. De fide ftriınıtatis and Libellus fidei that COIMICEITN becomes the
only maın OPpIC, noTt connected 1ıth et theologıca (and moral)
themes. hıs 1s the 1CaASON why elagıus dıd NnOotLt thınk ese [WO
wrıtings about the topı1cs that seemed be ımportant In hıs Romans
Commentary specıfic moral and anthropologıca themes, the relatıon
between Jews and gentiles, between law, works and 'T hıs also
Causes dıfferent approac 18 the Scriptures. Clarıfications in the
Romans ommentary one because of the 1DI1Ca. texXT, hıle
De NnNALlura and De fide trinıtatis the 1s quoted Support elag-
1us’s arguments. The 1Dellus fidei 0O€eSs not refer crıptures (unless
in the addıtiıonal Jetter) De fide trinitatis and Libellus fidei elag-
1us’s apologetics gel INOTC systematıc form 'The rıght doctrine 15
explaıne ere in conceptual WAaY Dy pomting Out poss1ible
interpretations in structuralısed WaYyY hıs dıfference ıth the Com-
mentary the Komans 1S obvıous. It 15 caused Dy dıfference the
pomt of departure and the a1ms of thıs wrıting

I here AIC also dıfferences regardıng the content that cannot be
solely explaıne by the dıfference In the nature of the wrıtings. Whiıle
elagıus in hıs Romans ommentary Largels the Manıchean hetero-
dOoXy in partıcular, the TIrınıtarıan and C  istologıical heterodox1ies
recelve hIs full attention in De fide friınıtatis and Libellus fidei Whiıle
the Chrıistology In the RKomans Commentary 1Ssues (ethıcal) invıta-
tiıon LO mıtate Chrıst, notice In De fide trinıtatis and Libellus fidei

systematıc theologı1an al work who clarıfıes theologıcal-technıcal
WaY the dogmas about hrıst and ebukes poss1ble dıverting interpre-
atlıons argued WaY TIhe 1st of of haereticı In the aIica of

118 DENZINGER, H E} CHÖNMETZER, A% Enchiridion Symbolorum, 5-2
52-81
119 ‚OSIMUS, Epistula D 33fI. 99-108)
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Christology that corrected Dy elagıus, becomes sıgnıfıcantly longer
in De fide trinıtatis and Libellus fidet. Ihe COTIC of Pelagıus’s reason1ing
1S that hrıst 15 UuMNY (God and became truly 190821  S =  at posıtion 15 not
absent the Romans Commentary, althoug elagıus 0€es not elab-
OTa thıs poın in systematıc WaYy Ihe Romans ommentary
stresses, the OIIC hand, that hrıst 15 dıviıne (and UuNYy equa. fto the
Father) agamınst OLUNUS and Arıus, and the other hand the InCar-
natıon (not involvıng not-intrinsıc-human S1n) of (G0od hrıst agaınst
SOTIIC It 15 emarkable that Pelagıus’s approac of heterodox
tendencıles 1 rather neutral In the Romans Commentary and De fide
trinitatis, 1le he 1S strıcter and LNOTC condemnıng Tibellus fidei
Exemplum 1Ss entral cConcept In the Romans Commentary Neıther In
the Iragments of De fide frinıtatis, NOT Tibellus fidel 0€Ss the term
exemplum aAaDPDCAL, 0€Ss ıt play role, generally christologically,
A4Ss exhortatıon to imıtate hrıst (oncerns for genumne thıcal Chrıs-
ti1an lıfe, the mattiers of SIN and free wıll not forgotten, but only ave
background importance in De fide trinıtatis and 1Dellus Adet. —

De NnNAaAlur«a the’Pelagıus eals almost exclusıvely ıth
the meanıng of the possı1bıilıty of sınless ıfe TIhe relatıonshıp
between the carnal and the spırıtual, cruc1lal pomt in the Romans
Commentary, 15 not present in the Sr wrıtings, eXcept De natura
The implıcatıon of thıs relation/distinction between esh and spırıt
however, Just the Romans Commentary and De nalura, Can

also be found Tıbellus fidei hrıst became IN EXCEPL SIN, SINCEe
SIN actually 1S not naturally human. The relatıonshıp between dam
and hrıst, central CONCcepL of the Romans Commentary, 15 ar
be Ooun the other [WO early wrıtings and in Libellus fidei The SIN
of dam 1S ea ıth in De NAalura, but not De fide friniıtatis and
Libellusfidei these ast three mentioned wrıtings, the hought of the
eed of (as help from God) 1S present, however not the fore-
ground. As the Romans Commentary, Chriıst, especlally hı1ıs Cal
1s consıdered STIACC De NALUFra and De fide ftrinıtatis.

120 1vlere ZU| that Pelagıus looks al the Chrıstian faıth TOM practical
pomt of VIeW, 1€e TOM the perspective of the actıve hıfe of Christians. Ihıs be SCCI1

especlally hıs Commentary Paul Pelagıus does NnOTL approach belhef and faıth
speculatıvely mystically. He presents rather moral and ratiıonal approach. It how-
VCI remaılns approach legıtimate others of the Christian faıth. As such,
Pelagıus 15 noTt contradıction wıth hıs other wrıitings that speculative-theological,
dealıng ıth redemption DYy Christ almed al rem1ss1i0on of S1IN. Ihat ostens1ble
contradıction dısappears when ONC focuses the historical and doctrinal context of
Ose wrnıtings. RE, J7 Heterodoxıtie des pelagıens en fait de redemption Revue
d’Hıstoitre Ecclesiastique 41 (1946) 5-43, 41-473
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Agaın, it becomes clear that elagıus 15 nNnoTt LNCIC moralıst, NOT

PUTC rationalıst. ora topıcs do 1a(011 play eadıng In the writ-
Ings studıed in thıs artıcle One hardly call elagıus only "moral-
ist and noTt theologıan ase ese wrıtings. As the Commen-
Ü the Romans, PraycI 15 not absent De nalura, elagıus states
that OIlC has pray for grace.!?! Regardıng PrayCcCT, elagıus declares

De fide ftrinıtaltis, dASs the Romans Commentary, that the Holy Spirıt
elps stians to pray.!?? De NALUFra and De fide trinitatis, he asks
for intellectua caution in approachıng faith.1? ıthout fallıng into
1de1sm De nNnalura, De fide trinıtatis and Libellus fidei ATIC wrıtings
ase the ratıonal capacıtles of INnan Pelagıus resists strıct and
PUTIC ratiıonalısm. ome truths of the faıth apparently Canno be ration-
ally scrutinızed. TIhe Scriptures 1s always the NOTIN Ihe substantiated
condemnatıon of dıfferent Christological and Irınıtarıan M1SCONCEP-
tıons, and especılally the conceptual developıng of Chrıistology and
I'rımty eology in De fide triınıtatis and Libellus fidei clearly show
elagıus theologıan, IMOTEC prec1ısely Chrıistolog1an. Christol-
OSY, Just In the Romans ommentary, SCVECN has cosmological
dımensI1on, especılally in De fide frınıtatis and Libellus fidel, where
hrıst and the Creator equated Thıs cosmological dımens1on 1S
also implıicıtly present in De natura, where elagıus ascriıbes the
human capacıty of sinlessnes the of the creating God

The Romans Commentary Was free from interferences from the
pelagıan controversy. elagıus however already hought, freely, about
the meanıng and nature of Christ, of and am s SIN
Later O the cControversy, Pelagıus 1ll be forced Ormulate these
oughts INOTEC precıisely. Ihe wrıitings read in these artıcles ShOwW
gradual influence of the Controversy. elagıus allırms creation1ısm and
asks, De nalura, hat the meanıng 1s of dam’s SIN, whıiıle he brings

the OpPI1C of infant baptısm hıs TLibellus }  er TIhe controversy
however o0€es NOL play leadıng Put LLIOTC precısely, elagıus 15
convınced that orthodoxy o€s NOT involve those questions, but only
has do ıth the rıght al the ESSCIICC of hrıst and I'rmıty thıs
arca of Chrıistology and TIrınıtarıan eology, elagıus cannot be
accused of heterodoxy. T hat 1s WhYy 7Zosıiımus all acquıt hım Whether

121 De nal. 1 E 2 ’ 256; here
129 De fid. trın irag in 69 TIhe Iiıhellusel remaıns sılent about Prayer.

Ihe question whether Pelagıus does this Ouft of °tactical’ reason1ing because of
the cons1ıderation that the opınıon OILC has the topıc of PpraycCI does a(0)1 constitute
one’s orthodoxXy, requıres study of the theme of praycr in the pelagıan CONTLro-
CIS

123 De NAaLl. 3 E} 445 here In De fid. frın frag. and ıIn
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elagıus also kept sılent ose topıcs out of INOTC aCctiıca cons1ıd-
eratıons, CcCanno be decıded ase‘ uDON the alone.

Conclusion

fınal conclusıon of the investigatıon of the Chrıstology of the
early elagıus starts ıth evaluatıon of the secondary lıterature
about elagıus. It 15 clear that elagıus balances ethıcs and theology,
Just aASs uman FrCason, uman reedom and dıvıne Regardıng the
SAaillc secondary lıterature, the [WO artıcles ShOow that not enough atten-
tiıon has een pa1ıd Pelagıus’s Chrıistology. On the ONCc hand, CSPC-
c1ally In the Romans Commentary and De nNnatura, Chrıistology 15
revealed {Oo be of essential s1gnıfıcance for the, ater, controvers1al
themes of reedom and STACC, orıgınal SIN and baptısm Reconstruct-
ing Pelagıus’s Chrıistology and investigating ıts relatıon to Pelagıus’s
theologıca. thınkıng in general, 1S thus place the pıcal
‘pelagıan’ themes theır broader theologıca framework. On the er
hand, De fide trinıtatis and Libellus fidei revealed that Christology 1S

essentıial study subject for elagıus. All the wrıtings tudied ere
cshowed that Pelagıus developed hıs Chrıistology in utonomou

WayYy, largely independent of the ControVversSYy. Christology above
all be the eystone for orthodoxy accordıng elagıus. Only the
study of Pelagıus’s Christology makes it possıble to form objective
and nuanced portraıt of Pelagıus theologıan. One of the few Chris-
tological pomts that EMCTISCS the secondary lıterature, 1s the ACCU-

satıon that elagıus reduces the meanıngz of hrıst ONC (of many)
example(s) that ave be followed Ihıs investigatıon showed that
Pelagıus neıther denies the necessity of hrıst’'s ca NOT reduces
hrıst outwards and non-commutting exemplum. According
elagıus, hrıst 1s

Ihe commentary of elagıus Paul’s Letter the Romans and
De nNatura c<show the broader framework and the embedding of elag-
1us’s Christology In hıs anthropologıcal, thıcal and theologıca thınk-
ng in general The emphasıs of these {WO wrıtings, also ıthın hıs
Chrıstology, 1S embedded in the genumne Christian hlıtfe -  at 1s the 1CAa-

SO  - for hıs Chrıistology In the Romans Commentary and De nNnalur«a

being rather ex1stentlal and appealıng from nNnature It 15 exhortatıon
18 imıtate the example of hrıst hıs clarıfıes Wwhy the notion CXE

plum, that Occuples central place the Romans Commentary, 1S not
be found in the er wrıtings Exemplum Chriısti 15 part of elag-

1usS’s ex1istentıial and ethical Christology. I0 stimulate real Christian
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commıtment, Pelagius declares in the Romans Commentary and
De natura that SIN 1S not rooted in human nature, but that Ian 15 free

free obey, free SIN, free choose. hat TrTeedom O€eSs nNnOoTL
xclude the human eed for hrıst’'s STACC in fulfiıllıng hıs ı1fe-time
proJect Christian De fide triınıtatis and Libellus fidei rather PICS-
ent Pelagıus’s ‘pure’ Chrıistology, in 1C he systematıcally and COIN-

ceptually explaıns the dıvine and human nature of hrıst. Put OtLNeT-
WISe, elagıus tudıes in the Romans Commentary and De nNaAtlur«a the
relatiıonshıp between and hrıst, 111e hrıst Hımself 1s the study
subject of De fide trinıtatis and Libellus fidet. The Romans Commen-
LarYy and De NALuUr«a OC sıde, and De fide triniıtatis and Libellus
fidel the er, dIiIC {WO dıfferent approaches of Chrıstology,
approaches 1C do nNOL xclude each er but complemen each
other. both approaches, the ®  istologıcal COIC remaılns the SAamnlec

hrıst 15 truly INan and UNLY God Thıs Caln hardly be called hetero-
dox

Readıng Pelagıus’s Commentary the letter of Paul LO the
Romans, De NAaAlura, De fide trinıtatis and Libellus fideli 1S not wıthout
relevance for the Chrıistology of oday elagıus ShOWws SOTIIC n_

t1al dımens1ons of Chrıstology. As such, he Cal g1ve ımportant COIMN-

11Dut1on fo OUT perception of the f1gure of hrıst Furthermore, the
cholar who tudıes the Chrıstology of the early elagıus has 18 admıt
that Pelagıus 15 not the heretic that he 15 ater alleged be IheS
ing pılcture 1Ss rather ONC of commıtted behever 1ıth fascınatıng
1e W hrıst and profound CONCEOIN for the rıght behief.
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