
RUFINUS IHE _SYRIAN” MYTH AND RE

Ihe tıtle already the conclusıon of thıs study uf1-
NUus the Syrian IS mY But lıke all mY  S, that of the Syrian has
SOTINC basıs In realıty; and lıke all mY ıt has pervasıve influence,
and 1s dıfficult dıspel. In the Tollowing examıne how
the convıction has emerged that Rufinus the Syrıan fact ex1isted, and

hope {O sShow that the convıction 15 based mıstaken interpreta-t1ıon of the facts Facts, however, aATre facts, and to suggest that the SYyr-lan ex1isted 15 Dy 18 that he 1S sımply the prod-
uct of somebody’s creatiıve imagınation, although (as see)
SOINC degree of imagınatıon INAaYy ave played in constructing hıs
DEFSONG, ave questioned long dDO the maın evidence that of Marıus
Mercator* IC the ex1istence of the yrıan 1S based but ıth
lıttle apparent Success,* because he SU1 remaılns entrenched OUTr h1s-
torles.* =  at {to the subject agaln IS partly because remaın COIMN-
vinced that in esSsSCHNCE that earlıer contrıbution Was COrrec(l, but maınlybecause re-consıderation both of the eviıdence, and In partıcular of
the interpretation of that evıdence, leads 18 CeVeT INOTEe cCogent COMN-
clusıon that the Case for the ex1istence of the Syrian 1S fundamentallyflawed INOTEC ıimportant 1Cason TE the question hes In the
CONSCQUCNCE of removıng the Syrıian from the pılcture. The contention
that Mercator referred tO the Agqulle1an l requıre that re-read
Rufinus of Aquıle1a 1a(011 only 18 sShow that he 1s possıble candıdate,
but also ote how much of influence he COoOu ave had In earlyPelagıan cırcles. Sınce both sıdes of the CoIn the Syrian MY' and
the ‘Pelagıan’ Agqulle1an agaınst the grain In Current S,
SOMEeEe detaıls ll necessarıly ave be teased Ouf al length, whereas

Ihe ollowing 1s much expanded version of “Short Communication’ g1ven
al Ihe Fifteenth International Conference Patrıstic Studies, UOxfTord, August 2007,under the tıtle “"The Identity of Rufinus the Syrlian.’

Dunphy, Marıus Mercator Rufinus the Syrian Was Schwartz Miıstaken?
Augustinianum, (1992), E

IThus, ıIn TreVIeW of developments studıies Pelagıan hıstory, M Duval
could claım ıIn 1999 that "almost everybody 15 agreed’ the ldentity of Rufinus:
‘Pelage SO  - m Donnees chronologiques nouvelles POUT une presentatıon 1IOU-
velle,’ Studia Patristica 3 9 Leuven 2001, S (here 99)

Chadwick, The Church INn Ancıent Society: From Galıilee Gregory the
Great, OxfTford 2001, 439, offers [WO (not fully consıstent) COUnfTs of
the Syrıan. Drecoll, Augustin Handbuch, Jübingen 2007, 179, begins h1is
aCCount of the Pelagıan confthet ıth de riQgueur mention of Rufinus the Syrıan,whıiıle admiıtting that know lıttle about the



al SOINC other points the reader of the ollowıng INa y also baulk al the
lack of INOTEC cogentn

Suspicions
The ‘biography’ of Rufinus 1S brief. Mercator’s account

that he W das of Syrıan or1g1n. He W as influenced>- Dy the teachıng of
eodore of Mopsuestia, which he brought ıth hım Rome the
time of Pope Anastasıus (c.400) Because of SOTINIC °dıfficulties’
encountered ıth the Pope, he refraıned from promulgatıng hıs VIEWS
personally but dıd through elagıus and Caelestius who became hıs
dıscıples. For reference PUTDOSCS g1ve the NECCCSSATY essentials of the
text Ouaestio CONIra catholicam fidem apud nonnullos Syrorum el
praecCıipue INn Cilicıia Theodoro iamdudum MOa AnC Inep-
fam quaestionem sub SAanCliae recordationis Anastasıo Rufi-
NUS quondam natıone Yrus Romam primum InuexXıt Pelagium

Briıttanum monachum IUNC decepit U1LC Pelagio adhaesit
Caelestius, nobilis Atyu quidem el ıllıus femports audıtorialis CcCholas-
FLCUS (1 We ext ear of hım ıf it 1S the SAadlllc Rufinus! from
another SOUTCE, when In 211 Caelestius, in hıs °trial’ al Carthage,
eferred ‘the holy priest Rufinus 4S hıs authorıty for the opınıon that
ere 1S such thıng tradux peccati.' hat 1S all!®

There 1S, of COUTSC, much TNOTC In OUT modern ACCOUNLS of uf1-
19108  N He 1S identified the prıes Rufinus, member of the u_

nıty in Bethlehem whom Jerome sent V1a Rome Miılan ou the
Sadlıılc time when Mercator’s Rufinus Tavele' Rome.? Liber de

Ihe connection 15 NOL al Jlear. It reflect Mercator’s OW attıtude
eodore at the time of wrıting, Ise mMust posıt otherwiıise unknown pre-Pelagıan
debate in the ast concerning the CONSCQUCNCECS of the SIN of Adam

Marıus Mercator, C ommonitorium II ACO I,V,]'7 5-6 An Italıan translatıon
of the antı-Pelagıan memoranda 1$ gıven Dy Prete, Memortalı Antıpelagiani, Sıena
960 German translatıon of Mercator’s full doss1ier 15 in Konoppa, Die er
des Marıus Mercator, Berlın 2005

Augustine, De gratia Christi, .33 SEL 4 9 168, ıIn cıtatiıon TOM the
minutes of the meeting. have examıned the events al length in study Al ost
Year Pelagıanısm Carthage, 411 Augustinianum9 389-466

Ihe SCcCant indications avaılable collated in PıetrI1, Pıetri (ed.), Proso-
pographie chretienne du Bas-Empire Prosopographie de "Italıe chretienne 315-
604), Rome 2000, 1941 -47) (S.V “Rufinus 6’)

Jerome, Ep 5120 SEL 53 107; Apologia CONIra Rufinum 111,24, CSL /9,
96 Lardet, L’Apologie de Jeröme CONnTire Rufin cCommentaıre, Leiıden 1993,
- hısts OPIN10NS the identification, but refraıns from drawıng hıis OW
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Fide, C 15 attributed In Rufinus (of Palestine), 1S CE-
ally put under the Name of the Syrian.!° It contaıns elagıan eachıng,
partıcularly den1al of tradux peccatı, that 15 VE close that of
otherwise unıdentified book hıch ugustine efuted hıs fırst antı-
Pelagıan wrıting (41 De peccCatorum mertıtLs el remLSsLiONe. The COIMN-
nection ıth Caelestius’ OLY prıes Rufinus’ and er ıth Mer-
cator’s Syrıan 15 consıdered to be obvıous. further sStep 1S taken 18
consolıdate the pıcture ıth the probable identificatıon of the author
of the Liber ıth the hıtherto unıdentified translator of maJor portion
of the Vulgate New estamen: hat translatıon, it 15 maıntaıned, 1S
1Irs efecte: in elagıan wrıtings, and 1S also sed In the Liber
It would SCCIN ogıcal that the translator be OUN! In Pelagıan cırcles,
and that the Syrıan, author of the Laiber and former member of
Jerome’’s communıty, should continue the work left unfinıshed by
Jerome. 11

Many question marks COUu and should be the brief
sketch Just g1ven. It 1s not VE clear, for instance, how Syrıan, Par-
1cularly yrıan wıth CVCII remote SYMpalhYy for eodore of Mop-
suestla, COUu become member of Jerome’s communıty. To the best
of OUT knowledge, the Rufinus sent by Jerome 18 the West Was atın
=  at the Liber de ide Was In ciırculatıon before 411 1s poss1ble, but by

INCAans establıshed fact Much less establıshed 1Ss ıts attrıbution
Rufinus the Syriıan =  at the Liber Can be taken VC early, CVCMN
the earhest wıtness UuUse of the Vulgate 1s OPCH 18 ou but it 1Ss
problem that hope to examıne elsewhere. Should ere be Casc be
made for ldentifyıng the continuator of the translatıon of the Vulgate in
Pelagıan cırcles, he succeeded ell avoldıng all TAC of Pelagıanısm
In hıs translation.!? Ihıs 1s 1mpo: because strangely OMNC of the bıb-
1Ca bandıed about in the CONtroVerSYy, and hıch he supposedly
translated, WeTC 'tampered Pelagıan the translatıon.

conclusıon. Ihe Prosopographie (*Rufinus aCCeDIS the identificatiıon
being poss1ıble, but at “Rufinus rejects it!

For modern edıtıon SCC Miller, Rufini Presbyteri Liber de Fide, Wash-
ington 964 Earlıer editions 214A Sırmond); a(Gar-
nler). We chall meeft it agaln later.

11 The clearest presentatıon of the ASC 15 made Dy Fıscher, ° Das Neue esta-
ment lateinıscher Sprache,’ in Aland, ed.) Die alten UÜbersetzungen des Neuen
Testaments, die Kırchenväaäterziıtate un Lektionare, Berlın 197/2, 1-92 (see
CSP 74)

de Bruyne, ‘“Etude SUTr les or1g1ines de nNnotfre atın de Saılnt Paul,’
Revue Bıblique, (1915) “ vaınly attempted attrıbute the translatıon

translatıon.
Pelagıus hımself, whıiıle admıtting TOmM the oOutset the non-Pelagıan character of the
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If the sketchy bıography of the Syrıan 1S basıcally correcli,
confronted ıth phenomenon that 1s passıng strange, CVCNMN ıf ıt

WOUuU not be un1ıque Casec In hıstory. It that through the fırst
decade of the CeNturYy ere WeTC [WO PCISONS ıth consıderable
influence Roman Chriıstian cırcles (ırrespective of whether 1a(011
they esided In the cıty who not only shared the Samlle NAaAMeC, but also
lıyved uncannıly paralle lıves: Rufinus the yrıan and Rufinus of
Aquıile1a. *” TIThe followıng outlıne INaYy SCTITVC TAaW attention LO
malaıse that underlhes ready acceptance of the ex1istence of the
Syrıan oth the quıle1an and the yrıan Came Rome from the
ast Just before the turn of the Century. JIhey WCIC both proficient in
Latın and T They both whether personally in the Casec of the
quıleıan, through hıs dıscıples in the Case of the Syrıan enjoyed
the patronage the Anıcn. TIhey both introduced LO Rome teachıngs
that WOUuU subsequently be condemned being heretical They both
met ıth the dısapproval of Pope Anastasıus. They both reiraıned
from publıshıng theır theologıca. opınıons under en OW.

They both had formatıve influence the elagıans Mercator IS
explıcıt thıs ıth reference the yrıan; Jerome indicates the
translatıons of Rufinus of quıle1a being al the 107011 of the elagıan
CITOTL. direct result of that influence emerged elagıus’ Exposi-
t1ons the Paulıne letters.1* Fınally, they both exıted the stage of
hıstory al about the Samne time In 410/411 At least Can date the
ea of Rufinus of Agqulleıa around thıs tıme; of the Syrıan, other
than the (possıble) reference made to hım by Caelestius in 411,
ear INOTE

It 1s nNOoTt iımpossıble, of COUTSC, that [WO dıfferent indıvıduals dIiIc

being referred fo ere Rufinus Was, after all, VE COTMNIMMNON amne

omıt the others lısted under the SaImnec MNaillc (cf. Miller, OpiCH:; 3 * 23);
partıcular Rufinus of ome whom Jerome addressed Ep For the Aquıle1an

the essent1ial work of reference remaılns Murphy, Rufinus of Aquileia -4
Hıs Life and Works, Washıngton 945 The SOUTCECS for 1ta Rufini (Aquilensis) AdIiIC
collected (Tyrranıus) Rufinus Prosopographie (see above) 19025

For LNOTEC recent studies SCC Drobner, “ [ 1rannıo Rufino dı Concordia (Agquueıa):
Bıbliografia,’ Augustinianum, (2000), 461-517, and ıbid. “Rufinus, I yrannıus’
WI updates) the internet edıition of Biographisch-Bibliographisches Kırchen-
exikon (www.bautz-de/bbkl).

Mercator "casually’ tells that after Pelagıus AaLlıc under the influence of
Rufinus the Syrian he then had the audacıty (unlıke ulIınus publısh Commen-
L aul Rufinus of Agquıule1a W as chıded by HIS contemporarles for nNOoL publısh-ıng h1is translatıon of Origen’s Commentary: Romans under h1ıs OW NaIinec In mod-

scholarship it has been establıshed Pelagıus used the Or1ıgen-Rufinus Commentary.From the following it 111 CINCTI SC that Mercator had told thıs long ago!
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Neve  eless, when presented In outlıne the parallels noted above Call-

nOoTL but g1ve rse the SUSDICLON that INa y be confronted ere by
the Salllc indıvıdual appearıng In OUT SOUTCECS under {[WO dıfferent
’ however attempt to explaın SOTIIC Ser10uUs dıfficulties
encountered ıf attempt reduce them to ONMNC PCISON. z  at SUSDI-
c1on ıll only be strengthened when look LNOTEC closely into the
arguments offered establısh the ıdentity of the yrıan, and strength-
ened GV INOTC when examıne the SOUTCECS themselves that SCIVC

basıs for oOSse arguments. oth the SOUTCES and the arguments
dIC UPCH to question.

ere IS the Syrlan?

maJor ODSTLaclile accepting the ex1istence of Rufinus the DYI-
1an 15 paradoxıically hıs absence both from the Pelagıan CONLrOVerSY
iıtself and irom cContemporarYy (Or later) ancıent ACCOUNTS of ıt. Assum-
ng that Mercator and Caelestius refer the Samnılec Rufinus, AT not
only confined ese {WO solıtary references, but also confronted ıth
hat would amount CONSpIraCy of sılence hıs alllc in al] the
er SOUTCECS Even the reference Dy Caelestius, should recall, 15
transmıtted 18 bDy ugustıine, who SCCS eed ıdentify thıs uf1-
19108  N ater in the Samnıle wrıting, rebuff of Caelestius claım that the
atter under debate W as quaestio disputata el disputanda (and PIC-
sumably that hıs opınıon W ds also held by others), Augustine wrıtes:
Ahulus peruersitatis [Pelagius el Caelestius/ uel perhibentur
uel etiıam probantur uel $Z NO  \ SUnl, Se. hocC ab alıris
didicerunt, Aassertores alque doctores.} We m1g nclude the
yrıan the alıi, but it 1S sStrange that, despite hıs havıng the
AaCCOUNT of Carthage under hIs CYCS al thıs tıme, ugustine PAaSSCS VEr

the mention of Rufinus wıthout cComment. .KO Sa Yy that h1ıs alnllec 0€Ss
nOoTt aAaDPCAI In Ep 190 because he Was dead!® 15 noTt sufficıent. Merca-
LOT, decade 1LLIOTIC ater, has qualms ou namıng hım When

De gratia Christt 11,23,26, SEL 4 ‘9 S (in simılar terms In
Ep 90,6,22, SEL 5 E 13/7, TOM the Samnle per10d). In 416 when he learned of
Diospolı1s he named Pelagıus: princeps est aucClIior huilus perniCLos!i dogmattıs (Sermo
Dolbeau Serm.348A1,6). For the readıng (not est et) cfi. Partoens, ‘Quelques
MMNAaTı de critique textuelle SUuT le 348A augmente de Saılnt Augustin (Dol-
beau 30)% Augustiniana (2000), e (here 182) The Afrıcan bıshops
theır etters Pope Innocent follow sunt: Pelagıus and Caelestius dIiC the aucCiores
(EpDp.1JS1:;

'Ihus Ihıele, Epistulae Catholicae IVL Freiburg 1969, ‘Einleitung’
101*%



elagıus himself Sa  < fıt 18 quote hıs 'Exposıtions’ the opınıon of
ose who WEeIC opposed tradux DEeCCdii.“ he dıd NnOoL hıs
‘teacher‘’ the Syrıan, but hıs OW iscıple Caelestius.!® We ıll search
in aın through all the ancılent SOUTCECS for anı y mention of Syrıan
There 1S, of COUITSC, clear reference Rufinus the SOUTCE of Pela-
g1anısm, but that 15 Jerome’s attempt to blame it all’ Rufinus of
Aquıilel1a,*” and In modern scholarshıp the identificatiıon of the Syrıan
ıth the Aqulle1an 15 roundly excluded hıs identificatıon W as the
substance of earher attempt al solution In 1C revived
opınıon that Was advanced VE summarıly by Schwartz.40 de Veer?!
found chwartz’s suggestion be LOO °“tortueuse) and COUu conclude

comprehensive ote the ıdentity of Rufinus by sayıng that (GGar-
nler’s solution remaılns the MOST plausible.“ YCAaIrs ater the QUCS-
t1on has een agaın examıned al SOTIINC length by Konoppa, who
conclusıon g1ves the "most 1kely’ solution ıt 1S essentlally the OpInLO
COMMUNLS that SOCS back to Garnıier.?®

Between c.430 when Mercator WTOLEe hıs Commonitoria al the
time of the Councıl of Ephesus, and 1673 when Garnıer publıshed
the Collectio Palatina, the Syrıan remaıned unknown. objection
111 perhaps be raısed to that statement ıth the remıinder that the
TLihber de ide W as known, but that objection 111 not uffice The

De peCCatorum meri1t1s, HEZ2 (P 129) Hı autem, INquit, qul CONIra traducem
peccatı SUNL, ıta ıllam ımpugnare nıtuntur... Pelagıus, In Rom e 8 ed S5outer,

46) Attention 15 rarely g1ven the fact that thıs 15 the only In extenso cıtatıon of
‘author’ the Exposıtions.

| Arnobius Juni0rT], ‘Praedestinatus,’ 1,88 25B. 52) (referring Pelagıus
h1is Exposıtions): langens Caelestium, qul CONnIra traducem peccatı DFIMUS SCFHIDSIt.

Evans, Pelagıus and the Revıval of the Or1igenist Controversy, Pelag-
1US Inquiries and Reappraisals, New York 1968, 6-25, made strong ‚ASC for NOTL
dismissing Jerome’s evaluatıon.

Schwartz In the Praefatio hıs edition of the Collectio Palatina, ACO I7v, 1 E
p. AI He offered only few references Jerome being ercator’s SOUTCE chol-
AIS, he opıned, sımply dıd a(0)1 notice that the Agqulukeı1an W as intended because ıt seemed
LOO incredıble (incredibile videtur).

71 °Le pretre Rufinus,’ 2 9 La Crise Pelagienne I1, Parıs 1975, 70427141
ere 706) Wermelinger, Rom Un Pelagius, Stuttgart 1975, 1 C merely hısts
Schwartz ‘wıth forerunners who held the Sa1lıc VIeEW,’ and states that theıir identifica-
tıon of Rufinus of Agquuleıa the CISsSoN question Can be ‘easıly’ diıscounted.
the Samnılec veın SCC Rees, Pelagius: Reluctant Heretic, Woodbrıidge 1988, -

To equate Schwartz’s posıtıon ıth the pre-Garnıer VIEW 15 not quıte accurate,
because the 'pre-Garner1ans’ dıd NOTL have contend wıth Mercator’s eviıdence. When
that eviıdence armnec lıght, SCC, they then readıly (at least inıtlally) inter-
preted 1t reference the Agulle1an.

Reprinted 4 E} 38 We chall examıne that solution al length below
Konoppa, Mercator, 94-98
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only SUrvIving CODY of the Liber W ds made c.600, poss1bly in north-
Italy.“ Another COPY (later, but of unknown date and provenance)

ST1 x1isted in the 17th Cen(tury, but 1S NO lost.2> er than those,
the Liber had tradıtıon. We should be WalLYy, however, of COIN-

cludıng from thıs brief aPPCATANCEC of the Liber in hıstory that owl-
edge of the Syrıan Iso survıved. It 15 11878 easıly assumed that the
evıdence of the colophon of the Survi_ving MS, In 1C the author 15
identified Rufinus presbyter, PIOVCS that thıs 1s work Dy the Syriıan
The texi of the colophon (f.61r) 15 : Exp(licıt) Rufini pr(es)b(yter)Ii
prouincClae palestinae lıhber de fide translatus de 8TAECO INn atınum

Amen. hıs 15 VEIY amb1guous. It 15 hıghly unlıkely that
anybody WOUuU ave een identified “a/the priest of the Province
of Palestine, and fınd ıt equally unlıkely (though NOL ıimpossı1ble)
that °“ Provınce of alesiine Was sed to ıdentify anı y indıvıdual Sınce
the colophon continues ıth the claım that thıs 15 translatıon from
Tee suggest that the texft sStates that thıs 15 ook of Faıth
of the Provınce of Palestine.’26

We Can, however, bypass thıs problem, leavıng ıt poss1ible
ambıgulty, and Nal maıntaın that the nothıng Oou the
ex1istence of the yrıan gloss the that IS probably contem-
POTAaLY ıth the transcr1ıption of the text why the COPDY W as
made. It Was understood o be antı-Arıan TAC by Rufinus DFES-
byter, but the glossator warned agamınst ıts concealed elagıan cContent
and recommended that ıt be removed from the codex. He also rejJecte
ıts attrıbution Rufinus, and identified the author being elagıus
himself!2/ domng he left In hıttle ou Ou hıs understand-
ıng of the ıdentity of the wrıter 1C ıt Was falsely ascrıbed uf1-
NUS of quıleıa. Thıs 1S confiırmed by Jo  S the Deacon al about the
SAalllc time (precıse dates 7& Her agaın uncertaın), who quoted CXCETpts
fIrom the Liber hıs Expositum In Heptateuchum, and introduced them
sımply In lihbro de fide Rufini.*® When John also quoted from

For the dates OT, Miller, 46-47
See below

the concludıng section of thıs study further evidence 111 be offered SUP-
port thıs suggestlon.

The text of the gloss 15 gıven Dy Miller, (also ıIn PLS 1,1099) TIhe 1CC-
ommendatıon that the Liber be removed TOM the collection time when the
codex itself (as codex) W ds still incomplete. later gloss al the conclusıon (reproduced

Miller, 50) identifies the “true author uflın[us catholic[us]
Miller, 3335 John’s mistaken reference second book Dy Rufinus leads

agaın the Agquukeıan. See note “Rufinus the Syrıan’s ‘Books’,’ Augustinianum
(1983), &5
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Rufinus of Agqulle1a’s De benedictionibus patriarcharum he confined
hımself agaln the sımple reference Rufini.” At the tıme, therefore,
when the Liber made fleeting ADPCATANCEC hıstory, despıite the ref-
GIGENCE Provincıa Palestina in the colophon of the ere 15
incıpıt other introductory matter it W as consıdered be work
by Rufinus of quuleıa.

Before turn the Syrıan’s °‘resurrection’ few background
NOTtESs should be made. As ave SCCIL, the only explıcıt mention of
Rufinus the Syrıian 15 made by Marıus Mercator. Mercator’s Com-
monitorium, In only SUTVIVES in the Collectio Palatina, and thıs
Collectio, In ıts turn, 15 only 1{8 be OUnN:! in ONMNC codex. The repetition
of NIy must attract attention, and ave OCCasıon re
18 thıs strange phenomenon agaın. Mercator’s NAaAINC, but lıttle else
about hım, W as known from the works of Augustine.*° But ıf the Syr-
1an WI1 Mercator’s wrıtings) remaıned unknown, the Medievals WCIC

In ou to the ıdentity of the eacher of Caelestius. the wriıt-
Ings of Jerome the SOUTCE of Pelagıanısm lay In the translatıons of
Rufinus of quıle1a, and together ıth that informatıon the Medievals
WeTC also armed ıth Papa. censure’ of the Agquıleıan In the
called Decretum Gelastianum attrıDute:« Pope Gelasıius.?! The fact that
ope Gelasıus Was ase garbled readıng of Jerome’s informa-
t1on W as not 1sSsue. It W as Papal! At the of the 1/th CCI1-

condense almost mıllennıum In ONC VOl1Ce, Bellarmıine could
wriıte: Ruffinus Presbyter Aquileiensts. mer1to notatur errorıs ela-
S10 Papaz: It 1S urthermore ımportant to keep In mınd, when
examıne the IE-CHMICTISCHCC of Rufinus the yrıan, nOoTLt only thıs Tadı-
tional and authorıty-based susp1cı1on ıth regar 18 the Aquıleı1an, but
also, and CVCNMN especılally, the attıtude of the ASC Oowards Jerome.°

Parıs BNF lat g TEYZV) 94r
At least TOM De Cto Dulcıtı Ouaest. 399 CSL 275 an the Indicu-

Ius Dy Possidius (FPL 46,9) The extent which Augustine’s ED 03 Mercator W ds
known Must remaın uncertaın. It W dSs only first included In the U: of letters in the
Maurıist edition. omıt Jerome’s mention of Mercator (Ep 154) I hıs letter W ds not
wıdely known, and W ds only added h1s collection CeNntury A9O

31 VO!  s Dobschütz ed‘) Decretum Gelasiıanum /de librıis recipiendis el NO  -

recıpliendis], 38/4, Leıipz1ig 1912, 44 -4  e Rufinus (uLr relig10sSLSSIMUS) 1S NO
In fact lısted ON the authors be rejected, but it 15 noted that Jerome el In
aliquibus de arbitrıi libertate notauıt, Ila sentLimus GQUAE praedictum heatum Hierony-
NUÜ.: sentire CO@NOSCIMUS.

Bellarminus, De Scriptoribus Ecclesiasticıis, Opera Ommnıa AIlL, 30972 cıte
Irom the edıtıon of the Opera Dy Fevre Parıs The first edıtiıon appeared In
1613

See the admıiırable aCCOUNT gıven by Rıce, Saıint Jerome In the Renatls-
an  9 Baltımore, 985
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Whıle both sıdes, in the Confess1i0onal dıvıde er the Reformatıion,
haggled between and themselves VT the interpretatiıon
and ‘ownershıiıp" of ugustıne, Jerome, who DaVC the Church ıts Vul-
gate © W as bastıon of Irıdentine Roman 0)  Odoxy. The SUS-
gestion that the ‘ Father of Pelagıanısm’ COUuU be somebody er than
Rufinus of Aqululeıa, whom Jerome had pomtedly sıngled ouft for that
role, m1g (and would) requıre that attıtudes towards Jerome be
dimensioned,** and that WOU inevıtably cast shadow the splen-
OUur of the Doctor AXLIMUS.

ntier Garnier

When Jacques Sırmond first publıshed the text of the Liber de
fide in 1650°> he refraıned from offering amne for ıts author In
ote the ına colophon (quoted above) he maıntaıned that thıs
should be retaıned ASs the missıng Inscriptio {O the book, and from ere
he took the of the book and the amnec of the author lihbro
deesset.? In the brijef introductory ote °to the reader’ (Lectort) he
TEW attention the fact that Jo  S the Deacon had attrıbuted the work

Rufinus presbyter, and that in the [WO MSS (In hintıs exemplaribus)
1ITrMON! had SCCI1I In Corbie, annotator had rejected thıs attrıbution
and propose elagıus the author.}/ Sırmond eXCcIude: both Pelag-
1US and Rufinus (of Aquıleıa) from cons1ıderation, the latter because the

For brief (at times ben1gn) aCCount of the 'reception’ of Rufinus through the
ABCS SC Murphy, Rufinus, (n above) pP-1X-XVIL, S The ACCOUNLT needs
revis1ion and updatıng. hıstory of “Rufinus hıstory’ (especılally found ın the
MSS) remaıns be wriıtten.

Sırmond, Rufini presbyter1 provinclae Palaestinae Tiher de Fıde, Parıs 650
Thıs, wıthout the [Praefatio ectorl, 15 reprinted (Irom Vallarsı)’s edıtiıon of the works
of Rufinus) in

thıs SaImnec note he deduces TOM the evidence of John the
Deacon (see above) lıhros de fide sub Rufini nomıne duos saltem fulsse. Ihe
runnıng header in the editio princeps (and in reprints ın h1s Opera Varıa) 1s De ide
Liıber I, implyıng the ex1istence of Iihbher IT1' In 21 iıt 1s sSımply ILıhber de Fıde,
although the references in the notfes second book remaın.

have argued elsewhere that when he establıshed the texti for publıcatıon SIr-
mond used the lost M E SINCE all the varıants he offers 314 wıth the readıngs
found the SUrv1ving Codex Petropolitanus. Dunphy, “I’he ost Manuscript
of Pseudo-Rufinus: De Fıde,’ Augustinianum (2000), A At that time
| was 91011 WAarec that In the editio princeps the varlıants (gıven footnotes ın later
edıitions and PL) appeared In fınal pasc under the tiıtle Omissa vel Varıantıia
altero exemplart. Thıs unnumbered Pasc have been added after the teXTi had
been prepared for print
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ILiber de ide 15 violently antı-Origenis that ıt COu notLt ave een
wrıtten by Rufinus There 1S question of Rufinus the Syrıan ere
NOT COUu ere ave been, because al the time of the publıcatıon of the
Liber, the poss1ıble exıistence of the Syrıan Was al unknown.°®®
ote c.3 UO liıberi NO  _ DFO parentibus punlantur. 1IrTMON! 1s
nNnOL uUuNawWwaIrIc of the dıfficulty involved in excludıng Rufinus (of
Aqulıle1ıa!) author, because the text ere launches into denı1al of
tradux peccatı, and accordıng to accepte: opınıon in Sırmond)’s day
Caelestius al Carthage had nvoked the authorıty of the quıle1an
thıs issue. He concludes the nolte, however, by maıntamıng that the
antı-Orıgen1ism of the Iıber 15 sufficıent LO reject the Agquıle1ı1an
author. the first reprin of Sırmond’s texti be dıstinguıished from
Garnıier’s “corrected’ re-edıtion, LO 1C 11l g1ve OUT attention
presently ıt aAaDPCAaLS Anonymı Culusdam, qul sub nomıne Ruffini
Praesbyteri Iac Sırmondo editus AA lıber de fide”

The YCal 16/3:; when Jean (GGarnıer publıshed hıs edıtıon of the
Codex Palatinus Was not time when ONe WOU enter lıghtly
into the field of Pelagıan hıstory. ention of few iıtems must suffice
ere fOo con]Jure the atmosphere of the times. Ihe controverted
Augustinus by Jansen (Jansenius had een (posthumously) pub-
lıshed in 1640 ome works of Augustine that greatly mportant

full apprecı1atiıon of the Pelagıan debate (e:;g De Gestis Pelagıi and
Contra TIulianum Iimperf.) had only een re-discovered and pub-
lıshed earlhıer the tury ttempts publısh NC  S ‘definıtive)
edıtion of the of ugustine’s wrıitings WEIC meeting ıth COIMN-

sıderable dıfficulty and the complete aurıs edıtıon WOUuU not begın

question mark should be added here because Holsten, before h1ıs death 1in
1661, had taken NOTES TOmM the Cod. Pal and LTUTIMNOUTS of it provoked lıvely interest
(cL. Schoenemann y Ihe earhest date find 15 1655 (ACO p.V), but
it 15 NOoTt be ruled OUuTt that TUMMOUTS about the WeTC ciırculatıon earlıer, and that
Siırmond INnay have been informed of SOTINC of MS5’s CONTfents

21,1143-44 The nNnoOoTte 15 followed Dy °rectification’ of Sırmond by
larsı who explaıns that Caelestius referred dıfferent Rufinus: Dula Syrum ıllum,
QUEIM narral Marıus Mercator... Nevertheless Vallarsı remaılns cautious: Nec L@ENO-

qQUaeE de LDSO z Rufino Syro( )J disputant erudlıtri. Sed Aqulileiensts apud Pam-
machıum NO  - fuerit. Ihe reference of de LDSO 15 nOoTt entirely clear.

de la Bıgne, Maxıma Bibliotheca veierum Patrum 2172 Lyon 1677, col A
5423 It continued that ever-expandıng collection untiıl the d  C of Migne’s
Patrologia.

41 Garnıer, Marı Mercatoris Augustino aequalis D  d GQUAECUMQU E exLtanl.
Parıs 1673 Schwartz, lıttle impressed by Garnier’s work edıtor, notes that
the volume Was laden IMASNA notarum farragine el UASLIa dissertationum mole An
edıtıon of Comm I1 (on Caelestius) had been publıshed in Parıs by abbe ın 1671
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aAaDPCAaI untıl 1679 de Norıs had een workıng for SOTINC time
hıs Hıstor1ia Pelagiana that WOU al 1673 the Samnıle YCaI
(Garnıer publıcatıon 43 hat LO00 WOU SCC hıstory of CONnTtro-

ince Mercator Wwrılıngs offered 191°  S hıstorıical informatıon
Pelagıanısm it 15 nNnOoL that they should ave aroused inter-

est and theır publıcatıon EeVECN involved SOTIIC intrıgue 45

One chapter of Garnıer Man Yy studıes that ACCOMPAN hıs edi1-
tıon of the Wr10NgSs of Mercator entitlie De Rufino qUEM Coelestius
DFO M aZ2noVIilt In extended cCommentary Mercator
aCCOUnNntT of the Story of Pelagıanısm he thus launches dırectly INnLO

ıdentificatıon of Mercator yrıan the holy prıest Rufinus
named Dy Caelestius But before he 1STS hıs arguments (GGarnıler ShOows
hımself be AWAaTIC that he 15 readıng thın ICe He 1a1secs5 the qUCS-
tı1ıon of the ıdentity of Rufinus he SaYyS because of the wıdespread
and deeply rooted OPINION ase: g00d authorıty! that Cae-
esti1us had referred Rufinus of quıle1a 4] hıs Rufinus W as NOLLS-

throughout the ole Church because of hıs Iriendshıp ıth
Melanıa because of the 10718) he publıshed because of HIS
towards SANCIUS Hieronymus and ast but not eas because of hıs
obstinate defense of Or1ıgenism GGarnıer admıts that il ll be dıifficult

For apprec1atıon of the difficulties encountered cf Folhet ‘I ’edition des
Dera INSISNLIOFA Augustint Pelagianos publıee ome 1652 el
le aın Office Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes (1993) 475 39 COIN-

prehensıve aCCount of the ON-S0O1NS ork of publıcatıon durıng the century AA
by uantın, a# Augustin du X VIle s1iecle? Questions de 0  U: el de anNnOonN

Devıllamirs ed.) Augustin XVUIIe siecle, Firenze 2007
Souter L,p noting that Norı1s consulted the of Mercator during the

preparatıon of hıs Hıstor1ia also draws the fact that Norı1s had completed
the work by mıd 1672

Norıs whıle retalmng the connection between Rufinus and the Pelagıans LICV -
ertheless maımintaıned that Rufinus dıd NO end h1is days heretic (cf 14) (TIhe
edıtıon hanı W as publıshed Padua Wrınlting almost century later (1762)

Stilting introduced h1Is bıography of Jerome Dy roundly denouncıng Tille-
mont singled Ouft partıcular Nnstate Rufinus (cf AASS Sept II

418) Note here that Stilting prımarıly concerned ıth protecling the of
Jerome |

45 ( Schoenemann 51 Schwartz Praefatio ppP- V VII Souter
(1,pp 14) for SOINIC ınteresting NOTfES the belaboured first d}  C prınt of
Mercator wrılıngs TIhe mMoOountftfaın of 500 Palatıne codices had only been trans-
ferred from Heı1idelberg 623

4 9261 -66
The passagc (PL deserves be quoted: Insedit NLUMLS multorum

ODINLO, invaluitque, partım lempore, partım ılale, VE opinantıum, qUl MASsNIL
ırl 1Ve Patrum UOTUH festimonia proferuntur Spectiem manifesta Rufinum qQUEM
Coelestius dixit audıviısse eumdem ANAYS CUM Aquilensiı presbytero the reface

the volume (PL 2# ead refellitur popularıs ODINLO de Rufino Aquileiens1
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eradıcate thıs long-established Op1nı10n, but he offers hıs arguments
ıth al] due deference (nisı admodum iImide) for the cons1ıderation of
scholars.“®

Sserles of ıne arguments 15 then offered, IC summarıze
ere In the order in 1C they AaIc g1ven by Garnıier. (In the fol-
lowıng A A introduces arnler’s quod non ıth regard the
Agqulleıan.)

Mercator refers Syrıan * know from hıs contemporarıes
that the er Rufinus W as talıan (cf. Palladıus), and from the
regıon of Agqulle1a (cf. Jerome)
When Mercator wrıtes quidam natıone YFUuS, he ımplıes that thıs
Rufinus W as evıdently hıttle known. *'{ he Agquueı1an, the other
hand, W as known throughout the WOT. because of hıs erudıtıon,
hıs sanctıtas, and hıs assoc1latıon ıth Melanıa the ET
Ihe Syrıan Callle LO Rome urıng the Pontificate of Anastasıus.
*'[ he Agquıueı1an Caillle durıng the re1gn of SITICIUS.
Caelestius that 1S Rufinus stayed In the ome of Pam-
machıus, the admırer of Jerome. *'] ’hıs WOU be unthiınkable In the
Case of the Aquıleı1an, Jerome’s arch-enemy.
Rufinus W ds Rome when Caelestius mel hım *'] he Aguue1an
had left Rome, dıd notLt CVCI there when summoned Dy Pope
Anastasıus, and remaılıned In quıle1a undı the barbarıans invaded
that reg10n.
Jerome accused the Agqulıne1an the question of "apatheia’ and
sinlessness; mention Was made hıs denyıng tradux peccatı 1C
W as denıed by the other Rufinus. *As Or1igenist, In fact, the
Agqulle1an WOUuU ave one than hıs namesake he WOU
ave upheld the blasphemy of SIN of the pre-existent soul.
Paulinus of 1l1lan raısed objection 18 Caelestius’s reference
the authorıity of Rufinus *H ad thıs een reference the
Agqulle1an, Pauliınus WOU ave known (and use the fact that
Rufinus of Agqulle1a had een condemned In both Rome and
Mılan
Caelestius clearly (Satıs aperte) eferred somebody Nal 1V1Ing,
otherwıse he WOU ave omethıng lıke heatae recordationis

hıs amne instead of sımply callıng hım SANCLUS Rufinus *'[ he
Agquıulelan, however, had dıed YCAar [WO earhıer Sıcıly.
4X Note that Garnıler 1S only concerned here wıth the ldentity of the Rufinus LLICI1-

t1oned the aCCOUnT of Carthage He 15 careful retaın the disrepute of the Aqutukeıan,which 111 fact be central h1s al‘ gument S



RUFINUS IHE YR MYIH RBEALILY 91

Caelestius spoke of priest In g0o0d standıng in the Church (SANC-
[US presbyter). ope Anastasıus, hıs letter Jo  zr of Jerusalem,
had excommunıicated the Aquıle1an.

avıng thus, hıs satısfaction, exXxciude Rufinus of Agqulle1a from
cons1ıderatiıon the notice g1ven Dy Caelestius, (Garnıer SCS
attempt plece together the strands of informatıon hıch blogra-
phy of the Syrıan ul Before he takes the plunge, however, and
iıdentifies the Pelagıan Rufinus of Syrıa ASs the em1SSsary of Jerome, he
makes ast attempt al seIT-deiense Fatebor FUÜSCHS nıhıl habere
quod vehementer afilrmur€ velım, propter Inveteratum de Aquıileiensi
praeiudicium.” Hıs maın evıdence, of necessIity, 15 the Liber de 1Ide only
recently brought 1g Dy Sırmond annotated edıtion of the Liber
1S included collection of the Varıous Pelagıan ıbelli that WCIC wriıt-
ten al the time of the controversy,° and (Garnıer’s introduction fo ıt
another abbreviated aCCount of the Syrıan 1S5 offered, thıs time ıth LNOTC

attention g1ven the role of Julhian the presumed translator of the
Liber. Garnıer nNOoTfes pomts of CcConftact between the Liber and the Libel-
Ius fidel attrıDute: Dy Garnıier Julıan of Aeclanum,>! and confidently
ates the ‘translatıon’ CAT/Z Wıth equal confıidence he maımntaıins that
the ole book ıncludıng ıts elagıan' section!) ıts or1g1nal 1E€
form Can be dated between 3° /() and 400, 1e.. pri10r the yrıan s dıs-
pute ıth Pope Anastasıus.°2®

Wrilting ıth the convıction (and for readers LLIOTC less equalliy
convınced) that Rufinus of quıle1a W ds excommunıcated heretic,
arguments and WOUu ave certaın value wıthın GGarnier’s
terms of reference al that time. In Tact: (GGarnıer felt assured thıs
pomt that he had noO qua. about ‘doctoring’ hIıs edıtion of the letter
of Anastasıus also found in the Collectio Palatina) In such
ASs make it clear that the Pope had not only condemned Orıgen1sm,
but had also specıfically condemned Rufinus In PCISON somethıing

48,262D
Garnıier’s °ediıtion’ of the Liber de 1de 15 reprinted -(Garnier’s

preface al co1.449-450) Apart TOM (unnecessarıly) re-ordering SOINC sectlons of the
texfi his maın edıtor1jal contrıibution W ds include ın the texfi MmMOst of Sırmond’s

varlants, and tacıtly °correct’ SOTINC of the text By rankıng ıt ONg the other
Pelagıan apologetic ıbelli Garnıier g1Vves false iImpress1on of the character of the
wrıiting. further unfortunate result 15 that the Liber 15 frequently and mIS (and
confusıingly) referred the Libellusel of Rufinus.

51 48,508-26
discuss1ıon of the nature and or1g1ın of the Iıhber de Fide mMust be

left dıfferent OTrum. Some prelıminary notes g1ven in the Conclu section
below
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that Anastasıus dıd not do.> To ase anythıng, however, the fact
that Paulınus of 1lan dıd nOoLt object the introduction of the author-
ıty of (the condemned/excommunicated) Rufinus SOCS beyond the lım-
ıts of the evıdence., because only snıppet of the debate In Carthage
has een preserved for Furthermore, CVCN al the time Garnıer wrote,
Noris (to offer ONMNC example) Was ralsıng SOITINIC doubts about the dıs-
repute into hıch the Aquıle1an had een consigned by hıstory.”“ Norıs
accepte: the fact that Rufinus had subscribed 18 the heterodox VIEWS
of Oriıgen that WeTiIC rejJecte the time of Pope Anastasıus, but ıth

hıst Rufinus friends and admırers Noriıs argue that the Agquueı1an
must ave een reconcıled LO the Church by Pope Innocent, and
Proo offered the text of the SO-Calle Fides Rufini from the (still
unpublıshed) Collectio Palatina.°° Whıle nobody, nowadays, WOUu
g1ve credence to enase the assertion that Rufinus Was
eıther condemned heretic, eXcommunicated,>® thıs assertion
nevertheless plays important Garniler’s cumulatıve men
8 hıch credence 1S fact g1ven. There 1S also further inherent flaw
In Garnier’s OW Og1C al thıs poımnt, because he had argue that
Rufinus of Aquıleı1a (unlıke the yrıan W as renowned ancıent times
ob eruditionis famam, opiniıonem sanctıtatis el Melanıtae Consortium.
To thıs fame (n the Samlle 2) Garnıer ODPDOSCS the relatıve obscurıty
of the Syrıan, whıiıle the TcCasons offered for the Agqulleı1an’s fama espe-
C1 hıs repute for sanctitas!) dIcC eft wıthout cCommMmMent

Here 110780 n Garnler’s argumen IUNSs into further dıffi-
culty, because in order 18 maımntaın the separate ıdentity of the rela-
tıvely unknown yrıan he acıtly emends quondam in the

He claıms (PL 48,236n) that there 18 lacuna iın the which he restores
ıth the a1d of Jerome’s Ep 130 Coustant vigorously rejects the restoration
(PL 207 2n) Schwartz p aASSCS it OVer in sılence.

See above. Ihe aCITı ıth which De Pın and Tillemont for references
SCC Murphy, pp-X1-X11) would accepL Garnier’s discovery of the Syrlıan (but nolt h1is COMN-
demnatıon of the Agqulleı1an!) that Norıs W as g1ving Vvolce growing
evaluatıon of the Aquuleıan. See 136 below for hınt of thıs already Ttıthemıus.

Hiıstoria Pelagiana, L, 1413 Garnıer (PL ,  —3 rejects anı y ONNECC-
t1on of the Fides ıth the Agquueıan, and that the connection the tıtle be
referred the priest who W as sent Dy Jerome Mılan. It’s al thıs pomtthe Collectio Palatina 15 due, he thınks, Iimperitus lihbrarius!

Murphy, P for aCCount of hat happened Rome and Mılan.
Ihe "authorıty’ of the Decretum Gelasianum the question has also been removed
SINCE the time of Garnıier.

The MS’s quondam 15 retaıned by Baluze (cf. 48,111) and Schwartz (whodoes NOT ‚ Ven note Garnier’s "correction ’). modern times, Wermelinger (Rom und
Pelagtus, 1 ‘9 40) wriıte that the "MmMust’ be corrected! Thıs ' insıgnıficant’quondam 11l become VE sıgniıficant later the present study
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quidam.>' If, for the moment, OW the possı1ıbıilıty that the
Aquıle1an might ave denıied tradux peccatı and thıs ıll
ave much LNOTC Sa y ıt 1S INOTC lıkely that lawyer of Caelestius
acumen->® WOU ave nvoked the authorıty of somebody who W as
nOtLSSIMUS rather than ase hıs Case the opınıon of SOTIIC unknown
Syrıan clerıc. But SeVCN ıf exclude the Aqulıle1an, the surety ıth
which Caelestius claıms that the authorıty of thıs OIlC prıes should be
sufficıent argucCs agaınst the suggestion that thıs prıes W as lıttle
known.

T claım In that uUuUsSsc the honoriıfic SANCIUS, along ıth MI1S-
S1oN of suggestion of hıs ea 1s indıcatıve of Rufinus eing alıve
when Caelestius eferred hım, 1S sıngularly unconvincıng. The VE
(exXTi hıch (GJarnıer bases hıs ar gument should ave put hım hıs
guard, because Caelestius Orme‘ the aSSCMDILY that Rufinus stayed
in the ome of SANCIUS Pammachius. Whıle (accordıng {o Garnıer) they
WCIC ell AWAaTEC of the eal of the Aquıleı1an, apparently Caelesthus and
hıs audiıence had NOoTt een nformed of the ea of the sSsenator. Pam-
machıus, also, WOU surely ave deserved SOTINC form of posthumous
honoriıfıc of the kınd expected ere by Garnier.>? Curli0usly, modern
COMMEeNntator Can UsSsCcC the term SANCLIUS indıcatıve of the fact that the
Rufinus eferred Dy Caelestius W ds In fact dead !©0 Use of the word
SANCLIUS here, aılure UuUse heatae recordationis, offers basıs
IC 118 determıne whether the PCISON WAas currently 1ving dead ©!

Mercator refers hım audıtortialis scholasticus (Comm.1, ACO IS.T. 6)
On audıitorialis scholasticus Ör Steıin, ‘Bemerkungen ul1anus VO  —_ Aeclanum,’
FAC (2000), R Ihıs ‘title’” MaYy have had derogatory OVertones Use of it
by Juhan (Aug onlt. Tul 9  9 6,11,34) in lıst of °cCcCommon’ profess1ions and
trades that it does NOL sımply 1LLICAN student but somebody already engaged
in hıs profess1on, and there 18 1CASON that Mercator W as NnOL referring
Caelestius such In the PDasc of (1cero which Juhan referred (De OfficıLs
1,42,150), the posıtıon of ‘magıstrate’ 15 fact OMNC deserving respect! | E Salamıto
(n. 153 below) 15 a(0)1 convincıng when (p 1143 he prefers “student’ the meanıng
intended by Juhan. Konoppa, Mercator, 107 underlınes ıts negatıve connotatıon.

(Garnıier dates the trıal of Caelestius GL It 15 O agreed that thıs
Was 41 Ihe prec1se date of the death of Rufinus of Aquıle1a perhaps ‚VCN

15 still debated. b S Duval, ‘Rufın d’Aquilee emule de Jeröme de Str1-
don, in Crogilez-Petrequin (ed.), Dieu(x) el Hommes, Rouen 2005, 163-185
(here 185, 109) Murphy, Rufinus, 218, 235 g1ves 410, but strangely DULS 411

the study’s tiıtle!
CT. Marrou, ° es attaches orlentales du Pelag1anısme,’ In Patrıstique el

Humanısme, Parıs 1976, 331-44 (here 333)
61 Kessler, Reichtumskritik und Pelagianismus, Freıiburg (Schweiz) 1999, 3 9

rejecting Marrou, offers few telling examples of SANCLUS referring the lıving.
NOT fully convınced, however, ıth hıs suggestion that the te mi1ght OMNNO-
tatıon of ascet1ic background for Rufinus.



Remaiming for the MoOoMmMent matters of Story, must ote
that (GGarnier’s Cası! 1S wıthout foundatıon when he maımntaıins n 3 that
Caelestius CcCannot ave heard Rufinus of quıle1a Rome because the
er Agquueıa durıng the time concerned. Garnıier hımself does nolt
ffer spectfic date eıther for the return south of the Aquuleıan, for Cae-
estius’ ep. from Rome.°2 Apart from assoclatıng the latter ıth the
general exodus that took place ahead of Alarıc threat the CIty, do
nOoLt know when exactly Caelestius left Rome., but ıt has een established
ıth reasonable certamty that Rufinus left Agquuleı1a earlıer than
Whiıle prec1ıse dates eıther Casec mMaYy be ST1 debate, from the pomt
of 16 W of chronology there Was ample time for the meeft Rome.
Whether nNnOoTt such meeting COU. ave taken place the Oome of
ammachıus 1S problem {O hıch eater attention wıll be g1ven below

When (GGarnıer al draws attention the chronological 1ImMpOS-
sıbılıty of ıdentifyıng the [WO Rufinus’ in earher YCalS he WOU SCCIN

be safe ground, yel agaın hıs argumen IS wantıng. The Aquıle1an
had S6 COTINIC Rome durıng the Pontificate of SITICIUS and had left
before Anastasıus became Pope Therefore, Mercator’s Rufinus, who
arrıved the time of Anastasıus, must refer (accordıng Garnıer, and
almost everybody eIse dıfferent Rufinus. Neve  eless, althoug,
Garnıer had Jerome’s aCCOUnNT of the Or1g1ns of Pelagı1anısm (as off-
shoot of Or1ıgen1sm) before hıs CYCS, and SCS ıt specıfically hıs argu-
Ments AdS SCC agaın the ex{ paragraph he faıled fo notice
that Jerome, when he WTrolte about ıt Demetrias (Ep 130), had PUr-
posely dısplaced the story of the Or1igenist dıspute into the Pontificate
of astasıus. (Garnıer CVCI depends Jerome’s informatıon both ere

33 and hıs repeate insıstence the condemnatıon of Rufinus by
Anastasıus /,9) { hıs m1g had led hım (and others) notice that,
ırrespective of the absence of Rufinus of Aquıle1a from Rome., and irre-
spective of the INaCCUFraCYy of Jerome’s vers10n, it W as fact durıng the
time of Anastasıus that the debate NT: rıgen egan In Rome,
because earher SITICIUS had refused {O recogn1ze that ıt Was problem.®*

Jerome’’s Contirıbution the debate 1S central fo 6, but (Jjar-
nı]er s UScC of it borders the inept, CVCN when jJudged terms of the

48,.280C Caelestius left Rome 408 409; 48,262B Rufinus dıd noLt
leave Aquıule1a PriusSquam arbarı patrıam VaSsLIarent.

For the date SE Hammond, “CThe ast Ten Years of Rufinus’ ıfe and the
ate of his Move South TOM Agqululeı1a,’ Journal of I’heological Studies, (1977),

3'72-429 (At 421 che allows for date as early 4023
On the complicated hıstory of the diıspute SCC Laurence, ‘Marcella, Jerome

el Orıgene’ In Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes, (1996), T The aCCOoUnL,
however, makes Pammachius TNOTC culpable than would accepL.
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owledge that W ds> available hım It 15 true that Jerome attacKe: the
elagıans ıth respect o theır teachıng ‘apathelia’, eachıng that
W d> 181011 far removed from the Or1ıgen1sm be found the translatıons
one Dy Rufinus translatıons. Jerome TOTLEe the basıs of the eV1-
dence currently avaılable LO hım alestine of hat the Pelagıans WEeTIC

teaching, and he Was yel UuNaWare of the developments Afrıca, In
IC the problem of tradux peccatı took Centre When apprised
of the Afrıcan condemnatıon of Caelestius,®> Jerome readıly subscribe:

ıt, despıte the dıfficulties thıs ralsed for hıs OW teachıng the CIC-
atıonıst Org1n of the soul. nsofar Jerome dıd not ACCUSC the
Aquuleı1an of denyıng tradux peccatı, whereas Caelestius claımed that
°‘h1s’ Rufinus dıd make such den1ı1al, arnıer’s dıstiınguıshıng ere
between L[WO dıfferent PCISONS agaln to be persuasıve. When.,
however, he then expands the probable opınıon of the quıle1an
the status of the soul, (Garnıer ea the pomt where hıs OW argu-
ment trumbles As rıgenist (Garnıer continues) the Agquueıan
WOU not only ave affırmed the pre-existence of the soul, and WOU
ave posıted the sınful fall of the pre-existing soul. Here (Garnıer draws

conclusıon concernıng Rufinus of Aquıleı1a subject 1C the
SaJmle Rufinus resolutely refused LO decıde, precısely because he found
hımself barred irom reachıng the conclusıon that (GGarnıer he
WOU ave eached We 11l return ater 118 examınatıon of the WrI1t-
Ings of Rufinus attempt understand hat hıs hought the QUCS-
tion might ave been, ©® but ıt 1Ss UNNCCCSSALY in the present ontext
search ere, because Caelestius dıd not offer wrıting by Rufinus

bolster hıs CaAsScC The evıdence sed al Carthage (Iinsofar KnOW)
Was ase‘ hat Caelestius heard Rufinus deny, nNnOoL anythıng
that the latter had wrıtten the subject. Caelestius, INaYy recall,
Was reputed ave een the fırst 18 commıt to wrıting rejJection of
tradux peccati.°! If dIC LO xclude the Agquueı1an from cons1ıderatiıon
ere ıt 111 noLt be sufficıent do because exphıcıt rejJection of
tradux peccatı Can be found In hıs SUrV1IVINg wrıtings and translatıons.
We must establısh Irom h1ıs existing works that he would nol ave
den1ı1ed ıt. As SCC, however, the evidence clearly poımts the
opposıte dırection, namely, that he would ave denı1ed ıt

Jerome probably depended Oros1us’ account More detaıl the atter 15
NOT the present diıscuss1ıon.

It wıll be argued below that there 15 adequate evidence ShOW that Rufinus of
Agqulle1a would NOTL have countenanced the ımputatıon of alıeni, and COMN-

sequently would logıically have excluded tradux peccatı.
See 1 E} above.
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Sanctus Pammachius

hoever the Rufinus eferred by Caelestius WAas, he
expressed hIs rejection of tradux peccatı In the ome of Pammachius
where he W as guestl: SANCLUS presbyter Rufinus, Romae qul mansılt
C SANCLO Pammachio.® Strangely, throughout the tradıtional
understandıng that identified thıs Rufinus ıth the Aquıleı1an, thıs
item of informatıon o0€Ss not SCCI1I ave created problem, but
SINCE ıt W as first (to knowledge) sed by Garnıer, oWnNn the
present, it has become staple componen of the argument: Rufinus
of quıle1a could nolt ave een welcome gue in the ome of
ammachius.®? TIhe assertion deserves closer examınatıon. As the
long-standıng rıecen promoter, and protector of Jerome, and the PCI-
SO  —; ıIn Rome wh played central role (apparently Jerome’s S1  e
In the debate concerning rıgen, Pammachıius would not be readıly
SCCIH the host of Jerome’s arch-rıval Rufinus The bases for the
conclusıon, however, ATC not CONVincıng they m1g SCCI1IH al
fırst S12 and conclusıon ıt MaYy In fact do injJustice
Pammachıius.

Pammachius, ”© who dıied 410, had een PCISON reckon
ıth In TICa where he held estates (and had poss1bly een PTOCON-
sul); * and LO drop in hıs NaMe, ECVCN after hıs ca would be calcu-
ate': to ehicıt SOTIIC respectT. Pammachius had Iso een the oyen of
the Chrıistian Roman arıstocrats, the first senaftfor (whom know of)

ave dıscreetly donned ascetıical garb, exemplary f1gure the

68 De (Grratia Christi H’3’37 SEL 4 C 168
Ihus Maurıst note thıs texti 44,387, followıng lhıst of poss1ıble

candıdates, read ıth reference the Agquukeıan: Certe VIX, VIX quidam credi
potestT, aul Romam IVISSE pontifice Anastaslo, aut ıhi CUÜU.: Pammachio MANSLSSE.
To lıst the Nanmnes of those who repealt almost ad lıtteram thıs argument would almost
amount recıtatiıon of the lıtany of studies of Pelagıan Story uffice it Sa y that

do nOoL recall havıng found aCCOUnNLT in which ıt 15 dısputed. Rather than h1s
‘prıvate’ home, the reference could conce1vably the xenodochium establıshed
Dy Pammachıius, where all would have been welcome but that 15 39101
quıbble.

See the en! Prosopographie chretienne (n above), 1576-81 Rebenich,
Hıeronymus Un eın Kreis, Stuttgart 1992, mentiıon Pammachius Irequently, but
15 surprisingly brıef h1ıs character1izatıon of the senator (PP 199-201) Our veLIy lım-
ıted knowledge of Pammachius 15 due almost entirely the PCIH of Jerome, and much
of that ın of CONLTOVeTSY, when of necessity Jerome would enlıst Namnec
of CONSCYHUCNCE hıs OW) sıde.

71 The tıtle IMNay have been honorary, but ıf real, prec1ise YCar and locatıon Can-
NOT be offered, accordıng the notice A.M Jones, el al., (ed.), Prosopography
of the Later Roman Empire, vol.J[, Cambridge I971) 663
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exercIise of charıty (of the substantıal kınd that mattered), and most of
all eiender of Chriıstian orthodoxy In the struggle VT Or1ıgenism

decade before thıs even in Carthage. Caelestius, nobilıs nNaltu, COu
(rıghtly not) consıder hımself be representatıve member of the
Roman nobıilıty then present In unusual numbers In Carthage, MI1S-
cellaneous who WOU ave known Pammachius ell PCISON
of theır rank W as being accused of nothıng less Ser1o0us than heresy by

"mere’ deacon of ılan, subject that W as al least Roman
circles/’2 undefined and OPCH dıscussıon, before "mere’ provın-
c1al bıshop, 11e the bıshop of Rome had SCCH eed take
stance the question in debate! Thıs, clearly, 15 VC TOA| and
general SUMIMNATLY of complex sıtuatıon, but ıt MaYy help TAaW OUT
attention the ımportance of thıs NaMe, Pammachius, introduced by
Caelestius in almost gratuıtous INaNnnNeT For arnıler’s CasSC, of
COUTSC, the ADPCATANCEC of Pammachius’ amne definıtely excludes the
quıle1an from being consıdered the eacher of Caelestius, gıven the
senator’s resolute antıpathy owards Jerome’s

It 1s evıdent that In the Origenist debate he played promıment
role the antı-UOrıgen (and antı-Rufinus) sıde. ”® Ihe goadıngz of hıs
COusın arcella INaYy ave played part in hıs eıng involved,‘* but

must Iso acknowledge hıs personal interest In the affaır. He
requested Jerome make °cCorrect’ translatıon of Orıgen’s Contro-
vers1al De Principiis, translatıon IC he PrOomMpULY suppressed,
because he W ds horriftied (accordıng to Jerome!) when he Sa the
extent of the heterodoxy of the wrıting althoug he dıd allow SOTNC
frıends SCC it /D Pammachius also efused 18 OrTWAaTr! letter (Ep ö1)
from Jerome 18 Rufinus, for the unconvinciıng 1C4SON (gıven by
Jerome!) that Pammachius and hıs frıends consıdered Rufinus 118 be

There 15 UVOI for greater clarıtlıcatıon the extient and nature of the °“discus-
S10Ns’ these circles before the events of A1 In Afrıca. In Lavender’s The
Development of Pelagius’ I hought wıthın late Jn CenturYy Ascetic Movement In
Rome, Arbor, 1992, opposıtion Pelag1anısm 15 LOO easıly equated wıth Afifrıca s
reactlion.

For detaıls of the Controversy SCC especlally Clark, The Origenist Con-
l[roversy: The Cultural Construction of Early Christian Debate, Princeton 19972
It 1Ss s1gnıfıcant that the study ends (as it mMUuSs! by being study of Pelagıanısm. qUCS-
tıon that must arıse 1S, Where WCIC the Pelagıans durıng the Or1ıgenist controversy ?

See Laurence, ‘ Marcella’ (n above) Ep 27,9-10, SEL 5 9 E3 2-
53. Jerome speaks of repeated VIisıts Dy arcella both SITICIUS and Anastasıus In
her eiforts have Orıgenism condemned.

One wonders if Pammach1ius’ real 1C45SOIS for quashıng the translatıon lay only
in ıts 1ıteral presentatıon of the full extent of the of Orıigen. We shall refturn
thıs presently.
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inımıcal LO Jerome./® -  at letter agaın accordıng 18 Jerome Was SUPD-
posedly concılıatory, but ıt nevertheless put the NUSs of repaırıng the
rıft Rufinus Such self-rıghteous attıtude Jerome’’s part COUu
hardly be calculated contrıbute an Y attempt aft pacıfıcation, and
1S LHNOIC 1kely explanatıon for theır allure orward the letter
In the closıng of hıs Apologia (contra Hıeronymum Rufinus
himself volced hıs dısmay that Pammachius dıd not bring hıs dıiffi-
cultıes ıth the translatıon of De Princıipiis Rufinus’ personal n_
tıon, but he maılntaıned due protoco and respect in anı y reference fo
the senator.//

It l| be nNOoTte: that in the aCcCount above ave purposely
accentuated the fact that OUT informatıon from Jerome. Pam-
machıus and Jerome had een acquaınted sınce theır schooldays
(accordıing Jerome!) in the school of onatus. We cshould nNOoL VCI-

play that card, and Jerome only brings it when ıt useful./®
the unspecıfied TOUDIES that resulte: the effective banıshment of

Jerome from Rome in 385 ere had een Pammachı1ius SCHS
Fur1a defend and protect Jerome. ”” In the dıspute VeT Jovınıan In
the early 390s Pammachius the fore clear of
Jovınıan. But the 1C4aSOIMNlsSs behind Pammachius’ request for clarıfiıca-
t10ns of certaın of Contra Touinianum, should be attende:
(8) hıs request 1S L00 easıly interpreted Pammachius merely VO1IC-
Ing the objections of other readers Jerome’s perce1ved condemna-
t1on of marr1age ıIn that wrıting, but the long publıc Apologıa (ELp 48),
ıth the accompanyıng personal etters 18 Pammachius and Domn1o0
(Epp etray Jerome’s 4A4WAaTENCSS that hıs correspondents Iso
WEeIC dısturbed Dy hıs dım apprec1latiıon of marrlage, and probably COMN-

curred In small degree ıth the er1ıticısms they reported from
Rome.®0

Wıth the EINECTSCHCC of the Or1genist dıspute agaln dıf-
fıculty regards the part played Dy Pammachıius in that debate

Apologıia CONILIra Rufinum E12, (1 7 9 8 agaın aly 106
Contra Hıeronymum 14 Pammuachius 1S referred nobilissimus, and In

11,48 speaks (vıa Apron1anus) SANCLIUS ULr Ile Pammachius) 2 E

Ep 49,1, SEL 300 Jerome refers Pammuachius condiscipulus.
JN Kelly, Jerome. Hıiıs Life, Wrıitings, and Controversles, London 1973, 19, POI-
LTays them friends TOM theır time together al STAIINAT school

Pammachius, of COUTSC, mMaYy NOoL have been ome al the time.
The soc1l1al and theologıcal complexı1ty of the debate 15 ulLy discussed Dy

V Duval, L/’Affaire Jovinien, Rome 2003, (esp b the reaction of
Jerome’s correspondents).
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In general presentations of the hıstory of events, Pammachius IS SIm-
ply portrayed the and defender of orthodoxy (represente: Dy
Jerome) agamınst the rgenist heresy (dısseminated in Rufinus’ Tans-
latıons). As mentioned above, Rufinus complaıned about the unfaır-
6csSs shown by Jerome’s KRoman rTIieNds iın hıs OW regard, but
regards Pammachius’ personal motives only know hat has een
recorded In the bıased versıion of Jerome. Ihere 1s hlıttle evidence 18
conclude that Pammachius Was personally in anı y WaY much less
the rıngleader In hat eNLY refers LO ‘chicanery’ being PCIDC-
trated Jerome’s Supporters in Rome..®1 Pammachius W as noTt
Jerome’s only SOUTCE of information from Rome, L1OT Was he the only
(and certamly noTt the most actıve) Tromoter of Jerome’s Ihe
Samne must be saıd when spea of opposıtıon to Rufinus In the
capıtal.

The Case of Jerome’s translatıon of De Principiis merits SOTINE
cCommMmMent. Where the Tee or1ıgıinal 1s extant ıt 1s generally agreed
that Rufinus’ versıon wıthın the arameters he seft hımself of APDPTOX-
imatıng the hought of Orıgen the orthodoxy of Rufinus’ OW day;
suppressing also hat he thought (correctly not) be interpola-
tıons: and following the accepte translatıon techniıques of the time
1s not 118 be readıly diısmissed of the or1ginal.® Jerome,
Dy Tas ıth Rufinus, who approached the translatıon 1ıth se  o
confessed) dıffidence,® Trus off translatıon of that extensive work
ıth almost prod1g10us speed.®* The result, ıth ıts claım LO eing
ıteral translatıon, Was not lıkely to ave een masterpilece eıther of
lıterature of translatiıon. Pammachıius, whı knew Tee and COu
81011 be wrıtten off ASs amateur In questions of theology, WOU 191011
ave m1issed eıther of these points. translatıon ndertaken in the
heat of debate the equanımıty of the translator INa Yy rıghtly be qUCS-
tiıoned. The V PUTDOSC of the DCW translatıon, namely 18 .  Show up

81 Kelly, Jerome, 240 WOU demur when TeSelle tells that Pammachius
"decıded intensify the confhet’ OVeTr Orıgen. JeSelle, "Rufinus the Syrıan, Cae-
lestius, Pelagıus: Explorations in the Prehistory of the Pelagıan Controversy,’ AU2US-tinıan Studies, (1972), 61-95 (here /0)

The intricacy of thıs problem, which 111 return briefly later, CINCTSCSclearly In Pace’s study (see I1. 151 below). Here h1ıs chapter (pPp 162-96) COIN-
parıson between the [WO translators’ handlıng of doctrinally ‘dangerous’ 15
of partıcular relevance. Rufinus hıs [WO praefationes explaıns whYy he thıinks that
the rece1ved text of Peri Archon should be emended 2 C} 246-48)

the Praefatio I’@2 ’ 245) he claıms have refused repeatedly untıl
iinally persuaded by Macharıus.

Kelly, Jerome, 238 the wınter months of 98/9.’ Kelly, in these aDCS,1S indulgent towards Jerome.
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both the theologıcal dangers of De Principits and the distortions of
Rufinus’ vers10n, could only result In the perce1ved heterodoxy of the
original being necessarıly (however subtly) underlined.® At the Samne

time, indeed, Jerome’s version served Justify the contention (maın-
taıned al] along from the beginnıng by Rufinus!) that in ıts unadulter-
ated STAl the or1ıginal TeEC text of Orıgen’s work should not be made
avaılable wıthout ‘corrections’ to atın readers. Pammachius’ SUP-
pression of the ıteral translatıon W as in effect expression of aQTCcC-
ment ıth Rufinus! Hıs actıon fıts only ıth dıfficulty into an Yy STTat-

COY the part of Pammachius den1igrate Rufinus, and the motive
attrıbuted 18 hım by Jerome VIZ Pammachıius eing horrified by the
extent of gen’s heresy ın the wrıting bears all the stamp of being

expression IMNOTEC of Jerome’s OW horror ıth regard Or1ıgenism
than that of the senator

We must nOot lose S12 of Pammachius’ senatorıl1al colleague
Apron1anus, Rufinus’ volce In Rome., who W ds currently, urıng the
height of the CONtroVerSY, recelving steady flow of translatıons (of
asıl, GregorYy, and others) These SaVC dıfferent aCCount of Orıgen

and of Rufinus! firom that which Pammachıius might gel from
Jerome. It W as Apron1i1anus who forwarded {O Rufinus the letter of
Jerome Pammachius (Ep 54) Rufinus’ Apologıia W as addressed
Apron1anus, and, whıle ıt 1S answer to Jerome’s letter, In the COIl-

clusıon he specifically as Apron1anus tOo TAaW Pammachıius’ n_
t10n to the facts of the Casec the COUTSC of hıs discuss1ı0n, Rufinus
berated the behavıour of ‘some‘ who had circulated inaccurate VeOI-

S1O0NS of (stolen!) drafts of hıs incompleted translatıon of De Princıipis,
al  ing by the way! that if thıs had happened in the publıc secular
forum, the legal CONSCQHUCNCECS would be Ser1ous (Apol 1,19) It 1S
unlıkely that such asıde would ave escaped Pammachius’ notice.
TIhe polıte, but forceful repriımand directed al the senator in Rufinus
closıng paragraphs demanded that Pammachius reconsıder. oUg

Whıle noting that Jerome °took paıns’ OVCT the translatıon, Kelly 1Iso
adds (loc CH') that he ‘subtly highlight[ed], here and there, SOINC of Orıgen’s objec-
tionable statements. ’ 1wo ımportant detaıls need be recalle‘ here a) We have only

few iragments of the or1ginal Greek (EXT; OUTr knowledge of Jerome’s version
depends Tew fragments that Jerome himself preserved for uS, and (see Kelly,
Ioc CH?) there but "rare where Ithe atın fragments|] overlap ıth SUrV1VINgS
Iragments of the or1ginal Greek.’! This ımıted evidence hardly tells the whole STOTY

the evaluatıon of Crouzel, Jerome’s translatıon W as tendentious it W ds hıt-
ral See Crouzel, Siımonett1, Origene: Traite des Princıpes (SChr 232). Parıs
1978, Introduction 28-29

Apologia CONILra Rufinum L412. 51 79, 1  P agaın at (p 06)
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the full force of Jerome’s counter-attack Was SU1 COMECE, ıt 1s S1e-
nıfıcant, thınk, that Pammachius’ dırect involvement In the affaır
should end after the publication of Rufinus Apologia.®°

Pammachius, after all, Was Roman senator, who had LO lıve bythe soc1ıal and polıtical rules of the Cıty and meeft expectations that
Jerome In dıstant Bethlehem m1g disregard. After the Origenistdebate and until hıs death in 410 Pammachius ll be the dedicatee of

number of commentarıes by Jerome, the prefaces hıch Jerome
ll repeatedly call Pammachius defend hım from hıs detractors,
but do ese dedıications OW Aassume that Pammachius Was
assıduously continuing cCommı1ss1ıon works from Jerome in these
years? the preface the translatıon of Joshua 404 learn that
Jerome has resurrected hıs work anslatıng the Old Testament from
Hebrew, dedicating ıt Eustochitum aula, recently deceased, 1S INeN-
tioned also In the preface, g1ving the impression that she Was also the
ntended recıplent. But Jerome adds, almost bDy WaYy of postscr1pt, that
he has returned the task ‘partıcularly because the admıred and holyPammachius insısts thıs letters (litteris Jlagitet).’®' I here 15
eed 18 cast doubt thıs, but there IS also ICason to be specıficabout the date force of Pammachius’ insıstence. Commentaries
three of the Miınor Prophets (Hosea, Joel, moOos ll be dedicated to
Pammachius In 406, ıll the Commentary Danıiel in 407 It
should be notTe: however, that the former WeTC orıginally intended for
aula before her ca and the latter had een undertaken al the
request of Rufinus frıend Paulınus of ola WI1 whom Jerome’s rela-
t1ons had 1O for SOINE IcCason urne: SOUrT). The revised dedications
tell much about Jerome and hıs eed LO maımntaın the Support of PCO-ple ıth influence In Rome these’ but should be hesıtant
In drawing conclusions from them ou Pammachius’ attıtudes
behavıour In hıs immediate socılal surroundıngs the capıtal.®® fter
the abrup end ımposed the 1g between Jerome and Rufinus,

Lookıng back the events OVeTr decade later, and al time when he
Was takıng note of the C-CIMECTSCNCE of Or1ıgenism the teaching of Pelagıus, Jerome
WOUuU sıngle Out arcella alone havıngz been the champion of orthodoxy. (CT.Ep TSEL 5 C} 133c) Is thıs INeTS overs1ight?

Weber, el al., (ed.) Bıblia Sacra Vulgata, Stuttgart 197/5, Y it
18 be understood hterally, ONC might easıly surm1ıse that Pammachıius thought it
safer that Jerome VOCCUDY hımself ıth bıbliıcal translatıon and commentary avo1d
getting involved CONLroVver: SY. But SCC also the followıing note.

Political implications of SOINC of Jerome’’s exeges1s in h1ıs CommentaryDanıel wWere probably SOUTCE of embarrassment Pammachius.Demougeot, °Salnt Jeröme, les Oracles Sıbyllıns eft Stilıcon,’ Revue des Etudes
Anciennes, 83-92
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Pammachius es irom the pıcture In OUT owledge of Roman SOCI-
ety ese VYCAaIS, perhaps sımply due advancıng aAaSC We do not
know how why the end bıckering between the {[WO lıterati Was

engineered. ave suggested above that Apron1i1anus MaYy ave played
part in bringing Rufinus’ sıde of the Casc tOo Pammachi1ius notice.

vıta, wiıfe of Apron1anus, W dsS the nıece of Melanıa the er (who
W as Iso elated {O Pammachius), and the In Rome of thıs
long-time patroness of Rufinus surely had SOTNC influence the evel-
opments.®? hat lady Was also engaged perhaps the maın 1Cason for
her return sorting Ouft the ega and socıal dıfficulties encountered
by elanıa the Y ounger and Pınlanus In elIr efforts 18 dıspose of
theır properties.?® Mention of these Iso inevıtably MNgS the
arnllc of Rufinus of quıle1a (and Pelagıus!) mınd

The polıtıcal-rel1g10us climate had changed greatly In Rome in
the In cons1ıderatıion. The antı-Origenist battle took the NCX -

pected turn of becomıng “antı-antı-Origenist’ struggle when the
Romans allıed LO the defense of Jo  z Chrysostom agaınst the machı1-
natıons of Theophılus of lexandrıa under whose umbreila Jerome
had een campalgnıng. Rome longer had much interest the whıiın-
Ing of Jerome In Bethlehem.?! An unusual even that 0€Ss nNOLt fınd
much echo in the theologıca. hıstories of ese should also be
recCcalle TOM the end of 4023 and for about S1X months, the Emperor
ONOTIUS resiıded Rome. He WOU do agaın in 407/8.77 Hıs PICS-
CI1ICC alone m1g be expecte: Impose sShow of socı1al unıty the

of the Christian arıstocrats, leavıng the rıvalrıes of few
her off the agenda. In fact fınd that ONOTI1US, Pope nnocent, and
the Roman arıstocracy, WECIC NO unıted in theır defense of John

She returned probably in 400, but do nNOTLt know how long che stayed In the
eNVIirons of Rome 406(?) che visıted Augustine, presumably her WaYy back
the ast

See Curran, Pagan Ciıty and Christian Capital, (Oxford (2000), 9-98,
for enlıghtening aCCount of the soc]al (and Jjegal!) problems facıng Koman arısto-
Crats who dallıed ıth the ideals of Chrıstian asceticısm in these yCals (Here cl. also

314.)
By the time Jerome sent hıs last translatıon of Theophilus’ etters (the Paschal

letter for 404) the readers for whom ıt W ds intended had already become openly antı-
Theophıiulus. See PıetrI1, Roma Chrıistiana, Rome 1976, 1288-94

See Pıetr1, Roma Christiana, 912; 1318 Melanıa the Y ounger needed
imperl1al edict TOom HonorI1us, obtaiıned through the influence of Serena (wıfe of Stili-
cho), order legally dıspose of her proper(tYy. On the complıcatiıons involved SCC

Curran, Pagan C1ty, 298-306 Melanıa the Elder (noted above) played SOTIIC
We have noted Stiliıcho In another connection above 8 E where Pammachius must
be dıstanced TOM Jerome.
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Chrysostom. These Samllle arıstocrats WEeIC also the Supporters of uf1-
NUus of Aquıle1a.?° At the SaJmıe time Rufıinus, wh returned (the
eNVIrons of?) Rome In 405 CVCN earlıer,** continued unımpeded
1ıth hıs translatıng of rıgen, evıdently for receptive readershıp,
and wıthout interference from the 110 re1gn1ıng Pope Innocent (on
whose attıtude Jerome 15 mute In these years).”> Was the sStatesman
Pammachius untouched by thıs change? In hI1s attıtude toward ufı-
NUS dıd he stubbornly Stay the fringe of the arıstocratic socıety,
defending the bygone antı-Orıgenism of Jerome Dy keeping Rufinus
al distance If, that 1S, he 6C VE fully endorsed the Ostracızıng of
Rufinus? In these Palladıus, whose admıration for Rufinus W as

equaled by hI1s dıislıke of Jerome, visıted Rome and found Pammachius
be perfect and EXCMPILArY Chrıstian gentleman; he mentions Pam-

machıus together ıth Macharıus, who "started the fıre’ when he In1-
tially convınced Rufinus to translate Urigen’s Peri Archon.?®© hıs 1s
not trıvıial, because according the rece1ved opınıon concerning
Pammachius in these YCAaIS, the senator’s amne should nNnoTt fınd place

Palladıus’ 1st Melanıa the Y ounger and her husband Pınıanus WCIC
also remembered ıth hıgh esteem Dy Palladıus, but the ex1istence of
Marcella, the Roman lady who above all others (accordıng 18 Jerome!
should deserve menti1on In catalogue of exemplary ascetics, Can-
not be etiecte C Vn by allusıon In the Historia Laustiaca. But Pam-
machıus 1Ss lısted there, and from the end of the dıspute VT rıgen
untıl hıs caer than the continued mention of hım Dy Jerome that
W as noted above, thıs 15 the sole reference Pammachius that 1s eft

for ese It 1s only when the Roman 1S read through

only mentıon passıng here the introduction of the influence of Chrysostom’s
wrıtings Roman circles, where Pelagıus hımself and the Nascent Pelagıan MOvemen!
sShow the first evıdence for that influence. See PıetrI1, ‘Esquıisse de Conclusıion’ In

Kannenglesser (ed.), Jean Chrysostome el Augustin, Parıs 1975, 283-305 (esp300-303); n E uval, °Le date du ‘ De Natura’ de Pelage,’ Revue des Etudes
Augustiniennes, (1990) JTeSelle, “Rufinus the Syrıan,’ olffers SUOTIIC
Concrefe ev1dence TOM Chrysostom. 'Thıs should also be extended include further
Antiochene (and other) influence theology In Rome al the time See Marrou, °Les
attaches, for eodore. We shall have OCCasıon refturn thıs later.

See above.
Jerome 111 only *“discover'’ Innocent when 1t Ssults hım later In h1s letter

Demetrias (Lp ’ SEL 5 $ 96) On Jerome and Pope Innocent SE
Dunn, ° Anastasıus an Innocent Reconsidering the Evıdence of Jerome,’

Vigiliae Christianae 30-41
Historia Lausiaca 62, (ed Bartelınk), Verona 197/4, 268 study of the

.  affaır of Chrysostom, Hunt, °“Palladıus of Helenopolıis: Party and Its SUp-
porters the Church of the ate OU; Century, Journal of I’heological Studies,
(1973), e 15 essentıial readıng.
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the CYCS of Jerome Bethlehem that Can maıntaın that Rufinus of
quıle1a WOUuU continue be DEFSONdA NO in the CYVCS of
Pammachius.?/

ave delayed ınordınately the question of Pammachius ıt
1S because Caelestius’ reference the °‘home of Pammachius’ has
become central 18 establıshıng the ıdentity of the Syrıan hat Cae-
est1us hımself (nobilis natu) should ave een Visıtor ere WOU
not be SUrpr1sıng. When Caelestius 1IrSsS ADPCAaIS the hıstorical stage

Carthage 41 1, he 1S introduced ONC of that elusıve STOUD referred
‘dıscıples of Pelagius. ”® elagıus W d the entourage of the

Anıcıl, and iscıple of elagıus Can certamly locate Caelestius
Iso In the cırcles of the Anıcıl, whether nNOoL hıs OW rankıng the
nobılıty WOU already OW us to pos1 this.?? Rufinus of quıle1a
mbarked hıs fınal Journey the COMPANY of the Anıcıl, ending hıs
days ONC of theır estates In Sıicıly. It 1s thıs Rufinus whose ransla-
t1ons WCIC being read by elagıus and hıs dıscıples, and WeTC sought
after Dy INan y er avıd Roman readers. It to tOo be VETY
unrealıstic to thınk that ıt W as nNOL thıs SaJmIlle Rufinus who W as the
‘teacher‘’ of Caelestius, and that the introduction of another Rufinus
the basıs that the quıle1an could not ave een of Pammachıius
15 gratultous. “ It 1s conclusıon that neglects the realıties of the soc1]1al
ontext Rome the fırst decade of the fıfth tury, mpos1ing
ıt entrenched attıtudes that AT specıfic Jerome and hI1s 1HNOTC fanat-
i1cal supporters, whom ere 1s 1Cason COUN' Pammachıius.
It 1S Iso conclusıon that has gaıned COSCNCYy by the cheern-

{u  3 of repetition.

Ihe Roman setting these YCAIS, SCCI1 TOmM the pomnt of VIEW of Rufinus,
18 well presented Dy Trappone, Omelie Origeniane nella Iraduzıone dı Rufino,
Rome 2007, 26-55 CI destinatarı delle traduzl1on1’).

De Gestis Pelagıl, 22.46, SEL 4 E 100 The denominatıon merIıts closer
study It 1S concealed Jerome’s Jjıbe Ep ’  9 SEL 56, 259 rides
[aetarıs, quod alıl [UO !l Pelagıl) nomine, alız Christi appellentur. Pelagıus’ ExXposi-
t10ns, accordıng Mercator (Comm.II, ACO 66), WEeIC circulated AINnOoNsS those de
UOFUmM Aamıcıtia praesumebat. What form dıd this closed(?) °cırcle of firiends’ °dıs-
cıples’ who WEeIC ‘quası-monks’ (uelut monachı) take‘

Laurence, ‘Proba, Juhana eli Demetrias,’ Revue des Etudes Augustint-
NN  », 131-163 At 157 he does 310)1 rule Out contact between the
Anıcıl and Caelestius, but ATiIC confined inference. In theıir later
defend Pelagıus, it does 3(0)1 CINCI SC from Augustine’s De Gratia Christi that
the Anıcı WEeIC partıcularly (ıf al all) concerned about the fate of Caelestius.

Ihe only viable objection Can thınk of 15 that Caelestius SaysS that he ‘stayed’
mansıt) the home of Pammachıius. Would the Aquıle1an 310)1 have stayed wıth Apro-
nlanus, the Anıcıl, (cf. Grappone, 47) in the at Pinetum ? the last
analysıs sımply Canno 5SdYy where he mıght have stayed.
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Quondam natıone Syrus
Ihe WINNINS, and apparently unassaılable argument (GGarnıer

Casec 15 the evidence of Mercator who identifies Rufinus former
Syrıan In earlhıer study argue WI1 Schwartz) that Mercator
W as fact relyıng Jerome AaCCount accordıng 18 4C Pela-
S1401SIMN W as introduced the West by Rufinus of Agqulle1a Jerome
had also identified the heresy being Wıdespread dyrıa It WOU
not necessarıly SCCIN unusual then ıf Mercator should sımply CcConnect
Rufinus ıth yrıa He SOCS further than that however when he also

yrıan I1 Rufinus (natiıone Syrus) By o1ng, he
apparently had somebody else mınd because ıf W as known (and
Mercator hımself surely knew) that the ell known Rufinus W as OI19-
inally from the ICS101 of quıle1a Yet ıf aCcept that Mercator
COrrect dIC faced ıth host of dıfficulties MmMoOost notably the fact
that nobody else antıquıty to ave known ou the Syrıan
eX1Iistence As result of ready acceplance of Mercator Version

scholarshıp the iiıme of Garnıier has een attempng hold
together puzzle the PICCCS of 1C do 187011 fıt easıly together

addıtion uıldıng the assumption that the foundatıons aIic solıdly
ase the stature of the Syrian has steadıly from being elu-
SIVC lıttle-known T1 who held questionable the CAX15-
ence of tradux peCCalı becoming contrıbutor Western
Christian culture ıth hıs translatıon of ımportant of Vulgate

oth solutions a) Mercator (for SOTINEC unclear reason) called
the quıle1an Syrıan the Syrian really ex1isted PITCSUPPOSC
that INOTE fundamental 10N has een as and swered and
yel IL estioNn that (to knowledge) nobody has CVeEeT as Dıid
Mercator fact refer Rufinus quondam nalıone Syrus’? To CVenNn

the question wıll COUTT immediate rejection because the Syrıan has
become much of the landscape studies the story of
Pelag1anism that he 15 almost indıspens1ıble Just Garnıier when he
presented hıs Casc for the ıdentity of the Syrian had LO grapple ıth

Inhvelerala ODEINLO CONCCIMIN Rufinus of Aquıile1a being the
eacher of Caelestius, LOO Dy TAalSın®e thıs question must confront

equally Inveleralta ODINLO CONCCIHUN Rufinus the yrıan that took
Its OTM1S1N Garnier’ solution the CN1LSMA. 101

101 COomMMentT Dy Souter (1 17) Garnıier solution troublesome PAaAsSsSasc
Mercator’ quotation TOM Pelagıus wıll a(0)1 be Ouf of place here: “Che industry

which Garnıer dısplayed gained sıgnal reward: hıs OPDUMNON remaıned practically
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An examınatıon of Mercator’s hıstorical aCCOUnNtT in order to
TaW attention fo the lımıtations of hıis would z  an 11070 Tar
afıeld. Konoppa repeatedly (Marıus Mercator,; 46, 93, 105:)
ASSUTES that he 1S ‘generally well-ınformed’ and WO: of relhance,
but in fact when it detaıl that apprecı1atıon must be empere
greatly, and her ASSUTAaNCECS conceal the fact that the detaıls Merca-
tOor 1s not rehable Wıth that in miınd, mMaYy legıtimately question
the of hıs informatıon In thıs COomMMent Rufinus. It 1Ss
strange, LO SaYy the east, that in Comm. II concerning Caelestius he
should muıt thıs detaıl concerning the yrıan, because assoclate
Caelestius ıth the then en Mercator wrote) suspect eology of
eodore would surely make Mercator’s presentatıon al] the LHNOTC

cogent. Irue. C omm. II W as wrıtten prıor 18 Comm. (on Juhan), but
In ıts present form ıt append1x the invective agaınst
Juhan. and ONC might eXpect Mercator 118 ave an Yy addıtional
incrimınatıng informatıon concerning the pre-history of Pelagıanısm.
However, he evıdently dıd 187011 SCC the eed fo make such change, and

A confined thıs ote in Comm. I the beginnıng of Pelagıan
hıstory in the West Rufinus quondam natıone YFrus Romam DFIMUS
InuUeXI1t. ... ulle ap: from the troublesome word YFrUuS, edıtors and
COMMEeNntators ave had dıffiıculty ıth quondam natione: SOTIIC wısh
to emend ıt quidam natione; \° (ıf the manuscrI1pt readıng 1s
retaıne: ıt INa Yy be poss1ible dısregard the ırregularıty and 18 ‘thınk
around ıf} Dy suggesting that Rufinus W ds indeed born in Syrıa but
then moved Palestine (and ater {O Italy); agaln, INOTEC SIm-
ple solution m1g he the idea that Mercator 1S TINOTC interested
presenting theologıical affılı1ıatıon: rather than wellıng geographi-
cal details.1© further solution m1g he translatıng quondam

undısputed for [WO centuries.’ The mistake the ‘Syrian’s’ second book had VenNn

longer per10d of Ssurvıval (see above)
1072 See above. Tete (Memorialı 16) sımply Omıts it. Kessler (Reich-

tumskritik, 35) quotes the text from Schwartz (wıth quondam) in note, but wrıtes
qu[i  am In hıs OW aCCOUNL. Konoppa (Mercator, 86) 15 evasıve, writing:
‘[Dıese. ‚ Thematık] hat inst Rufinus, ab Geburt Dyrer, als erster nach Rom hıneinge-
bracht. %

103 Vanants these solutions prevaıl. See Wermelinger, Rom UN Pelagius,
Noriıis Was clearly at loss explaın how Rufinus of Aquıule1a could be fıtted into Mer-
cator’s vers1on. At read that Rufinus ALc Oome SyFId, and because of
h1is long STay the kast, SyFus vulgo habebhatur. Fully that the Aquıle1an had
studied ıth Dıdymus, Noriıs must also explaın (p hOow Rufinus also learned TOM
1heodore, but al thıs pomint he g1ves NU.: eundem /Theodorum loca VLSL-
lantem, vel adhuc Presbyterum Antiochliae catechesim exponentem audiens, vel e1IUS-
dem fantum libros legens, In medio relinquo.
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‘the ate Rufinus, merely indıcating that he Was dead.104 Yet another
poss1bilıty might be but thıs remote accept the texTi ıt
stands and, dısregardıng the nıcetles of word order, read quondam

modiıfier of the erb InuexX1it (“Rufinus SOTNEC time ADO he Was of
yrıan natıonalıty first introduced 1S heresy| to Rome.’)1%® All
ese efforts aTc concerned ıth the words quondam natione, leavıng
untouched the reference 1{8 Syrus

Perhaps, however, the dıifficult hes not ıth quondam, but ıth
the words natione Yrus The argumen be presented eIO0W COIMN-

cerning natıone Yrus Can equaliy appIYy the word quondam, because
ll that the texti 18 indeed ITUDL, and accordıngly should

ASICC that correction 18 quidam Can be Justifıed. Neve  eless, from
Mercator’s ıt that quondam 15 be retaıned, and
ıf the argumen offered EeI0O0W 1S COTITTECT ıts retention ll In fact be

He SCS quondam 1ıth reference to both Nestorius ASs the
former Patrıarch of Constantinople (pp 23 28), and Theodore, the
former bıshop of Mopsuestla (PP dı Z 28) 7 Given that al the time
Mercator TOTLEe eodore W ds$s dead, but Nestorius Was ST1 vVC much
alıve, Marrou’s Casc for translatıng quondam ere °the ate Rufinus’
TeSsSTtSs VC EeENUOUS basıs.

One miıght be empted sımply elımınate W1 Prete) the
offending quondam, indeed the entire phrase, gloss! However,
ıf quondam alone be consıdered the addıtion ıt WOUuU be dıfficult
explaın why glossator should Ssupply 1t, and ıf he dıd, why dıd he
191011 g1ve us the INOTEC acceptable quidam” 10 eXCcIse the entire phrase

eing later g10ss WOU leave danglıng mention of unıden-
tiıfıed Rufinus somethıng that 1S 1a(011 normal Mercator’s He
regularly identifies In SOTIIC form er the PCISONJNS who aAaDDCAT In
h1s aCCount We ave Just SCCH above [WO of thıs Nestorius
and eoOodore Pelagıus 15 referred gente Brıttanu[s[/, but also

monachu[s] (p Caelestius, when he Jomned Pelagıus, W as
nobilis Aalu quidem el ıllius temports audıtorialis scholasticus

So MarrTou, ° es attaches orlentales,’ 461, basıng hıis interpretation Mer-
cator’s reference eodore, but Nı below Nestorius.

105 Konoppa in her translatıon (n 102 above) In thıs direction.
She does 1a(0)1 discuss the extual roblem involved here

Juhan, for all hıs loathsomeness Mercator’s opınıon, stil] holds tıtle he
15 eEDLSCOPUS P 23

107 The need spec1ıfy h1s place of or1g1n INa y OTMC TOM Augustine,
Ep ,  ’ SEL 5 9 (Pelagium... Brıtonem.. SETUUM Dei) who used ıt

dıstinguish hım Irom another Pelagius Terenti (var. Iarenti)(otherwıse unknown
us)
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(p it alerıus, J urbantıus, and Florus al wıthout identifica-
tion 6) it 15 because the al of the tıtles of books

they NOL INTIrOAdUCE! into the text Dy Mercator hımselfr. What 15 also
all the ldentifications, ıth the exception of Rufinus, 15 that

know somethıing of the status of each PCISON mentioned quon-
damfex/illo tempore) ePLSCODUS, monachus, auditorialis scholasticus.
hıs aAaTOUSCS the suspıcıon that natıone YFrus 15 181011 the or1ginal form

hıch Mercator referred LO Rufinus, but that ıt 1s the result of
CITOT the transmıssıon of the texLi. Like the others, Rufinus W as intro-
uce! quondam ‘somethıng,’ and lıke the others, ‘somethıng’
eferred olfıce Status, but not 118 hıs place of ONgIN.

eX atıinus Latinus 234

-  at an y textT, ancıent modern, MaYy poss1bly be corrupted
whether Dy scribal CITOT choı1ce, by typographical CI1I1OI the insıd1-
OUS intervention of self-correction feature, 1S presupposıtion
that normally and tacıtly take for grante For the MoOost
Can readıly be eiecte and emended, and the of the CI1OT

explaiıned. But, readıng of rıtıcal edıtıon of ancıent text
shows, w remaın where edıtors aATiIcC educed 18 conJecture,
where scr1bal CI1OT has SONC unnoticed. Ihıs text of Mercator,
opınıon, 1s example of thıs last mentioned textual problems. Ihe
scrutiny 18 hıch the re-discovered NEeEW letters of Augustine ave been,
and continue subjected recent decades INa y SCIVC illustrate the
elicate task involved establıshıng the or1gınal text the Casc of the
text of these letters, words and phrases dIiIC S© deleted, emended
al hat m1g SCCI1I editorial whım, WEIC ıt noL for the fact that
POSSCSS ole lıbrary of authentic wrıtings of ugustine agalns hıch

Judge and emend the readıngs of the manuscrIipts. *” We aATiICc nNOoL

108 ( omm. (p 66) Mercator orudgingly admıts that Caelestius W ds Iso admıt-
ted the priesthood In Ephesus DEr obreptionem, but he refuses uUsSsc the tıtle ( ae-
estius presbyter. Nestorıius thus addresses Caelestius in h1is letter (Pp 65), but Merca-
Or Oomıts the tıtle from hıs introduction the letter! Only Pope Zos1mus, apparently,

h1ıs early VPCHNCSS hearıng the Pelagıan CasSCl, recognızed for time the ordına-
tion. See ‘Caelestius’ Prosopographie (n above), 316 Attention 15 given
throughout the absence of h1is tıtle

See the second edıtion of the ‘Dıvjak etters’ Dıvjak (ed.), Saıint Augustin.
LettresE 46B, Parıs (1987), whiıich Incorporates INan corrigenda offer Dy
scholars the editio princeps SEL the Samlllc onnection mention mMa Yy also
be made of the ‘Dolbeau Sermons’ added (from single manuscrI1pt INan Cases)

theu of Augustine’s works.
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fortunate when dealıng ıth the texft of Mercator, althoug (as ıll be
SCCI] below) there places where the readıngs Can be checked
agaınst other wıtnesses.

Ihe wrıtings of Marıus Mercator, contaıned in the Collectio
Palatina, SUrVIve single Vatıcan manuscrI1pt, Codex Palatinus Lat-
INUS 734 110 It probably belonged the CYV of Lorsch,}!! and from
the scr1p ıt 1S ate the early nınth century.'!- ave already nNotTte':
that ap. from VETY few references Mercator INn the works of
Augustine and Jerome, Mercator and h1ıs wrıtings WeTiTC unknown
through the 1ddle Ages When hıs wrıtings WEeIC rediscovered the
1 /th CeNturY, after not hıttle intrıgue and delicate Ccircumstances1ls
full edıtiıons WeTEC publıshed by Garnıier (1673) and Baluze (1684)
both of 1C aATIc severely erıticızed by Schwartz iın the introduc-
tıon (p. V II) to hıs edıtion that appeare: In the 1924-26.114
The text, therefore, of Mercator’s works, wrıtten the early CCI-

LUrY the eNVITONS of Constantinople, and included In doss1er of
collected by Latın-speakıng monks In the ast CenNtury

110 second (lost) (Cod. Bellovacensis) ex1isted in Beauvals, but it 15 COMN-
sıdered have been CODY of Cod. Pal (Schwartz, ACO, p.V; Glorie In 14135 OW|];
( d 8SIA, 180) ıts present form the Vatıcan codex 15 combınatıon of [WO
her codices, the second being CODY of Augustine’s De (renesi ad litteram.

111 Bıschoff, Die Ahbtei Lorsch Im Spiegel ihrer Handschriften, Lorsch 1989,
Thıs 15 separate and expanded version of study that appeared Knöpp

[ed.], Die Reichsabtei Lorsch, 1, Darmstadt 1977, 7>- Ihe lıbrary that W ds

transported TOM Heı1delberg Rome In 1623 also contaiıned codices that rginally
belonged ın collections other than that of Lorsch 29) At the end of ach of
the or1gınally separate cCodices (fo!  vı and there 15 later 1brarlan’s note
ldentifying both Codex de monaster10 S(an)c(t)i Aazarıl Lorsch) Bıschoff’s hes-
ıtatıon the atter 15 perplexing. It 15 partly due the fact that he mistakenly attrıb-
uted the sıgnature of the scrıbe (see the followıng note) the second of the cCodex.

1192 Bıschoff, loc CIt., refers the scr1pt being typıcal of the early nınth COI1-
LUTYy “school of Verona.’ Whıle thıs INa Yy ıdentify the scrıbe’s style, it does NOL CcS-
sarıly ıdentify the place where he worked. fact know TOM fol.1 14v that it W ds
transcr1ıbed by certaın clericus Flotbert the orders of erward I hıs latter W as

lıbrarian Louis the Pıous, and W as somehow connected Lorsch. S1egmund, Die
UÜberlieferung des griechischen chrıstlichen Literatur, ünchen (1949), draws tten-
tiıon (p 14 /) the of collections of concılıar documents wıtnessed MSS
of the S1xth and nınth centurIies. Ihe Collectio Palatina or1ginated in the first of these
per10ds, and perhaps it SUrvıived result of the second.

113 See above Garnler’s edition.
114 Schwartz (ACO I7V9 1 E} pp. V-VII) o1ves acCount of the belaboured fırst
cof Mercator’s works prınt NSee also Konoppa, Mercator, 53-55, who
adds detaıls later reprints. Her gratu1tous ComMmMent (p. 53} 63) the dıfficul-
tles of usıng the Vatıcan lıbrary refer another age! Ihe profuse gratitude eXpressedby Schwartz (p.A VUI) Pope Pıus Al, for hıs support of the publicatiıon of ACO dur-
ıng MmMost dıfficult times, should NOoL be overlooked.
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later,1!> SUTVIVES only thıs cCodex UNLCUS that W ds copled (n the eNVI-
1ONS of Lorsch?) SOTIIC 400 YCals still ater. er than ıts ‘migration’
into the Collectio Palatina, do not know anythıng about the ıter of
the text ıtself the intervenıng four centurıies between ıts or1gınal COIMN-

posıtion by Mercator and ıts transcrıption into the SUurv1ving exX
Palatinus.1}1® However, SINCEe the collection contaıns EXCerpts from eXTIs
that had separate transm1ss1on, and hence Can be verıtıed al those
places, ıt must be admıtted that the texti ASs ıt SUTrVIVES dıd nNnoLt falr
'Thıs be sa1d the basıs of the fact that the wrıtings of Mercator
contaıned the Collectio include sı17eable CXCETpIS from the wrıtings
of ullan that paralleled ugustine s wrıtings, and long exiract
from Pelagıus’s Exposıtions that played mportant in Souter’s
attempt identify thıs work the manusecripts.*!/ But from these qUO-
atl1ons also evaluate the extent which the texti the Collec-
fL10 15 It 1S 18{011 poss1ıble LO Sa y at hat crept into the
(eXT.: but gıven the fact that the scr1ıbes of Cöd Pal WEIC reasonably
careful In theır work ONC IMNay SUPPOSC that the 1HNOIC glarıng
belong to earher stage, (n SOTI1IC C  < perhaps that the scribes
WEIC workıng Iirom POOI CODY hıch they attempted make LNOTC leg-
ble f noTt always LNOTC intellıg1ble In the present codex. ome aber-
rat1ons the SUrVIVINg£ text WCIC probably caused Dy the Cryptic char-
aC of pre-carolıne CUrsıve scr1pts 1C the text Was transmıiıtted,
and hıch the scr1ıbes WeIC unable decıpher. Su the text of Mer-
Cator that read oday, 1S texti that WeEesSs great deal the IT-
1se, and nOotLt infrequently the cheer ingenulty of ıt modern editor(s).!!6

Many readıngs In the ( O Pal dIC obvıously in eed of CINCIMN-

datıon, glance through the apparatus CYLELCUS In chwartz’s edıtion

115 For discussıon of the CiIrcumstances Ssurroundıng thıs, SCC the Prolegomena
(pp XXIL-XLI) by FT. Glorıie, in N E 85A (Maxentil... Opuscula), CSP

CMVELDOX XE
116 Schwartz p-J) thınks that [WO scr1bes contrıbuted the M E and has hıgh

praise for theıir dılıgence but that dılıgence include theır reproducıng faıth-
fully the of theır exemplar, unless attrıbute them the offered below!

117 Souter L 41 -48 Unfortunately In the asec of the exTIiract from Pelagıus,
Mercator evıdently retranslated hat he had earher published in Greek vers10n, and
hence there cons1derable verbal dıfferences between the text he offers and that
known TOM other SOUTITCCS Ihe Oomı1ss1on of sentence missıng in Mercator’s text 15
explained by Souter (1, 45) scr1bal 11OT alt OMeE other of the Tans-
1SS10N (emphasıs added). Wermelinger, ‘Das Pelag1ıusdossıier der Iractor1ia des
Zosimus,’ Freib. Zeit.Ph.ThA. (1979) asSug (p 343) that Mercator’s
text of Pelagıus aken TOM the Iractoria‘ ) W d>s already altered.

118 Some portions of the Collectio Palatina have been re-edited CS1; 85A,
183-234 (see 141585 above), where SOTIIC of Schwartz’s emendatıons rejJected.

Schwartz hımself does a(0)1 all the readıngs of hıs predecessors.
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1l readıly cshow.119 ome aATc banal °errors’ endemic {O manuscrıpts
of the medieval per10d, such d the interchange confusıon of a/ae,
b/u(v) e/1, GtO.. and ese ATiC collected Dy Schwartz In hıs introduc-
tıon (pp.1-V). 129 Others aTe the result of °normal’ scrıbal oversıights
due fo homeoteleuton, dıttography, eIC;. aATCc due 1{8 mistaken read-
ıng of abbrevıations suspens10ns in the exemplar. I|wo categories
of CIIOL, however, deserve partıcular attention ere Ihe first 1S where
the SUrV1IVINZ texTi 15 sımply iıllıterate and has emande: that Schwartz
(and (3 edıtors ‘'invent’ COrrect readıng. The second, and INOTE

ımportant for UuS, 1S where the texti offers words phrases that ATC PCT-
fectly intellıg1ble themselves, but aATrec meanıngless in theır contex(ts,

eVvVecn dıstort the meanıng, and must be discarded and/or replaced.
The followıng 15 but mınımal selectiıon of troublesome read-

Ings from the Cod. Pal ıth the Corrections conJjectures of the edi-
tor(s) g1ven parentheses that offers SOTINC 1idea of the condıtion of
the text ıt SUFrVIVEeS. For the sake of brevıty g1ve only the PAascC
number of ACO, SsInce the lıne all be readıly retrievable fIrom the
apparatus. (To aVO1d confusıon ave everted editor1a InNMeENTS
made Dy Schwartz from italıc {O Roman ype

mam sısten (Mampsistent); caelestinus (Caelestius): ualer-
ANANUm (Valerium); MAatrıs Ulero eruditus (matrıs editus correctly
al 66); Ul CU.  S (antıcum); CONdIiCLONLS OF120 Schwartz
‘lacunam statu1 C supplendo natura NON est condıic1on1s’);
atabus (Atabulus); iIımMmmode Sta (iImmodesta); FL AMICLELAS
(amıcıtıae es); S17 haeret (SIE aberet); Ul (et
crescentes); eUANLSSIMUM (te UANLSSIMUM); DUAFTUUH
(prauum); 18 chirofum (chirografum Col.2.14); sıhe ho (sıne
hocC); feneam (edd neClam,; ducam; tendam); sent1ias (sen-
fentias); Iudicane (iudicantes C'or.5.14 Vg aestl-
mantes|); fragorum (Ifort recte‘? Schwarz CON1l. fractatorum);
uelt unccunde (uel [UMNC Un  C sılere (‚ egere); Inenatura-
hılıter (inenarrabiliter); partıceps genitl Schwarz CcConı partıcepsque
filii) scelentissıma (scelestissima); aud(+1i)et 1AM
auı Esailam); horismate (a chrismate); mala edunt
(me laedunt); incommutabıilem A0 (incommutabılitatem):

InNLUStAa defensio (In 1uUSsta defensione); MOFrTIuUGa (orta)
(Schwartz ‘haec ceterI1s locıs corrgere nolul; potest enım Marıus
alıa male descr1pto exempları sSumpsI1sse, alıa uertendo COIrupIsse’);

perimento (experımento); audıta SUunfl (auldıtas); sımılıter

119 confine attention ın the followıng the wrıtings of Mercator.
120 As result, of COUTSC, the ack of 19181  ar Yy °clutter’ in the apparaltus Can

g1ve false impression of the real extfent which the text has been emended.
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(simpliciter); 1gatio (litatio); 41 hunc (puta {unC);
exiıstente (exıstentem ante); 473 accendens (attendens); eLls
solentiae (ez insolentiae); proprietatem (pro pietate); diuint-
tatıs (natıultatis); hac ratiıone (aC rationes); S] sybillabe
(syllabae); cassıbılitatis (passıbilitatis); eloquentior10 ıohannes
(eloquentior ohanne); supercibum (supercilium); tercılınıa
(sterquilinia); SIC adopta (siCut opto); sed DUarO Sseparo);
UM. Ininterpres (SCAEUUS iInterpres); cCapesibilis (<in>capessibilis);

diuinitisque (dignitatisque); Iinoperatiıonem (In operationem);
eclanensium (Eclanensi Cum); letandos (lactandos); Memora-

tionephesiens!1 (memorato In Ephesiens1); 61 siımulatae sepulturam
(stimulatae sepultura); (Schwartz ad N 182292 ‘locus obscu-
rus’); intendebat ostendebat); dionesı (Dionysıl);

septem parıbus (edd exemplaribus; InSertLS partıbus); el SLAN-
HUS (Instantıus); Lıuanıam (leg Iulianam ); aeltlate qualiı (et
aequali).
aken from only 1ımıted portion of the the examples g1ven

ere cshould uffice put OUT guard agaınst LOO ready depend-
il ıts evıdence. Comment MaYy be permitted few readıngs
Schwartz emends mamsıstenl (also »3 mansisten!) to Mamp-
Sistenl. Beginning ıth Garnıer ıt 1S normally emended to Mopsuestent.
Marrou aCCepts the correction to Mopsuestenı but ets hıs CONCETN for
detaiıl Iun amok when he allows the possı1ıbılıty that tOown called
Mampsts the egeV (being excavated al the time he wrote) MaYy be
eferred here.!21 The correction of the Caelestius ame 1S obvıously
required, but ıf dıd nNOL ave the help of Comm.II 09 editus)
the informatıon that fault of nature, from hıs mother’s womb he
W as leunuchus/] eruditus, m1g ave g1ven Tse SOTINNC interesting
speculation! !7 TIhe addressee of the letter Dy elagıus 118 Lıvanıa

another scr1ıbal error?) 15 not otherwıse known. Schwartz retaıns
the readıng Liuanıam, but includes the apparatus the conJectural
emendatıon Iulianam, and disposed {O accept thıs the intro-
duction (p.Al, where, however, he also that the cshould be
emended Libaniam).}?>

121 Marrou, "Les attaches orientales,’ 462n Baluze (PL 48,109) notes that the
orthography varıes MSS Ihe form 15 nOoTt specıfic Cod. Pal (eT: axentil. OPUS-
Cula, C'ST. SJA, app.Crıt., {  g TOmM the Samnlc per10d and pPCI-
haps the SAarillc cırcles).

122 Coming wıthın the pPASsSasc which much attention has been g1ven, the dou-
ble 110OT concerning Caelestius miıght have alerted readers greater Calt‘ readıng
the texT. It 15 NOLT noted

123 Garnier (PL 48, 102-103; 59/-98) nOotfes the suggested emendatıiıons of the
MAarllc Iuliana Melanıia, but leaves the question OPCH It 18 hısted 754 (Ep
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In ote above (n 1i6) eferred Schw  S praise for the
scr1be(s) of Pal.lat.234 It WAaSs, he SaYyS, wriıtten nitLdLs el pulcris Iaf-
fer1s. Ihe diligentia of the secrıbes 15 atteste‘ by theır transcrıption
of TrTee ul nullıs aul Daruls fantum egeant Currecturlıs.
Even in the orthography non multum peccauer[unt/]. Thıs evaluatıon
of the tex{i Contrasts sharply ıth that of ardına Hıeronymus
Casanata who hecked the Samlllec al the request of Baluze, and in
1678 WTOTe in repLIY 124 Barbartis YTUNCLS vocıbus SCaltelt hıic codex.
Eit QUaAMVILS facile potuLlssem IngenL0 ıllas vel supplere vel emen.-

dare, industria OMLISL. The Cod Pal COUu SCTVC ell
textbook 18 illustrate poss1ıble kınd of scr1bal error! 2CEe: 1ıth
such varıety of in the texti exemplıfied above, WOU
nclude quondam natıone Syrus belonging fo the ast CategorYy of
CITOT mentioned already, namely, words that aATrec UuLLY meanıngful in
themselves, but requıre emendatıon. Allowance eing made for the
anomaly of quondam, the phrase 1s quıte intellıg1ble, and ıt has CONMN-

sequently passed the scrutiıny of edıtors and hıstorlans alıke, and een
read the text wriıtten Dy Mercator, but in ıts extual and hıstorical
ontext it has created en! of bother ıthout quondam, WOUuU
ave syntactical er dıfficulty ıth Rufinus natıone Syrisi
but the en1gma of the hıstorıical entity of the Syrıan WOU al
remaın, and perforce ave “create’ hıstory 1C he Can be
accommodated. Unfortunately, the resulting ‘history’ appecars be
compellıngly correct!

Rufinus quondam monachus!

As mentioned already, when he identifies people Mercator USUÜu-

ally offers SOTIIC form of tıtle stTatus for them, and from that z  e’}
lead Jerome’s antı-Pelagıan wrıitings Rufinus, the channel of

Or1ıgenism Pelagıanısm, 1s en passed VeT anonymously, ref-
STIENCE to hım Can only be detected behind OMNC er of Jerome’s
favourıte uncomplimentary pseudonyms We fınd the allılc Rufinus in
the Salllc prologue In 1C Syrıa 15 sıngled Oout den of heresy, but

Liuaniam) in the Clavıs. Prete, Memoritalı, 72 Nuvolone, Dici. SpIr.
col 2899, Konoppa, Mercator, 365, 30 / retaın the readıng Lıvyanıam.

Quoted by Schoenemann (Ph ’  9 from the preface Dy Baluze (PL9l
125 Jerome, refers both Luke the Evangelıst (Praef. In Matth., SEL 7 E

2 and Malchıon the Monk 1la alchi,2 (ı natıone Syrus.
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wıthout the CoUrtesSYy of hıs eing gıven title.126 In the earlıer dıs-
pute concerning rıgen, Jerome refraıned from 91VIng the Namne of hıs
aduersarius.1?! However, 11e they WCIC ST1 irıends, and before uf1-
NUuUs became presbyter,}?® fınd reference 0 Rufinus that 1S of inter-
est. Jerome’’s continuatıon of the Chronicon of FEusebius for the VCal
B Rufinus, Bonosus and Florentinus mentioned ıth respect
InSILENES monachi.*?> The sole SUrVIVINg letter wriıtten Dy Jerome {O
Rufinus Irom before the time of theır dıspute 1S Ep 3i wrıtten Irom
Chalcıs, which Jerome describes hıs wanderıng through the regıon
of Syrıa (includıng Cılıcıa, 1C the would-be ascetic OUnN:! be
unbearably ot! search of Su1table locatıon 1C 18 settle

monk TOM ıt learn that Rufinus had already become
monachus, but to Jerome’’s vıdent dısmay he had opte reside In
ZVYp 130

Thıs, uggest, 1s the Rufinus orıgınally eferred by Merca-
tOr (hanc quaestionem) Rufinus quondam +monachus+ Romam

126 Dial adu Pel. I’ prol.1-2, CSL 8 E o Ep 13383 SE 5 C 246,
Rufinus (wıthout tıtle) 15 Iso berated. He aAaDPCAaLS under the M1alnllc °Grunn1ius’ in
Comm Hıer. IV, prol., (S1: 7 E 1/4

A Jerome’’s FD 81, wrıtten duriıng theır dıspute, W d transmıtted (to Judge TOM
Hilberg’s lımıted,SEL 06) wıth the brusque address Rufinum
and lacks prefatory pleasantrıes. the letter which Orms Contra Rufinum HIL,

79 /3) Jerome de1gns refer Rufinus prudentia [U:  D Some MSS
include presbyter the address, and thıs 15 retaıned by Lardet (p 7 9 SCC Iso 16)
Note that in the Sarmnec letter (par.2, /4) all Rufinus’ ‘titles’ aATC (sardonıcally lısted:
(te) vetustissıme monachorum, hone presbyter, Imıtator Christi! See also
Credidi christiano, redidı monacho.

128 We do NO know exactly when he W d ordaıned. Palladıus (Hıst Laus., 46,5,
ed. Bartelinck 224) SaYyS that Rufinus ‘later became priest, 1.e., sometime after
he Joıned Melanıa In Jerusalem. Whiıle Palladıus does nNnOoTLt refer Rufinus ıth the
Greek term monachos, in the Context he 15 clearly referring Rufinus such. It 15

Tact monk, nNOot priest, that Rufinus qualifies for inclusıon Palladıus’s afg-
logue. 395 Epıphanius refers hım priest (Jerome, Ep S12 and 6? SEL

399, 406; quoted by Jerome Contra Rufinum HL23: € SI- 79 95) h1ıs
Apologia ad Anastasıum (n. 8) Rufinus includes Jerusalem ıth Rome, Alexandrıa,
and Agquueı1a wıtnesses the Taıth he holds 28) Ihe probabiılıty 15
that he W as ordaıned by John of Jerusalem. John 15 also presented gu. arantor of hıs
orthodoxy In the prologue hıs translatıon of Pamphilus’ Defense of Orıgen

28) NSee Murphy, Rufinus of Aquilela, 55-56
129 GCS I8 Jerome Minıshed thıs wrıting 2381
130 Ep 5 x 12) Martıanay and Vallarsı g1ve it the address

U}  iInum monachum, but do 3(0)1 know hat authorıty. Hilberg offers OC
12th ent. ıth thıs address. Ep 37 (p 14), 47 (p 20), 5’ (pp >uf1-
1US 15 addressed referred Dy Jerome frater Ep Iso mentions Bonosus, and
readers of Ep would probably have coples of the ollowıng Epp.4-5 Florentinus.
Ihıs 1s the trıo0 of InsIENeES monachı mentioned the Chronicon (see above).
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DFrIMUS InUEeXIL. 131 At that tıme, when he returned to the West, uf1-
NUS W as already priest, and WOU ave een known such by (Cae-
esti1us and others Rome who held hım In hıgh regard; ! and ıt 1S
also presbyter that he WOU be remembered generally In StOrY;
but he had een quondam monachus. It 15 UPCH conJjecture hat the
word monachus INaYy ave looked 1ke in the scr1pt of the exemplar
from 1C the SUrV1IVINZ Codex Palatiınus WAas copled, and the fol-
owıng 15 only offered tentatıve hypothesis.*”° end-lıne 1V1-
S10n of molnachus monac/hus, and the Irequent interchange of c/t
also In Cod Pal WOU readıly end confusıon the part of the
scr1be. As result quo(n)da(m)mo W dads °“corrected’ fo quondam, naC/nat
W as expande natione, and the remamnıng en1gmatıc Aus (a Cursıve
°h being read d SYI 7 has become YFrus dentify Rufinus QUON-
dam ıth the reg1o0n from whıiıch, ave Just een nformed Dy Mer-
Cator In the Samnıe tex(t, the heresy or1ginated. As solution the prob-
lem of the ıdentity of Rufinus the yrıan thıs 11l aAaDPDCAaI al] 100
far-fetched meriıt cons1ıderatıon, and for ıts nalıvete ıt l| be laughed
Out of COUTT Yet In texti where the apparatus CYFLELCUS 15 wıtness
serles of ed1tor1a correct1ons, conJectures, and not infrequent res1gna-
t1on by the edıtor(s) to desperatıon ıth the ote [O0Cus InCertus; and
In the face of few words that ralse nOoTLt insıgnıfıcant hıstorıical 1_
culties, but Can be mended wıthout undue paleographical COIMN-

tortions, ıt 15 solution that offer for Serlous consıderation.
It iıdentifhes correctly Rufinus wh: W dsSs NMICC known and

eferred INSLENLS monachus, but ater became better known
presbyter. The Rufinus monachus dıd NOoL diısappear entirely from
hıstory, althoug the traces of ıt dIC SCan Erasmus, friend of uf1ı-
NUS, g1ves hım In the Vıta Hieronyml, preferring refer fo
hım Calumnitator, but in 1alı [ApSUS he COu wrıte: Ruffinus.
monachus el ipnse.} fiıfteenth Century talıan translatıon (n INanUu-

SCI1pt) of Jerome’s Apologia refers 18 Rufino monacho in the title.1°>

131 adı CFrUGes note the dıfficulty the texXL.
132 The contrıbution Rufinus made the 1ICW heresy mMaYy Ven explaın in

Mercator’s avoldıng the tıtle presbyter.
133 See Lindsay (and Baıns), Notae Latinae, Cambrıdge 915 Tepr.

Hıldesheim For monachus, monasterium, he offers Tew Out of
many examples ShOw OW caprıc1ously Christian scr1bes symbolıze these UT-
ent words.’ The contortions whiıich °h W as subjected Cursive Scr1pts myrı1ad

Hıeronymi Stridonensi Vita, 11.404-405, erguson (ed.) Erasmı Opuscula,
Ihe Hague 1933, 148 At 1 34n erguson collects references Rufinus the 1ta.

135 Ct Lardet, CSL, 79 (Hieronymus: Contra Rufinum), 291*, 3107* At
D TAN reference 15 gı1ven post(?)-1475 margınal note which incorrectly ident1-

Nes Jerome’s ApolL.III . Rusticum (leg Rufinum? ) monachum.’
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Ihe notice by Trithemius!>® 15 of lıttle interest. As the Decre-
[um Gelasıanum, the wrıtings of Rufinus aATIc placed the ApOoc-
rypha, but the 1Cason 15 propterea quod In sanctissımum ulrum
Hıeronymum scrıipserit InuUeCtLUAS epistolas. rTiıthemıius then adds Sed
ostea In concordiam Adiılectionis fraternae redeuntes, facta SUunft ODUS-
cula Rufini autentica (S1G7) In quantium Hieronymı dictis HNOn fuerint
Contrarıa. Thıs ote by riıthemıus the renewed friendshı1p between
Rufinus and Jerome has all the aPPCATANCC of being fictıon of hıs fer-
tıle ımagınatıon, but he mMaYy also be reflecting SOTI1IC Current °rev1isı0on)
of the dıspute, especılally when he SOCS claım that the opuscula
of Rufinus WeTiTC NO consıdered IO be ‘authentic’ and not CONLrary
Jerome’s wrıtings. It 11l be INan y before the wrıtings of uf1-
NUs the monk of quıle1a ll be unfettered from the shackles of
Jerome’s censure! refer fo Trıthemius here, however, LINOTC because
he introduces thıs author Rufinus monachus el Agullegiensis (SIC!)
ecclesiae presbyter. NoriIis in hıs Histor1ia introduces the mentfor of
Pelagıus Rufinus Monachus Aqullejensis, and p 33 that
Rufinus W as ordaıned ad tiıtulum monasterii.}>! Martıanay (1706)
also g1ves Rufinu[s] monachu[s] the of the Apologia (Lardet,

1 app.); but ave not een able to ldentify hıs authorıty for thıs
IThese few notices AT offered wıthou claım being exhaustıve)
18 TAaW attention the ex1istence (persistence ? ) of the Usec of the
monachus ıth reference Rufinus

When Jerome warned Demetrlias Ep 130 of the DCW heresy
that W as makıng ıts aPPCATANCC, he W as clearly referring Pelagıan-
1Sm: but when he ıdentified ıt the SaJmlle pestilence of heresy that had
NC een imported into Rome the time of Anastasıus, the refer-
CNGE Call only be Or1ıgenism (despıite hıs adjustment of the chronol-
OZYy) The heresy W ds rampant In Syrıa, accordıng Jerome In the
introduction fo hıs Dialogus, wh SCC5S5 fıt amnle Evagrıus, Rufinus
(of quıle1a), and Palladıus all Origenists! along ıth assorTt-
ment of other heretics who attempted introduce the subversive
notion of ‘apatheia’ into Christianıity. Rufinus (of Agqululeıa), hıs
translatiıons of rıgen and Evagrıus, 15 identified DYy Jerome the

136 De Scriptoribus Ecclesiasticis, In Opera Hıstorica, Frankfurt (1601), AL

137/ NorıI1s, in h1s aCCount of Rufinus monachus, nOotfes the fact that al the Councıl
of Chalcedon it W das thought I Yy include the subject (can
Nullum absolute ordinarı debere presbyterum... ANLSL specialıter ecclesiae ClIuLtatis...
aul monaster1l), implyıng that such ırregularıty had been developing al the time.
10 predate the uUsSscC of tiıtulum monasterll into the time of Rufinus Un Wal-
ranted
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maın culprıt the introduction of thıs heresy fo the West Jerome,
however, 0€es not fact Sa Yy that Rufinus brought the heresy from
S yrıa NOT, for that altter, 0O€Ss Mercator. oth only Sa Yy that the
heresy W as wıdespread In Syrıa, and that Rufinus introduced ıt to
Rome In the time of Pope Anastasıus. Mercator decries the fact that
Rufinus dıd a(011 ‘publısh’ hıs heresy (per proferre NO  _ ausSus);
Jerome aments the pervasıve influence of hıs translatıons Hıstory

that the Origenist CONLrOVeTSY In Rome broke out durıng the DPON-
tiıfiıcate of Anastasıus and Was sparked by translatıon one Dy uf1-
1US of quıleıa. -  at translatıon, De Principits, raısed furore VeT
SOTMNIC of ıts theologıcal cContent and VeCeT Rufinus handlıng of the OT1g-
inal, but the CONLrOVerSY dıd not etier Rufinus from continuing 18
translate, NOT Romans from readıng hıs translatıons. hıs 15 atteste: 118
by Jerome, by hıs OW prefatory dedications, and 191011 eas but most
ıimportant for thıs study by the fact that hıs translatıons WeTEC sed
by the early Pelagıans.

It 1Ss orth recallıng al thıs pomnt (somethıng that Jerome WOUuU
probably prefer NOoL 18 ecall! 138) that OMC of Rufinus first ontrıbu-
t1ons translator when he eturned the West Was make avaıl-
able alın version of the Regula of Basıl.!>” We agaın
below the ıimportance of thıs translatıon. mention ıt ere because
attention to the dıspute VeTrT Or1ıgen has tended overshadow the SCI1-
inal and ONg0O1InNg role Rufinus played in promoting the monastıc ea
in the West al the beginnıng of the Century. It WOU be VE
unrealıstic readıng of the socılal condıtions ıIn2Rufinus moved
conclude that the monastıc ea he promote W as confined the
cloıster, that thıs translatıon dıd not ave wıder influence. By thıs
time he W ds known Rufinus presDbyter, but ıt 1s hıstorıcally COrrect

138 See Kelly, Jerome, 228, Rufinus’s translatıon; and
Jerome’s later translatıon of the ule of Pachomius. The Rules had V dıfferent OT1-
SINS; equally diverse WEeIC the intended readers of the translatıons. Ce1NY offers cogent
1CasOonNns for Jerome’s disregard of Rufinus’s translatıon of Basıl’s Regula, but it 18
unlıkely that he W ds Naware of ıts ex1istence. At least he knew about the Greek VCI-
S10N, but hI1s De VIFLS inlustribus CAVI, ’  9 he glosses OVCTI the “asketikon)
(sic!) wıth bare mentIlion. He WwrTOoTfte Demetrlias In Ep ’  » SEL 56, 197
Solet iInter plerosque A S ertlamen, Utrum solitarıa, ( UM multis 1ta melior SIt.
Thıs looks VE lıke allusıon Regula Basılıi (Longer ule wh_ere that SpC-
cıfıc question 18 discussed.

139 Kelly (Jerome, 228) ollows Murphy Rufinus, 91) In sayıng that uf1-
NUS combined and selected TOM Basıl’s [WO Rules It 15 19910)8°% probable that he trans-
lated existing composıte collection. See the briıef note Dy Zelizer the Prole-
OMenad hıis edıtıon, pp.1X-X, and 1O0 Sılvas, The Asketikon, 102 (Dee
below for detaıls.)
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SaY that he W as also quondam monachus. hat baffled scr1ıbe,
transcrıbing texti that offered quo(n)da(m)mol/nac/hus WI1 anı y of
the syllable divısıons, peculharıties of scr1p suggested above), PTO-
uCce: the readıng quondam nat(1ione) S(yr)us, 1S far fIrom being 1mMpoS-
S1 Whiıle thıs Can be LNOTC than conJecture, it 1S nNnOoL ONC that
has een arrıved al NOT 1S ıt being presented ere an y whım of
convenlence.

Rufinus Pelagilanus?
There 15 question OoOu the fact that the influence of SOTNC-

body called Rufinus hes al the of the Pelagıan debate.140 RBut
diısmiıss the ‘ex1istence‘’ of the Syrıan AS overlooked scr1bal EeITOT

only be 11070 simplıstıic; partiıcularly domg ( foul
the responsıbıilıty for Pelagıanısm the Aquıleıan. hıs attempt

ldentify the author of the Liber de Fide, aner, pomt of depar-
ture, took it havınz een adequately established by Fontanın1 that
Rufinus of Agquıle1a ‘had nothing do ıth Pelagianısm. !“} However,
the arguments offered Dy Fontanını (PL 9  s 18 1C Altaner
referred, WCIC only concerned ıth showıng a) that the Liber de ide
cCannot be attrıbuted the Aqulleıan, and that ıt 1S imposs1ıble LO
that Mercator’s day Rufinus of Agquıle1a WOU be eferred
Syrıan He Iso makes the suggestion COo. that Syrıan Pales-
tinıan’ INa y ave een chosen specıkcally aVO1d confusıon ıth the
Aquıile1an. *# TIhe strength of Fontanını s argumen INa Yy be appreclated
from statement (6O1:271) found In hıs preceding discussiıon of the
authorshıp of the Libellus fidel and the Liber de 1ide Absit, Ul nNOSLIrum

[Rufinum/].. ad IMDLAS haereticorum partes UNGUUHN fransfugLsse
credamus. erıs the thought that Rufinus of Agquılle1a be consıdered
heretic

The clear distinctions between heresy and orthodoxy that WOU
CINCISC from the Pelagıan debate cCannot be backdated into the ıfe of
Rufinus Indeed, hıstory us that apart from the formulatıon of
SOTNC VeELY specıfic anathemas, the borderline between heresy and

the followıng expand SOIIL1IC ideas publıshed ‘Unexplored Paths Relat-
ıng the Outbreak of the Pelagıan Debate,’ In Nanzan Journal of Theological Stud-
LEeS, (2007), 24550

141 Altaner, Aart. CIL. 434
1472 varlant thıs, mMust confess, OW)] conclusıon earher attempt

solve the riıddlie of the Syrıan.
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orthodoxy questions elated to Pelag1ıanısm Was clearly drawn,
and the accusatıon Pelagıan! has not only resurfaced OoOWN the CCIMN-
turıes, but continues oday It 1s 191011 wıthout 1CcCason that much Pelagıan
lıterature has survıved through the centurıies under the of ıts
1€e adversarles, Augustine and Jerome, and the attrıbution of ind1ı-
vidual wrıtings remaıns CIYUX of Pelagıan scholarshıp. ** ere 1S all
the LLOTC TCason, then, to refraın from Imposing ıts PICCUTSOTS the
categories of hat WOU later be cons1ıdered be heresy.'“*“* Never-
theless., thıs should nNnot preclude OUT searchıng into the INOTEC immedi-
ate SOUTCECS from which the Pelagıans TEW theır inspıratıon. The Tans-
atıons made avaılable by Rufinus WeTiC those SOUTCES, but
thıs OpI1C aATrTe confronted bDy surprisıng ack of interest the
of modern scholarshıp, and thıs 15 due In part the °ex1istence’
of the Syrian Ihe sıtuation Can be summed ollows Sınce Cae-
estius identified hıs SOUTCEe Mercator’s yrıan, and the yrıan’s
Liber de ide Can be dated roughly the time in question, and fur-
hermore ugustine In De peCcCatorum merıitLis efuted thıs Liber, there
15 Case for implicating Rufinus of quıle1a direct SOUTCEC of
Pelagıanısm, and consequently there 15 eed 18 examıne hıs Tans-
atlıons possı1ıble eed-bed for incıplent elagıanısm. Concomuitant
ıth thıs 1S much greater lack Wıth the eXxception of few VE lım-
ted studies that ll mention presently, comprehensıve effort
has een made exIiract from hıs translatıons the theologıca anthro-
pology specıfic Rufinus, and LO present ıt In systematıc way. 19

143 When Rees publıshed translatıon of Lalrly comprehensıve selection of
wrıtings ıIn The Letters of Pelagius and ALs Followers, (Woodbridge, he

have been Naware of the fact that De 1ta Christiana, generally attrıbuted Pelag-
1US, had appeared translatıon the first Ireatises AarL0us Subjects (Dy
Augustine!): Fathers of the Church, vol 16, 9-43, Washıngton 1952 The trans-
lator (M.S Muldowney) NnOTtfes ıts ‘Pelagıan character’ in the introduction (pPp 3-5).)

Despıite ıts aDC the ollowing still be read ıth profit: VON Kuhn, ° Der
vorgebliche Pelagıanısmus der vor-augustinischen Väter;} I heol.Quart.9

An updated 'reprint’ would be welcome.
145 Moreschin1 draws attention thıs lacuna iın A B} traduzıone dı Rufiıno delle

Omelhıe dı Basıho: mMot1vo OP' dı una scelta, in Moreschin1/G. Menestrina
(ed.), La traduzione del testL religL0sl, Tesc1a (1995), Fr. Thelamon’s
artıcle °Rufın d’Aquilee’ Dict.Spir. 1, Parıs 1988, col.1 10/-1 1 9 faıls thıs
poımnt. Older studıies abound, and, ıth ON-g0o1ng LICW edıtions of hıs translatıons, there
1S plethora of recent studıies of hıs translatıon technique. See, Lo Cicero,
°Come romanızzare Basıho: Ancora sul Vertere dı Rufino, Rıiv.fil. ed LSErUZ.CLASSLICH,
130 (2002), 40-75; Sılvas, ‘Rufinus’ Iranslatıon Techniques In the KRegula
Basılıit,’ Antichthon (2003) 71-93 Much Can be gleaned TOM these bu1ld

piıcture of the thought of Rufinus, but the iree which hang the fruıt has yel
be L}  N.
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By WaYy of introduction into the dıfficulties encountered In read-
ıng Rufinus’ translatıons, offer example thıs short statement
from the translatıon of De DFINCIDULS(Al:oquin Contrarıum

arl nobis mandata qQUOFTUÜM vel observatıione salvemur, vel
praevarıcatione damnemur, , observandı facultas In nobıs NO  - est.
Ihıs, accordıng the commenta(tors, IS banal’ 'recapıtulatiıon’
“characterıistic’ of Rufinus, that nothing’ fo the r  en Just
made by Origen. !4 Irıvıal though ıt MmMaYy be, the 1lı1oN nevertheless
betrays Rufinus’ COMNCETN underline ıdea the equıvalent {O OUT

Ing emphasıs text At the beginning of 23  C} read: “Ihat
it 1S OUT OW task 18 lıve good lıfe, and that God asks thıs of nol

hLs work NOT thıng from SOM DOdY else., NOT fate 147
Here the emphasızed phrase 1S omıtted by Rufinus Ouf of prudence,
accordıng 118 Sımonett1 and Crouzel,!“® lest God be SCCIH Impingıng
uDON OUT lıberty chose rıght 1ving Whıle both OmMMentTtators er
adequate evıidence for Orıigen’s insıstence elsewhere the eed for
Grace, the 1Cason offered for the Oom1ssıon of the phrase by Rufinus al
thıs pomn 1S OPCDH 18 question. It 1S certamly ımportant In establıshıng
the texft of Oriıgen identify the OM1SS10NS, addıtions, and changes
due Rufinus, but hat extent ave the CONSCYUCNCCS of thıs for
understandıng the hought of Rufinus hımself een explored” Rıst!“?
pointed oOut the shıfting phılosophıcal Context 1C Rufinus’ VeTIT-
SION 1S be read, but hıs lead has OUnN:! hıttle followıng studies.1>0

Pace,*>! proposing p 3) "tOo follow and extend’ the approac of

146 The terms taken {U:  =] TOmM Görgemanns/H. Karpp, Origenes: Vıer
Bücher Von den Prinzipien, Darmstadt 481; Sımonett1, Principi dı Ort-
SENCE, OrT1Nno 1968, 372 Butterworth, Orıgen Fırst Principles, London 1936,
repr. I1 ondon 166; Crouzel(/M. Sımonetti1), Orıigene: TIraıte des Principes

Commentatre], SCHr 269, Parıs 1980, It 15 good example of the malaıse of
studies of Rufinus. Much of what 1S or1gınal t E underlined Dy Rufinus, 15 reduced
‘’explicatıve addıtion) °commoOnN amplıfıcation’ and gets lost ‘translatıon technique.’

147 Irans fIrom Butterworth, 163-64 Unless specıfied, here, translatıons
ffered the followıng OW

Sımonett1, 370 Crouzel, The punctuatiıon of Crouzel’s COomMMEeNntT needs
correction; otherwıse he confusingly that Rufinus’ prudence Was spurred (n
398 ! by the PelagıanCof the or1ginal! The resulting atın De Principits
(omıtting .  not at his God’s] work’) 18 patent of Pelagıan interpretatıion.

149 Rıst, “The Greek and Latın eX{is of the Discussion Free Wiıll iın
‘De Principiis’ , Crouzel, el al (ed.), Orıgeniana, Barı 1975, x

150 Sılvas (see below) plays down the cultural dıfferences between ast and West
INOTEC than would accepL. "Words’ (quıte ap: TOM hOow they used) have dıf-
ferent when translated. ven wıthın language the meanıngs of ‘words’ dıf-
fer greatly accordıng the culture hıch they uüused

151 Rıicerche sulla traduzione dı Rufino del ‘De PFINCIDULS’ dı Origene, Firenze
990 h1is conclusıon (p 202) he Call note that there 15 ‘inexpliıcable sılence’?
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Rıst, SOCS into mıinute and invaluable detaıl hıs analysıs of Rufinus’
translatıon Yet ıt only help partıally In bulldıng the fIrame-
work of the translator’s thınkıng. When diıscussing (pPp- the
strıkıng Om1ss]ıon by Rufinus of [WO references °dıvıne assıstance
being far EeXCEess’ of OUTr uman contrıbution’ OUT salvatıon,
aCce concludes that the Om1ss1ıon 1s due problem In translatıng the
TrTee encountered Dy Rufinus. Thıs 15 NnoTt entirely CONVINCINZ; but
I have greater dıfficulty ıth Pace’s rejection of the possı1ıbilıty that
the Om1lssıon Was motivated by the EIMETSCNCE of Pelagıanısm which
accordıng Pace WOU only make ıts effects felt decade later Thıs
15 unrealıstic. Pelagıanısm dıd not suddenly ADPDCAI Vvol1d, and OUT
task 1s be alert evidence for ıts 'pre-hıstory’ In the before
it emerged into full-blown debate.

Ihe translatıons Dy Rufinus of De PFINCIDLLS, and of other
asceti1c-moral wrıtings one around the turn of the century WeTE
intended for culture: (arıstocratic) Roman Chrıstian Jaıty !> who
WeTe to galn ACCCOSS to the spırıtual wrıtings of the ast If OUT
hıstorles AT COrrec(li, ıt Was precıisely in these circles, and al thıs
time, that Pelagıus W as beginnıng make ame for hımself In
these Samne cırcles. How Pelagıus COUuU transpose Chrıstian values
into soc1ıal oSs which Roman arıstocrats WOUuU find themselves
comf{ortable, 1le retaınıng all the tradıtional Roman values
1C they WeTe born, has een ell presented Dy J.-M Salamıto.}>>
It astounds, however, that he Can underline elagıus’ discovery(?) of

novel optimıstic evaluatıon of human nature, wıthout an Y mentıon
of the CONCUFrrFrenil contrıbution being made by Rufinus In hıs Tans-
atıons ıth regard Chrıstian anthropology contrıbution
1C NOW elagıus W as indebted.1>4 In the following

Contemporary studies certaın aspects of the translatıon, but wıthout being V SpC-cıfıc hat aSspects he intends.
152 de Vogüe, Histoire litteraire du vemen. monastique, tom.JIII(1):

Le monachisme latin, Parıs 1996, 24 7-385, g1ves thorough presentatıon of
Rufinus’s translatıons of the Eastern ascet1ics and theır lıves. It IS; however, h1S-
LOTYy of the monastıc movemen wrıtten ab Intra, 1ıth lıttle attention gı1ven the
questions raised 1n the present study At S53 (introducing the translatıon of
De Frineipus); and agaın 294-301 (1n short presentatıon of the translatıons
which wiıll iu  3 OUT attention presently) gıven brief introduction the
"non-monastic’ Roman “ascetics.? I hese remaın VCIYy margıinal de Vogüeg’s inter-
est

153 1 Salamıto, Les Viırtuoses el la Multitude. Aspects SOCLAUX de la CONLFrO-
entre Augustın el les Pelagiens, Grenoble (2005)

154 Fleeting reference 15 made homily by Basıl (p 33) and the Sentences
of Sextus (pPp 119, E2Z1UX but ATC told nothing of the Context of these wrıtings
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1 do not PTCSUMC do LNOTEC than cratch the surface of largely
unfathomed waflters Ihey 11l ave served theır PUTITDOSC i} by WaYy
of correction reject10n, LNOTC capable scholars a take fresh
ook al the evıdence.

When elagıus found the Sentences of ope S1ixtus be COIMN-

genlal readıng he MaYy ave hought that he Was consulting wrıting
orace ıth the authorıty of martyred Pope, but he read those Sen-
tences In the translatıon by Rufinus. Evans!>> has shown hOow
‘Pelagıan’ that work had become bDy the time ıt eft the desk of uf1i-
Nnu  N hat desk MaYy ave een somewhere ıIn the reg10n of quıle1a,
but the translatıon Was intended tOo meetl request from hıs Roman
Iriends Apron1anus (to whom ıt 15 dedicated In the Preface) and hıs
wiıfe VIıla She should fınd the collection of Sentences emmently
useful, because UNLIUS Mersus sententia ad fot1us pDOSSIt perfectionem
ultae sufficere.'>® For the Samlle couple, and perhaps hıs last task in
Rome In ate 398, Rufinus had translated Orıgen s Homuilies
Psalms 36-38 In ese ‘moral’ homiıhies they WOU fınd everythın
(fota) that pertaiıned ad emendationem uel profectionem morum.)>7
At ou the SAalllc time the translatıon of the Sentences, Rufinus
sent selection of SCIT1OINS Dy Gregory of a71lanz Apron1anus,
that hıs departure from Rome mM1g not be the OCCcasıon for Apron1-
anus interrupt the tudıes (a CoOoNsuetLS studiLs) they had een o1ng
together.!°® Hıs translatıon of homıhes by ası also for Apron1anus)
elonge: to the Salmlllc “‘proJect’ of study Irue, he notes that ese
homılıes ATC not weıighed OoOWN ıth dogmatum question[es/], and
thıs May betray avoldance hıiıs part of currently sensıtive
debates and controverted wrıters lıke Orıgen, but cshould not VCI-

play thıs aspect al the CADCNSC of forgetting that he also sa the col-
ection somethıng that WOU uffice iInstiıtuere. AanımoOs ad bonam
ultam.)>° These translatıons alone, and theır dedıicatıons, cshould SCIVC

wıthın poss1ible “strategy’ Dy Rufinus dissemmnate Kastern asceticısm. CasSC,
Rufinus 15 left Out of cons1ideration.

155 ‘Pelagıus and the Sentences of Sextus, Pelagius (n 19 above), 43-65
156 Praef. INn SextL Sententias, 51 20, 259 |wo of the earhest MSS (one

( expanded the tıtle include: De 1ıta homintis perfecta. It 15 Iso the form of tıtle
g]ven catalogue in Lorsch. P- Bogaert, A E} preface de Rufın auX Sentences
de exte eft uUune CUVTITC IncConNNUue,’ Revue Benedictine (1972), 276-46 (here

5-3 There 15 go0od 1C4SOIN thınk, PAaCC Bogaert, that thıs reference the
1 orsch catalogue 15 the Collectio Palatina!

157 rol. In Explan. Orıgents.... (S1: 2 ’ 281
15% Praef. In Greg. Naz Orat., ıbid., 7535
159 Praef. In Omelias Bas., Lbid., 23 On the collection SCC Moreschin1

(n 145 above)
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remımınder that the departure of Rufinus from Rome 0€eSs NnOT
INcan that he Was sımply °‘absent’ (physıcally) from the Cıty ıle
the meriıts and demerits of hıs translatıon, and hıs OW orthodoxy,
INaYy ave een the subject of debate, he continued LO be VE much
present spırıtual director hıs Roman riends by of hıs
translations.

translatıon of sıngular ımportance for the hıstory of Pela-
g1anısm WOU SOOoON AaDPCAaL hıs abrıdged version of Origen’s Com-
men(tary Romans. Sınce the studıies of Smith, 160 and Bohlin,!9! the
fact that elagıus made UuUse of thıs translatıon has een establıshed
Pelagıan studıes, but ere agaın ıt 1S ımportan LO remember that it Was
In the version Dy Rufinus that Pelagıus read the Commentary.!°%
1Io overlook, Bohlın explıcıtly does, 16 the contrıbution of Rufinus,
eVen perhaps in such mıinor detaıls hıs cho1ice of anguage, 1s
overlook hat Evans and others (see above) ave drawn attention
In er translations. Furthermore, anı y conclusıons TAaW from
search for the influence of the translatıon of the Commentary elag-
1USs Exposıtions must of necessIity take into AaCCOUNLT the nature of the
translatıon by Rufinus Apart from g1Vving attention 18 characterıistics
of hIs translatıon techn1que, must also keep In mınd that hıs VCOI-
S1I0N the or1ıgınal ıfteen [070) drastıcally educed 118 ten Thıs o1ves

SOINC indıcatıon of the extent of hıs Om1lss1ons ıf they dICc all h1s,
because Rufinus’ CODY of the or1g1n o€es nNnOoTt SCCIN ave een COIMN-

plete but EXCepL for Iarc preserved in the orıgınal Tee
dICc gnorant of what, where, and why sections WeIC actually omuıiıtted. 164

160 Smuıth, “Ihe Commentary of Pelagıus °Romans’ Compared ıth that
of Or1ıgen-Rufinus,’ Journal of I’heological Studies, (1918),

161 Bohlın, Die I’heologie des Pelagıius Un ihre GenesI1is, Uppsala 957
162 It 1S of lıttle interest that Pelagıus ‚VCN had ACCESS the translatıon, because

there 18 SOINC evidence that Rufinus mMaYy not have actually ‘publıshed’ it before hıs
death, al least, that it W as only avallable lımıted circulation. Augustine also

have had ACCESS it (prıvately from elanıa the Y ounger”). Bammel,
°Rufinus’ Translatıon of Orıgen’s Commentary Romans and the Pelagıan Contro-
VeIsSy, Antıchıitta Altoadrıatiche (1992) — and ‘Augustine, Orıgen and
the ExegesI1s of St aul, Augustinianum (1992), (Both reprinted
in Tradıition and Exegesis INn Early Christian Wrıiters, Aldershot

163 Bohlın p 5/) maımintaılins that ıt 15 UNNECCESSATY dıstinguish between hat 1S
hat 1s “or1genistisch’ and hat 15 °rufinisch’ thıs he 1s correctly ecriticızed by
Evans (cf. 155 above). The study by Bobstock, “I’he Influence of Orıgen
Pelagıus and Western Monastıcısm,’ ın Origeniana Septima, (Bibliotheca Eph Theol
Lov 137} Leuven 1999, 1-96, Iso faıls make thıs important dıstinction.

discussion of ufinus’ method in h1s translatıon 15 presented al length Dy
Hammond ammel, Der Römerbrieftext des Rufin und seine Origenes-Übersetzung,
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ONC study hıch che COMIDAICS the atın and TEEC exX(ts,
ammon:| ammel 18 Out of her WaYy {O underline the

fact that Rufinus completed hıs translatıon before the CINCTISCIHICC of Pela-
gianısm.*©> She nNnotLes °‘Hıs |scıl Rufinus|] OW attıtude FL Y perhaps
have een somewhat inclined towards kınd of Pelagıan legalısm, but
the ommentary he 'anslate: Was rich of ar guments 4 hıch
COu readıly provıde materıal both for the Pelagıan and for the antı-
Pelagıan sıde of the controversy.‘ Rather than wriıte °the cCommentary
he translated’ here, WOU echo the complaınt made by the contempo-
rarıes of Rufinus, and suggest that amme should ave wrıtten °hıs
commentary.’ Thıs SAamnlec statement by ammel 1Ss quoted by ace 18
sShow that Rufinus, nNOoTLt only when he anslate: De Principits about
decade earlıer, but Iso 19(0) the abbreviated translatıon of the Com-

of Romans, Was nol influenced by the CONCETNS that WOU
become the focus of the Pelagıan debate When exactly the Pela-
g1ans began campaıgn for re-evaluatıon of the inherent moral
of uman nature INa y be ımpossı1ıble determıine ASs noted already
above and it WOU unrealıstic 18 attempt 18 pın-pomt thıs 18
g1ven yCal, but instead of attempting read Rufinus whıle makıng
CONSCIOUS 10 exclude the hıs wrıtings of later debate,

must approac hıs translatiıons bearıng that the Pelagıan prob-
ematıc Was already ContemporarYy debate In Rome the fırst decade
of the fıfth cCenturYy. mphasıs has been placed ere both the time and
the place 100 often, studıes, the empora and geographical Continu-
LCy of the debate VT rıgen the West and the subsequent(? Pelagıan
debate presented such INanneT aASs o mISS theır contiguity.!0'

We irequently dırected towards the emergent interest 1In, and
influence of Antiıochene anthropology the early elagıans. Jo  S

Freiburg 1985, 43-58 At i che discusses the problem of how (in)com-
plete h1ıs Greek exemplar mMaYy have been.

165 ılocalıa [X, Jerome, Epistle F and Origen s Exposition of Romans 4:}
Journal of I heological Studies (1981) 50-81 She notes that Rufinus Oomıts
plays down Paul’s references hımself being weak sinner (PP. 69f, and
6 Is thıs prompted Dy TE VETEIICCG for the Apostle, by hıs appreclatiıon of the

19} inherent human nature ”
166 Ibhıd. The contorted phrase, which added emphasıs, Can only INC:

the opposıte what it purports say! See Pace, Ricerche, FA for the follow-

167 Grech, ‘ Justification by Faıth Orıigen’s Commentary Romans,’
Augustinianum 36 (1996), e endorse hıs intrıgue (p 338) al the fact that
the translatıon W ds undertaken ‘during the early stages of the Pelagıan controversy.‘
(Emphasıs added.) would have rTeESCTVCS, however, about h1ıs conclusiıon (p 359) that
Origen[-Rufinus] 15 certamly 13(0)1 Pelagıan hıs doctrine about Adam’s SIN.
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Chrysostom becomes the maın focus of attention here, perhaps SImM-
ply because Can document Pelagıan UuUse of hıs wrıtings, but the
SOUTCCS probably INOTC extens1ive. The INOTEC sober approac of Jo  za
and the “school’ of Antıoch to the uman condıtıon dıd 1a(011 COTMNEC en
ıth the ballast of rıgenist cosmology, and 1l1e Tace ıts
developıng influence the West, Can safely maıntaın clear
dıvıde between the Roman elagıan ‘Antıochenes,’ and the TrTee
Antiochene ‘Pelag1ans.’16® It WOU be CIIOTL, however, thınk
that the Pelagıan men 00 off’ ıth theır discovery of the the-
O102Y and anthropology of the wriıters of Antıoch Undoubtedly they
OUnN: much ere SUupport theır CasSC, but Pelagıus and hıs Support-
CTS already had sufficıent SOUTCECS In the translatıons being made avaıl-
able Dy Rufinus.1®9 15 understatement Sa y that know that
they read them! But ıt needs 118 be repeate: and underlıned because
ere 118 be kınd of 10780 the 'ınexplicable sılence’ referred

by aCce (n 151 above)? operatıve In admıiıtting ıts implıcatıons.
If the Pelagıans read hat Rufinus W as currently translatıng, they dıd

precisely because they OUnN! there hat they agree ıth It 15 dıf-
ferent atter suggest that Rufinus WOUu ıth the INOTC
extireme conclusions that WeTeC drawn and later (after Rufinus’ death)
defended Dy hıs elagıan readers, but the bases 1C ose CON-
clusıons WEeTITIC established already exısted In the SOUTCECS they sed

and LO 1IC they appeale for authorıty SOUTCES that NCIUdE: the
translatıons made by Rufinus.1!/9

Regula C  © ma  M

On hıs return from the ast in 30'/ OMNC of the fırst contrıbutions
that Rufinus made the Latın theologıca. lıbrary of the day W as

168 See above, and the pertinent COMMENTIS Hıll, CM Pelagıan Com-
the Psalms, Irish Theologica QuarterTy, (1998), 263-271 Ihe

Ommentator referred 1S John Chrysostom.
169 Grech, Aart. CH? offers OMNC of his conclusions (p 359) that Origen[-Rufinus]

"cComes close the Pelagıans in h1ıs anthropologıical optimısm.’ Would it NOT also be
irue Sa Yy that they found theır anthropologica. optimısm Origen-Rufinus?

170 It 18 interesting note hOow the antı-Pelagıan Wıll1ıam of St. Thierry in the
welfth tury would almost systematıcally °correct’ rephrase ‘Or1gen’s’ Com-

where he found it be UPCH Pelagıan interpretatıon. Long before, CCas-
sS10dorus (equally alert Pelagıanısm) had nothıng but praise for Origen!

Scheck, Origen and the Hıstory of Justification, Notre Dame Indıana) 2008,
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translatıon, mentioned already above. of Basıl’s Regula.‘'' TIo pass
VeTrT the Regula, however, INeEeTEC work of translatıon 1s 118 MI1ISS
maJor element of ıts significance.! / hıs preface Rufinus CAPDICSSCS
hıs hope that through hıs efforts, un:!  en al the request of the
Ursacıus of Pınetum, RBasıl’s monastıc rule mMaYy become avaılable
monasterıes throughout the West.1/3 Despıte ıts or1g1n manual for
aıly ıfe In ascet1ic ı1stıan communıty, and the apparently
restricted gr0oup for IC the translatıon Was intended Dy Rufinus,
thıs Was rule for Christian 1ving such. Basıl s understandıng,
the terms stian 11e and “monastıc hlıfe” WeIiIC interchangeable.!‘*
So LOO in Rufinus should eXpect that ideals towards 1C the few
who embraced the monastıc hıfte WeTC strıving, and the al theır
1Sposa. theır efforts, WeIC the Samnle the ideals and u
NUSs presented 18 the Chrıstians the world’ whom he became SpIr-
ıtual dırector In Rome.1”> In hıs study of the beginnıngs of western
monastıcısm, Lorenz draws attention fo the influence of the intro-
duction of the monastıc ıdeal, ıth specıfic reference the translatıon
of Basıl’s Rule, Latın Chrıistian hought al the of the fıfth
century.*/° In the Regula, Lorenz notes, humankınd 1Ss presented
avıng Aanıma naturalıiter pelagiana. To Use termınology that WOU

1/1 Basılı Regula, SEL 8 E Izer) The earher edıtiıon by Holsten 1s
reprinted 103,483-554 To be hıghly commended the introduction and NOTESs
by Ner1 the Italıan translatıon of Basıl’s rules by Artıoli Opere Ascetiche
dı Basılıo dı Cesarea, Turın 1980 I underlıne, however, that interest here 1S the
Latın end-product of Rufinus’ eitforts.

172 Sılvas, The Asketikon of W Basıl the Great, Oxford 2005, Sılvas
below) offers splendıd translatıon of the Greek and atın vers1ons (wıth 11-

tary) In the introductory atter (pp 102-29) che studies the translatıon by Rufinus
under the tıtle ‘Rufıinus, Wıtness of the Small Asketikon.’ As the tıtle of the chapter
ıiımplıes, che 15 interested LNOTC in identifyıng the Greek text yıng behind the transla-
tıon, than cons1ıderatiıon of the idea that translatıon the Regula took atın
hlıfe of its OW 'Thıs 01011 LLLOTC cogently her earher study °‘Kdessa Cassıno:
The Passage of Basıl’s Asketikon the West, in Vigiliae Christianaen
8
1/3 Praefatio 11 (ed LZeizer.; 4 ful (scıl. Ursacıl) sıt officıl etı.am alıis ONMNads-

ferılLs exemplarıa praebere. It 1s lıkely that Rufinus and Melanıa (the Elder) followed
thıs rule In theır monasterl1es the OUnNn! of Olıves (cf. Sılvas 483, followıng
suggestion proposed by Griıbomont).

1/4 Ner (n K above), 4945 Sılvas note (p 153) wrıtes: °to Basıl,
the imperatıves of the baptısmal lıfe and the Christian ascet1ic lıfe effectively COTfeT-
MINOUS.

1/5 thıs the Regula could SCIVC ell prologue Salamıto s study
n 153 above).

176 Lorenz, ‘ DIie Anfänge des abendländıschen Mönchtums 1m un-
dert,’ Zeit.Kirch.Gesch. (1986), 1-61 (here
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be L1OTC amılıar from (very slıghtly) later date, gratia 1S n_

t1ally what aIic OUT created state when born The Law, adı-
utorıum gratiae, Ca the natural that POSSC5SS. Whiıle StOpP-
pıng short of suggesting that elagıus MaYy ave epende Basıl’s
Rule, Lorenz nevertheless concludes that the Regula INa y be SCCI1

1 ypus of the outlook ofpre-Pelagıan (monks’) thınkıng Given both
the spatıal and empora contigulty involved ere spatıal, in the
1ghly hıterate and theologıically AWAaTC cırcle(s of Roman stians,
and temporal, wıthın the short Span of decade thıs conclusıon Dy
LOrenz 1S Over-cautlous. When examınıng the cCultura mıheu of the
arıstocrats who form the aC.  rop to the unfoldıng drama of Pela-
g1anısm, Brown Can readıly TAaW Lorenz’s study back-up hıs
ACCOUNL Brown o€es not confıne h1ıs interest ere LO clo1istered ASCC-

t1cs, but the wıder Roman audıence whom the influence of
Rufinus W as pervasıve.!//

Much of Basıl’s Regula 1S of interest the aıly lıfe of the
Christian the streel. There solutions (and not petty!)
problems of communıty 1Vv1Ing, where the rule of um offered be
sımply esSCT1DE: the UuUse of (good!) Varıous en1g-
matıc terms and phrases from the ATICc explaıned, and apparent COMN-
tradıctions the 1DI1Ca text resolved. Ihese, however, INC1-
dentals the lıves of OSse who intent Conversatlio perfecta‘/®
accordıng to the Gospels The Prologus Sets the stage for hat ollows

the Regula. 1S incumbent upON (necesse est) the teacher/superl10r
be ready and wiıllıng al al] times teach how 0)81% Can become DEer-
fectus OMO Dei (ef: Y’Iım sl )e? Equally, the iscıple 15 admonıshed
WI Ps 1,2) meditate the law of God, day and nıght Thıs might
ell be consıdered impractical the lıves of ordınary stians, but
already motiıf of perfectio has een introduced and 15 being propose:
aASs ea for everybody. ası SOCS remınd the reader that CVECIY-
body ll be Judged accordıngz 18 theır personal performance, ase
theır owledge of the dıvıne wiull, Nnlie tribunal Christi, even! that
IMNaYy ese al anl y day OUT. 'IThe of the terrible day of
Judgement, when all must render acCounti, ICCUIS throughout the Regula.

177 Brown, I he Patrons of Pelaglus: Ihe oman Arıstocracy between ast
and West, ICDL. in Religion and Soctety In the Age of S£ Augustine, London 1972,
- (here 219) On the cruc1al question of or1gınal S1N, however, the

Aquıle1an 15 upstaged Dy h1s namesake, Rufinus the Syrıan h1s stud
178 Prol.5 (ed Zelzer, 5} Conversatio mi1ght adequately render the Greek

politeia here, but Rufinus adds perfecta.
179 Prol.5 (Rufiınus strengthens the or1ginal perfectus el Consummatus).
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Ihe oOpecN1ınNg of the Regula in Rufinus version PTO-
grammatıc. Havıng establıshed riefly ıth the words of the Gospel

22,36-39) that all the commandments aATicC educed ultımately fo
love of (30d (Resp.1) the question arı1ses how thıs 15 In fact poss1ıble
(Inter.Il). The AaNSWEeT becomes long discourse the human condi1-
tion. 181 Were thıs Responsio II ave ciırculated ındependently and
anonymously In atın WI1  (0131 OUT owledge of ıts or1g1n and fITru:
locatıon) hazard the suggestion that WOU 1ıst ıts author
the Anonymı Pelagian!! Admırıng readers of ası 11l loudly
denounce such suggestion, but the Roman Christian reader c.400
dıd not ave ACCESS the ole of Basıl’s ‘programme‘ and COU not
know where SOTINC of the ideas and iıdeals presented in the Regula
m1g (and dıd) lead in the VE Cal future.1&2 We mMust read the
(Latın) Regula not ıth fear of rnıng (the Greek) ası into ela-
g1an, but ıth the CYC5S of late fourth-century RKoman Christlans wh
WEeIC fiıghting battle agalnst Pagan) fatalısm the OC hand, and
(Chrıstıian) laxısm the er oth ‘“enemi1es’ had succumbed the
malady of accepting that SIN W as inevıtable In the human condıtion.
The Regula of Basıl-Rufinus offered access1ıble antıdote for both

The followıng 1S L1NOTC than drastically educed pr&CIS of thıs
Responstio that mMaYy SCIVC g1ve SOTINC iImpress1on of the TeN! of ıts
eachıng and, indeed, of the ole Regula. The fundamental COIM-

mand, and al] the other laws which devolve from it: Cal be obeyed
because humanıty, created, has it In ıts do omnıum
mandatorum qUAE Deo accepimus vırtutes In nobismetipsis INSLtASs
gerımus. We rece1ved command love (diligere) God, but al the
Samınıle time dilectionts vırtutem In LDSA statım prima cCondıitione Deo
Aanıma sıbı Insıtam gerıt. There be dıfficulty involved; NOT 1S
anythıng 11CW alıen expecte of We cshould not be proud f

180 Reg.Das. (ed. Zelzer, 8-25) See Sılvas, for ‘“üinterlaced’ PICS-
entatıon translatıon of the Greek and Latın, through which ONMNC must piıck one’s
WaYy arefully in order discern the Latın vers1ion.

181 Although Rufinus translated for partıcular monastıc communıty, Cannot
ABITCC ıth Dunn, The Emergence of Monasticism, OxfTford 2003, hen che wrıtes
(pPp 69-7 that Rufinus ‘transformed Basıl’s introductory discourse of
Christians lıving the world into ONC diırected monastıc communıty.’ would PIO-
POSC quıte the opposıte conclusıion.

182 The presentatiıon of Basıl’s spirıtualıty by Holmes, Life Pleasing God,
Kalamazoo 2000, INnay be taken representatıve of the malaıse encountered here
At s (*‘Excursus: Basıl and Original Sın") aIic ffered from other
writings ShOW that Basıl’s teaching does indeed include notion of OUT solıdarıty

the SIN of Adam, attempt ShOWw that Basıl’s thought 15 not CONLTarYy what
would subsequentl_y become Western orthodoxy.
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succeed, and th o1ng anythıng of OUT OW.: er than usıng
hat ab 1LDSO eo In nNalura nOsSstIrae Creationlts accepimus.)}® Our
attention 1S diırected WI1 exXxpansıve rhetor1iıc to the wonders of the
gifts of creation, al the summıt of which 15 the gıft of rationalıty
umanıty, and wıthın thıs great gift hes OUT abılıty know CVCI the
Creator of the unıverse. Undoubtedly, al] of thıs muniıficence should
ead love the enıttor In re ıf nOL, CVCNMN the mute beasts In
theır respect for theır asters (1s 1450 WOU putL shame. Even
er the fall into SIN and ea the Creator continued fo z  ' CaTrec of
humanıty He SaVC the law In adıutorium; He sef angels guard u  9
He sent the prophets W u He SVCN SaVC Hıs w{0)  - ea In
order recall us ıfe COU nOoTt be 1Sspose to love rTe

Largitor of such largesse” 'The Samıle argumentatıon apphıes the
second commandment to love ne s  D neighbour.!** It 1s natural!
Humanıty 1S defined eing humanum anımal el Communicabile,
not agreste alıquod ferum.}®> TIo eed and love another 1S of
OUT nature because OMILNUS harum In nobıis vırtutum Semıina sSeml-
naYvıt. If He BaAVC the seeds, He surely eXpects to SCC the frunt Proof
that really love God, 1S made exphıcıt In the love sShow owards
OUT ne1ghbour. hıs eachıng 15 made clear ıth shower of scr1ıptural
proof-texts In 1C aATiIcC commanded to exerclıse charıty

I here 1Ss glarıng equıvocatıon thıs AaCCOUNT of human nature
Whereas mention 15 made of the elıghts of Paradıse WeIC 0S
and ote 1s duly made of the SOITY fact that the GTe  Fe hıghly
gıfted fell into SIN, and through SIN into cal ere 15 intimatıon
ere that ere ex1ists an y essentıial dıfferentiation between PIC- and
post-lapsarıan uman condıtıon, eXCepL that physıcal death 1s de facto
realıty the latter dam 1S not mentıoned, 11017 1S ere anı y SUSLCS-
tiıon that hıs SIN had an y moral CONSCYUCNCEC hıs posterI1ty. TIhe PCI-
SoON who 1S commanded love (G0d and ne1ghbour, and has the inher-
ent abılıty fOo ulfıl! these commands, 15 intrinsıcally In the SAaJrIınle

condıtion dam unname W as before the Fall Further readıng of

183 The phrase In nNnalur«a nNOSIrae Creationis 15 addıtion by Rufinus. Sılvas
172

1X4 Although they treated separate tOp1Cs In the ‘Longer Responses’ the
[WO commands form unıty ın the version offered Dy Rufinus. Sılvas ATa

185 Rufinus evıdently had dıffıculty ıth the terminology here. Hıs choice f ferum
A the opposıte of communicabile (*socı1al’) INa y SCCII strange, but 11 he had
remaıned close the Greek he would have had TIite somethıng lıke solitarıum,
Ven monastiıcum! Basıl’s UuUsSscC of “monastıkos’ 15 NOl yel in the technical of
"monastıc” but already Rufinus (e.g Prol.) monachus/monasterium take theır
later INOTEC restricted and usual meanıngs. See NerI1, 232n; Sılvas 1 /2n
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the works of ası WOU certamly g1ve TNOTEC nuanced aCcCcount of the
human condıtıon, but ere dIc readıng the preamble ‘manual’

authentic Chrıstian lıyiıng it W as presented 18 hıs Western read-
ershıp by Rufinus ıt he the reader that ıt 15 possıble 18 keep
all the commandments because uma:  1N! has the capacıty Alu-
raliter, NO ıt W ds> ab InitLO, do In g0o0d Sto1c tradıtıon
aATiICc told that Can (and S  ou cultıvate al] the vırtues, and COIN-

versely that al] VICES cshould (and can!) be rooted Ouf. Much of hat
AaDDCAaIS fo be evıl in OUT nature 15 nothıng 19910)8° than al MOS
that takes the ADPCATANCEC of eing second nature When the aADOS-
tle be imıtators of God (Eph 5}15) should nNOL be deterred:
Numquam praecıperet hoc IUSEIUS et clemens eus A utique
etiam posstbilitatem nobıis donasset. Inesse enım hoc natlurae nNOSTIrae
ostenditur. 186

IThıs 1S Basıl but it 1S also Rufinus It 1S not 18 PUTDOSC ere
18 piıck OUT WaYy through the atlın text In order ote addıtions
OM1I1SsS10ONSs Dy Rufinus, NOT to discuss where Rufinus’ versıion 15 be
placed the complex development and tradıtiıon of Basıl’s Asketikon.
In 6SSCIICC Rufinus retaıns the hought of asıl, CVCI when he reworks
SOTIIC phrasıng words, and ıt 1S thıs resulting product that W das read
by Latın readers. it they WCIC confronted ıth demandıng PTO-

for Chrıistian 1VIng, but al the SaJmnle time they WCIC remınded
that nothıng beyond the poss1ıble 1S emande! When Just God SaVC
Just commandments, ıth the SaImlle Justice he SaVC human nature the
possı1ıbıilıty of keeping hIs commands. hıs W as the Samlle eachıng that
Rufinus found, and underlıned, In Orıgen’s De PFineipuüs Ihe opt1-
miıstıc, but al the Samnlec time demandıng, aCCOUNT of human nature that
these translatıons er all be summarızed NOL V IMNan y ater

by Augustine! In these terms unt enım quidam fantum DFAESU-
mMmenfles de liıhbero humanae uoluntatis arbitrio, Ul ad NO  _ peccandum
neC adiuvandos NONS diuinitus opiınentur semel LDS1 nalurae nOoOsSstIrae

ıberae voluntatis arbitrio.\$® Ihe focus of attention, hoOow-
CVCTI, has moved from hat ave een gı1ven ıIn nature hat
Over-insıstence that gıft in nature IMay for OUT understandıng
of eed for anı y further dıvıne assıstance. hıstorıical terms, between
the translatıons by Rufinus mentioned above, and the complaınt of

186 Inter.CLVI (ed. Zelzer, 181) 176 Sılvas 3 70)
18 / See al 146 above. He INa y have been working the translatıons al the

Samnıec time Rıst (art. Cit 99) begıns his study ıth the assertion that Ruf1-
1NUS ‘ goes Ouf of his WaYy descrbe God not merely Just but Just jJudge.’

188 De DEeECC INe  < II7171, SEL 60,
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Augustine Just quoted, hes the even that almost pın-points the "st.
of Pelag1anısm the violent reactiıon of Pelagıus to Augustine’s DIaYyer
Da quod ıubes el ıube quod ULS, 1C elagıus understood being

pPraycI that undermıined free wıll.18> When Augustine turns De DeC-
cCalorum merI1ıtis HI 118 discuss the opınıons of those wh defend the
Wof free will, OIlC perhaps the only) wriıtten SOUTCE at hıs 1Ssposa.

be attrıbufte: to Caelestius Ihe subsequent debate WOUu revolve
around the condıtion 1C each indıvıdual 1s born (under the SWaYy
of Adam’s sın?), and the God-gıiven that 15 inherent Te
(liımıted, and eed of Grace?), but the pomt of departure had een
establıshed optimıstıc understandıng of uman nature INn hıch
SOTINC atın stians had discovered through the translatıons of ufı-
NUusSs of quıleıa.

Iradux animi/peccati
In the paragraphs above ave only skimmed STtONES VCT the

surface of lake of placıd aters that ave een left largely untouched
from the pomnt of 16 W of search. pace, however, o0€es 197011 permit
ere that enter further ıinto examınatıon of the thought of ufi-
NUS the subject of the uman condıtion SInce PUrpOSC 1Ss pr1-
marıly ShOow that the Rufinus whose AaLlec ADDCAIS In hıstory al the
beginnıng of the elagıan debate 15 be identified Rufinus of
Aquıle1a Such attempt {Oo °‘elımınate’ the Syrıan enCoOoUuUnters fun-
damental dıfficulty, and ıt hes in both of the SOUTCES hıch the real
ex1istence of Rufinus quondam natıone SYFrus depends Mercator (at
least generally) and Caelestius (very specıfically) both present Rufinus
dS somebody who denı1ed tradux peccatı. Agaımnst thıs, there 1s evV1-
dence from hıs wrıtings translations maıntaın that Rufinus
of Aquıilelia made such exphcıit denı1al 1s legıtiımate ask, hOowW-
CVCT, ıf he might ave denıed 1t, OT, put ıt in er words, ıf hıs
eXxpressed Opin10ns elated topıcs that WeTC In diıscussion in hıs day
WOU not OW for, CVCMN exclude hıs acceptance of the idea of SIN
being transmiıtted.

Ihe problem of tradux peccatı W as intimately bound ıth
that of the or1g1n of the soul. hıs fırst reDutta of the Pelagıans
De peCCalorum meritiSs, Augustine W dsS careful Co the
ex1istence of the sınful condıtion In i(6 humans de facto born,

189 De dono perseverantıae 20.533, 45,1026
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and only in concludıng ofte mentioned, convoluted paragraph-
length sentence, that the problem of the soul W as quaestio
requirıng solution solution that ugustine dıd nNOoL have.1?”0 Shortly
afterwards, and under decıde the problem of the soul,
Augustine discussed thıs atter in long letter (E£p 166) 18 Jerome,
the object ofi W as to COAdX Jerome explaın how creationısm
COUu be reconcıled ıth the eed for Baptısm mong the arguments
quoted rom Caelestius by elagıus hıs Exposıtions, ONcC 1S based
specıfically understandıng of the or1g1n of the soul: “l the
soul 0O€ESs nOoL ex1ist by transm1ıssıon, but the flesh alone, then only the
esh Ccarrıes the transmıssıon of SIN and ıt alone deserves punıshment.'
Ihus, declarıng ıt fo be unjust that soul which 15 born Ooday, nNOoL
from the lump of Adam, ears ancıent SIN elongıng another,
they Sa y that aCCOUNT cshould ıt be granted that God, who forg1ves

PCISON hıs OW SINS, mputes hım another’s. 191 Caelestius, then,
sometime durıng the first decade of the CeNtUrYy (presumably in ome
had enı1€: both tradux anıml, and tradux peccatı, and had nvoked
the CONcepL of Justice, both human and dıvıne, LO underpın hıs arg Uu-
ment. few ater in Carthage (41 the SAadilılc Caelestius WOU
introduce ‘the holy prıes Rufinus’ hıs authorıty for castıng ou

the notion of tradux peccatı.
It 18 irue that Rufinus of Aquıle1a 0€Ss not explicıtly deny tradux

peccatı of hıs wrtings. Caelestius, however, merely claımed that
he heard Rufinus, aAaINONS others, make the denıal, and the dıfference
tween hat Rufinus saıd priıvate and hat he commıtted LO wrting
1S nNOL 8 be diısmiıissed unımpo: Wıth regar hıs opınıon the
or1g1n of the soul, thıs Was pomt hıch Jerome WOU berate uf1ı-
NUS hıs siılence.1%2 Thıs attack Dy Jerome 1S directed partıcular agalns
Rufinus’s ‚polog1a ad Anastasıum, because that wrıting Rufinus ste‘
Varı]ıous OpIn10ns then Current concerning the or1g1n of the soul, but (Rufi-
NUuUs continued) ad Cert. el definiti alıquid de hac s_
fiıone Aon teneo.}?> Ihe ugly detaıls of the story of the feud between the
[WO 0€Ss nNOoL belong ere ave already ouched SOTIIC of ıt when

190 De PCCC MACt. 11.36.,59 SEL 6 E We have met above the Reg-
ula Rufint’ the centralıty of the concept of dıvine IuUStELLA Basıl-Rufinus’ insiıstence

OUT innate human abılıty keep all the commandments.
191 Rom 19 (ed. Souter 47); translatıon Dy de Bruyn, Pelagius’ Commen-

LAr'Yy Paul’s Epistle the Romans, Oxford (1993),
192 Adu Ruf. 3,30 /79,p 101) CUr disputantium lıhertatem an ZustLo fine

concludes et. (1 mendacla protuleris, de uerıtate taces?
193 Apol ad Nnast. 65 (B 2 E} decade (and more later the Sarmılec thought

would be penned repeatedly Dy Augustine!
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considering the posıtıon of Pammachius but wıthın ıt Calc glımpses
of the CONCETJNS ıth which Rufinus Was strugglıng hıs fo
unders the orgn of the soul. Our dırect SOUTCEC, however, 1s Jerome.
and due caution mMust be exercıised when read hat he reports.

Jerome’s SUMMArY of the heresy that had made briıef UC-
cesstful aNCC Rome the time of Anastasıus, and W as ST
threat o reckoned wıth, he offers DemetrJas outline of SOTIIC of eIr
arguments: solent... Iustitiam del ur Ila anıma In Ila est
Ala prouLinCLa? [O]uid (AUSAaAe extitit, ul i de Christianis NASCANtur
parentibus, Iı inter feras et SCULSSIUMAS natıones, ubır nulla dei notıtia est?
/P Jutasne, frustra Infans paruulus et qul ULX mMmaltrem FLSU ef uultus hılar-
ıtate CO2NOSCAaL, qul NeC ONL alıquid fecit NeC maltı, daemone Corrıipitur,
morbo opprimitur re 210 et sustinet, GQUAE uldemus INDLOS homines 1470)4)
sustinere el Ssustinere deo serulentes ? SIN ulem LUudiCLA, Inquliunt, dominı
UETA, Lustificata In eme LDSLS el NL apud eum InLIUStum est, LDSa
ratione conpellimur, ul credamus anımas fulsse In caelestibus el propter
quaedam antıqua peccala damnatas INn cCorporibus humanıs el, Ul Ita
LOoquamur, sepultas NOSQUE In ualle lacrımarum DOCNAS Iuere DECCALO-
Yrum. 194 OUu decade earher letter of condolence wriıtten
18 Eustochtum after the eal of aula, he had reported the arguments of
SOTMNEC unnamed heretic who had een pestering aula Among them
read: probare cupiebat rationales Crealuras ob quaedam ultıa el antıqua
peCCald In COFDOra eSSEC delapsas el DFO diuersitate merIıtis DPECCALO-
YTum talı uel talı Condicione generarl, ul uel sanıtate gauder-
ent el parentum Adiuitiis nobilitate uel In morbidas Carnes ef domos
Inopum uenlentes DOECNAS pristinorum uerent delictorum el praesenti
saeculo que COFDOFre quasıi Carcer. clauderentur.}?>

These AT clearly arguments sed LO SUupport the Or1genist eOTrYy
of the pre-existence of the soul that WeTC cırculatıon in the early ffth
tury At stake Was NOoL much the de facto ongın of the soul tself,
hıch the basıs of eOry ultımately attrıbuted the 1VvINn-
ıty, but the eed uphold diıvine Justice ıthın the framework of MHat-
CVCTI eOrYy W das adopted Ihe inequalıties, into which infants born,
Jogically requıre that conclude 1DSa ratione compellimur) 18 the eX1S-
ence of SOTIIC personal SIN pre-existen before physıcal bırth;
otherwiıise WOUuU call into question the Justice of God. 196 There 1S

194 Ep A  9 SEL 56, eApart from mention of Popes Anastasıus and
Innocent, Namnes AIc studıously avolded.

195 Ep 8SEL 5 E
196 Augustine (De DeCC Ne  < 9.  z  » SEL 6 E} 29) dismısses those (Or1-

genists?) who invent fabulas ımprobabiles In order defend Lustitiam Dei
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implıcatıon ese arguments, however, that the inequalıties evıdent
the uman condıtion m1g lead ‘compel’ ratio to fınd the causal
SOUTCC of these inequalıties the ancılent and or1ginal SIN of Adam

Whıiıle Call neıther 11OT PTECSUMIC that Rufinus WOU
ave agree ıth the logıcal 11 Z0Ur of thıs argumentatıon, Jerome has

hesıtatıon ou namıng hım proponent of thıs rıgenist the-
the orgn of the soul, and ıIn hıs CUu answer fo Marcellinus

(who as hım for explanatıon) he refers hıs correspondent hıs
TeDuttla of Rufinus the question of the soul in h1is Contra
Rufinum.}?” that wrıting Jerome presents Rufinus ralsıng the SAaillc

objection {O Jerome‘s OW preferre eOTY of creation1sm: ubı est
Iustitia Del, ul de adulterio0 Incestuque nascentibus AaNnıMAaS
largiatur?!?® Jerome SOCS 18 remınd Rufinus of work by Dıdy-
INUS wrıtten specıfically ansSswWeT Rufinus’s question: MOTFL-
ANIU. infantes, CUÜU:  S propter peccala COFDOTUa acceperint? If Rufinus
cshared ıth hıs Orıigenist contemporarles such COMNCEIN ou PTICSCIV -
ıng the Justice of God In the face of the realıty of the inequalıties of
lıfe, and posed thıs maJor hurdle encountered Dy Jerome’s facıle
affırmatıon that it 1S Church teaching (illud ecclesiasticum) that Cot-
tidie Deus operatur anımas el In COFrDOFreE AI MN muttit nascentium, ıt

reasonable to deduce that Rufinus would not ave accepted
readıly the idea of tradux peccatı. Such solution WOU COUNter
LO the veLrIYy notion of JusticE. 4} The Salllc COMNCEITIN for maıntaınıng
dıyıne Justice, ave SCCIL, lay al the foundatıon of Caelestius’
argumen agalnst tradux HEeCCALL. N

short study Dy Bammel entitlie ‘“Rufinus’ Translatıon of
2201Orıgen’s Commentary Romans and the elagıan Controversy,

would aAaDDCAaL categorically contradıct the suggestion being made

197 Ep 126 Addressed Marcellinus Afrıca, the letter MUST be dated 411
VE 070)8! after.

198 ont. Ruf. 328 W 79, 100 'Thıs third book rephlıes lost letter TOmM
Rufinus, the iraces of which collected In appendix Dy Lardet T: 7 9
2
199 Jerome Was NnOoL Tawalc of the dıfficulty. He refers thus the creationist the-

GUUAM HOS [sequimur[], simplices et fatul homines, qul O:  \ intellegimus quod, Z
ıta Sit, INLUSIMUS nobis arguatur Deus (3,30, 101) But he (simplex et fatuus!) does
nNOL attempt resolve the problem. It 15 be noted that when Jerome berates the
fe1igned(?) 1gnorance of Rufinus all three theorl1es, he impliıes that Rufinus contin-
ued Countenance the poss1bilıty of the soul’s pre-existence.

See al 191 above.
201 See 162 above. The prımary and 1mıted CONCEIN of the followıng aDCS, it

needs be repeated, 15 NnOoTL read Orıgen, but ead Rufinus’ translatıon of Orıgen
Or-Ruf below; references the chapter/verse of Ep.KRom.)
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ere concerning the hought of Rufinus. it she sks the VeC pert1-
ent question (pp 132 138) where WOU Rufinus ave stood In
relatıon to the 1Ssues debated ın the elagıan controversy?” 11e
allowıng ıt be probable p 138) that Rufinus WAas of the
pomts under dıscuss10on,’ the en1gn enNnOT of her attıtude to Rufinus 15
sei from the Ouftfset P L3L) "We MaYy regard Rufinus fortunate
ave escaped the polemi1cs of the following years.‘ Agaın, her COMN-

cludıng remarks p 141),; che Can wrıte that Rufinus ‘delıberately...
provıded contrıbution Ithe assertion of free WI1 y On the question
of or1g1inal SIN, however, amme insısts p 138) that the translatıon
of the Commentary Romans WAas clearly opposed elagıan
VIeWSs.’ We return presently 118 thıs claım, but ıt should be note:
ere that the conclusıons of her study (at 139-40) rest In SMa
part the assertion that the ‘earlıest SUrV1IVINg wrıting to put forward
characterıistically elagıan ideas’ 1S the work of the other Rufinus
Rufinus the yrıan’s ILiber de Fide! One 1S eft ıth the iImpress1ion
that, g1ven the yrlan’s ex1istence, and the assumed certainty CONCETN-

ing the datıng of the ıber, ıt becomes almost UNNCCCSSALY CVCMN
consıder the posıtıon of the quıle1an these questions.

One of the great meriıt’s  y of ammel study 1s that she draws OUT
attention to the extent IC ugustine sSec. hıs first reDPILY
the Pelagıans, ave sed the translatıon Dy Rufinus ere he
WOU ave read, ıth approval, that Chriıst, who W ds born nulla ırı
cContagione, had the nature of body, but W ds In WaYy taınted ıth
the pollution of SIN GQUAE CONCuplSCentiae MOLU Conceptis traditur.?0?
=  at nfants born In SIN 1S also affırmed al Rom PAassSasc
18 whıich re eiIiO0W RBut the Commentary Rom
(per ANum hominem...) 1S dısconcertingly ambivalent,<°% and r_
6 Vn offers alternatıve possıble explanations. Whıle Keeping mınd
that Rufinus INa Yy ave Oomı1 much, should, however riefly, z  q

202 Or-Ruf Comm.Rom. 8’ (ed. Bamme!l 225} here her related study
‘Augustine, Orıgen’ also 162 above) another study (In Samnıılec collection, XII
'Adam Or1ıgen’ or1gınal Wıllıams (ed.) The Makıiıng of Orthodoxy, Cam-
bridge 1989, Bammel rTeVvVIEWs the thought of Orıgen insofar ıt Can be
recCcons  cte: JT here (PP che wriıtes: 1ıt remaılns OPCH question whether
it 15 because of ıts OW prev10us fall because of the taınt of bırth In SUCCesSsS1IoON
from dam (Or rather ıt 15 probably for both reasons that the soul 15 already polluted

arrıval thıs hıfe and requlires purıfıcation.’ the lıght of thıs conclusıon
1a(0)1 SUTC hOow she then asse‘) (*Rufinus’ Iranslatıon’ 138, ın text above)
that Or1ıgen-Rufinus 15 clearly opposed tradux peccatı,

203 Comm.Rom. 6,5-6 (ed ammel, 440)
‘Adam Orıgen 9 E 8 } ammel remarks that Rufinus abbrevıJaates

thıs section ‘partıcularly heavıly
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ote of SOITINC of the ıdeas that he etaıned 205 When Paul SayS that SIN
entered’ the world r.. underlınes P 37/4) the UuUse of the erb
INLIFrAaAUl sıgnıfyıng enter the (temporal) ‘begiınnıng of SIM being
commıiıtted As ıfs CONSCQUCNCEC SIN brought MOS Ihe ea
eferred ere 15 the death of the soul 206 explaıned (p 3/1 SINE

dubio ! by quotat10n irom zek 18 GQUAE peccat LDSU MOYL-

etilur ysıca. ea 15 but shadow of thıs death of the soul 207

By Confiras ıth the entry/beginnıng of SIM Paul WTITLES that death 20
pertransıtt VE all humans ıf ouche all but the CascC of
SOTIIC ıfs influence was/1s temporary The 1CasON why homines
aATiC subject thıs ea 15 stated definıtively p 372 absoluta SCeN-

tentia) Dy Paul GQUO INQULLE pecCauerunt No eXception
allowed and Or-Ruf must tOo SOTINC to csShow how thıs text Can

be applıed 1st of PCTISONS Enos Enoc Mathusalam Noe
Abraham) wh ATC otherwıse praısed the for theır rectitude
Wıth certaın amount of IngenNUlLY, Or Ruf from the 1_
cal ACCOUNT that theır rectitude W as condıtiıon subsequent that of
eing somehow less than rıghteous Kven bel 15 included because he
brought hIs offering (God post l1es el pOost Caın dıd he not
do STatlım and before Caln ?299

Gr Ruf o€es not ave the dıfficulty of solviıng the problem of
how al] siınned dam because the Paulıne text GUO 15 nOoTLt under-
STOO! referring to dam 210 Almost perversely, Or-Ruf CVEOIMN 1INLro-
duces p 368) the ıdea of al] umanıty eing dam when dam

205 Comm Rom (ed Bamme!l 358 91) Specıific pasc references dIC

vA  n the text above The length of the commentary al thıs pOo1tL cshould SCITIVC

WaININS itself that 1l V complex but the v Tact that he retaıned much
indıcatıve of h1s COMNCCIM ıth the problems involved

206 Augustine an (De DEeECC Mer SEL the first
charge brought agaınst Caelestius “Ihat Adam would dıe neCessiltate nalurae "They
interpret Mmorlte MOFrLeEeMLNI 8(0)1 referring physıcal death but ad mortem
OWeVver reference NOL made zek

207 The realıty (mors anımae) ımplies of that i{ have shadow MOrS COr-

DOFLS) but the commentary al thıs pomnt (p 3719 does NOL make 1L specıfic that phys-
ical death punılıve CONSCQUCNCEC of hrıst went the netherworld told

another Context (p 386) release the Sanclı who WEeIC held infernum NnOL
punıshment but moriendi Condicione Logıically, thıs ımplıes that physıcal death

of the human condıtıon lrrespective of the absence of personal
208 hat MOS the texfi the subject ofD (absent moOost

contemporar the Bıble) ı discussed al ength ı Hammond Bammel,
Der Römerbrieftext des Rufin und Origenes-Ubersetzung, Freiburg 1985,

333
Ihe SaIiInc words (post L1es wıll be used AYahlll ıimmediately after, but TOM

dıfferent perspective (P 385 cf the followıng COMMENTXIS here paterna Institutio)
210 Hammond amme!l Römerbrieftext 3235
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W as in paradıse and sınned, and dam WAas subjected LO the e_
YUCNCECS of hıs SIN Bıblical authorıty 1Ss invoked: read (Heb
10) that Levı W as In Iumbis patrıs, and agaın Paul declares OTr

In dam morıiuntur. But the ontext thıs 1dea 1s intro-
uce: explaın Wwhy Paul has everythıng begın ıth Adam, when ın
fact dam W as nNOoTt the fırst to actually cCommıt SIN dam, here, 1S the
PCTISON GUO mortales orıgiınem ducunt. Hıs uman posterıty
refers iıtself back dam (not Eve, who W as pr10r In commuıtting
sın) 4S ıts AUCLOFr. When that posterıty shares the SIN and punıshment
of the aAUCLOF, ıt 1S because iındıviıdually eCCauerunl. dam
W as the first OPCNH the WaYy for the of SIN into the WOTr
(p 383) Hıs descendents sın(ned) In sımılıtudine praeuarıcationis.
What IN the lıkeness’ prompts number of al
explanation.*!! Of partıcular oftfe 1s that 10 1S offered the Cas-
ler p 384 sımpliciter) solution. All who aTrTe born SUunfl NO  _ solum

ZELL peCcCatlorum sed el discipuli. It 1s In thıs that CVCN Abel, in
the first days/years of hıs lıfe WAas less than perfect, because p 385)
epPraeuaricationis Institutioniıbus tenebatur. Ihe statement 1Ss
annoyıng in ıts ambıguılty, ıf nNnOoTt also ıts obscurıty. By hat Was bel
held’ the Institutio, the praevarıcatıo” Does the paterna DFUaeUar-
LCatıo of dam ave ıts effect uUupOonN bel through InNStLtULLO alone,
o€eSs ıt ave INOTE profoun implications stemmıng from the vVC fact
that Adam, the instructor, W as also praeuarıcator? It WOUuU SCCIN
that bırth from parents who commıtted SIN 1s insufficıent in ıtself
explaın the condıtıon of theır offspring, wıthout addıng the ote that
chıldren dIiICc also dıscıples of theır parents, but 0€s discıpleship dıs-

ıth the urther (and prior?) influence of the paternal sın ?
Ready answers AT 18{011 forthcoming, but the fact that I'_ intro-
duces condıtion the personal involvement of eing
dıscıple of ne’s  - sınful) parents, and CVCMN includes bel In thıs COMN-
dıtıon, suggest the diırection of the hought Personal responsıbıilıty for
SIN 1s fundamental COMNCETN when attempt explaın the human
condıtıion.

TIhe above presentatıon ouches only SOTINIC aspects, and VE
1mited portion, of complex Commentary In 1ı1t1on thıs, ıt must
also be repeate that dIC dealıng ıth hat IS already abrıdged
version Dy Rufinus In overall terms, the role of dam ıIn human

211 Included In these there 1s Iso cons1ıderation g1ven the fact that
SOmMe MSS the readıng W as that death Iso reigned VCT those who dıd noOoT SIN (quı
NO  - peccauerunt). {hıs problem 15 solved DYy the idea noted In 207 above: these
sanctı dıed mortendı Condıcıione.
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“sınfulness’ 1S reduced hıs being the father of the uman TaCC, and
almost coincıdentally the first SIN 15 attrıbuted hım hıs role
primogenitor (rather than KEve the serpent). hıs poster1ty all
became sinners, ıt Was because al] de facto commıtted SIN ea

result of am s SIN, 15 clearly defined IMNOrs anımae. At the Samlnle

tıme, however, are filı peCCalorum, and EVCNMN the rıghteous sub-
ject the physical moriendi Condiclo. The question IMNa y be asked 1S
ere somethıng ‘un-whole’ the human condıtıon iıtself that each
indıvıdual inherıts al bırth?

Per aptısmı sacramentum remissio

We referred above texti where Or-Ruf, accordıng to Bam-
mel, spe clearly of ‘the pollution of SIN, IC 1S transmıiıtted to
those conce1i1ved by the impulse of concupiscence. ’?1- The context of
the discuss1ıon, however, WAaTrTlısS agaınst drawıng over-hasty COIMN-

clusıons irom thıs text It belongs in examınatıon of Rom 8,3-
(Nam quod impossibile eral le248.5.) in 1C ıt 15 shown that full
complıance ıth the law 1S imposs1ble secundum litteram, but
through the advent of hrıst thıs becomes poss1ıble o ose who lıve
secundum spirıtum. Central the development of thıs argument 1s
Paul’s statement that God sent Hıs Son INn sımılıtudine CAFNLS peccatli.
Here siımılıtudo 1S explaıned by reference Christ’s bırth from the
virgın Mary hrıst has the SAaImInc human nature all others, eXcept
for the pollutıon of SIN qQUAE ConCcupiscentiae MOTIU cConceptis Ira-
dıtur. hıs certainly Can only imply SOTNC notion of transm1ıssıon
of SIN through normal human procreation. However, before COIN-

clude that thıs W ds the understandıng of rıgen or Rufinus,
should read further TIhe texi continues ıth long exposıtion in
1C lex In the passasc under consıderatıon 1S understood lex
Mosel, and then read: Potest SUNE el secundum alıam eXPOSL-
tionem... de lege mentLis intellegi.*} hıs alternatıve exposıtıon 1S
VeEILY brıef, and in ıt dIiCcC nOoLt g1ven an y detaıled explanatıon of
how hrıst dıffers from er humans by being In sımılıtudine Car-

NLS peccatı. At the conclusıon the reader 1S invıted select whichever
of the [WO explanatıons 1S OUuUnNn! be the better, wıthout suggestion

212 See al 202, 203 above.
2153 ammel 530 The dıfference length between the alternatıve expla-

natıons (seven agalnst OTMIC Bammel  ’  s eX' suggests that the second has been
oreatly abbreviated by Rufinus. See Hammond ammel, Römerbrieftext, -
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eing offered by r- to which 1S to be preferred. If Rufinus
retaıned the fuller texfi of the former, thıs IMNaYy suggest that he PIC-ferred ıt: but equaliy ıt COU be argued that he educed the second
exposıtıon ıf he educed ıt Sımply because he found ıt LOO COIMN-
plicated! But the fact that the cho1lce of alternate explanatıons 15
gıven by Orıgen, and retaıned by Rufinus o€es not perm1 us LO
A4SSUume that the ONMNC In 1C notion of transmıiıtted SIN 15 Counte-
nanced 15 18 be preferred indıcating the fıinal thought of eıther the
author the translator

Ihe possı1bilıty that rıgen (and Rufinus) COU Countenance the
ıdea of SIN eing transmıtted Dy human procreatıon CMECTSCS INOTEC
clearly elsewhere. In the Samnle ommentary Romans (Pp 43 / -
440) the meanıng of COFDUS peccatı IS diıscussed. Here agaln [WO POS-
sbilıties aATeC offered. Perhaps COFDUS peccatı 1s to be understood In
the Samnıec Paul SsSCcSs the word COFYDUS elsewhere Or
VOS estLs COFDUS Christi thıs Case COFDUS Can be en refer
the of OUT lıving, whether A4Ss befitting members of the Church

not. Alternatıvely, COFDUS peccatı refers the physıcal body that
1S born In SIN It Was for thıs 1Cason that the Old Testament offer-
Ings WEeTIC made for new-born infants, practice that continues In the
New Dıspensation, SCCH when ecclesia ab apostolis tradıtionem
SuSCepit etiam paruulis baptismum are We shall return presently In
INOTE detaıl 18 thıs argument, but ıt IMaYy be noTte: that al the conclu-
S1ION of the discussiıon the cho1ice 15 eft the reader: Ouae ulem
duabus eXpPOSLLLO SENSUl Conuenlat apostolico aul $Z neultra probet qul
legit

hıs leeway gı1ven 18 the reader In the conclusıon 1S Irequent
feature of Orıgen’s cCommentarıes and 1Ss NOoTLt be interpreted Or-
Ruf offering anı y CasS Y WAaYy out of thorny problem fact fınd ref-
CICNCE to the practice of infant baptısm elsewhere In Orıgen’s works:
Hom Lev (PG 12,496), and Hom Euc.14,5 (PG 3,2835

26,298 A). Siınce the latter 1S translatıon by Jerome ere 1Ss
1Cason 18 ou that the reference 18 infant baptısm 1S or1ıgınal Or1-
SCH As franslations, the relatıve datıng 1S Hom Luc(Hom
Lev 403/4), Comm. Rom 405/6). In Hom Luc the fact of infant
baptısm In remLssiOonem peCCatorum 1s merely mentioned. Ssays
Or1ıgen) ralse the question hat Sın(s) thıs applıes LO, and In
anlıswer dIC gıven the authorıty of scrıpture which eaches both that
emoÖo mundus sorde es ‚(Job 14.4L X X), and also LS$1 enım QULS
renatus fuerit. (Jn 5.3) Infants, accordıingly, dIC baptızed because DEr
baptismi SAC  nium natıvıtatis sordes deponuntur. Eccles1iastical
apostolıc tradıtiıon 1s NnOoTt introduced ere by WaY of Justification of the



140 UNPHY

practice,“!“ NOT o€es rıgen discuss resolve dıffıculty hıs OW

presentatıon al thıs point. He refers hıs audıence back hıs earher
explanatıon of sordes but in that explanatıon, in tact: he had COIN-

cluded that the sordes natıvıtatis dıd NnOoLt refer peccatum! We
thus left wıthout explanatıon of hat the sordes aAaIc IThe second
teXLT, Hom LevV.: 1S examınatıon of the law In Lev12.2 1C
declares that the who CONCEIVES and g1ves bırth 15 unclean for

days Orıgen wrıtes (PG 12,495) E 20 In talıhbus nıhıil audeo
dicere, sentLo 0CcCulta In hiLs quaedam myster1a cContinerı140  W. DUNPHY  practice,?!* nor does Origen discuss or resolve a difficulty in his own  presentation at this point. He refers his audience back to his earlier  explanation of sordes — but in that explanation, in fact, he had con-  cluded that the sordes nativitatis did not refer to peccatum! We are  thus left without an explanation of what the sordes are. The second  text, Hom. Lev., is an examination of the law in Lev.12.2 which  declares that the woman who conceives and gives birth is unclean for  seven days. Origen writes (PG 12,495): Ego in talibus nihil audeo  dicere, sentio tamen occulta in his quaedam mysteria contineri ... He  goes on to collect a series of scriptural texts, which repeat in one form  or another, the idea that there is ‘pollution’ involved in human birth.  To these he adds (12,496) the fact that infants are baptized secundum  Ecclesiae observantiam — if there were no need for remissiolindul-  gentia, he concludes, the grace of baptism would as a result appear to  be superfluous. Without, however, attempting to resolve the problem  of what the object of remissio may be, he then turns his attention to  an examination of the spiritual sense.  By comparison with these two homilies, in the Commentary on  Romans the subject is considered at greater length and with greater  subtlety. The context, as already noted above, is a discussion of the  meaning of corpus peccati, and Or-Ruf is examining the possibility (as  an alternative!) that this may refer to the physical body. He notes the  law in Leviticus on making offerings for the newborn pro peccato.  In the same manner as he did above in Hom. Lev. (nihil audeo dicere),  in his conclusion he leaves the reader to accept or reject his explana-  tion, because he finds himself confronted with something mysterious,  but a mystery revealed to the biblical authors. Paul’s statements were  made per ineffabilem Dei sapientiam quae data est ei arcanum nescio  quid intuens et reconditum. When he spoke, David, like Paul, was  eodem spiritu secretorum caelestium gnarus. Of Jeremiah we are told  that he also was similis mysterii per Dei spiritum conscius. In the same  Spirit the Church baptizes infants in a tradition received from the  Apostles.2!> They (the Apostles) were the ones quibus mysteriorum  secreta commisa sunt diuinorum. Accordingly they knew quia essent  214 Jerome’s translation is not strictly literal, but had he found a reference to  ancient tradition here it is highly unlikely that he would have omitted it. On his trans-  lation cf. Kelly, Jerome, p. 143.  215 Note that Augustine, presenting the scriptural proof for the need for (infant)  baptism in De pecc. mer. 1,26,39-29,54, subtly changes the order of the canon to make  his case more “historically’ authoritative and probative: Gospels (= Jesus), Peter, John,  Paul, Revelation, Acts, with the Old Testament added in summary.He
SOCS 118 ollect serles of scr1ıptura exXx(ISs, which repeat In ONMNC form

another, the idea that ere 1s ‘pollution’ involved human bırt  >N
10 these he adds (12,496) the fact that infants aATiC aptıze secundum
Eicclesiae observantıam ıf ere WEeIiIC eed for remissiolindul-
gent1ld, he concludes, the of baptısm WOUuU result aAaDPDCAaI
be superfluous. ıthout, however, attempting resolve the problem
of hat the object of FremLSSLO INa Yy be, he then {Urns hıs attention

examınatıon of the spırıtual
By cComparıson ıth ese [WO homıilıes, In the Commentary

Romans the subject 15 consıdered al greater length and ıth greater
subtlety. The context, already note: above, 1S diıscussıon of the
meanıng of COFDUS peccatı, and Or-Ruf 1S examınıngz the possı1bıilıty (as

alternatıve! that thıs INa Yy refer to the physıcal body He NOTtTES the
law Levıtiıcus makıng offerings for the newborn DFO peCCalo.

the Samlle he dıd above Hom Lev (nıhıl audeo dıcere),
in hIıs conclusıon he leaves the reader 18 aCcCCcept rejJect hıs explana-
tıon, because he fınds hımself confronte: ıth somethıng mYyster10us,
but ySterYy revealed the bıblıcal authors. Paul’s statements WCIC

made DEr ineffabilem Del sapıentiam GQUAE ata est el AFrCanum NESCLO
quid Intuens el recondıtum. When he spoke, aVl 1ıke Paul, W as

eodem spirıtu secrelorum caelestium SNAaFus. Of Jeremıiah told
that he Iso W as SImılıs mysteril DEr Deı spirıtum CONSCILUS. the SAamnıec

Spirıt the Church aptızes nfants In tradıtıon rece1ved from the
Apostles.4!> JThey (the Apostles) WEeIC the 1915 quibus mysteriorum
secrelia COMMLSAGA Sunfl diuinorum. Accordingly they knew qula essentl

214 Jerome’s translatıon 15 nOoTt strictly ıteral, but had he found reference
ancılent tradıtıon here it 1S hıghly unlıkely that he would have omıtted it. On h1s TAanNsS-
latıon cf. Kelly, Jerome, 143

A ba Note that Augustine, presenting the secr1ptural proof for the need for an!
baptısm De DEeECC. Ne  S 1,26,39-29,54, subtly changes the order of the ANnOMN make
hıs asec LNOTC ‘hıstorically” authorıtatiıve and probatıve: Gospels Jesus), eler, John,
Paul, Revelatıon, Acts, ıth the Old Testament added SUMIMNATY.
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In omnıbus genulnae sordes peccatı, that must be cleansed Der
el spirıtum (cf. Jn 395 But the problem 15 hrouded In ystery, and

solution 1Ss not attempted In r..
One INaYy ell ask and ıt 15 the PUTDOSC of OUr hatRuft

NUS thought thıs subject when he translated the Commentary in
c.405/6 >  at the problem WAas hrouded ystery WAas surely SOMIMEC-

wıth hıch he WOU Like Oriıgen he WOU 187011 proffer
fınal solution. Nevertheless, the assumption that ere Rufinus 1s ICcCa-
sonably close 18 the or1gınal, there SOTIINIC elements the a_.
tıon of the problem r.. that MaYy g1ve inklıng of the 1reC-
tıon of Rufinus thought When it 1s allowed that infant baptısm impliesthe of genulnae sordes peccatı, forcefully emıinded
that thıs by INCAans OPCNS the WaYy the doectrine of metensomatosis,?16
because the soul dıd not SIN INn 10 COFrDore. By the Same logıc miıghtinfer that the notion of the indıvıdual soul SınNıN 2 In dam should also

excluded, but such conclusıon, hıle nNoTt ımposs1ble,“!/ rısks read-
ing INOTC into the text of Rufinus than 1s actually ere Nevertheless, he
O0€Ss insıst (agamnst the iıdea of metempsychosıs) that infants born
SIN DFO hoc LDSO quod In COFrDore peccatı el COFrDore MOFrtTLSehumul-
Ltatis effecta est [anımal] The term humuilıtas ere mMust 'aCcC attention.
Wherever poss1ıble throughout the discussion Or-Ruf Juxtaposes COFDUS
peccatı ıth COFDUS MOFtTLS and/or COFDUS humuilitatis. fact the dıs-
cuss1ı1on 1s brought close ıth Ps 43,26 qula humuiliastıi In puluerem
anımam nOostram As explanatıon of the meanıngz of COFDUS peccatı
thıs 1Ss suspic10usly close being veıled) nod the dırection of pref-
CI for the theory of the soul  M  N humıiılıatıon and However, the
immediate Contfext ere the discussion Centres COFDUS peccatı being

reference {O OUT physıca body transmıiıtted through uman generatıon.
uman story thıs began ıth the generatıon of Cam, hıch fact

took place post peCcalum. 191  S beginning 1Ss effected hrıst because
he, Dy 191  S generatıon, A”non semıine 1rı concept[us] est.218 Here
SCCIN {O be confronted Dy explıcıt aflfırmatıiıon of tradux peccatı, but

Cannot TAaW that conclusıon because throughout I'_ eireats

216 As CITOT, thıs teachıng Was problem the time of Origen rather than ON
of immediate COIICETIN for Rufinus, but ıf read it merely rejection of the °trans-
mi1gration’ of souls MaYy be missing the poimnt. It 15 also rejection of the pOSSI1-bılıty of commiuıtting SIN In alio COFrpore, and thıs Was VeC) much problem in uf1-
Nnus time

Z See above the meanıng of In Iumbis patrıs, where thıs 1Ss almost reduced
being ILNOTC than figure of speech.

218 Bammel in her edıtiıon here (p 438app.) draws attention Augustine, De
DEeECC. Me:  s 11,24,38, SEL 60, 141
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behıind the authorıty of the prophets and the Apostle and theır being
DI1VY tOo owledge of ySterYy into hıch cannot The
only conclusıon to be drawn 1S that r._ aCCepts that ere 1S SIN
infants, else infant baptısm WOU superfluous (Hom eV.) but
hat that SIN 1S, whence it derıves, hrouded ystery

It 1S unfortunate that ese eX{is concerning infant baptısm In
Rufinus translatıon rarely read the historıical context in 1C
he translated them We Canno(L, perhaps, be SUTE ıf he undertook the
task of translatıon already hıle he W as in quıleı1a, whether he had
already moved south al the tıme, but the criticısms he rejects in hıs
prefaces the work sShow hım be concerned ıth hıs crıitics in
Rome. Given that the Commentary Romans W as greatly reduced,
why dıd he nNOoLt exc1Ise thıs particularly dıfficult diıscussıon the SIN-
Iness of ants It surely betrays hıs continumng COMNCEIN ıth under-
standıng the condıtıon IC infants born, shown earher In hıs
opting for pre-existence of the soul the only poss1ıble solution.
RBut rather than adopting alternatıve solution the question of
the soul, specıfically afifırmıng tradux peccatı the condıtion of
infants, he leaves the former OPCD dıscussıon, and in the latter he
admıts WI1 Oriıgen?) tOo the of ArCaNum nNeSCLO quid
Whıle thıs 15 nOTt explıcıt den1al of tradux peccatı, ıt 1S tantamoun
18 being S and it 1S CcE 18{011 endorsement of the idea. He also
retaıns hıs translatıon (Hom Lev.) endorsement of the practice
of infant baptısm In remLssiOonem peCCalorum, eVECN ıf he Canno
explaın hat SIN(S 1s/are remıiıtte: ou the Samlle time Rome,
certaın Caelestius WOU both xclude tradux anıml, and equally deny
tradux peccatı. Ihe * fırst) Pelagıans ıth whom Augustine l SOOMN

be concerned WEIC arguıng that the ea that entered the WOT
through the SIN of dam W ds the eal of the soul Or-Ruf).*!? TIhey
accept that nfants must be aptızed, c  terrified’ (terrentur) Dy the
Lord’s words: 151 qUlS NALUS. Or-Ruf).*“© For whatever ICaSON,
an Yy reference 118 the authorıty of Church tradıtıiıon 1S absent from
Jerome’’s translatıon of the Homuiuly Luke, but in the [WO eXIs Tans-
ate‘ Dy Rufinus c.403-6 it 1S present. ants (SOo Or-Ruf) bap-
17€| for the rem1ission of SIN in Church tradıtiıon that SOCS back LO
the postles, althoug the nature of that SIN 1s ystery If (not know-
ıng hat SIN 1Ss remitted) ask why infants ATIC aptızed, the only
ultımate Justiıfication for ıt hes that tradıtıon Before VE long, when

219 De DeCC Ne  x 1L2:2; SEL 6 E A
220 De DeCC. Me  & -  s SEL 6 5 2 9 but they restrict it referring entry

into the Kıngdom.
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pressed the subject, the Samnle solution 11l be esorted 18 by Cae-
estius hıs Libellus fidei nfants AT baptızed for the rem1ission of
SINS, he declares, secundum regulam uniuersalıs Eccelesia et secundum
Euangeli sententiam . ?2?\

SUMMATY of the 7078 brief and selective account gı1ven above
MaYy be attempted, ıt IN ollows There CcE where Or-
Ruf the notion of transmıtted SIN, but the Commentary 15 SIN-
gularly hesıtant being WaY explıcıt the "means’ of that trans-
1sslon. Wherever ıt be clearly posıted that Adam:’s SIN 1S
transmıtted to hıs posterıty through human procreation fınd that such

concept 1Ss presented OMNC poss1ıble explanatıon that the reader 1S free
{O aCCepL, but Or-Ruf 0€Ss not necessarıly endorse. There explhıcıt

where Or-Ruf clearly shy AWaY from the notion of
tradux peccatı. TIhe ONC 1s the Casc of bel Just’ and wıthout SIN, Dy

COUNILS, and su he WAas subject 10 the SIN of hıs father; thıs sub-
Jection, however, derıves from Abel’s learnıng from the discıplina of
hıs sınfular and being rem1Iss elay makıng hIs olfering, thus
shıftıng the NUus of Abel’s condıtion NO hımself. Ihe other 1S the Casec
of infants who baptızed In remıssiOonNeEem DeCCalorum. Or-Ruf only
DOw LO the authorıty of Church tradıtıon thıs matter, and insıst the

of ystery, the secrefis of 1C wWerTrTe known only to the
postles. solution °to hand’ the notion of infants being born SIN-
CIS DEr traducem peccatı dae IN NOT taken into cons1ıderation.

Rufinus the Author

In hıs OW or1ıgınal wrıtings, Rufinus offers lıttle help
understand how he explaıne the or1g1n of SIN and ea whether

not he accepte the 1dea of transmıiıtted SIN. Hıs polemical wriıt-
ings LOO concerned ıth the technıques ol, and motives for, trans-
latıon, 18 allow 1OOMM for much discussıon of ldeas, and the subjects
being debated do nOoTt dırectly touch the present problem.??2 Even
In hıs Apologia ad Anastasıum he lımıts hımself sımple declara-
tıon of hıs faıth, and lıstıng Varlıous opını0ons the or1g1n of the

221 (ited by Augustine. De Grat. Christi, 275959 SEL 4 9 169
232 Contra Hıer 1,28, CSL 2 E} 6 9 he g1Vves TesSsUmMeEeE of the problem of the

"Fall of the OUu. but it 15 order cshow hat Jerome had sa1d in hıs arYyEphesı1ans. Rufinus does NOoTL elaborate hıs OW VIEWS. Murphy, Sources
of the Moral Leaching of Rufinus of Aquileta, StPat VI, 8 ] (1962) B
g1Vves OVErVIEW of Rufinus’s thought, especlally De Ben Patriarcharum, but
does NOT confront the question ralised here



soul. We m1g eXxpect SOTITIIC fuller dıscussıon of the question of SIN
hıs Expositio Symbol:i, but ıll SCC presently that he pays lıttle
attention to the subject. hıs SUMMAATLY of Orıgenism in the Exposti-
f10, he makes mention whatever of the much debated problem of
the org1n of the soul, and when he rejects Orıgenism the SaJrmlınıc work,
he O€es in terms that Su the ole malaıse of the CrIsIs In the
West;: for, accordıing Rufinus, ıt 1S 18{811 al all certaın that rıgenists
even ex1ist, 0Ug SOTIINIC people ancı  Yy thınk that they do.223 In the
openıng chapters of hıs Apologia CONIra Hieronymum he defends hıs
orthodoxy, partıcularly the question of the resurrection of the body
There he makes declaratıon which should nNOL pass VeT UuNnnO-
ticed GQUAE de Deo dicuntur, ad fiıdem pertinent; QUAE er“ de Credad-
tUurLS disputantur, ad rationem.??+4 The Samnle dıstiınction ll be invoked

h1s OW defense Dy Caelestius (discıipulus Rufint? ) Rome: fides
1S involved In atters I'riınıtate UNLIUS deitatis ad c_
tionem. MOrTrtTuUnorum er matters praeter fidem quaestiones.*?>

Rufinus, in Exp.Symb., 1s al best reticent and noncommuıttal in
statements he makes ou the SIN of dam and ıts CONSCYUCNCECS.

By the of the resurrection, AI told, the fall of dam 1s
repaıred and (the uman [070 AA 1S brought high.*?6 Does he INCAan

Dy thıs that dam ost prıo0r physıca. immortalıty, ost ACCESS
blessed eternal 116e We WOU eed to eive afl length into Rufinus’

hought before Can pın OoOWN protoplasti lapsum an Yy specıfic
meanıng. 1ie he 0€Ss state, In Paulıne terms,?27 that ea entered

223 Exp.Symb. 3 9 CSL. 20, F3 Z qul Ilı UNL. Ihe Expositio dates Irom
c.4| when Rufinus had already returned hıs work of translatıng Orıigen. Hıs maın
SOUTCE W ds the Catechetical Homilhies of Cyrıul of Jerusalem. I he points of cConftact
noted by both Kelly and Sımonett1i in theır cCcCommentarıes: J.N. eNY, Rufinus:

Commentary the Apostles’ Creed, I1 ondon 19535° Sımonett1, Rufino Spie-
gazlone del Credo, Rome 97/8 (Sımonetti’s translatıon and notes, wıth the CS
teXLT, also Rufino dı Concordia: Scritti Varl, Rome 2000, 98-173.)

724 Contra Hıer. LÜ BA B 2 E}
775 Caelestius in h1ıs Libellus Z/osımus, referred Dy Augustine, De DEeCC. OF1L2.

25 26; SEL 4 ' T85 He had Jlready resorted the distinction ın Carthage
377 169) quaestionts res esi LSta, NO  \ haerests.

226 Exp.Symb. 2 E} (1 2 ’ 162 In protoplasti lapsum resurrectLionls VLIr-
Iule reparatum Jın altissımıis Icarnem] conlocauıit. Kelly’s eXpansıve translatıon of
thıs 63) 15 indıcatıve of how condensed the thought 1s:’(human es which had
been brought death bDy the first man 's SIN, and restored it Dy theoof Hıs 1C5-
urrection.’ Siımonetti Iso translates lapsum ıth the Italıan "peccato’ (Spiegazione,

83)
227 Exp.Symb. (p 159) Solus est nım qul NO  - fecit el abstulıit DeC-

'alum mMmundL. W nım potult DEr TLUM hominem MOrsS introlre, quanito MAQLS Der NUmM

hominem, qul el Deus eral, potult ulta restituiL?
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through ONe 908 and accordıingly it Was fıtting that NeW hlıfe should
be gı1ven through ONC INan, ıt 1s eft ambıguous hat he ere
by death that of the body, spırıtual death? SInNce the 1915 lıfe
that 1S gıven IS eternal lıfe If he spırıtual ca then physıcaleal such should be consıdered be natural OUT human condı-
tıon. One 1Ss led belıeve that Rufinus inclined toward thıs latter 1e W
when he explaıiıns that should accept the realıty of ea wiıllingly,following the example gıven by Christ.228 What had become
"unnatural’” about ea of the body 15 the fact that lıve fear of
ıt Agaın, hıs discussion of the change brought about Dy the final
resurrection of the dead, he that ere 1Ss ICason why God,who changed so1] into lıving physıcal body (Corpus anımale), Can-
not also change thıs present body into spırıtual body (Corpus SDILFL-tale).?2? He then adds, ıth reference that body formed Irom dust
el aecC est NAaAlura COFrpOrLS nostrIi, 1C that he sa real
dıfference between the body of dam or1gınally Treated bDy God
and the uman body ıt O ex1sts, both requınıng further transfor-
matıon into spiırıtual body

Only fleeting reference 15 made the SIN of dam The whole
WOT. Rufinus wrıtes ıth reference the account Genes1s,?>0 WAas
punıshed because of that SIN, but he o€es nof expand the thoughtBefore, however, understand thıs being clear reference
punıshment meted oOut humanıty, should z  '} ote that the
world’ hıch he refers 15 the physıcal envıronment terra) of dam
Even when he spe of Kve fOons peccatı el MOFTLS antıthesis

the 00 and ater flowing from the sıde of Chrıst, which ATIC fONsSredemptionis el vıtae should NOoTLt conclude that the SIN of which
he speaks 1s ONC In which the human TacCce whole 1s guiltytaker.231 Rather, he to intend that Eve’s SIN WAas but the startıngpomt In the hıstory of uman sınnıng.*>% Ihıs becomes clearer when

turn Rufinus understandıng of redemption. Although the effects
of Christ’s ea ave profound CONSCQUCNCES for the human TaACC, in
fact these CONSCQUCNCES dIC presented secondary result of the

228 Exp.Symb. (p 150) Nos VETO, hoc est humanum Nn  F [Christus] edocet
DrIımo omnıum qU ad Mortem resistere aduersum et libenter interin DFOpietate SuSCIpere.

229 Exp.Symb. (P 181)
230 Exp.Symb. (Pp 154%) oportebat C U: Iscil Christum]... etiam lerrae male-

dicta DUFgare, GUAE protoplasto, sententiam praeuaricationis aCcCCeperal....231 Exp.Symb. 21 (P 58)
232 We have met the Samlıc notion of .  starting pomt’ above the CommentaryRomans, but wıth reference the en (Intrauit) of SIN into the world through Adam
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Incarnatıon. By the Incarnatıon, God concealed hımself In order
dece1ive the eV1 and rob hım of hıs power.“> Ihe eV1 held

uma:  1N:' In hıs 2T1p because through hıs teaching humans had
learned dısobedience God and obedience himself.254 At thıs pomn
Rufinus betrays hıs real understandıng of SIN, when he SOCS

Sa y el INC aduersum HNOS peCCalorum chirographa scrıpta Ssunlt,
qulda, ut propheta E: peccatıs nOStrLS uenumdatı (Is 50.1)
Pretium HAMQUE anımae SUAde UNUSGQULSGQUE CONSEquIitur, CM u_

piscentiae satisfecerit.?> It Was DYy such personal acqulescence the
devıl that each PCISON (unuSquLSque) Was held the devıl SWaYy undı
hrıst Calllc deprive the eV1 of hıs domiıinıon. hrıst’'s ea then,
Was directed primarıly agamınst the eV1 and hıs LyrannY, from 1C
NC broken, mankınd 15 1O Tee urthermore, Rufinus elated thıs

the indıvıdual s SINS, nOoL the eletion of primordial SIN Thıs 1S
made all the clearer when he SaysS that the direct meanıng of hrıst’'s
ea for the indıvıdual hes the example*° ıt g1ves taught
118 resist SIN ea 18 accept ea willıngly, and 18 re—learn obe-
diıence God from the example of Christ.?2>/

Later the Sarmnle work Rufinus addresses criticısm of
the notion of FemMLSSLO pecCCatorum. It 15 objecte: that crıme NC

commıtted cCannot be undone, and that the crıimınal remaıns always
crıimınal and gullty Rufinus retOrts that Just would not object ıf

kıng WeIC SsShoOow liberalitas, equalliy should not question divıne
generosity.“® He Can also, however, reject the criticısm Dy turnıng ad

233 Exp.Symb. (p 52) CT. Ben 'atr 1367 CS 20, 194 INOTrs Christi
Oppresslo el triumphus daemonum fuit.

Exp.Symb. (P 50) Note through here hıs insıstence teaching. Abel,
have SCCI1 Comm.Rom. W ds>s both S O]  —_ and discıple of Adam
735 Ihid.
236 Ben.Pat. I7 (p 96) Del Verbum. populum UUM conlungıt el SoC1at el

conuersatı1on1, GQUUHN ıDse exegıt In arn  9 ul imıtatione 1PS1US... efficiatur CUM I!lo el
filius DeLl coheres Christti.

23] Exp.Symb. P 150) By drawıng attention Rufinus’ insiıstence OUT PCI-
sonal Christ, do not 1mply that he denı1ed objective value In the
Redemption. hrıst died not only defeat OUTr external I  y’ 1L1LOT merely g1ve

example, but also: DFO nobis, Ld est DFO peccatıs nostrı1s, Corruptioni tradıtum
(Exp.Symb. 1 E 54) It 15 the direction of h1is thought, in ıe Rufinus continu-
ally places emphasıs personal involvement SIN and salvatıon TOM SIN, that 15 the
focus of attention here

738 Exp.Symb. 2 P 174) oth elly (Rufinus, 148) and Siımonett1 (Spie-
gazlone, 105) note Rufinus’ underlinıng of the role of the will, agalnst gnostic and
pasall determıinısm. We cshould nOoLt forget the corollary thıs emphasıs the role
of the wıll being Iso essentı]al Componen all SIN would ralse Ser10us qQqUCS-
tiıon agaınst the ıdea of SIN being transmıiıtted.
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LDSLIUS nalurae testımonium. Crıme, he hes NOoTt the nature of
the act commıtted but the ıll that perpetrated the crıme, and thıs
uoluntas subsequently changed for the er He admıt
ere SOINE concept of ‘Orıginal Sın that deformed the uman lı
and of redemption that reformed ıt when he SayS SICUL mala uolun-
[AS, aucCliore malo daemone, DeCCalo el mort fecit obnoxium.: 1ta
INn hbonum uoluntas Mulala, aAuCliore ONO Deo, Innocentiae reddit
el ultae .?>° The antıthesis presented ere between devıl/sın/death and
God/innocence/life that he IS thınkıng of the overall Fall of
mankınd into sınfulness and ca auClore daemone, and ıts subse-

restoratiıon Innocence and lıfe, auCLore Deo Nevertheless, he
presents thıs In VC indıvıdual and personal terms (me fecit red-
dit); and, ave SCCH already, the eV1 1s auClor because mankınd
acquiesced to hıis eachıng the ontextft of men that SIN hes
In the l rather than In the subsequent acT, whıle Rufinus admıts
role for the promptings recelve from eıther sıde when make
dec1s1on for g0o0od eviıl, the indıvıdual uoluntas 15 the iImmediate

of indıvıdual actı1ons. TIo ask for greater clarıty ere the OTr1-
21n of mala uoluntas, how (God acts that the uoluntas 15 In
bonum Mulalta 1S introduce into the context problem ıth which
Rufinus 1s NnOoLt ıimmediately concerned.

Rufinus magıster
It WOUu be 18 thınk that the not-ımpartıal attention gıven

above LO the wrıtings and translatiıons of Rufinus of Aquıile1a Was
intended form of wıtch-hunt Irom hıch it WOUuU clearly CINCTLC
that he Was elagıan SCVECN the ° Father’ of Pelagıanısm. It Was
undertaken because of number of dıfficulties that beset the CUrrent
status of tudies of early Pelagıanısm. Hıstory that there W as

PCISON named Rufinus whose influence Was of fundamental 1mMpo
al the beginnings of Pelagıanısm. 1nce the seventeenth TUurYy thıs
Rufinus has een identified Rufinus the yrıan, PCISON whose
ex1istence, ave argued, depends trıvial scr1bal CITOIL. Because of
the Syrıan’s presumed ex1istence, however, the attention of scholars
has een deflected aAaWaYy from examınatıon of the wrıtings of the
Rufinus whose authorıity the early Pelagıans made theır case. But
when SaVyY that he W ds theır authorıty, SOINC clarıfıcations eed be
made. It 15 ar NECCCSSATY er proo that Rufinus of Agquıle1a

239 Exp.Symb. (p 1 /74); cT. Apol,. Anast. 5’ ( SE 2 E}
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W as personalıty be reckoned ıth Roman Chrıstian cırcles al
the beginnıng of the century. Thıs W ds nOoL merely due the fact
that he W as g00d al Greek! VS hıs profic1enCcy in that Janguage
resulted hIs Latın contemporarıles gaınıng ACCEeSsSS 1brary of the-
O10gY that WOU. perhaps ave een opene them There WCEIC,
indeed, others engaged in translatıng, but (0)81% prolıfic ufı-
NUSs ; 240 and not only hıs contemporarles, but the ole of Western the-
OlOgY ater would be indeDitie: hım.?41 The Dera Omnıa Rufini
not be confined ONC slım volume, but should be multi-volume
collection that includes h1s translations.242 He W as overshadowed in
subsequent story by apprecılatiıon of the stature of Jerome COU
not COUNtenance anYy of value In rıtiıcal voice);4* by miıistaken
interpretation of supposed condemnatıon Dy Pope Anastasıus, by the
apocryphal papa condemnatıon attrıbuted Pope Gelasıus, Dy hıs
OW reluctance ‘promote’ himself,?4* and not eas by hıs perce1ved
assoclatıon ıth both Orıgenism and elagıanısm. Rufinus the TansSs-
lator apart, Rufinus himself Was Iso INnan ıth not hıttle prestige.
He W as plıoneer Western ascetics, and introduced the West

cConcept and form of asceticısm that “made sense‘’ of the Gospel COI-

mand be perfect ıt W as reasonable and possible. He W as admıred
Dy, and moved about the hıghest levels of arıstocratıic Roman Chris-
t1ans. He W ds also factor nOoTLt be omıtted priest! TIhe Pela-
g1ans COUu look for authorıtatiıve dırection PCISON such thı  N

By cComparıson Jerome’s translatıons (omiıttıng the Vulgate) few, but
Sa y thıs 15 overlook the fact that hıs commentarıles Jerome W ds great extent
transmiıttiıng the commentarıes of others whom he (openly tacıtly) depended.

241 Ihe vast TeVIEW Dy de Lubac, Exegese Medievale: Les quatre ens de
’Ecriture‚ Parıs (1959), leaves ıts reader amazed Dy the extent of Origen’s influence.

Of necessIıty, de Lubac frequently refers Rufinus (as translator), but the medieval
authors Oormally bypass mentlion of Rufinus. From prelımınary U:  Y of the —

uscr1ipt tradıtiıon of the translatıons gel the Samnıılc impress1on the Naillec of the irans-
lator 15 INOTC often omıtted than retaıned by the scr1bes.

2472 Smalley, The Study of the Bıble In the Miıddle Ages, otre Dame Jana
19  R (but the preface thırd edıtion| 15 dated 1982!), equalte (P 14) the hıstory of
Or1ıgenist influence ıth the hıstory of western exegesI1s. She mentions Rufinus OMNCC

(p 13) passıng, the translator of Origen, and ONMNCEC INOTC (Pp 16) wıth reference
hıs Nanıle being given the only SUrVIVINg manuscrI1pt of Juhan’s Commentary

the Mınor Prophets.
According de 1Lubac (I7 2529 the few (*‘quelques-unes’) medieval wrıters

who CAPICSS criticısm of the CISON of Orıgen hiımself (and ıth hım Rufinus 15 SOTINC-

times mentioned), do the context of praiısıng Jerome.
Many of hıs translatıons prefaced Dy few pıthy lınes of dedication that

hardly LINOTC than ShOWwW of deference protocol. Some translatıons ack prefaces,
perhaps because they WEIC sımply handed OVCTI directly h1is friends for whom they
WEeIC intended.
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When confronte: by Paulinus of Mılan al Carthage, Caelestius offered
hıs authorıity the ame of Rufinus the holy priest, and beingpressed for INOTE he etorted Non tibi sufficit NUS sacerdos?244>

Ihe authorıty of Rufinus also lay In another aICa, and thıs Was
precisely In hıs role translator. He translated the TEEC wrıtings of
people wh enjoyed authorıity for Varıous ICasons ‘Pope Clement,’
ope Xystus, Eusebius, asıl, Gregory of Nazıanz, Evagrıus, CVCNM,
and especılally, Oriıgen.“*0 By makıng the wrıtings of such lıghts from
the ast avaılable Latın, and under theır OW Rufinus added
theır authorıty hıs OW Perhaps ONC should also Sa Yy the inverse: he
added hıs OW authorıity to theıirs! Rufinus’ translatıons WeTe In effect

teacher’s readıng-lıst for hıs dıscıples. Jerome’’s worried complaıntsou the translations one by Rufinus and theır evıl!) influence aATIc
NoTt be brushed asıde ıdle rhetoric. Whether noTt ıth
Jerome, he 1s eloquent wıtness to the influence of Rufinus.

One Can readıly ABICC ıth the sentiment implied In Bammel’s
words (noted above) when sche TOTte that Rufinus Was spared the
polemics of the following There IS E} however, In 1C

Can also regret that he dıd not lıve to NGe those polemics, and PCTI-haps eıther sef the record straıght the question of hıs OW thought,
temper the INOTEC ardent of hıs admıring readers where they pushed

beyond lımıts ideas found hıs translatıons Ihe PUrPDOSC of the Oorayinto hıs wrıtings made In the preceding above has Nnot een
SCEC hOow much of elagıan' he WAaSs, but rather SCEC how Pela-
g]an COUu read his works, and fınd ere much that WOUu fıt clearlyinto Pelagıan "system’ of thought { hıs 1Ss nNnOoTt to suggest that ufıi-
NUs WOUuU ave agreed ıth the conclusions the Pelagıans reached,
much less to that he W as Pelagıan nle litteram CvVven the
‘proto -Pelagıan. Such WOU tantamount expecting answerTSs from
hım to questl1ons that had nNOoTt een asked The translatıons one Dy
Rufinus WeTe Judged agaınst earher establiıshed orthodoxy, 1C
pomt he W as hımself VE ready °cCoOorrect’ the text of Orıgen; they
wWeTrTe Judged agaınst the standard of CONSCNSUS SOTINC subjects that
Was beginning CINETSC durıng the debate NO} Or1ıgen, where uf1-
NUS maımlntaiıned prudent agnosticısm. Jerome might dısmiss thıs

245 De DeECCc or12. 3;9 SEL 4 E 168 Augustine’s lament iın Grest Pel
3361 SEL 42, 116 the LICW heresy has been iıntroduced) LO  \ ab ePLSCODLS SC
presbyteris uel quibusque Clericis, sed quibusdam ueluti monachısRUFINUS THE SYRIAN: MYTH AND REALITY  149  When confronted by Paulinus of Milan at Carthage, Caelestius offered  as his authority the name of Rufinus the holy priest, and on being  pressed for more names he retorted: Non tibi sufficit unus sacerdos??®  The authority of Rufinus also lay in another area, and this was  precisely in his role as translator. He translated the Greek writings of  people who enjoyed authority for various reasons: ‘Pope Clement,’  ‘Pope’ Xystus, Eusebius, Basil, Gregory of Nazianz, Evagrius, — even,  and especially, Origen.?° By making the writings of such lights from  the East available in Latin, and under their own names, Rufinus added  their authority to his own. Perhaps one should also say the inverse: he  added his own authority to theirs! Rufinus’ translations were in effect  a teacher’s reading-list for his disciples. Jerome’s worried complaints  about the translations done by Rufinus and their (evil!) influence are  not to be brushed aside as idle rhetoric. Whether or not we agree with  Jerome, he is eloquent witness to the influence of Rufinus.  One can readily agree with the sentiment implied in Bammel’s  words (noted above) when she wrote that Rufinus was spared the  polemics of the following years. There is a sense, however, in which  we can also regret that he did not live to see those polemics, and per-  haps either set the record straight on the question of his own thought,  or temper the more ardent of his admiring readers where they pushed  beyond limits ideas found in his translations. The purpose of the foray  into his writings made in the preceding pages above has not been to  see how much of a ‘Pelagian’ he was, but rather to see how a Pela-  gian could read his works, and find there so much that would fit clearly  into a Pelagian ‘system’ of thought. This is not to suggest that Rufi-  nus would have agreed with the conclusions the Pelagians reached,  much less to imply that he was a Pelagian ante litteram or even the  ‘proto’-Pelagian. Such would be tantamount to expecting answers from  him to questions that had not been asked. The translations done by  Rufinus were judged against earlier established orthodoxy, on which  point he was himself very ready to ‘correct’ the text of Origen; or they  were judged against the standard of a consensus on some subjects that  was beginning to emerge during the debate over Origen, where Rufi-  nus maintained a prudent agnosticism. Jerome might dismiss this as  25 De pecc. orig. 3,3, CSEL 42, p. 168. Cf. Augustine’s lament in Gest. Pel.  35,61, CSEL 42, p. 116: (the new heresy has been introduced) non ab episcopis seu  Ppresbyteris uel quibusque clericis, sed a quibusdam ueluti monachis ... This should  effectively exclude Rufinus, but as we have seen earlier, Augustine draws a clear line  between what the Pelagians claim to have learned from others, and what they promote.  %6 The absence of John Chrysostom from the list may be due to simple lack of  time; or (more likely?) because other’s were already engaged on the task.{ hıs should
effectively exclude Rufinus, but have SCCI1 earlıer, Augustine draws Jear lıne
between what the Pelagıans claım have learned TOmM others, and what they promote.The absence of John Chrysostom from the hıst INa y be due sımple lack of
time; more ikely?) because other’s WeTC already engaged the task.
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culpable Lenorantıa but few eT contemporarles WOU share that
1eW We should OW hım the benefit of the SaJmıle prudence The WAaY
In which SOTIIC readers of Rufinus’ translatıons, namely the Pelagıans,
m1ısused indıvıdual eX{is firom the W as countered by Jerome:

legant !+ ugustine hıs refutatiıon of the SO-Calle: Defini-
tiones of Caelestius expressed hıs dısmay al the WaYy In O the lat-
ter’'s tactıc resulte‘ In INOTEC than makıng the contradıct
ıtself.248 Rufinus had translated thus from rıgen Sed qul fideliter el
integre uwolumınum colligit SECHSUM, debet ostendere, QUO-
modo A GQUAE uldentur PE Contrarıd, NO  D SUunf CTE contraria.**”
Had he 1ve'! thıs m1g ave een hıs rebuke LO SOTNC of hıs readers.

er de ıde (Rufini?)
The present study CannotL be brought close wıthout consı1ıder-

ing, however summarıl y, the problem raısed by wrıiting that 1s entral
aCCOUNT of Rufinus the Syrıan and the egIinNNıINSS of Pelagıan-

1SM, namely, the Iıber de Fide .0 Its centralıty TeSTts number of fac-
LtOTS already mentioned, but IC repeat TE It 1s attrıbute: the
only SUrVIVINg manuscrIıpt UJLIN[US presbyter (Provincliae Palegsti-
nae);?>1 who has een i1dentified the Rufinus LO whom Caelestius
eferred to al Carthage. It 1S consıdered be the liber UNLUS
hıch ugustine refuted hıs first antı-Pelagıan work, De pecCccatorum
meriıtLs el remILSsSLiONe, wrıtten 41 1 .2°2 It offers strongly worded refu-
tatıon of Orıgen and hıs followers:; defends the creationIist COTY of the
soul  ?  S ONZIN; and boldly OSse ımperiıltı who WOU uphold the
notion of SIN being transmıiıtted irom dam f the presumed identity

247 (T Jerome, Dial adu Pel I?1 CSL, 8 $ Lege Psalterium,
SanCLorum150  W. DUNPHY  culpable ignorantia but few other contemporaries would share that  view. We should allow him the benefit of the same prudence. The way  in which some readers of Rufinus’ translations, namely the Pelagians,  misused individual texts from the Bible was countered by Jerome:  totum legant!?7 Augustine in his refutation of the so-called Defini-  tiones of Caelestius expressed his dismay at the way in which the lat-  ter’s tactic resulted in no more than making the Bible contradict  itself.?% Rufinus had translated thus from Origen: Sed qui fideliter et  integre sacrorum uoluminum colligit sensum, debet ostendere, quo-  modo ea, quae uldentur esse contraria, non sunt uere Contraria.?®  Had he lived, this might have been his rebuke to some of his readers.  Liber de Fide (Rufini?)  The present study cannot be brought to a close without consider-  ing, however summarily, the problem raised by a writing that is central  to any account of Rufinus the Syrian and the beginnings of Pelagian-  ism, namely, the Liber de Fide.? Its centrality rests on a number of fac-  tors already mentioned, but which I repeat here. It is attributed in the  only surviving manuscript to Rufin[us] presbyter (Provinciae Palesti-  nae),?1 who has been identified as the Rufinus to whom Caelestius  referred to at Carthage. It is considered to be the /iber unius eorum  which Augustine refuted in his first anti-Pelagian work, De peccatorum  meritis et remissione, written in 411.?° It offers a strongly worded refu-  tation of Origen and his followers; defends the creationist theory of the  soul’s origin; and boldly attacks those imperiti who would uphold the  notion of a sin being transmitted from Adam. If the presumed identity  27 Cf. Jerome, Dial. adu. Pel. 1,5, CCSL 80, p. 9: Lege totum Psalterium, omnes  SanCtorum uOoCes ....  28 De perf. iust. 12,29, CSEL 42, p. 28: diuina eloquia in lite dimisit  29 Comm.Rom. 3,21-24 (ed. Bammel, p. 229).  250 Most of the essential references have been given above. In this ‘introductory  postscript’ documentation on a subject that requires a much more thorough examina-  tion is minimal.  251 I have raised my suspicions earlier about the translation of the colophon. It is  worth insisting that while Sirmond retained the text of the colophon (as above, he did  not attribute it to Rufinus of Aquileia. Garnier gave it the title: Libellus fidei a Rufino  Palaestinae provinciae presbytero scriptus. In Vallarsi/Migne it is among the pseudo-  Rufiniana. Miller in the title omitted provinciae Palaestinae, but clearly (p. 7) under-  stood the reference as identifying Rufinus. In many on-line library catalogues the  Liber and/or Sirmond’s edition is listed under the Aquileian.  252 Cf. R. Gryson, Repertoire generale, Freiburg 2007, vol.II, p. 766 (s.v. PS-  RUF fi).  OE248 De perf. 1Uust. 12.,29:; SEL 4 E diuina eloquia In lıte dımisıt

Comm.Rom. (ed. Bammel, 229)
250 Most of the essent1al references have been g1ven above. thıs ‘introductory

postscr1pt’ documentatıon subject that requires much INOTC OTr0Ug, examına-
tıon 15

251 have ralsed SUSPIC1ONS earher about the translatıon of the colophon. It 1S
orth insısting that whıiıle Sırmond retaiıned the text of the colophon (as above, he dıd
nolt attrıbute it Rufinus of Agqulleıa. Garnıer SaAaVC it the tıtle Libellusel Rufino
Palaestinae provinclae presbytero scCr1ptus. Vallarsı/ Migne it 15 AINONS the pseudo-
Rufiniana. Miıller the tıtle omıtted provinclae Palaestinae, but clearly under-
stood the reference ıdentifyıng Rufinus. INan y on-hıne lıbrary catalogues the
Lıber and/or Sirmond’s edıtion 15 lısted under the Aqulukeıan.

252 GrTyson, Repertoire generale, Freiburg 2007, VOo. 766 ( PS-
RUF 11)
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of the author, and its Augustine’s wrıting, both COIrTECTthen clearly (Irrespective of Mercator’s ‘Information’) there must be
Rufinus other then the Aquıleian al the SOUTCE of the Pelagıan debate.

As ave maımntained elsewhere,?>3 the that Augustineknew the Liber de Fide, GvVen TaCTts from 1t, NNO be defendedThe OnNne specıfic text where contact establıshed 1S non-polemicalparaphrase of Pauline statement,?>* whereas Augustine (Or hıs SOUTCE)0€Ss not In De DECC Me  - an Yy specıfıc Pelagıan’ statement
dırectly Irom the Liber de ide Points of close sımılarity In ldeas
eXpressed, both In the Liber and In statements efuted Dy Augustine,
are nNnoTt wantıng, but scholars ave had res1gn themselves sımplynoting them sımılarıties, whereas the dıfferences pOs1 the conclu-
S1IoON that the SOUTCEe sed by Augustine must ıe elsewhere. 1S knownthat book (or books) Dy Caelestius was/were cırculation, and that
Augustine read al least 0)91> wrıting by Caelestius. It 1sS ere that
must search for the SOUTCE of ntacts, but the connectlion between the
Liber de 1de and Caelestius book(s) remaılns unclear, maınly because
of dearth of wrıtings that be clearly attrıbuted LO Caelestius.

Garnıler (PL 48,264,450) propose: that the Liber WAas wrıtten
whiıle ‘Rufinus’ Was In the clo1ister In Bethlehem, and that ıts PICS-ent form ıt WAas translated by Juliıan In the time of Zosimus. Miıller
(pPp 9-10), closely following Altaner, g1ves date somet1ime between
413 and 428,2°5 the terminus DOst quem being Augustine’s De DEeECC
Me  < (c.412) hıs Sermo 294 Gıiven the fact that the Liber
de 1de g1ves hınt that Pelagıanism had already een condemned,ıt might be concluded that it must pre-date 41 Agaılnst thıs, however,hes the fact that STÜ1 into 418 the Pelagıans maıntained that there had
een condemnation. Caelestius WOUuU make hıs Case ıth Zosimus
(and Zosimus W as inclined to agree that the suppose: condemnation

414 had legal standıng The Synod of Diospolis had effectivelyat least ıIn the understanding of the Pelagıans over-ruled the

253 See A ost Year,
Liber de Fide c.4 De DEeECC Me  < y  9 the Liıhber the quotatiıon 15 fol-lowed iımmediately Dy the eXample of Cornelius (Acts 10,-48), which WOU surelyhave been examıned by Augustine had he known ıt al thıs time. suggestionthe following the date of the Lihber has valıdıty, would advance the poss1bil-1ty that thıs VE antı-Augustinian section of the Liber, the author 15 usıng De DeECCNe:  \ and quoting Augustine agalınst Augustine, NOoL VlIce-versa.

IDn oth Garnier and Miıller shrug off the dıfficulty of Jocatıng ‘hıdden-heretic’Jerome’s Bethlehem. decrecy 18 NOL CasS Y clo1ister they WOU
SCCMM imply!

256 A ost Year, AIgUC that both of these should be dated AT
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Afrıcans and acquıtted Pelagıus (and the Pelagıans) of heresy. I+ there
1S an Yy indıcatıon for date for the Tıber de ide ıt hes poss1bly (see
further below) the CONLAC pominted out already by Garnıier between
the er and the Libellus fidei (PL L3  e that 15 hought
belong the time when the debate returned Rome In 41 /-418 er
the ‘Pelagıan viıctory’ al Diospolis. Because of these contac(ts, and
because of the possı1bıilıty that Julıan of Aeclanum InaYy ave een the
author of the Libellus fideli, Garnıer went further and argued that the
Liber In ıts present form W as translated Dy Julhian al thıs time.

Such atıng m1g also aCCount for the of Provincıa
Palestina the colophon of the the Pelagıan debate, reference

the Provınce of alestiine played VE sıgnıfıcant elagıan
propaganda after the yno of Dıiospolıs, not merely because it CXONMN-

erated Pelagıus, but also because thıs W das dec1ısıon taken by yno
of bıshops of the Provınce of alestine Followıng theır ‘Vv1ıctory' al the
yno| of Diospolıis, the Pelagıans SCCI1I ave inıt1ated propaganda
campa1ıgn toutıng the dec1ısı0n, and broadcastıng version of the cts
of the Synod.*>' Even Pope Innocent rece1ved COPY NESCLO quibus
laicis.?® The ımportance of Dıiospolıs for both 1€5S In the dıspute
lay In the fact that ıt Was provincial SyNO of bıshops, hereby hav-
Ing authorıty far beyond the deciısıon of anı y indıvıdual bıshop
of ad hoc gathering of bıshops such the °trial’ of Caelestius

ave een In hıs examınatıon of the Gesta of that
SynNOod, ugustine went great lengths distinguısh between hat
WAas, and hat W as not, exphıicıtly accepted al Di0ospolıis, because thıs
W ds dec1ısıon taken ab epPLSCOPLS quattuordecıim prouincClae Palaestt-
nae.?>° It 1S In thıs hıstorıical context( that m1g fınd
place for pseudonymous ‘translatıon’ makıng ıts aAapPpCATANCC. As

ug BDA SEL 44, 670 In Oriente, ubhı degıt [Pelagius],
ecclesiastıca facta E Lactantur, quibus putatur AAA Augustine WwTOTtLEe (1n
vaın) John of Jerusalem requesting CODY of the authentic cta Ep.179) He {inally
obtaıned SOTIIC vers10n, not TOM John but TOM Cyrıl of Alexandrıa (cf. Ep.4* Dıv-

“ A  758 Unter Aug.| Ep.1835,35, SEL 447 ED T here 15 evidence which SUß-
that the only atın cta ciırculatıon WeTC of Pelagıan TOVCNANCE. See

“Ihe Acts of the Synod of Diospolı1s,’ Academıia anzan), 67 (1968), 18528
259 De Gestis 1’1’ SEL 42,p 51 theır etters Pope Innocent ([Aug.]

Epp.175-177) the Afrıcans confine themselves general reference: In riente.)
Apart from VE few bıblıcal quotations containıng the Namınec Palaestina, Augustine
only UuUscs the 1951881° ıdentify the ecclesiasticuml/episcopale Iiudıcıum that took place
In Oriente (at Diospolıs)! The hıst of wrıtings alone 15 indicatıve: De geEsLS; Epp 71856,
194 ; De DeCCl. Or12.; Cont.Iul.; De grat./lib.arb.; De praed. San De haer.;
Cont.Iul. ImMD Note In De DeCC. or1g2. 8,9 and 14,15152  W. DUNPHY  Africans and acquitted Pelagius (and the Pelagians) of heresy. If there  is any indication for a date for the Liber de Fide it lies possibly (see  further below) in the contacts pointed out already by Garnier between  the Liber and the Libellus fidei (PL_48,509-26) that is thought to  belong to the time when the debate returned to Rome in 417-418 after  the ‘Pelagian victory’ at Diospolis. Because of these contacts, and  because of the possibility that Julian of Aeclanum may have been the  author of the Libellus fidei, Garnier went further and argued that the  Liber in its present form was translated by Julian at this time.  Such a dating might also account for the presence of Provincia  Palestina in the colophon of the MS. In the Pelagian debate, reference  to the Province of Palestine played a very significant part in Pelagian  propaganda after the Synod of Diospolis, not merely because it exon-  erated Pelagius, but also because this was a decision taken by a Synod  of bishops of the Province of Palestine. Following their ‘victory’ at the  Synod of Diospolis, the Pelagians seem to have initiated a propaganda  campaign touting the decision, and broadcasting a version of the Acts  of the Synod.?” Even Pope Innocent received a copy a nescio quibus  laicis.? The importance of Diospolis for both parties in the dispute  lay in the fact that it was a provincial synod of bishops, thereby hav-  ing an authority far beyond the decision of any individual bishop or  of any ad hoc gathering of bishops such as the ‘trial’ of Caelestius  (411) seems to have been. In his examination of the Gesta of that  synod, Augustine went to great lengths to distinguish between what  was, and what was not, explicitly accepted at Diospolis, because this  was a decision taken ab episcopis quattuordecim prouinciae Palaesti-  nae.?”9 It is in this historical context (417/18) that we might find a  place for a pseudonymous ‘translation’ making its appearance. As  257 [Aug.] Ep.177,2, CSEL 44, p. 670: in Oriente, ubi degit [Pelagius], gesta  ecclesiastica facta esse iactantur, quibus putatur esse purgatus. Augustine wrote (in  vain) to John of Jerusalem requesting a copy of the authentic Ac/a (Ep.179). He finally  obtained some version, not from John but from Cyril of Alexandria (cf. Ep.4* [Div-  ak  258 Unter Aug.] Ep.183,3, CSEL 44, p. 727. There is strong evidence which sug-  gests that the only Latin Acta in circulation were of Pelagian provenance. See my art.  “The Acts of the Synod of Diospolis,’ in Academia (Nanzan), 67 (1968), pp. 185-228.  259 De Gestis 1,1, CSEL 42,p. 51. In their letters to Pope Innocent ([Aug.]  Epp.175-177) the Africans confine themselves to a general reference: ‘in Oriente.’  Apart from a very few biblical quotations containing the name Palaestina, Augustine  only uses the name to identify the ecclesiasticum/episcopale iudicium that took place  in Oriente (at Diospolis)! The list of writings alone is indicative: De gestis; Epp. 186,  194; De pecc. orig.; Cont.Iul.; De grat./lib.arb.; De praed. sanct.; De haer.;  Cont.Iul. op. imp. Note in De pecc. orig. 8,9 and 14,15: ... de gestis quibus [Pelag-  ius] gloriatur.de gestLSs quibus [Pelag-
LUS ] gloriatur.
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maımntained earlıer above, the colophon of the of the Liber makes
lıttle ıf read ıts reference 18 Provincia Palestina 1iden-
tiıfıcatıon of Rufinus, whereas it 15 also poss1ıble 18 read ıt °the faıth
of the Province of Palestine’ (Provinciae Palestinae Liıber de Fide)In the later post-Diospolis phase of the debate thıs WOUuU make INOTE

As regards the attrıbution of the Liber de 1de {O “Rufinus the
yrıan only rest Case At the time the texft WAas coplied, and
agaln when ıt WAas rediscovered Dy Sırmond, the Naine °Rufinus’ WAas
regarded aASs SPUrT10US reference IO Rufinus of Agquıleia, and the evidence
for the ex1istence of Syrian of that Namne o€es not stan: 8 examına-
tion. The misleading colophon, however, INnaYy SOMeEe advantage:Explicit Kufini presbyteri provinclae Palaestinae Liber de Fide, Vans-
latus de Graeco In Latinum Ihıs claım that the Liber 1s
translatıon Dy certaın priest Rufinus WOU CcE lend credence
the ıdea that it be attrıbuted (as translatıon) LO Rufinus of Aquuleı1a,rankıng ıt ıth the INnan other translatıons, including mMan "concerningthe Taıth,’ for hıch he Was well known. It WOU also g1ve the added AUT:
18 the Lıber of being Tee ON gI1n, and not only TCC. but from the
Provınce of Palestine Provinciae Palestinae Liber de 1de Wıth such

tıtle and under the "authorıty’ of translator of the calıber of Rufinus
(of Agqululeıa), approxıimate date for the falsıfication 1s ready hanı  SA

The Liber de ide 1S en1gmatıc plece of wrıting, and do
INOTEC than TAaW attention ere few of the en1gmas, reserving

to dıfferent forum INOTE thorough discussion of the question.+°0Despıite Miıller’s praise for the author and hıs work ‚261 ıt 1s clearly
composıte work, the SOUTCES and layers of which ave yel to be NTaV-
eled It 1S personal impression that the wrıting know ıt IS
Ta that Was brought completion, NOT intended for publıca-tion ıts present form 262 tudıies of Pelagıanısm blıthelyreferred °the Liber de ide of Rufinus the Syrian ıf ıt wWere

At the time of wriıting WAaTrc that Jong overdue aCCOUnNLT of Rufinus the
Syrian (and the Liber?) by the late Prof. A Duval 18 ©  about  9 be publıshed.261 Miller, ‚except for few obscure places Ithe Liber| resents clear, log-ical exposıtion. The language 15 ‘Taıthful the best late lıterary tradıtion. Rufinus’
rhetoric "evidences hıs familiarıty wıth the best rhetorical tradıtiıon of h1ıs age VWhıle
Garnier passed jJudgement the author’s O;  n he thought the ‘ append1x’ CC  <61) COU S  OU. discarded! PL48,450D Fidem edimus el HOS, LMMO elN-dicem, ts1 potulisset OmuttL.

262 Already c.2 confronted wıth intrusive (and inadequate) non-bıb-
1cC4 attempt °“define’ sımplex el INCOMPOSILUS, attempt that have been
abandoned.
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stra1ght-forward ‘Book the Faıth’ wrıtten by SOTNC indıvıdual unl-
nus). Ihe references, however, usually 1ımıted portion of the
work, eıther 1{8 ıts antı-Orıgen1ism CC  — ıts ‘anti-Augustin-
1an Pelagıanısm (esp. cc.39-41, 48263) wıthout aCCOUNLT being taken of
how why these sections CVCI belong the book Where ıts antı-
Arıan arguments belong in that debate 15 far from being clarıfied.?®*
When Or1igen1ism 1S refuted, ıt 1S in terms that generally ıth
antı-Origenist argumen from the iu:  -} of the centurYy, yet In hıs
eW quotations irom Orıigen, ‘“Rufinus’ CO  TarYy though he be
to the dıspute al that time be totally independent of er
SOUTCCS known 18 us.26>

ave drawn attention study of the beginnıng of the Pela-
g1an dispute*©°° the fact that ‘“Rufinus’ SCS Heb 129 ater SPILFL-
tuum) the creationıst or1g1ın of the soul, interpretation
that elsewhere 1S only found Cassıan, contact that 1S dıifficult
explaın. Thıs short compact argument for creation1ısm ıt 1S presented
by ‘Rufinus’ in e 2 ave escaped attention in studıies of the
development of the eOTY of creationism.2®/ hıs dossıier of proof-

“Rufinus’ includes Job 10,8 and takes the OCCasıon o inform
that the SAamnec words found Ps We m1g be tempted
lımınate thıs gratu1tous comment AS gloss, but ıt repeats ad litteram
(n translatıon cComment the SAaimnec of Job found in
Theodoret.?®® Equally en1gmatıc 1s the exXxeges1s of Matt.1.25 (et NO

263 On readıng the Pelagıan conclusıon c.4 infantes. rejecting the
idea that infants baptızed for the rem1ss10on of SIN, 15 secondary the or1gıinal COMN-

text al thıs pomint wrıting laden wıth bıblıcal introduction of bıblıcal
proof secundum heatum Paulum 15 only found here and (the equally Pelagıan!)
c.4 (where uniquely the Liber, aul 15 referred but nOotL fact cıted) Ihe same(*?)
‘“Rufinus’ al c.1 forcefully remıind the Arıans and Eunomians of theır belief: DEr
baptısma remissionem (vel indulgentiam) DeCCalorum. He SCCS need al that pomt

eXcept infants
The commentary iın Miıller 1S VE wantıng the questions asked here

265 See the nOotes De Principits I97 72 9 7 C} 11,9,1 Crouzel/M. Simonett1,
Orıgene: I raıte des Princıipes, 233 Parıs 1978, 107, I11:; 242

266 A ost Year, 420
267 Hennings, ‘Disputatio de origine anımae (CPL 623:3/) the Victory

of creati1anısm (sıCc/) the fıfth century,’ Stud.Pat. (1997), &M Sfamen1
asparro, Oriıgene la tradizione origeniand ıIn Occidente, ome 1998,
(on the Samnlec Disputatio/Dialogus); Clark, Origenist Controversy, (n. above),

204-7205 (surprisingly unnoticed in discussıon of “‘Rufinus the Syrıan’), and
243 (on the Disputatio). Clark’s evıdent wonder p 205) al hat “Rufinus does nol

critic1ıze Orıgen would be readıly dıssıpated had che noted that the Liber 15 COIM-

posıte. 'IThe not antı-Origenist’ discussıon of the resurrection (n e;313 belongs the
areca of the ‘Budapest’ Anonymous (see OW

268 uades; (Gren MIX Tom Theodore?)



155RUFINUS IHE SYRIAN MY'TIH AND REALITY

COognovit ed. donec peperıt fılium SUUM) gıven by °“Rufinus’ al c.4
ıd est, NO  - noveralt Certius quod LDSA eralt VIr20 GQUAE Christum parıt-
UYdQ praedicta est. On the assumption that the Liber belongs to the
early fıfth TUrYy (n atın cırcles?) should CEXpeCL ‘Rufinus’ LO
reflect the understandıng of thıs text that had een °‘defined’ Dy Jerome
in the debate ıth Helvıdiıus In the Samne c.43. ıIn fact, the following1S affırmed of Mary VIr20 concepit ViIr20 ErManens peperit
(permansı; viIr20 pOost partum. The explanatıon, however, of 147024 COR-
nOVvVIt e being reference Joseph’s not understandıng’ that
Mary W as the virgın predicted by the prophet 1s not of maln-stream
eXxeges1s of the per10 Ep1ıphanıius offers version that 1S close
this 269 but the only place where ave found thıs explaıned A4Ss
it 1s by °Rufiınus 1s VE much off the beaten TaAaC work of equaliy
obscure Or1g1n, the AaNONYMOUS Opus ımperfectum In Mattheum!2/0

There 15 urther ContemporarYy lıterature that has een left
unquarrıed If Some DOdY wıshes to attempt fo °locate’ the Liber de
Fide, he che WOUuU be advısed ook closely al hoth the Anony-
INOUS Commentary Paul found In Budapest manuscrı1pt, an the
seudo-Jerome ınterpolations In the Expositions by Pelagıus.*’! Con-
aCcts between the Liber and both these AaNONYMOUS wrıtings INOTE
than casual. TE nNOotTte: thıs, but he WAas over-hasty hıs rejection of
‘Rufinus’ the poss1ble author of the Anonymous Commentary.* ”” In
part thıs INaYy ave een the result of hıs understanding of the Liber
being the work of OnNne author, but hıs conclusıon Was also ase 1(070)
readıly 1mıted comparıson of the eXeges1s of SOTIIC specıfic bıb-
lıcal eX{Is found both wrıtings. There dIC further elements of COMN-
tact between the works that make re-readıng of the evidence S_
Sar y TIo er but ONMNC example: °Rufinus (Liber de ide CC  D 61)
makes almost indiscerimiıinate uUse of the psychologıcal analogy fo

269 Epıphanıus, Panarıon, Haer.LXXVIII, 42,/28B, 7A) Hıs uUsc of the texXtT,
however, dıffers greatly from that In the Liber.

270 Opus Imperf. INn Matt Hom., Thıs explanatıon 15 included (on the
authority of John Chrysostom!) the C’atena Aurea (ad [0C.) Dy IThomas Aquimnas.

Schlatter, I he Author of the Opus Imperfectum In Matthaeum)’ Vige.Christ.
Ygu for the Pelagıan Annıanus of Celada the author. The

poss1ıble Pelagıan onnection of thıs wrıting 1s noTt COMNCETIN here, but the reference
1s g1ven underlıne the obscurıtles that beset study of the Liber de Fide

27A Frede, FEın Paulustext und Kommentar, Freiburg 19/3 (1 Unter-
suchungen); 1974 (1 Die L exte). contaıns NC W edıtiıon of Pseudo-Jerome,
or1ginally publıshed Dy Souter vol. 111 (Cambrıidge of h1ıs edıtion of the
Expositions bDy Pelagıus.

DE Frede, Untersuchungen, Hıs exclusıon of °Rufıinus’ INa Yy have
contributed faılure explore the relatıonships.
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‘explaın’ the Trmty, usıng the terms mens/sensus-sermolverbum-Sapı-
entia.?'> At Rom19b (on Rom 1.20) the Anonymous offers the gloss
Sımuyl el Mens frinıtatis demonstrat iımaginem In QUO generat Insıtum
<zbı verbum el inseparabilem habet <ıbı ALlo verbo sapientiam.*'*
As possible SOUTCEC Theophılus (of Antioch!) Irenaeus maYy be SUg-
gested (but they retaın Theos’ the 1rs member), but who else

Latın authors SCS thıs partıcular triad??/> LNOTC immediate
question, however, mınd: Is ıt TICIC chance that such

analogy chould appCal in ese [WO coeval anOoN YyMOUS
atın wrıtings” Ontacts between the [WO In language, exegesI1Ss, and
thought, Can be multıplıed far beyond ose noted by rede, and they
Cal be extended 18 include CONTLaACTS ıth Pseudo-Jerome. But the VE
mention of thıs ast author should aCct warnıng that the waters
1C the er de ide Oats dIiIC VE murky and they ll be aVI-
gated al risk!

ucC ado oOu nothing!’
Thıs sub-headıng could ell descrıibe the content of thıs study

It 1s concerned wıth VE Sg serıbal CITOL OIMC manuscrIpt. How-
CVCTI, that EITOT it 1S error! has created story of Pelagıanısm
that has wandered unwittingly off for VeCeT three centurIles. T hat
story somehow lıved ıth the uncomfortable conclusıon that the SOUTCC

of Pelagıanısm cshould found such unlıkely place the moOonasterYy
of Jerome eihnhlehem. It has nOL, however, been wanderıng vaın,
partıcularly the past half-century when LNOIC attention W ds g1ven the
connections between Pelagıan ought and the theologıcal anthropology
of the °“school’ of Antioch. When the ‘Budapest Anonymous’ Camne

1g he W ds SCCI1 AS NC  S proof of the influence of the theology of Antı-
och the early Pelagıans. Thıserconfirmed the DIVO role played
Dy Mercator’s mYyster10Us ‘Syrıan only could identify hım!

273 The author (franslating, depending Greek source ?) vacıllates hıs UuUse

of the terms mens/sensSus and sermolverbum.
214 Frede, Die Texte, See Iso Eph.13 (on Eph.4.23) AL We not

referred “Rufinus’ al eiıther pomt Dy Frede
775 confess that have a(0]! found other. the exhaustıve(?) lıst of triadıc

varıants g1iven Dy Schadel, Bibliotheca Trinitariıorum, Berlın (1986), thıs
triad 15 nNOL be found Greek SOUTCCS the discuss1ıon of ‘“eikön)’ Theodoret
(Ouaest Gren 80,108), usıng “NOUS’ , ‘L02058’ and ‘opneuma)’, 18 closer “Rufi-
Nus than that found Theophılus enaeus. Perhaps ‚VCeN closer 15 the analogy of
‘soul-rationality(sapientia? )-word’ outlıned bDy eodore in Hom.Cat. (ed. Ton-
neau/Devreese, 7133
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the meantıme, the poss1ıble role of another OLY priest Rufinus’
has een totally upstaged { hıs 1S Rufinus of Agqululeıa, and it has een
the maın CONCETN of thıs study sShow that when the elagıans invoked
the authorıty of Rufinus, they WeTC referring the Agquıleı1an. ope that
ave not resurrected earlhıer mistaken opınıon that condemned thıs

Rufinus the author of Pelagıanısm. My intention has been TawWw
attention to the hıs wrıtings and translatıons of ideas that
could be (and were) taken and consolıdated Dy the first elagıans.
Most of hat 15 contaıned in hıs translatıons Can be ace: back the
or1ginal authors, but 11070 hıttle attention has een g1ven the mediating
role played by Rufinus the anslator be it hıs choıice of wrıtings
be translated, hat he decıded retaın eXCISse, CVECn hıs
choıice of Janguage between OSse or1ıgınal authors and the readers of
hıs translatıons We Cannot SaYy whether nNnot he WOU ave SI| wıth
hıs readers/dıiscıiples the CONLrOVeTSY, sımmerıng hıs OW. 1fetime,
hıch WOU begın engulf Western Christendom precısely at the time
he dıed Perhaps, ıth Hammond-Bammel (n 166 above) should
StOp ere and be content ıth the 1dea that Rufinus may perhaps ave
een somewhat inclined’ towards ÖT° Pelagıan WaYy of thınkıng
Thıs, however, should not deter from readıng hıs translatıons, not
only ıth the intention of red1ıscoverıng ere hat Uriıgen really sald,
but also ıth CYCS OPCH hat they offered SOUTCES for Pelagıus and
hıs dıscıples, who read them (0)N aASs they WCIC comıng from the trans-
lator PCN OUT search for the SOUTCES of early Pelagıanısm SCCIN
to ave OS systematıcally overlooked ole 1brary

Summary The evıdence for the exIistence of Rufinus the DYT-
1an 15 essentlally solıtary mention by Marıus Mercator. On the basıs
of thıs ‘profiule’ of the Syrıan has een establıshed, and Casec has
een ul that Mercator COUuU not refer to Rufinus of
quıle1a. Mercator’s evidence 15 found In only ONC, VeEIY unrelable
manuscrıpt In C the readıng quondam natıone YFrus Can (and
should) readıly be rejected scr1ıbal CITOL. The arguments advanced

establısh the ıdentity of the Syrıan aTic examıned 0 ShOW that they
dIC m1sgulded. In the second part of the study, evidence IS offered
from the wrıtings (maınly the translatıons) of Rufinus of quıle1a
ShOW that he W as the authorıty whom the early elagıans urne
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