
N 761 0721

TTT UBTÜBINGEN (  T#

Buchbinderei Scha  auser
Krummer Weg 44
884 erac|

Tel/Fax: 0735173302



AA

C WEn (sS  L  x A P C  S  S GF,

d SaM  N
® PE  a E  A O

pg z

[n S 41
K A E  4

e  - F L3Sa  —.  x  ©  5 VE SS  s  S  e f

aD LATa
[7 Z  S3  D

en
y‚

ae  ia
2 N 9AA  AAS D (  S  5  S  ZB V

7
A

Ar Agn  ALe Ar NS
A aM RE I

O  b
K

A
es  es A  z

Ar Ur
Eg}

E s ba  n D
y

A ET
PE

AU@ Aı W WaA  E v 57 n D  X d“ DE R
A E

$ T A  v  V a
s

. ND S  A
n  &xv  S O

73

AWYR
LQ En

R
14#

E A€
C

AA S C

A Ans  x  x
DE Y

AAr}
Ar  Ar

yB
C

4
W IS me

OE
f

o
( A0n

Cs
RAn D

paGl

ns

M7 VEa

a“

vgr

n  K „r 3

Hen u“

NCR nC A
x

Sr *I
A

Yr

.  A

n  x

Lr

{AnX  E
v

nan C  CAA{}

2R

4 Sa
4 a ©  N

V& EL

SO  A Z
z MZ OE

.

Aa  S A
S

.18S
in  VE  Z R

D TE  NS  7E
E  E

OM
Ka  : C

A WEV  V  e ÖES nn“K N  Sr On Vr  VE IL
E r AF  AF ÖSN \

ET 8
Ar Ar

}



v b IS ıx
L7 D Kn  S C  G K RIn

8 $ { Yr  S A * yD na  naan V AA  A P
\}

D  v FA Au 8 A A0 U  5  35 (B
S z j Zn  0 Hu \% 5 z ”3HA  A a Kın

N AA
$

4° UQ r IN EN  1na v S E
Ka D  @$

18r
q“ Y -

Ü7

&4 E{ VE T A
f&

y Ka

x An
FE SNy S  U  E  H  ün

C} An n
M7 A ©W 7 E

Da

N
ıd

A L “n
4>

Aa

A A A
A% ME S1A7 er he2R C A1y AIn A P15

d A
P Arn

DA
V

\

.. \ e E Hgr A anı
P  4 AL i A

7
A

Pn E3}
A

N

R C U
‚ E  ÖS

v } \
x  e
L

a

S
D

ar“
vn Au ECM  z  TE  ö  \A  Au  JA  Al  UE  T  z  C  Da  SM  3  A  An  ö  SS  SE  a  SN  PEn  en  13  S  B  D  Ar  n  S  SS  KTn  S  ®  A  A  e  OL  A  O  %  S  5  S  e  \,»  S  38  ®  A  %  A  3  ©  5  S  2  I  7  BA  %  S  E  Z  n  HS  n  ®  ä  M  ö  S  6  e  ®  6  S  3  B  n  i&  S  j  S  N  8  &r  X  An  Y  ©  G  S  Orn  ©  7  e  S  e  E  .  SE  S  A  a  A  S  E  E  S  E  &  e  X  3  E  ME  z  A  E  S  e  5  R  An  M  A  R  D  Gr  s  O  E  A  S  e  An  M  D  0  E  7  En  8  N  ra  R  e  E  HEn  5  S  M  S  X  }  e  E  n  S  XE  \  a  n  Z  S  N  X  S  E  S  i  S  S  n  7  C  O  S  S  SN  s  R  %  4  n  R  S  l  e  ®  8  S  SN  5  X  “;„  An  %  E  S  &e  E  Z  Ö  S  a  P  G  S  A  6  S  S  E  S  ®  7  3  Ä  ®  .  ©  e  N  Y  A  N  B  T  Kl  M  S  ®  S  x  e  S  &n  S  D  S  .  8  ü&  5  4  ©  X  Ü  ü  E  A  E  A  .  i  .  $  Y  {  En  %  ©  S  ®  DE  ®  :E  S  S  H  S  H  n  S  .  D  X  SE  S  e  D  S  S  E  S  €  n  R  7  CR  E  E  $  S  S  S  ®  .  ©  e  S  JR  7  8  E  ’A  %  SE  O  &s  I  E  55  e  36  B  S  n  z  n  -  ©  M  &  S  S  Z  ©  S  D  S  BA  ©  C  C  Z  e  E  D  S  zf  C  V  KD  X  &  A  %  e  R  ©  n  K  %  f  HM  Z  N  S  3'.  Z  }  i  0  z  X  E  3  8  S  S  ä  E  A  A  0  5  S  A  „  4  E  x  Z  S  E  Z  D  S  G  „  S  An  7  n  ®  ©  e  4  8  ©  e  8  S  S  X  D  en  Sa  )  4  Z  S  S  E  S  E  X  i  W  o  A  ©  E  A  E  n  E  3  S  i  ®  S  ;  8  e  R  S  Sar  5  S  E  7  @  %.  S  S  S  .  3  R  Hn  WE  e  X  S  5  IS  z  Ü  E  Bn  M  a  X  n  S  En  x  S  S  A  S  ®  8  &d  E  5  S  SE  B  SE  X  0  3  R  S  A  4S6  3  C  Cn  vn  8  n  U  S  R  S  S  Sn  XO  S  n  n  N  M  ©  8  ©  2n  e  S  S  N  E  e  Z  z  n  ®  D  A  S  B  ©  :  a  N  ®  N  S  S  D  S  N  A  K  ©  S  S  .  %  ®  S  @  e  KOHA  7  S  8  S  S  55  S  S  Aun  3  E  S  4  S  Z  S  f  O  f  S  ß  ©  A  OM  HE  B  ®  S  Z  ®  S  E  D  S  R  ;  M  i  ©  C  S  R  Z  S  58  {  P  R  ©  n  K  S  %  3  ©  Y  SN  8  G  ©  7  CS  S  &f  .  &S  B  E  a  S  €  Z  ®  XE  R  7  A  E,  f  S  8  a  7  S  .  A  ÖCn  s  e  Zn  n  ©  -  N  A  S  Sn  E  S  ©  -  5  ADn  3S  E  Ar  a  z  n  S  ©  f’ai  &©  ©  ®  X  0n  A  S  S  N  R  ©  z  e  D  M  n  f  DE  %  S  -  FVa  E  S  ©  ®  S  N  n  S  Z  A  S  e  f  X  n  R  n  S  g  ®  Z  n  2  R  {  5  ©  S  E  %:  R  i  R  .  3  $  8  ‚.  7  ®  n  ü  ®  i  Un  A  S  3  S  S  x  S  ®  %  B  A  R  Ar  M  \  S  X  SM  S  X  Ka  -  3  5  f  e  A  Z  %e  z  d  5  B  E  Ya  &l  a  4  85  Z  %  A  i  S  ©  n  z  A  N  7  SE  S  W  e  M  SE  x  S  &  A  M  A  %  n  ä  E  A  ©  %  NN  ‘„  Gr  n  n  Z  A  S  S  e  e  \  Ö  e  C  %.  S  }  6  ®  S  r  M  Bn  FE  ®  D7  8  S  E  E  x  S  S  E  S  E  f  S  ©  K  %  R  }  E  R  M  -  7  S  B  D  D  R  X  e  S  TE  {  N  s  %“  C  ®  5  S  &  R  n  OM  DaCE  M  ö  R  n  S  e  A  B  {  Y  S  K  n  $  S  58  e  $  }  ME  ®  IS  R  H  N  %  S  E  O  ß  A  e  A  f  SE  A  R  M  V  B  S  ‚„  £  S  E  NR  &E  ‘S  S  SE  S  F  f  <  K  i  S  z  Y  n  X  \  ©  On  4  W  K  B  ©  n  Z  X  ©  20  8  ©  Ar  S  n  LEn  n  40  B  „  ar  SA  E  Ör  D  e  A  Bn  E  O  S  ®  E  E  n  X  N  „  8  n  M  A  B  x  X  98r  O  SS  ‚n  H  S  ä  “  Y  a  n  D  a  A  M  W  %  A  7  S  n  .  e  Ca  .  ®  D  ©  M  A  S  E  S  E  Rn  S  S  E  d  C  ©  460  ©  Z  %  A  A  n  %  i  %e  7  3  S  S  e  B  ®  S  P  ME  S  e  8  X  A  I  3  5  He  E  M  E  S  E  n  3  S  A  Ö  %  z  S  n  Z  <  <  }  O  S  RM  RE  E  „  E  AA  A  2  S  8  Z  ©  S  I  An  P  %  S  i  S  S  S  MC  @  e  A  H  S  %  e  Z  2  ©  8  S  N  S  E  S  8  f  f  A  5  A  e  .  S  S  D  %  %  S  e  S  äl  >  &s  S  A  6  i  S  S  ©  e  S  8  @  B  E  n  Y  &  ©  A  Z  f  Ü  ©  E  ©  %e  S  N  e  7  ©  C  ©  R  M  $  D  5  5  ö  8  %  D  ©  W  V  x  s  }  $  A  ®  A  S  ‚0  M  SM  5  N  4  X  A  C  E  %.  S  s  Y  S  E  Z  %  On  A  SE  DE  A  S  CR  S  36  4  An  Z  8  e  S  7  X  E  ©  %8  4  &  $  A  6  }  DE,  5  }  JE  A  ®  A  3  Ö  %  S  &f  4  A  f  }  H  e  %  K  %  S  %  ©  S  B  E  ©  5  ©  .  ©  8  n  ä  S  ©  ®  “  8  &l  f  MO  I  SE  ®  e  X  7  S  5  E  &$  8  E  X  A  S  A  A  Ü  S  <  ©  D  Ü  5  {  T  $  i  G  S  S  N  S  e  %e  X  -  n  N  I  &  S  $  ©  C  W  Va  ©  B  E  4  G  *  ®  ©  4  R  ß  SO  Da  An  ä  z  S  8  e  5  e  K  %i  f  S  S  i  88n  Ö  A  S  e  RE  3  N  f  ©  $  v  ©  A  @  €5  R  7  N  S  .  3%  En  E  E  {  e  Y  ;’  n  e  E  ©  M  E  S  9  S  M  G  2  8  H  S  S  N  F  R  ©  ©  e  N  8  U  A  A  ©  8  P  B  f  %  5  S  Z  ©  S  D  S  S  n  ;  e  Y  7  S  Z  IA  e  f  S  N  Al  Z  E  3  ®  r  G1  D  B  Ar  A  S  XE  A  U  M  DEn  N  E  S  S  äl  ©  A  7  M  Z  X  7  z  -  4  X  E  A  Z  Ün  S  f  e  2  M  W  n  N  e  &i  d  S  4}  O  R  ®  C  n  M  n  ‚.  G  ©  Ö  n  4  7  f  S  S  Wn  n  Z  SA  N  S  %%  j  %  XE  ©  E  n  ©  7  ©  dl  S  Sn  3  %  8  A  A  8  S  M  A  ®  8  f  X  ©  v  S  Z  @  R  ;  $  f  E  R  ©  %  a  x  X  S  Z  C  X  R  &i  i  X  6  s  ©  %  e  An  %  S  ®  Zn  f  Ö  7  G  X  n  M  &  O  7  A  ®  M  Z  SO  S  ®  Z  S  S  M  A  ®  A  S  On  R  S  Ö  n  e  %  X  %  8  j  S  2  C  Aln  S  äg  .  wr  5  a  E  C  ®  X  }  S  S  8  8  6n  X  K3  ®  :  S  n  7  C  Y  S  a  Z  ©  ©  n  n  8  ®  .  Z  X  R  5  A  8  5  E  V  {  3R  A  CO  ®  X  nn  S  A  %  A  E  A  A  ©  d  %e  &  E  3  or  a  ®  Ö  C  A  M  ©  M  ©  en  %  ü  &  Z  E  &8  N  X  &.  S  Ön  Wn  S  K  S  n  R  i  E  M  E  DE  8  N  3  S  n  E  S  Ka  A,  ä  j  n  O  3  A  Ya  4  2  ©  n  E  2  D  I  3  $  N  6  f  8  R  A  {  D  A  8  %  3  En  $  ©  Dn  XS  ©  Z  Ü  R  R  en  l  X  Un  8  A  f  A  8  8  s  7  A  3  K  MC  8  R  N  Z  %  e  Ar  i  n  3  A  RN  A  x  SE  e  {  &i  M  }  S6  .  E  E  M  %  3  S  %  S  ü  S  e  E  ÜE  z  5  En  2  E  ®  Z  8  e  A  Z  n  e  z  G  y  Ö  E  S  Y  0  N  M  E  7  S  f  “  ©  r  ;'  .  ®  ©  ÜE  ‘;  %f  i  %i  ©l  W  A  E  3  Z  Z  S  8  R  n  Z  S  ®  x  S  5B  W  X  a  S  S  n  A  S  X  a  S  C  n  N  S  S  x  .  S  O  $  A  S  S  G  ®  f  }  S  X  B  S  M  A  0  6  &E  3  8  n  A  d  a  AM  R  4R  <  n  B  E  &n  n  S  E  S  -  S  %  S  E  E  %  x  D  4  S  5  Ö  A  E  S  an  l‘  E  %  S  E  3  44  e  M  3  A  HN  S  S  S  e  M  A  ß  %  A  S  %.  (  @  W  X  Z  5  S  O  E  S  A  A  on  4  X  ö  T  AF  l  D  RE  7  S  X  E  R  3  G  8  S  n  n  ©  v  .  A  M  Sr  SE  G  n  D  &5  8  X  ®  f  e  S  M  Y  Ü  5  @  S  ©  3  D  R  4  W  f  R  I  3  %  n  D  S  %®  ©  f  5  %.  A  S  E  Ü  n  >  O  n  6  F  H  *  E  X  Za  a  S  E  x  Z  S  Na  j  S  B  A  .  D  SCn  2  8  N  5  N  D  e  ©  B  A  M  D  E  B  D  A  B  5  ®  E  RR  Z  i  4S  e  n  A  D  En  Y  D  e  3  O  C  E  3  S  M  P  A  Z  0  3S  r'  \  .  O  R  E  Zn  D  S  D  A  V  7  5  S  a  JE  S  E  X  E  7  %  e  dER  i  %  K  7  W  e  e  D  n  3  Z  A  X  x  s  g  C  E  A  P  S  S  E  AAA  M  S  SE  r 7  M  TE  O  n  D  3  S  A  n  3  e  Ya  A  E  %x  Kr  Ar  a  n  .  E  Z  a  LE  E  BD “ FE  S

x S
An LEAB

T C

dı

fa IS  e 2a

D:
al

.  Z
1“

{8RC 4

D

‚

03

C

AA

7
U}

N A ®  aa

u  > f
Yr Wa C 7a

T-  a  ira  - a  R  D
x l

A,  0
CM P Y{

Sn  Sn 6 U ü
A  7

a RE

WAÄL

SE
AD
i S  >  S  An W

x  AF
W AL

u  x
N

v

r  _

M  <  <  e x  B b 0 5 D 4  ME Arö AAl
E

DAr Z  E  %. n - AS Aı
4 n  S 37a vr  VEr Ur Ür 7 *



Maeol
‚AUGUSTINIANA

060

a

©
S N

Z\Z

0
i

{ D

0

INSTITUTUM HISTORICUM AUGUSTINIANUM LOVANII

2009 FASC ıS

JDSCHRIFT
PUBLICATI Sultgege  ION subvenven met steun van de UNIVER  ventionnee par la FONDATION UNIVERSITAIRE

NIVE ITAIRE STICHTIN

45 7I8



AUGUSTUNS HISTORISCH
Pakenstraat 65

B-3 HEVERLEE-LOUVAIN

AUGUSTINIAN. 15 peer-reviewed scholarly Journal devoted O the study of Saılint Augustine, the
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IN EMORIAM
THOMAS MARTIN, OSA

TIThomas Frank Martın W ds born In Chicago, Ilınois Decem-
ber 28° 1943 er Inıshing elementary school al Saılnt ymphorosa
School, he went to Saılnt ıta Hıgh School, hıs first Ontact ıth the
Augustinian Friars. few months after graduatıon he Jomed the
Chicago Provınce of the Order of Saılnt ugustine (September 3ı

Sixty-five YCaIs ater. when he returned hıs Father’s house
(February 20, barely months er egiınnıng treatment
forE} the of hat he had become the intervenıng

faıthful Augustinıan, elıg teacher, aV1d reader, recognized
scholar, good friend made appY ave known hım and sad that
hıs STay ıth W ds short =  at quıiet intens1ity and OVIng outreach
others W ds ST1 ere, CVCN the ast days The human
that had COMIC know welcomed the INan who Camne 118 visıt.

Restlessiy CUrT10US, 1om W as en into SOTIIC 191  S adventure of
spırıt Hıs theologıca studıes, 16 began al Olentine College.

and continued al the atholıc Theological Union In Chıicagzo
(1968-1971) led Masters ın eology that Was granted Dy DePaul
UniversıIity. He Was ordaıned Augustinıan prles December 20,
1969 and egan hıs eachıng GCaiGe al endel Catholıic Hıgh School
(1969-1978). Even though teachıng ıIn hıgh school 1S usually L1LLNOTC
than enough for mOST, Tom wanted somethıng INOIC, he earned
Masters Relıg10us Educatıon al Loyola UniversıIity, Chıicago (1975)

197/8, he W as as fo partıcıpate the theologıca. formatıon
of the newest members of the ugustinıan Provınce of Chıicago

Once agaln, he stretched hıs spırıt by ollowıng the Creighton
Universıty PTOSTAIMM Spirıtuality, obtamnıng asters degree (1982)
Chosen A4S SecretarYy of hIs Provınce In 1983, he W d> as only yCar
later LIIOVC Rome sub-secretary the the er (1984-1990). TIo
hıs experlence of eachıng and hıs interest in spirıtualıty W as thus

time SCC Augustinian 1ıfe In international WaY He edıted
the newsletter of the er and partıcıpate: In Varıous international
COMMISSIONS. Once agaln, hıs experlence W as not matter of 1mıted
ServICEe. In the that Oollowe: he WOU be invıted 18 address
Augustinlians throughout the WOT

Returning Chıicago 1990, he returned the theologıca for-
matıon of ugustinı1ans. He agaln SaJW hıs work ASs OCCasıon

expan hıs hor1zons, beginnıng OCLIOra studıies that yYCal al arrett
Evangelıcal Theological Semimary-Northwestern Universıty Chıcago.



1ZGERALD

He completed hı1ıs doctoral thesıs In 1994, obtamnıng PhD In arly
Chrıstian Studies 15 ıth the ıtle, “Rhetoric an Exegests In
Augustine s Interpretation of Romans F# 24275 A° that work SaVC clear
focus the rest of hıs academıc lıfe, the study of Augustine and CSDC-
clally ugustine’s readıng of Paul 2003, he Was named the found-
Ing Diırector of the Augustinian Instıtute al Vıllanova Unıiversıity.

As assıstant professor In the epartmen of Theology and
Relıgi0us Studıies al ı1llanova Universıty (1995-2009), he speclalızed

teachıing Early Chrıstianıty and Saılnt Augustine. RBut good eacher
lımıts hıs efforts the classroom, and Tom W as g0o0d eacher

CVOCIM teaching the OIIC class he wanted to eaCc how to lıve
ne s  LA dyıng hat seven-month COUTSEC had lıst of StUudents and
requıred only that ONC be present The ına grade, however, 8 be
assıgned ater by the real eacher

Whıle al Vıllanova Universıty, Ihomas made 1gnıfıcant COMN-
1T1DutlLi0ON 18 the unıversıty Center for Augustine studies He OVETITSaW
the continuation of the annual Saılnt Augustine Lecture hıch 111 cele-
brate ıts 50% annıversary thıs yCar 199 / he began annual intensive

sem1ıminar enuüutie‘ Dıalogue ıth Augustine,’ hıch [WO
cholars present and discuss partıcular aspects of ugustine’s hought
and wrıtings. As dırector of the ugustinıan Instıtute, he inaugurated
enn1a serles of conferences enttie‘ °Reconsıderations’ (n 2003 and

hıch emiımnent cholars from Varıous countrıes present
St Augustine WAaYy that fostered exchange AIMONS them TIhe thır:

"Recons1iderations’ that he planne: ll be held eptember, 2009
He also inıtiated ecture serles the Augustinıan Iradıtiıon

hıch ea ıth top1cs elated to the Augustinian er He Was also
involved effort make the ugustine bıblıography, egun and

by Fr. Tarsıcıus avel, Ireely access1ible the web -  at
project involved the cooperatıon of the ugustinıan Hıstorical stitute
of Louvaın, the Patrıstic siıtute In Rome and Vıllanova Universıity.

Hıs book ugustinıan pırıtualıty (Our Restless Heart The
Augustinian I radıtıon. 2003) another indiıcator of hıs ever-expandıng
interest and Competency. Spirıtuality became LLIOTITC than the
of the he.  S alone; ugustinıan he W ds>s able to ShOW how 1MpOT-
tant the intellectual dımens1ion of spirıtualıty W as LO ugustine and LO
Augustinlans. Between 2002 and 2006, he SaVC workshops Ugus-
tinıan spirıtualıty and interlor1ty all VT the WOT. Durban, OoUu
Afrıca; Rome, alY. Jos, Nıgerl1a; Manıla, Phılıppines; Inchon, oOu
Korea and och!ı, 1a

Hıs contrıbution 19910)8°> formal study of Augustine be
found in the INan artıcles in Journals, encyclopedias, other specıal



IHOMAS

tudies Hıs work tended focus the spirıtualıty of Augustine and
Augustine’s interpretation of St Paul Fascınated by the WaYy that
ugustine read Paul, he Was al work INOTEC than ONMNC i1cle unı late
into anuary Ihe manuscrıpt for brief biography of St Augustine
W as eing revised al the time of hıs eal -  at revisıon PTOCCSS ll
be completed and publıshed the NC future.

Ihomas’ congenıal and welcomıng demeanor continued, EVCHn
the day before the ord welcomed hım ome May he rest the
of hrıst and IMNaYy the conversatıon ıth Saılnt Augustine CONVETI-
satıon egun SOTINEC YCAars aADO continue.

Ilan FITZGERALD
Augustinian Studies

Vıllanova Universıty
Augustinianum

Rome
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'ÄUGUSTINE’S 169
SYSTEMATIC TREATISE PHIL 3 3-16| EXEGETICAL CONTEXT,

ATE AND EDIT

Kxegetical Context Augustine’s OoOmiletica Use of hıl 3 3-.16

Thıs i1cle TESCHLIS He  < rıtical edıtiıon of 169, hom-
ıly 1C consısts exclusıvely of systematıc exeges1s of Phıl D A

Apart iIrom thıs D} only three er in the ast
Augustinıan systematıcally deal ıth thıs Paulıne per1cope

DEeECC. Me  < Z 19 Phıl S 6-16
Serm 170 Phıl y 6-16

pelag ©} Vlr 19-272 Phıl 3 2-19

Only few ugustinıan SCITNONS COMMEentT uUpON ONC INOTEC
VETSES of Phıl 3, 2316 because they WeTiTIC precede by readıng of the
peT1CODEC (Or part of 1t), VIZ 130 A, 1CP Hombert has
ate! 415,} and SCII1L10ONS 169-170 Numbers 130 and 170 WeIC

probably preache durıng celebration of the Eucharıst oth SCITINONS
WeTC precede not only Dy apostolıc readıng taken from Phıl Z but
also by the lectio of psalm and almost identical per1cope en
from chapter of the Gospel of John:?*

erm 130 Phıl d  -9 Ps JIn 6, 77236
erm 170 Phıl 3 5 Ps 122 JIn 6,
Ihe dıfference between Augustine’s ireatment of the Paulıne

PaSsSSsasc these SCITNON\NS 1S that the former primarıly focuses
the preceding Johannıne readıng and only eals ıth Phıl 3,

We thank prof. dr. Luc De Conınck K.U.Leuven) for hıs cCorrection of first
version of the critical edıtion.

See P.- OMBERT, Nouvelles recherches de chronologie augustinıenne (Col-
ection des Etudes Augustiniennes. Serie Antıquite IO Parıs 52.71.540

According lıturgıists, the North Afrıcan Church reserved the gospel readıng
for cCeremonI1es includıng the celebration of the FEucharıst. See KLÖCKENER, Fuan-
gelium. RS dans la proclamatıion liturgique, in Augustinus-Lexikon (Basel 996-

(esp 1149 A} n exIiste pas de temol1gnNages POUT la procla-
matıon de l’e[uangelıum] dans la lıturgie des heures afrıcalne.’)

For further detaıls, SCC Augustin d’Hippone. Vingt-Ssix SECITIINONS peuple
1que ed Dolbeau (Collection des Etudes Augustintiennes. Serie Antıquite
147 Parıs 151-152



BOODIS, ORFS,

ıts concludıng paragraphs,“ whereas the latter homıiıly offers extien-
SIve exeges1s of Phıl 3 6-16 that 1S supporte by few quotations
taken from the other preceding lectiones (Ps 142, { and JIn 6, 39)

The lıturgical setting of 169 Was probably dıfferent from
that of SCITNON\NS 130 and 170 ere 1S Pro0 that thıs
W as precede Dy the readıng of evangelıcal per1cope Moreover the

also dıffers from the er [WO homiılhies Irom formal pomt
of 1eW The ollowıng outlıne of the sermon’’s structure sShows that

dealıng ıth systematıc lıne-by-line Commentary öf Phıl 3, RLl  O
The therefore formally resembles the homıiılıes 153-156, IC
offer equally systematıc and thorough ıne-by-lıne Oommentary of
Rom J 5'$ and 1C do not SCCIN ave een preache durıng

celeDratıon of the ucharıs It should also be saı1d that 169
1S by far the mMost Oroug and systematıc treatment of Phıl In the
ole of ugustine’s exftfant works, SCVCN LLOTC thorough and SyStem-
atıc than the ONC offered In pelag. 3, T 1929272

Serm. 169 hil.

88 1-2 v. 3 Nos nım CIFCUMCLSLO, qul Spiritul Dei SEerUuLMUS
el gloriamur In Christo eSsu el NO  > INn fidentes.

S4b Quamquam CSO hahbeam fiıduciam el INn W quls alıus In
habere fiıduciam, MAQ1S EZo

da CIFCUMCLSLONE octaul diel, enere Israel, triıbu Beniamin,
Hebraeus Hebraeis, secundum legem pharisaeus,

S5b secundum aemulatiıonem DETSEGQUENS ecclesiam,
S6a secundum Iustitiam GUAE INn lege eslT, qua fuerim Ine querela.Phil. 3  VoS  v.4  V.5  v.6  D
S$S6b-/a UE Ouae mihr lucra fuerunt, haec propter Christum damna A

duxı Verumtamen el arbitror OMNLA damna AA C propter
emıiınentem sCLientiam Christi esu Domuiniı nostrIi, propter quem
arbıtror OmnNnLa NO solum detrimenta ESSE, el Sfiercora
exIistLımaul ESSE, ul Chriıstum lucrifacerem

v. 9SS /b-11 el Inuenlar INn Tlo NO  x habens INeAUıAM Lustitiam, GQUAE lege esl, sed
€ aAM QUdeE per fıdem est Chrısti, GQUAE est Deo, Iustitia in fide,

$12-13a v} ad agnoscendum €U.: et ulırtutem resurrectionis 1US

$13b-15 el Communıicationem DassiıonuUumM e1lUuS,
S16a conformatus morti LDSLUS,

See erm 130 A’ 10-11
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Serm. 169

S16b S17 QUO modo In resurrectione MOortuorum. Non
quia 1aAm acceperim aut 1AaAmMm perfectus SIM SECQUOT autem 7
apprehendam, In GQUO el apprehensus WW/7 Chrısto esu

S$816c-18a Fratres, CO ANON arbhıtror apprehendisse. Ynum autem

Ouae retro oblitus, In GQUAE Nnte unl extentus, secundum
Intentionem SECQUOF ad palmam HOCAaLLONLS Del In
Christo esu

S18b Quotquot ErSO perfectti, hoc Saplamus. Ft $1 quidalıter Sapıtis, ıd
GQUOGUE uobris Deus reuelahıt. Verumtamen In quod peruenimus,
In ambulemus.

Ihe remamınıng homıiıletic references OC 19910)8° VeTITSCS of
Phıl 3ı 3-16 WEeTC NOoTt nspıred by preceding readıng of CVCMN part
of the per1cope and aAaIic quoted sımply SuUupport the exeges1s ofer
bıblıcal VeISCS the treatment of TOA| theologıca. 1Ssues. Ihe refer-

of thıs kınd dIiIcC lısted in the followıng OVerVIeW:
Phil. 3 hıl 3, 12-14 hıl 6M
INn psalm. L2Z3. erm 91, ermnmn. A’ IO-141
hıl. 3, - erm. 154, ern 284,

In psalm. 3 E} INn psalmIn psalm. 147, 7 In psalm. 3 E In psalm
hıl 3, In psalm. 69, In psalm 6 9
errn IZZ. 89, 5INn epist. Icoh 47 In psalm
ernm Z hıl 3, 12-13

In psalmT 13° ernm 1’
ernm 360, In Ich ans 9’
In psalm. 6 E ernm 142,
INn psalm. 7 E hıl 3,hıl 3, In psalm. 118, ern IT
hıl 3, . INn psalm. 142, INn psalm. 118, ernm 30,
ernm 54, hıl 3 13-15 hıl &s 15-16
Phiıl 9.-10 INn psalm. 130, In Icoh ans

INn Icoh ansIn psalm. 6 9 hıl 3, 13-14
hıl 5 ern 96, In Ich UanS.

S, ernm 03 Phil 3,In psalm
In psalm 124, ern 218 In Icoh ang. 5’
In psalm 142, ern 235
In psalm 118, erm. 2 ‘9 ern 260 C7 hıl 3,
In psalm 118, erm. 2 C} ern 261, ern 104,

ern
ernm ZLL

hil. 6 M 341, In psalm. 118, (ARCCN 27
In psalm. 6 9 ern 362,

In psalm205In psalm. 150 In psalm 80,
hiıl 3, 12-15 83, 4In psalm
erm.,. 306 B’ In psalm 118, ermnm 27
In psalm. 3 9 In psalm 149,



BOODTS ORFS PARTOENS

As thıs cshows Augustine had predilection for
VCOISCS and hıch 15 not because the bıshop Sa
them AS 1DI1Ca. proof for [WO of hıs Ialn theologıca COMNLVIC-
10NS (1) Verse hought OPPOSC the ustiıce 1C ONC attaıns
by fulfillıng the of the Law ONC OW forces Paul spe
ou Meam LUuSiLLLam and the ustıce through the al 15
1C 15 dıvıne gift (2) Verses ınterpreted confess1ion

behalf of the Apostle that GVen SM gratia he had not yel eached
perfection and that perfection thıs hlıfe consısted the recCogn1ıt10nN
of ONMNC imperfection 0Ug ugustine use of Phıl and BA

not restricted SCITITNONS datıng from 411 and later it to
ave intensıfied urıng the perT10: of the pelagıan CONLrOVeTSY, CSDC-
clally the UuUsSsc of VeOeISCS5 1C the bıshop en quoted irom
DeECC mMer onwards order 1{8 refute the IıMDeECCANLA doctrine

ate

ccordıing to the tıtle ıf has een preserved the ancıent
Sessorl1an collection |see OW 169 W as preache Carthage

the called Mensa yprıani (Sermo ad Mensam SANnCTIL MAFTYFLS
Cyprianil) hıs basılıca 1C had een rected the VETY SpotL
where the thırd CEeNTUTrY bıshop W ds$s hought ave dıied
ea ave een ONC of Augustine favourıte places for
preachıng urıng h1Is the capıtal of TICA Proconsularıs

unzeimann Consıders SCTIL1L10ONS 169 and 1 /0 AS UguS-
Uıne antı-pelagıan SCILLIONS and has ate! them 416 and 41 / ICSPCC-
vely These datıngs ave been accepte. the authorıtatıve I'CPCITOI'IEI
of erbraken Rebillard and Tyson her Recherches de chronologie

See OMBERT Nouvelles recherches de chronologie augustinıenne In
533 534 (Phıil and 614 14)

See DECC. IMNMe  S 2’ 1 D
See NNABLI, Carthage. Une metropole chretienne du la fin du VII“ SIC-

cle Etudes antıquites afrıcaines, Parıs DA26, n0 9’ ‚ANCEL, Carthago,
Augustinus-Lexikon 6- FaF (esp 769)

See UNZELMANN, Die Chronologie der Sermones des heiligen Augustinus,
Studı Agostinliani (Miscellanea Agostiniana 2, Roma 41 /-520 (esp 471)

See -p ERBRAKEN, Etudes critiques SUr les SCITITMNMONMNS authentiques de saınt
Augustin (Instrumenta patrıstica 1 '9 Steenbrugı1s 9 E} BILLARD, Sermones,

GERALD, Augustine through the Ages. An Encyclopedia — ed. Fiıtzger-
ald (Grand Rapıds Mich. H6 A E792 (esp 780); RYSON, KRepertoire general
des AaAaultfeurs ecclesiastiques latins de Antıquite el du Haut Moyen Age Introduc-
110n Repertoire des auteurs -H (Vetus Latına. Die Reste der altlateinischen
Bıbel 15 Freiıburg 2007°>) 240
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augustinienne, Arı La Bonnardıere, however, W as IncC sıtuate
169 around 470 the basıs of SOTINC resemblances tween thıs

omily and pelag.‘ Perler, JE Maıjer and erwılghen cCons1ıd-
ered both Kunzelmann and La Bonnardıere’s hypothesıs d possible,*!
whereas Dolbeau returned the former’s atıng because of [WO for-
mal parallels between SCITNOMNS 169 and 348 aUQM., hıch Was surely
preache: in OIlDeau s suggestion W as accepte in turn by
Pombe: hıs Nouvelles recherches de chronologie augustinienne.*

In SCp&I'BIC, forthcoming!* publıcatıon, 11l that, In
spıte of the authorıtative sSupport, Kunzelmann’s datıng of SCITNONS
169 and 170 1S hıghly questionable. We all also PTODOSC LO date SCTI-
INnonNn 169 fo 0)91> of ugustine’s Carthagınıan of 416-419, 471
474 We 11l CeVCN Jom Al La Bonnardıere suggesting that the
homily or1ıg1nate the SAaillc Ontext pelaßgQ., ıth hıch ıt shares
several specıfic features. hıs hypothesı1s WOUuU ımply that the [WO
MOst oroug and systematıc treatments of Phıl 3i 3-16 in UgusS-
tine’s extfant works both date from around 4720

Edition

Transmission
The transmıssıon of 169 LO ave een restricted

almost exclusıvely SOTIIC of the medieval COllecTIONs iden-
tıfıed by Lambot and D Verbraken Its In the SUFrVIV-
ing °recueıls mı1xtes’ 1S rather limited.!> The sermon’s dıfficult and

See 7 n FA BONNARDIERE, Recherches de chronologte augustinıenne (Etudes
Augustiniennes, Parıs 84-8 /

11 See RLER FR’ Les VOYaASES de saınt Augustin Parıs 334;
VERWILGHEN, Christologie el spirıtualite selon saınt ugustin. L’hymne Phılıp-

plens (Theologie historique 7 9 Parıs 126
See DOLBEAU, Augustin el la predication Afrique. Recherches SUr dıivers

Sermons authentiques, apocryphes (Collection des Etudes Augustint-
MN Serıie Antıquite 179, Parıs 254272355

See D OMBERT, Nouvelles recherches de chronologte augustinienne In
3° /()

See PARTOENS, Augustine s SEermMmon 169 Correction of misinterpretations
andproposition of NE date (to be publıshed the proceedings of Ministerium ET -
MONLS. An International colloqguium saıint Augustine s Sermones ad populum
| Leuven- Iurnhout, May 29-31, 2008 ])

For the collections, SC Sanctı Aurelhin Augustinl de Vetere Testamento
ed ‚AMBOT (Corpus Christianorum. Series Latına 41, Turnholti 1-.

RX ERBRAKEN, Etudes crıtiques SUur les SEerMoaons authentiques de saınt Augustin
In 19/7-234 We know of only [WO °recueıls mi1xtes’ containıng ([0)8! 169 Por-
rentruy Bibliotheque cantonale Jurassienneon anclen 26 (1513-1515) Orlgin:
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often obscure character probably explaıns thıs 1mıted transmıssıon
through the °receuıls mi1ixtes’.

fırst collection that transmıtte 169 1S the ancıent Ses-
sorl1an collection, of which ave sed the [WO princıpal direct WIıt-
1NNDON Manusecript contaıns, ap. from SCITNON\NS belonging to
the ancıent (Campanıan collection, several artıcles borrowed from the
Sessori1an collection, including 169 The early medieval col-
ection De uerbis Apostoli, which 1S the second of larger whole
called De uerbis Domuini ef Apostoli, has also borrowed OUT
from lost exemplar of the Sessorlian collection. Our selection of
De uerbis Apostoli wıtnesses (VA:+) Was partly ase‘ the study of
the transmıssıon of thıs collection C has een publıshed in the
introduction the edıtion of SCITNONS 151-156 in volume 41 Ba of the
Series Latına of the Corpus Christianorum. As Was shown that VE
Samnle volume, the genealogıical relatiıonships of N, S12 and Can be
represented ollows: 16

c} *

SZ S

fourth collection contamıng 169 1s the Collectorium
of de Bardı, chancelor of the Sorbonne Irom 1336 to 1349
(Valencia ıbl Univ 607 (40) (XIV) OTNgIN: France). The
OCCUFTS In thıs collection’s (0101 which maınly consısts of
SCITNONS borrowed Irom De uerbis Dominiı el Apostoli and, LINOTE
specıfically, from the corrected manuscrıpt Parıis ıbl Nat lat

Low Countries (If. 281-283v shortened vers10n) and the wınter homiliary Lürich Zen-
tralbibliothek Rheinau (pp 142-148).

Ihe composıtiıon of N’ ‚G 1.2 and De uerbis Apostoli have been amply studied
PARTOENS, collection de ernMOons augustiniens verbis Apostol1. Introduction el liste

des MANUSCYHILES les plus ancıens, Revue benedictine 111 00 317/-3572 (esp. 329-338);Sanctı Aurelhi Augustinl SECETMONES In epitstolas apostolicas. PARTOENS (CorpusChristianorum. Series Latina 41 Ba, J urnhout 2008)



SERMON 169

I1 and PTOVENANCEC Parıs S{ Vıctor 1/ For thıs 1Cason
ave not taken into consıderation the Collectorium rather ate est-
MONY for OUT edıtıon of 169

The Expostitio heatı Paulı collecta librıs SANCTL Augustini of
OTrUuS Lugdunensıis (mıddle of the Nın cen offers 1ve fragments
taken from 169 (flor‘ They ave een extracted from rel-

of the eleven century manuscrıpt V5 1G cContiaıns
earranged and enlarged De uerbis Apostolı VeTITsSION that exısted already

the nın turYy and W das produce all probabılıty, by OTUS
hımself at least by SOTINCONMNC from hıs entourage 18

Editorial Principles
The text of 169 has een reconstructed accordıng the

tradıtıona stemmatıc method which that preference W as
1(8) varıanifis atteste: 18 by agaınst and agaınst
1Ince the °Sessor1an SCTTINONS text transmıtted by be the
result of intentional manıpulatıon fo these eXTIs readabDıl-
ILy 19 ave ollowe: princıple the testiımonY of (6)
Casec these W1ItinNESSES WeTIC contradıcted by On 0)11% how-
CVeEeT consıdered 1l 18 Correct the testimonYy of
ase readıng contaıned 2 /3 sed est)

The punctuation UTS and a1ımıs al ıng ugustine ften
ollsome and SOMELMES CVCMN obscure WaYy of 4108 The OrtNOographYy has
equally een adapted 10 modern NUONS Apart from insıgnıfıcant
orthographical hıch ave homogenısed the crıtical ard-
{us exhaustive second apparatus identifies all bıblıcal quotations

Conspectus siglorum
Napolı ıbl Naz Vıenn lat (XT) PITOVCHANCEC Napolı San
Severıino it 5OV

See Sanctı Aurelhil Augustin epistolas apostolicas In 16] CXXVI
COA (wıth further bıblıography)

See PARTOENS Une Version augmentee de la collection medievale de Ser-
IMNMONns au2uslinıens De verbıis Domuinı ei postolı el ON ımportance DOUF la FYans-
18SSLON de homiletique de CVEQUE Hiıppone Recherches Augustiniennes
el Patrıstiques (2007) 189-Na} (esp 207 217/); Sanctı Aurelil Augustint

epistolas apostolicas In 16] CXLUI-C
See Sanctı Aureli Augustinı epistolas apostolicas In 16]

51 WI) further bıbliography).
For bıblıographical informatıon these manuscr1ıpts SCC Sanctiı Aureli Augus-

IIn epistolas apostolicas In 16] LOCVSLAXTX and CI
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Roma ıbl Naz Vıtt Em 135 (VIm? / IX) Org1in: Campanla
TOVENANCE: Nonantola, Roma Santa C roce In Gerusalemme,
Phıillipps Collection, Chester ea Collection, ff 113“-

S2 Monte ( AaSSINO 4 (Ca OMgZIN: Monte Cassıno, 162-169
München Bayerische Staatsbıbl CIm JAAY ( Ix3/4) or1g1n SOLSSONS
St-Medard TOVCNANCE: Kegensburg St-Emmeran, {£. 189-196
Orleans ıbl Mun 7164 IX2 ) Org1n: St-Denis e_
alnce Fleury St-Benoit, 273-7280
Vat lat 474 (IX) OTgIN: Tours (} PIOVCNANCE: Dijon f
Benigne A) St-Vivant-sous-Vergy, la bibliotheque romalne du
cardıinal ean Jouffroy, 129V.

V4 Brussel Koninklijke Bibliotheek Ms 308 (cat.1096)
TOVCNANCE: Oudergem o0d Klooster, 5B 142146
1Jon ıbl Mun 143 XT1' or1g1n and TOVENANCE:
Citeaux, ftf. 2017-206
Doual ıbl Mun 251 X or1g1n and TOVCNANCE: Marchıi-
9 ff v_94
Valenciennes ıbl Mun 157 (Ca or1g1n and O®
ance St-Amand-en-Pevele, fl 1 /4“-

flor‘ Iroyes ıbl Mun med.) wrıltten by Mannon of St-Oyen,
TOVCNANCE! St-Oyen (St-Claude, ura), (1 339-356 CI £O-
NOS, Rom Dl SE SCITINONE de uerbis euangelın XII |SIC])

flor* Iroyes ıbl Mun 6, ft.SWl 1944775 gentes-peccaltores;
Rom 9, 30-32; SCTITNONE de uerbıis apostol1)

flor° Iroyes ıbl Mun 6, 2705VY ( 51265 gratia-damnes; Eph 2
8‘3 SCITNONE de uerbis apostol1)

flor* Iroyes ıbl Mun 96, 2023 M 29-3'7/ culdam-fecıit; Phıl 2 6-
fa SCITNONE de uerbıs apostol1)

flor° Iroyes ıbl Mun 96, {t 227220 M AAA J audısti1s-ulam;
Phıl 3, 3Za; SCITINONE de eadem lectione)
Plura diuersa 1UL1 Aurelii:i Augustini D  ’ IIl
Liber de uerbis Apostoli quorumdamque aliorum,
Basılee PCI magıstrum Johannem de Amerbach, 1494, sSsS

IHAaAUr Sanctı Aurelhi: Augustini Hıpponensis epLISCODL ODeErum OMUS
quintus, Continens ad populum nDera et sStudio
monachorum Ordinıs Benedicti, (D, Congregatione Maurıt,
Parısıis, 16823 Patrologia Latina 38, 9016-925

Sharı BOODTS Mon TORFS Gert PARTOENS
Faculty of Arts, K.U.Leuven
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Sermo©o ad NSa sanctı martyrıs Cyprlanı
de lectione apostoli:

Nos enım CIr CUMCISILO, quı Spiritul Del SerulLmus

apostolıcam lectionem eft anımum nNntenda| sanctıtas uestira
adıuuando NOS affectu apud Domınum Deum nOSsStrum, ut UJUaAC illıc
nobıs reuelare 1gnatur, ad uUOSs apte SaluDrıter proferre DOSSIMUS.
Krgo Cu legeretur, audıstis diıcentem apostolum Paulum: Nos enım

CIrCUMCLSIO, qul Spiritul Del SCerulmMUuSs. C10 plerosque codices
habere qul SpIirıItu Deo SEerulImus. Quantum inspıcere potulmus,
plures oraecCı hOcC qul ‚DIrIhul Del Serulmus. Sed 1ON ıbı quaest1i0
est. Manıfestum est enım utrumque et CONSTUUM regulae uerıtatıs, quıa elt

Spirıtul DeIl Serulmus eft NON CaInNe, sed spırıtu Deo Serulmus. Carne enım
serult Deo quı de rebus carnalıbus sperat placere Deo (Cum CTO eft

1psa Cal ad Pona spırıtul ubditur, spırıtu Serulmus Deo, qulia

TT Phıl 3

ermo InC1pıt SCITINO eiusdem ST 1tem SCIT11O0O eiusdem SZ 5 Sermo...
apostol1]| INSCFLDELO qUU tradiderunt codices ; Sermo Sserul1mus ] SCTITINO

sanctı augustinı ep1SCOpI N, inc1ıpıt eiusdem decımus de uverbis apostolı iın
epıstula ad phılıppenses martyrıs] martyrı S2 de lectione] dectione SI (L

Nos|] inc1pıt 1ıtem eiusdem de uerbIis apostolıLU V iıtem XXAXI

inc1pıt elusdem de uerbis apostolı mM V2, ıtem eiusdem de uerbis apostolı
HIL V>-9/7 NON NOos Seru1lmus| Dars$ INSCrYLIDHONLS qU AF tradıderunt
COodices V1—5 Y Spiritui] spırıtu De1] deo seru1mus| eft cetera
adı  &. V7-5.5 Ad|] aures| auTe P.C. am anımum | anımam VI a.C. 2

5.6.7 anıma P.C. anımo intendat uestra | uestra intendat sanctıtas
V4 7’ sanctıtas uestra intendat sanctıtas| Carıtas V5 adıuuando| adıuuandı

affectu| adı  S MAUr ıllıc] 1lle MAUYTr Ü dıgnatur] dıgnetur
uos| Uuas apte ape audıstıs| INC. flor” (Phıl 5 3a:;

InSCrIpti0: SCIILLLOMNNC de eadem lectione) qu1] qu1s V3 Spirıtui] spırıtu
D De1]| deo D.C d* V3 E SCI10 ... Serulmus| om. plures]

codices add P.C. hOoc | V2p.c hOcC habent] inUu. S2 habent] habeat
flor?. pırıtu1 spırıtu V12 D.C. Sed] flor? 11 enım ]

Spirıtun1] spırıtu V2.> et ] sed| S1 eo| V3 se |
erulmus Deo| INU. V47 qu1a quı
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15 Ca Hen domamus, spiırıtus obtemperet Deo Spirıtus enım regıt, Caro

regıtur; TI spırıtus ene regıt, S1 NN regatur.
Cum CI SO aılt Nos CLIICUMCILSLO, uldete quıd uolueriıt intelleg1 In

]la CIrCumMCIS1IONE, JUaC in umbra data est sıgnıfıcante, UJUAC remota est
luce uenlente. Cur NON dixerıt ° Nos habemus CIrCumMC1S1ONEM),
sed Nos CIFCUMCLSILO, S1IC accıpıte hoc uolu1lsse diıcere apostolum:
"Nos lustitla. ’ Circumcıis10 enım 1ustitia est agıs enım
commendat quod 1cı1t, dıcendo 110585 CSSC lustit1iam YqUam dicendo NOS CSSC

1ustos, ıta tamen ut CUu 1ustit1am 1C1 CSSC, 1usStOos intellegamus. Non
enım ılla incommutabiılıis lustitia CU1US partıcıpes factı sed

An quemadmodum dıicıtur Magna ıbı 1luuentus est PIO multis luuen1ıbus, SIC
dıcıtur ‘“1ustitia’ ut iıntellegantur 1ust1. Audıte hoc 1psum euldentius eodem
dicente apostolo: Ul NOS, Inquıit, SIUMUS Iustitia DeLl In IDSO. Nos SIUMUS
IUSELLGA: NON nostra, sed Dei; abh illo accepla, NON nobıs -

mpertita, NON usurpalta; donata, NON (Cu1dam enım rapına erat CSSC
3() aequalıs Deo eft quon1am quaesıuit rapınam, Inuenıt rulnam. Domuinus

utem NOster lesus Chrıstus CU. In forma Dei 1470)4) rapınam
arbitratus est A aequalis Deo Cu1l enım aequalıtas De1 eral,

1747 Phıl 3: Phıl 3, E I1 Cor. i 21 31—34 Phıl Z 6-

/15 carnem | 1psamm spırıtus] spırıtus Deo| obtemperet
deo spırıtus reg1 regıtur Nos|] n * (@L. CIrCUMC1S10] circum *

intelleg1] intellıigere data| 1cta V3 19 uce duce dixerıt]
dıxıt S2 V25 CIrcumcisionem] CIrCcumMcCIsSIONE S2 dicere apostolum] INU.
INMNAUr 23 enim”*] V4 MAUr commendat ] commendet quod
Cr quam | mMmquam S] *quam V3 nOS*] 1NON
@A.| esse*] e1M V?, mM justos‘!] 1ustus (ut
Uld.) ıta|] S1C V? flor° Justitiam ] lustit1a dicıt] 1C1 SI enım ]

est 42eCmN, a In V2, m
MAUr Justitia] 1ust1Mflor? dıcente] diıcentem S2 Inquıit SIMUS ]
INU. V4 justitıa ] lustlae a lustitiae D.C, 4: MOr Nos|]
flor? SIMUS?] S u11 Uus V2.> a.c. 4 justitia ] lust1a assumpta| Ssumpta

donata...rapta] om. S Cu1dam ] inc. flor* hıl. 2, 6-7a; inscriptio: ex
SCITNONEC de uerbis apostolı 2937 Cu1dam fecıt ] flor° esSsSE adı  &.

aequalıs aequalem VO./ Deo| de1 30—32 et  Deo]| V3
quon1am] quando quaesı1uı1t } quaes1u1 4 rapınam ] rapınem

MAUuUr 31 rapınam] rapına Sl Cul] CU Sl aequalıtas] aqualıtas



UGUSTINE’S SERMON 169 71

rapına NON erat Sed tamen semetipsum exinanıult formam serul
accıpiens: ul NOS essemus Iustitia Del In LDSO. 1 enım ılle aupertatem

35 uıtaret, 1OSs paupertate NON Pauper enım Ile factus e$E, CH.

diues ul ıllius paupertalte, sıcut scrı1ptum est, NOS ditaremur.
Dıuitiae ıllıus quıd NOS facturae sunt CUI1US NOS diuıltes fecıt?
Apostolus CISO NON tıbı negauıt CIrCcumcCIsS1OoNEM, sed exposult: Ilucem
praetendit, umbram remouıt.

Nos’ Inquıit, CIrCUMCLSLO, qul Spiritu Deo SCerUuLImMUusSs el gloriamur
In Christo Iesu el Anon In fidentes. espexıt quosdam ın Carne

1dentes 1ps1 erant quı de Carnıs CITrCumMCISIONE glorı1abantur. De quıbus
alı10 lo0co 1C1 qUOTUM Deus uenlter el gloria In pudendis ntellege

CIrCsumcCc1Is1oNEmM ef esto CIrCUMCISIO; intellege ef esto Intellectus enım
bonus, sed OmnIiDus qul faciunt eum Non utiıque frustra OCLAauUO dıe 1USSUSs
est infans CIrcumc1d], 151 qula JUa Circumcıdımur Christus erat.
Cultellıs enım petrinıs CITCUMCISUS est populus, eral
FTLSIUS uare CISO dıe”? Quı1a in hebdomadıbus ıdem prımus quı
OCtauus Completis enım septem diebus edıtur ad prımum. Finıtur

5() septimus, Dominus sepultus; redıtur ad prımum, OMINUS resuscıtatus.

11 Cor. D, $A 35—36 I1 Cor. Ö, 40—41 Phıl D Phıl S 44 —45
Ps 110, 45—406 cir Gen E eit Leu 12 cir 108 Y 4748
(or 10,

Sed| 1DSO 1pSsum S2 34 —35 iılle ulıtaret| 1la paupertate
inuitaretV? paupertatem]| partatem flor* 1Tle est| factus est Jle

sıcut| ıterat V3 nOS‘] no* S2 fecıt ] facıt V flor* MAUT , fin
flor* 40 Inquit] S2 41 esu S2 i1ıdentes| fiduc1am habentes flor”
41 —47 Respexit...fidentes] 4 fıdentes| edentes V25 1ps1
eran' DOst glorı1abantur N erant| erat S2 (941 uenter| est
adı  &. V*/ am MAUYFr Intellege ] intelle flor” enım] V3

bonus| SI eum | VI (ut uUld.) Non utique] S2
cCircumc1dımur|] CITrCUumMC1dımus V3 erat| est N, D.C. Cultellhs]

cultelnıs petra ] on leg quod V3 n 10  48 hebdomadıbus
hebdomadadıbus V3 em 1dAUGUSTINE’S SERMON 169  21  rapina non erat. Sed tamen semetipsum exinaniuit formam serui  accipiens: ut nos essemus iustitia Dei in ipso. Si enim ille paupertatem  35  uitaret, nos paupertate non careremus. Pauper enim ille factus est, cum  diues esset, ut illius paupertate, sicut scriptum est, nos ditaremur.  Diuitiae illius quid nos facturae sunt cuius paupertas nos diuites fecit?  Apostolus ergo non tibi negauit circumcisionem, sed exposuit: lucem  praetendit, umbram remouit.  40  3. Nos sumus, inquit, circumcisio, qui spiritu Deo seruimus et gloriamur  in Christo Iesu et non in carne fidentes. Respexit quosdam in carne  fidentes: ipsi erant qui de carnis circumcisione gloriabantur. De quibus  alio loco dicit: quorum Deus uenter et gloria in pudendis eorum. Intellege  tu circumcisionem et esto circumcisio; intellege et esto: Intellectus enim  45  bonus, sed omnibus qui faciunt eum. Non utique frustra octauo die iussus  est infans circumcidi, nisi quia petra qua circumcidimur Christus erat.  Cultellis enim petrinis circumcisus est populus, petra autem erat  Christus. Quare ergo octauo die? Quia in hebdomadibus idem primus qui  octauus. Completis enim septem diebus reditur ad primum. Finitur  50  septimus, Dominus sepultus; reditur ad primum, Dominus resuscitatus.  34 II Cor. 5,21 35—-36 II Cor. 8,9 40-41 Phil.3,3 43 Phil. 3, 19 44-45  Ps. 110, 10 45-46 cfrGen. 17, 12 et Leu. 12,3 47 cfrlos.5,2 47-48 I  Cor. 10, 4  33 Sed]se V2 «  34 ipso] ipsum S?  34-35 ille...uitaret] illa paupertate  inuitaretV? 34 paupertatem] partatem flor* *<  35 ille...est] factus est ille V7  |  36 sicut] iterat V3 4<  37 -n0S] nors2 en  fecit] facıt V flor* am maur, fin  flor* 40 inquit] om. S? 41 Iesu] om. S? << | fidentes] fiduciam habentes flor®  41-—42 Respexit...fidentes] om. S! «<  42 fidentes] edentes V23 «.c.  ]  ipsi  erant] post gloriabantur N_ | erant] erat S? “< 43 dicit] om. V! “< | uenter] est  add. N V*7 am maur  |  Intellege] intelle flor® +<  44  enim] om. V* 4<  |  |  45 bonus] uonus $* «<  eum] ea V! “< (ut uid.)  Non utique] neque S?  46 circumcidimur] circumcidimus V} «<-  l  erat] est N, om. V! P<  47 Cultellis]  cultelnis V! «<  l  petra] non leg. quod add. V «<  48 hebdomadibus]  hebdomadadibus V} <<  |  idem] id V2 4, id* V3 ac.  |  primus] est praem. V!  D.C.  |  qui] et add. am 49 Finitur] finitus $ V!2«<.3 4.<. q% 49-50 Finitur...  sepultus] finito enim septimo quo dominus est sepultus N 50 primum] primus  ‚S!  ]  Dominus resuscitatus] quo dominus est resuscitatus N  |  resuscitatus]  resuscitus am1d* V3AUGUSTINE’S SERMON 169  21  rapina non erat. Sed tamen semetipsum exinaniuit formam serui  accipiens: ut nos essemus iustitia Dei in ipso. Si enim ille paupertatem  35  uitaret, nos paupertate non careremus. Pauper enim ille factus est, cum  diues esset, ut illius paupertate, sicut scriptum est, nos ditaremur.  Diuitiae illius quid nos facturae sunt cuius paupertas nos diuites fecit?  Apostolus ergo non tibi negauit circumcisionem, sed exposuit: lucem  praetendit, umbram remouit.  40  3. Nos sumus, inquit, circumcisio, qui spiritu Deo seruimus et gloriamur  in Christo Iesu et non in carne fidentes. Respexit quosdam in carne  fidentes: ipsi erant qui de carnis circumcisione gloriabantur. De quibus  alio loco dicit: quorum Deus uenter et gloria in pudendis eorum. Intellege  tu circumcisionem et esto circumcisio; intellege et esto: Intellectus enim  45  bonus, sed omnibus qui faciunt eum. Non utique frustra octauo die iussus  est infans circumcidi, nisi quia petra qua circumcidimur Christus erat.  Cultellis enim petrinis circumcisus est populus, petra autem erat  Christus. Quare ergo octauo die? Quia in hebdomadibus idem primus qui  octauus. Completis enim septem diebus reditur ad primum. Finitur  50  septimus, Dominus sepultus; reditur ad primum, Dominus resuscitatus.  34 II Cor. 5,21 35—-36 II Cor. 8,9 40-41 Phil.3,3 43 Phil. 3, 19 44-45  Ps. 110, 10 45-46 cfrGen. 17, 12 et Leu. 12,3 47 cfrlos.5,2 47-48 I  Cor. 10, 4  33 Sed]se V2 «  34 ipso] ipsum S?  34-35 ille...uitaret] illa paupertate  inuitaretV? 34 paupertatem] partatem flor* *<  35 ille...est] factus est ille V7  |  36 sicut] iterat V3 4<  37 -n0S] nors2 en  fecit] facıt V flor* am maur, fin  flor* 40 inquit] om. S? 41 Iesu] om. S? << | fidentes] fiduciam habentes flor®  41-—42 Respexit...fidentes] om. S! «<  42 fidentes] edentes V23 «.c.  ]  ipsi  erant] post gloriabantur N_ | erant] erat S? “< 43 dicit] om. V! “< | uenter] est  add. N V*7 am maur  |  Intellege] intelle flor® +<  44  enim] om. V* 4<  |  |  45 bonus] uonus $* «<  eum] ea V! “< (ut uid.)  Non utique] neque S?  46 circumcidimur] circumcidimus V} «<-  l  erat] est N, om. V! P<  47 Cultellis]  cultelnis V! «<  l  petra] non leg. quod add. V «<  48 hebdomadibus]  hebdomadadibus V} <<  |  idem] id V2 4, id* V3 ac.  |  primus] est praem. V!  D.C.  |  qui] et add. am 49 Finitur] finitus $ V!2«<.3 4.<. q% 49-50 Finitur...  sepultus] finito enim septimo quo dominus est sepultus N 50 primum] primus  ‚S!  ]  Dominus resuscitatus] quo dominus est resuscitatus N  |  resuscitatus]  resuscitus amprimus] est
D.C. qui] ei add. Finıtur] finıtus V]2 a.C. 5 A.C. am 49 —50 Finıtur ...
sepultus|] finıto enım sept1imo JUO domınus est sepultus prımum ] prımus
SI Domiminus resuscıtatus]| QUO domiıinus est resuscıtatus resuscıtatus ]
resuscıtus



BOODIS, PARTIOLENS

Domuin1ı enım resurrect10 promisıt nobıs ageternum 1em el consecrauıt
nobıs domınıcum 1emM. Quı1 uOCatur domiınıcus ıpse uldetur proprıie ad
Domınum pertinere, qula die Domuinus resurrexI1it. Reddita est petra,
Circumcıdantur quı uolunt dicere: Nos enım CIFCUMCLSILO.

. Tradıtus est enım propter DeCcCala NOSTIra el resurrexıt propter
Lustificationem nostram Ius  1Cat10 CITrCUMCIS1IO (ua NON est
Gratia salut factı estis per fidem el hoc Nün uobis, sed DeLi donum est.
NO  P operibus. Ne forte dıicas: ° Promerul1 el 1deo acceplI.' Non te

promerendo acCcep1sse, quı NON promererer1S, 1S1 acceplsses. Gratia
praecessıt merıtum tuum 1ON gratia merıI1to, sed merıtum gratia.
Nam S1 gratia merIı1to, emist., 19(0)91 gratis accepIistl. Pro nihilo, Inquıit,
Saluos facies CO  n Quı1d est Pro nıihılo Saluos facies? in e1s InuenISs
nde salues el tamen saluas. Gratis das, ogratis saluas. Omnı1a meriıta
praecedis, ut ona tua CONSEqQUANLUFr meriıta IC  < Prorsus oratıs das, oratıs

65 saluas, quı nıhıl INnueNIS nde salues el multum Inuen1Ss nde damnes.
Nos CI2O, Inquıt, CIFCUMCLSIO, qul ‚pirıitul Del SerulmMus el

gloriamur In Christo Iesu qul gloriatur, In Domino glorietur el 1Nün In
fidentes. Kt quıd est °{1dere in carne ‘ Audiıte, inquıit. Ouamquam

CSO, Inquıit, habeam fiduciam el In S71 QULS alius In

Ps 5Phit. 343 54—56 Rom. 4, 25 5 / —58 Eph. 2, 8-9 61—62
66 —067 Phil F I Cor. 1 67-—-0658 Phıl 3, 65—70 Phıl 3

] resurrect10 | resuscıtatio V flor” MNAaur promisıt ] praemisıt
aeternum | aeternam flor” domınıcum ] domıcum V3 Qu1]|

V3 proprie] proprıae Cırcumcıdantur| ıterat enım]
resurrexI1t ] resurreX1 MAUFr nostram | V4 Justificatio0] iustifi*catio

V3 56—65 non...damnes| om. flor” a| ad Gratia ] INC flor® (Eph
Z 8_9 InSCrIpO: SCIILOLC de uerbis apostolı fıdem] fıde V D.C. donum
est| V3 co ide @. te| poteste promerendo|]
promerende promerererI1S] promerer1s V12 456 / flor®
(fortasse archetypo), PITOMCICICS merı1to ] merıtam uel merıtum
61 gratia] ogratiam emist1| emıIisıst1 eOS| illos facies?] COS

adı  . V>6 flor® MAUYFr nıl V in e1s } ıterat saluas?]
salues mea| gratis*] gatıs salues]
saluas V® mnes damnas V} fin flor® pırıtun spırıtu V12

glorietur glorıemur V3 68 Nnquıt| V5.7 p.c.flo‚5 nquıt]
69—70 in? 11ducı1am ] uldetur confıidere In carne flor”
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habere fiduciam, maQis CZo Ne arbıtremiıinı IN Inquıit, hoc ontemner‘

quod 19(0)01 abDeo Quı1d INAaSNUuhl est, S1 OMO abıectus, plebe1us, 1gnobıilıs,
Contemn nOD1lıtatem Sed S1 alıquıs OMO INAaSNUS, potens, nobilıs
Con nobılıtatem, hoc MAaASNUumM est ei iunc CTa exh1ıbet
humıilıtatem Ouamquam CQO, Inquıit, habeam fiduciam el In Ideo

TS uOS, Inquıit, doceo contemnere, quon1am uldetis habere quod
cCoOonNntemnam Nz qUuLS alıus In habere fiduciam, MAaQLS CO

Et audı in Carllec f1ıduc1am. ( IırCcumcCILSLONE octaul diel, 1d est NON

proselytus, 1NON aduena ad populum De1l, NON ma1l0r CIrCUMCISUS, sed
parentibus nNnatus udaeus e CIrcumcC1Is1ıoNEM Octauı 1e1 Ex SENETE

8() Israel, trıbu Benıiamın, Hebraeus Hebraeis, secundum egem
pharisaeus. Primanrı1 quıdam erant ef quası ad nOoD1ılıtatem Iuda1cam
segregatl, NON contemptibıilı plebı cCommıiıxti quı diıcebantur pharısaeı
Nam dıcıtur hoc uerbum quası segregatiıonem interpretarIı, quomodo In
Latına lıngua dıcıtur egreg1us quası separatus. Fuerunt

s ) Israelıtae, 1d est SCHCIC Israel, et1am Il quı separatı eran templo.
Remansıt autem ad emplum us Iuda eit us Ben1ilamıin. Irıbus Leu1l
In sacerdot1ıbus, us Iuda reglia eit us Ben1i1amıin: hoc solum

74—76 Phil 3, Phıl 3, 79—81 Phıl 3, s4—90) I11 Reg

magıs eg0] INU N flor” me | V sflor” nquıt| INU.
MAUYFr hoc| inquıt hOocC contemnere | contem*ere V3 a
condemnare 71 est| V4 abıectus| sıtmM plebe1us]
plebıus V}, plebs e1lus contemnat | contempnet flor” W3 SCd. : ESt ıta
N, V flor” MAUr exhıbe INU MAUFr exhıbet| xhıbeat

V flor” MAUYF et| uOS| PIOTISUS HL 3(0N nquıt] INU
V4 quon1am ] quando Circumcıisıione | eo inquıit CIrcumMCIS1IONEM N,
CITCUMCISUS P.C. flor” octau1] OCLAaUO D.C. octaua flor” 1e1 dıe V2.> D.C.

flor?, de1 V3 77—79 1d...dıie1] aduena| V4 octau1] OCLauO
V> S() Israel| srahe]l V> de HN V2-330 00r°
MAUr Hebraeus... Hebrae1s| V47 plebıi] plebe uerbum|
COPIT. segregatiıonem]| segregatiıone quomodo QUOQUO modo V3

ingua] V3 separatus|] saparatus V3 S  n Israelıtae
israhelıtae VI.2.4.5fl0r5 1d est| est| Israel| israhel
V134 Tuerant| fuerıint VI A, fuerunt V2.> ad| @C flor° Ben1amıin| ef
trıbus leu1 add Irıbus| trıbu V3 hoc solum | he sole
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remansera ad erusalem eit ad emplum De1, quando acta est ]la
separatıo in SCIUO Salomonıis. Non CISO euıter accıplatıs quod aıt °trıbus
Ben1iamıin’: inhaerens udae, NON recedens templo. Hebraeus
Hebraeis, secundum aemulationemsecundum legem pharisaeus,
DETSEGQUENS ecclesiam. Inter meriıta Ssua COomMMEMOFrat quod uer1
perSeCUlor. Secundum aemulationem, inquıit. Qua aemulatiıone? Non
CTaMl, Inquıit, pıger Iudaeus quı1dquı erat quod leg1 INcaeC aduersarıum

05 ulderetur, ımpatienter ferebam, acrıter insequebar. Haec apud udaeos
nobılıtas, sed apud Stum quaerıtur umıiılıtas Ideo ıbı iste Saulus, hıc
Paulus Saulus Saule der1uatur. Quis fuerit Saul, nostIis: 1PSIUS
electa est PTOCCIAa. SIC 6i descerı1bit scriıptura: quod supereminens

de Oomn1bus, quando electus est, ut ungueretur in Non fuınt SIC
100 Paulus, sed actus Paulus Paulus enım Paruus, iıdeo Paulus modicus. Ergo

secundum aemulationem, Inquıit, DETSEQUENS ecclesiam. Hınc intellegant
homiınes qualıs apud udaeos fuerım, quı s{ı eccles1iam persequebar
aJemulatıone tradıtıonum narum.

90—-93 Phıl 3, B 97 —9 cfir I Reg. 9, 100—-101 Phıl 3, 102—-103 cfir
1 13-14

S® remanserat| remanserant N, remansıt V]3 MNAUr ad‘] in
Jlerusalem] hıerusalem SI V*£ flor° A  9 iherusalem V>-6 aC faccta

V3 illıc V? flor” s Ko Jla separatıo| INU MAUYFr O7 Salomoni1s]
/salamon1i1s V3 AAr trıbus|] de trıbu N, AonNn leg VE trıbu* V3 a trıbu V3 D.C.

Viflor MAUYFr 91 aemulatıonem | hemulationem flor” eccles1am | de1 adı  &.
flor? aemulatıonem| hemulationem flor” / Qua aemulatıone ] QUam
aemulatıonem V Hlor® INAUYTFr (hemulationem flor”) pıger] p1*ger

leg1 meae | egıtıme / aduersarıum | ulderetur| uıldetur V12
a.Cc. 3 a. uldebatur Christum] deum Saulus] salus a.c. 2

enımM dermuatur| dirmuatur SZ V12 3.5—7fl0‚5 u1s quı
AA MAUYFr er1 fuerat V3 9’7 — 98 1DS1US procera ] 1pse tatuı.
PIOCCIUS In MAAFr®S. (uarıa ectio) 0S procera| procerI1s Vl3 MAUYFr eum |
enım V47 de| V3 D.C. 5fl0‚5 MAUFr est ] V3 regem] rIcsC
100 Paulus‘!] saulus V*+/ am Tactus| de sauloUN, est adı  .
V4 modicus|] medicus V3 101 aemulatıonem | hemulationem flor”
102 qualıs] 147024 le2 V2, V3 persequebar| persequeba* A.C. 2

103 aemulatıone ] aemulatıonen V3 a emulatıon1 V4 7’ hemulatiıone
flor? paternarum] paterna S2
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secundum iustitiam GQUAE In lege eST, qUd erım sine querela.
105 OUu1 carıtas uestra dıctos CSSC Ssıne querela bulasse in omnıbus

ilustificatiıonıbus Domuinı Zacharıam et Elisabeth In omnibus, inquıt
scrıptura, iustificationibus Domuinı ambulasse SInNe querela Ecce hoc erat
ef Paulus noster, quando Saulus erat. In lege sıne querela ambulaba el

quod In fuınt SIne querela, hoc de illo ac1eDal INASNall querelam Quid
110 CISO putlamus, fratres’? Esse sıne querela secundum lustit1iam YyUaC ın lege

estT, malum est? S1 malum est secundum iustit1am JUAC in lege estT, CSSC

sıne querela, CIg alıquıd malı est lex® Sed habemus eundem apostolum
dicentem: Itaque lex quidem Sanclia el mandatum sancium el Iustum et
bonum. S1 lex Ssancta el mandatum sanctum el 1ustum el bonum,

115 secundum lustit1am QUaC est lege sancta, CcConuersarı sıne querela
quomodo potest NON CSSC bonum? Quomodo potest 1NON CSSC sanctum? An
forte sanctum est‘ Audıamus 1psum apostolum; ul quıd 1Cal Ouae
mihrL Iucra fuerunt, aAecC propter r15SIum amna CYIE UXL Damna Sua

1C1 el inter damna SUua quod in lustıitia UUAaC est ıIn lege, fuerıt
120 sıne querela Verumtamen, Inquıt, el arbitror OMNLA damna esSse propter

104 Phıiıl. 3, 6 106—107 Luc 1, 6 113—-114 Rom. /, 12 117-125 1
7a8

104 Addıt] ad*dıt V3 (L est| est in lege flor” MAUr qua] quı N, QUaC
S?, 1non leg V©£, CONUEeT:  us V3 D.C, p.c.fl0‚5 uerım flor” 105 Nouıit]
V3 A, nouıtas VI ambulasse ] eiM 106 Elısabeth| ei1sa
V135, elyzabe Vt, eli1zaDbDe V/ maur, helızabet 107 ambulasse | ambulantes

V? flor” MAUYFr 108 et!] noster| no* VI 109 eo| VI
110 putamus fratres | INU V4 ın| ex flor” 111 malum‘] hOC mM V2, CSSC

M Si  est?] V3 112 malı malum V4 eundem | endem S2
114 1ustum | 1us*tum V3 115 est ege lege est conuersarı|

CONUerTSAarTIS V4 116 non?] 117 sanctum | NON V/, NON adı  &.
Audıamus| audıam u1ldete | uae sedMflor”

117118 Quae dux1| sed YJUaC mıhı fuerunt lucra aeC arbıitratus 08 propter
chrıstum detrimenta flor” 118 fuerunt| erunt V3 rıstum V3
. uX1 1X1 119 lustıtıa | i1ustatıa V3 est  lege In lege est
120 Nquıt| et| Anon leg ei arbıtror| existimo flor” arbıtror|
abıtror V3 amna detrimentum flor”
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emınentem scCLientAM Christi Tesu Domuni nOstrL. Attendo, Inquıit, laudes
INCAaS, COMPATO emiınentl1ae Domuin1 nostrı1 lesu sSu S1t10, hoc
CONTtEeMNO Parum est hoc propter quem arbitror, Inquıit, OMNLA NOn

solum detrimenta ESISIE, el existiımaul ESSE, Ul Christum
125 lucrifacerem.

Quaestio ma1lo0r est S1 secundum lustit1iam UJUaC In lege est,
uersabarıs Ssıne querela eit hoc In detrimentis tuls, In damnıs, In stercorıbus
utas, ut Christum lucrifac1as, CISO lustitia Ila STIO prohıbebat”
Obsecro te, CXÄPONC hoc paululum. Deo potius diıcamus, illumınet el NOS

130 qUO el 1pse 1LLumMınNaATtuUuSs est quı epıstolam istam scr1bıt nobıs NON

atramen(to, sed pırı De1 1U1 Vıdetis, Carl1ssSım1, YUaIM sıt arduum,
qQUaM 11MNcı1e intellegere hoc CUu ONstet egem CSSC ef
mandatum Sanctum eit lustum ef bonum CONSteique OMN1InNO inter 1deles
catholicos ita ut CINO dıssentlat 1S1 quı NON uult CSSC catholicus anc

135 egem 1ON datam 1S1 Domino Deo NOSLrO, secundum istam lustit1am
YJUaAC lege estT, CONUerSsarı sıne querela impedimentum fulsse apostolo
ueniıret ad Chrıstum, IICC Ccu uen1sSse ad m, 1S1 hoc quod fuı_t
secundum lustitiam UJUaC In lege est sıne querela, inter amna eit

132—-133 CIr Rom SE

121 emınentem| emınente Christ1 esu INU V/ flor° Christ1 nostr1]
domiını nostr1 ıhesu chrıstı V4 / en!  (0) attendıte SI audes|] es SI
122 S1t10 ] SCIO 123 125 arbıtror Jucrıfacerem] omn1a detrimentum fecı eit
arbıtror ut ut chrıstum lucrifaciam flor” 125 Jucriıfacerem] lucrı facıam
N, ucrificarem 126 exorta| exhorta est‘] paule Aadı  .
IMNAaAur secundum | Aon le2 quod adı  . V3 127 damnıs] et adı  &. D.C.

128 prohıbeba: prohıbebatur 129 Obsecro te] obserote paululum
paulum flor” ılluminet] utm. V!-5.0 am IMAUYTr et| S2 V4 130 et ]

V4 MMNAaAur eit 1pse INU. a ıpse / epıstolam ] PCIm
1stam] 1psam V2.5 scr1bıt ]} InNscriut a inscrbit SI D.C. scr1psıt

flor? AMMAUFr 132 Cum| 132— 133 constet... bonum] V3
132 sSsanctam esse| INU. V?./ 133 sanctum | CSSCm 134 catholıcos eit
DFUAEM. S2 (1.| 135 1stam | 136 ımpedıimentum ımpedimento
S2 / apostolo] apostolı V123 (. 137 uen1sse] uen1isset V3 (ut uld.)
137138 Tunt secundum ] fulsset ad V4 138 inter] YJUaC mM S12 D.C.
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etirımenta ef C  et dSequamur CTSO ef accedamus
140 alıquantum, forte in 1PS1S uerbis apostolı elucescat nobıs alıquıd nde

ista remoOoueatur ei oluatur obscurıtas. Detrimenta, inquıit, credidı aAeC
OMNLA el exXtistimaul, Ul rıstum lucrifaciam. Intendıite, obsecro.
Damna, etrımen' SterT‘ ista ex1istimaul, In quıbus et1am
CO  TO quod fuerım sıne querela secundum i1ustit1am qUuUaC ıIn lege

145 est. FExistimaul CTZO haec OmMnNLAa detrımenta el ul Christum
[ucrifaciıam el InNnuUENLAF In Ilo A”non habens Meam LUSELAM, QUAE lege
est. Qui1 praeuen1t1s intellectu expositionem, arbıtramını uUOS

ueloces In ula CUu tardıorıbus ambulare eler1ıtas alıquantulum
reprimatur, tardıor deseratur. Vt Christum, Inquıit, lucrifacıam el

150 InNuUENLAFr In Tlo NO  \ habens MeaıAnm Lustitiam, qUAE lege est. 1 MeadAm

dıxerat, YUALC addıdıt lege‘? 1 enım lege est, quomodo tua est‘?
Numquıd bı imposulstı legem? Deus egem edıt, Deus egem
imposult, Deus leg1 SUAaC obtemperare praecepIit. Lex S1 NON te doceret

quemadmodum uluere deberes, quomodo DOSSCS habere 1ustit1iam sıne
155 querela secundum legem? SI secundum egem habes, quomodo dıicı1s: ANnün

habens Meam Lustitiam, GUAE lege estT, sed A0 qUAE est DEr fidem
Christti, QUAE est Deo?

141—-142 Phıl 3 142—145 cir Phıl 3, 6-8 145—147 Phıl 3, 8- 149—150
Phıl 3: 8- 154—-155 cir Phıl 3, 155157 Phıl 3,

139 eft stercora| estercora computasset] Computasse S2 Sequamur|
SCQUAMUS V3 140 alıquantum | alıquantulum V4 ın| 141 aeCcC efi

142 et] ut V2.5 142—143 ut... ex1istimau1| V3 147 lucriıfacı1am |
Iucriıfacerem v]3 D.C. d lucrificarem 142—143 Intendıite existimau1]|
flor? 143 ista| Inu. 145 Existimaui| estimaul ergo

omn18a| 147 —150 Quiı1 est| flor” 147 praeuen1t1s|
arbıtramiın1| arbıtram *nıpraeuen1st1s V2-/ am MUAUT , preuenisti

(L. uos| u”* 148 alıquantulum| lıquantum V13 MAUr 149 comes|
NECCOMIS comes| com*es SI nquıt| 150 inuen1ar|

ege COI 151 est!] quomodo| et praem. V3 153 te  1
suae| leg1 SUacC MAUYFr eg1 eg1s 154 uluere eberes ulueres
S2 posses] pOSSIS V}, V2.0 habere| haberes V2.6 154—-155 sıne querela

V47 155 querela querelam 52 156 eam | illam flor” 156—-157 est“ ... Deo]
fıde est ihesu chrıistı QUAC deo est iustitia in fide flor” 157 Christi1] iıhesu

H. S2
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lam CI SO 1cam ut euelet melıus quı uUOS possıdet, one el
intellectum eit effectum Donabiıt enım effectum, S1 donauıt affectum Hoc

160 est enım quod olo dicere: lege De1l proposıta 1psa enım dıxıt Non
CONCUPISCES lege CISO De1 proposıta eXcept1is iıllıs arnalıbus
sacramentI1s quUaC fuerant umbrae futurorum lege Deı proposıta qU1SQqu1s
1muerit el Sul1s umrıbus ımplere putauer1 el feceriıit quod
1u lex, NON amando lustitiam, sed timendo POCNAM, fuınt quıdem

165 secundum lustitiam JUaC lege est, OMO SINEe querela Non furatur, NON

adulterat, NON 1C1 falsum testimon1um, NON facıt homic1ıdium, NON

concupiıscıt K ffl proxX1ımı SU1 Potest hOcC, potest fortassıs: unde? TI1more
POCNAC. Quamquam quı timore POCNAC NON concupiscıt, puto qu1a
COnNcupIscCIt. Jerrore ingenti aAM orum elorum el CIrcumdantis

170 orsıtan multıtudıinıs ue]l obu1am euntis eti1am leo praeda el
tamen leo uenı1t, leo re praedam NON rapult, NON malıtiam posult. 1
talıs C5S, MC lustıitia est; qua lustitia (ua tıbı consulıs torquearıs. Quid
Magnum est timere? Quı1s NON timet? Qui1s latro, qu1s
sceleratus, qu1s nefarıus? Sed hoc interest inter 1morem tuum

175 tiımoremque atronis quod atro timet leges homınum el 1deo facıt
latrocınıum., quıia sperat fallere eges hominum ;: {u em e1us eges

160— 161 Rom. O2 165 cfr Phıl 3 165—-167 cfir Ex 20, AT}

158 et] V47 159 effectum‘] alfectum V2.5 D-CAYL og MAUrFr / effectum“]
affectum donauıit] donabit SZ V*? am MAUF , donauerit V2.0 affectum ]
eitectum intellectum V2, uel intellectum Sup. 160—162 ipsa \
proposıta] flor° 161 De1] 162 Tuerant] fuerunt 4-3.
MAur umbrae] umbra 163 tiımuerit] emwueriıt a umwueriıt V+.0 /
implere INU V+./ se| V4 164 i1ubet lex] INU. MAUr ımendo|
antummodo poenam | VI D.C. funt] tit N V>/ flor® 165 In ]
flor? MAUr Non] 169 elorum] telarum 170 obulam
obu1ıa 171 leo uenit] V4 1r es|] V2, V“ flor? justitia‘] (ua
adı  &. est| qua] QJUAaTE N, quıia V145 tua| V flor”
MAUr t1bı consulıs|] consulıs a INU D.C. 173 poenam ponam flor°

tiımere ] 1NONm 174 sceleratus] celeratus VI 175 leges] legeVI facıt] eges homiınum adı  &. (ut uld.) 176 qu1a qua V3 se |
*ce SI 176—-177 leges‘ ‚.. fallere*] V3 176 tu] eim e1lus
leges] In V* flor® NAUr leges*] egem S2 V4 D.C.



UGUSTINE’S SERMON 169

tiımes, e1us DOCHNAM times YQUCIMN fallere NON Nam SI fallere9
quıd NON fecisses? Ergo eit concupıscentiam tuam malam NON aAINOT ollıt,
sed t1imor premiut. oulle uenıt upus, latratu eit clamore pastorum

180 abh ouılı est upus ıpse est tamen upus, In uem uertatur. aCcCı
enım ei hoc Domuinus, sed 1psa est iustiti1a e1us, NON ({ua. Nam quamdıu
es (uam, timere9NON AaAINaTre iustiti1am. Ergo, Tatres me1l,

delicı1as SUas Inıquıtas eft iustitia NON habet? Delectat malum eit NON

electal bonum? electa) OMN1NnNO, sed OMINUS suaultatem el

185 NOSIra dabit fructum SUUM Ille 151 prıor det suauıtatem, terra nOstra NON

habebıit 1S1 ster1ıilıtatem. Hanc CI SO 1ustit1am cConcupiluit apostolus,
delectatus est; fuıut De1 ef delectatus estT; concuplult anıma e1us ef
gestuauılt In atrıa Dominı1ı ef ulluerunt mnı1a qUaC PIO habebat
facta sunt damna., etirımen

190 Hınc enım erat ef iıllud quod eccles1iam persequebatur secundum
aemulatıonem paternarum tradıtıonum. Inde erat quı1a SUuarll i1ustit1am
constıtuebat, NON i1ustit1am De1l quaerebat. Vıdete enım quıa inde
persequebatur eccles1am. Ouid eErso dicemus? alt alıo0 loco 1pse
apostolus Oula gentes qUAE NO  ia sectabantur Lustitiam, apprehenderunt

184—185 Ps 84, 187 cir 187188 18 O23 189 cir1
T 90—-19 cir Gal 1, 193 —205 Rom 9, 3()-372

1797 e1us] eIus times*] 178 concupıscentiam |
concupısentiam 179 latratu | atrato pastorum | pOostorum

180 ou1lı| ouıle V7.2.5 reuersSus| epulsus V? flor° Jupus?]
ıpse Jupus“] tamen ıpse upus est N, ıpse SCINPCI est upus

MAUYFr est?] V2.4 ın| upus mM uertatur| uertantur
181 enım| 1psa efM lustitia e1us| INU 182 habes|

184ha*s VI 183 inıquıtas ] inıquita* V3 eIecC delectet
suauıtatem | benignitatem V4 185 det| des S2 terra| eimM flor?

steriılıtatem | sterelıta”* V}, sterelıtatem186 al  e  1
aestuauıt| estauıt V3 189 detriımenta| ei detrimenta eft 190 erat|

erIrat S2 191 paternarum | SUarum adı  &. quli1a qUaC VI (l.| 192 non| 1ONO

quaerebat| querabat V3 A.' 193—252 Quı1d lacere | flor”
193 dicemus| dicımus V am 193— 194 alıo apostolus] 1pse apostulus al10 10CcC0
VI 193 1pse qUOU 194 gentes|] INC. flor® (Rom 9, 30-32;
INnSCFYIpHO: SCIIHNOMIC de uerbIis apostol1)



BOODIS,

195 IuStitLam. Sed quam? Iustitiam QUAE fide est. Gentes GUAE
A”non sectabantur Iustitiam YJUAC lege esT, quası propriam SUalll, UUaC fıt
de timore POCNAC, NON de ilustitiae qula Anon sectabantur
LUustitLam, apprehenderun Iustitiam.: Iustitiam GQUAE fide est
Israel Inquıt, DETSEGUECNS legem Iustitiae, In egem Anon peruenıt.

200 Ouare? Oula NO  n Qui1d est Oui1a ANoün fide‘? Non sperauıt in
Deo, 1ON 1lam petiulit Deo, NON credı1dadı In eul qul iustificat IMDIUM,
NON fuınt sımılıs publıcano oculos in deıcıent, tu SUUTN

percutientI et dicent1: Domuine, DrODitiusS esto mihrL peccatort. Ergo
DEFTSEQUENS legem Iustitiae, In egem AoON peruenit. Ouare? Oula non

205 fide, sed Quasıi operibus. Offenderunt In apidem offensionts. Ecce
nde Saulus persequebatur eccles1am. Quando enım persequebatur
ecclesi1am, In apıdem offensi0on1s offendebat humıilıs In terra
lacebat; In caelıs quıdem eit ıpse erat leuata illo Carne SUa mortu1ls
resuscıtata, sed 1S1 el In terra Chrıistus jaceret; NON 1ps1 aulo lamaret:

210 Ouid persequer1is? Ergo ılle lacebat, quı1a umılı  em praeiereDbal; HTle
offendebat, quıia NON uldebat Ht um hoc NON uldere nde erat? De
{tumore superblae. Quı1d est °de tumore superbıiae ” Quası de lustıiti1a SU.  S

Kx lege quıdem, sed SU.  « Quıid est ex lege‘? Qui1a in mandatıs eg1s Quiı1d

201 Rom 4, 202—203 Luc 18, 13 210 Act 9, 26,

195 Iustitiam ] 1ustitia autem‘!] autem“] flor* 196 in| V47
MNAUr | quae“] quı fıt] sıt 197 tımore | INOTC amore ]

timore V47 198 apprehenderunt lustitiam ] justitiam”] lustitia
VI iustitiam?] 1ustitia Israel| israhel VI 5-) inquit] a
quıd V2.5 legem“] lege S lustitiae adı  . V2.0 IMNMNAUFr non| (l.

201 Deo*] eum V flor“ MMNAuUur Deo*] domiıino 202—203 1O  S

202 /peccator1]| flor“ OCulos| oculıs pectus| S2
2704 legem“] lustitiae adı  &. MAUFr 205 OÖffenderunt| offendere V., enım adı  &.
MAUYFr 205—207 ecce / offendebat] om. flor“ 06-—2 Quando...ecclesiam ]

208 euata| leu*ta Jla V4 carne| mM
Calnlec SUa| SUuanll 209 1ps1 1pse VI4 MAUF, om. flor“ 210 qu1a

JUa humıilıtatem] p1am adı  &. praeferebat| perferebat
711 offendebat| offerebat V3 212 Quı1d superbiae“]
212—233 ul  co flor“ 213 Quid*] quı V3a C leg1s] V47
213214 Quı1d est“] quıdem V3
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est sua’? JTamquam ulrıbus SUIS. Amor deerat, A1L11OT jlustitiae, AINOT

715 arıtatıs S{l Et nde ıllı amor®? OIluUuSs poss1ıdebat tımor, sed carıtatı
uenturae locum In corde eruabat Cum saeulret ef ereC({us, lactabundus,
glor1ans apud 1DSOS udaeos quod secundum aemulatıonemp
tradıt1ıonum persequebatur eccles1am Cu <ıb1 ulderetur excelsus,
audıu1t desuper Domuiını nostrı lesu sı 1am ın caelo sedentis ei

MÜ uC humılıtatem commendantıs: Saule, Inquıit, Saule, quid
persequeris? Durum est tibi aduersus stimulum calces muttere. Possem te
dımıttere enım uexarerIs punction1bus me1s, NON CDO irangerer
alcıbus tu1s sed NON dımıtto SaeuUls ef mi1sereor. Ouid
persequeris? Non enım timeo te ıterum crucıfigas 98% sed olo

Z INC, Occıdas 19(0)81 IMN sed
Horruit CISO apostolo eft prostrato, ereCtio el instructo

factum enım est in ıllo E20 percutıam el CO sanabo. Non enım alt
Sanabo el percutiam , sed percutiıam el sanabo. Percutiam te, dabo tıbı

SI1IC prostratus horrult lustit1am SUaM, in UUa erat certe sıne querela,
23() laudabılıs, INAaSNUs, quası glor10sus apud udaeos eirımen ex1istimauıt,

amna credıdıt, deputauıt, Ul Inuenıtretur In Ilo Anoüon habens SUUAM

Lustitiam, qUAE lege estT, sed CM GQUAE Der fidem est Christi, QUUE est,

2172188 cir I 220—224 Act 26, 227229 Deut. 32,
230—231 cir Phıl 3, E E 731—233 Phıl 3

ulrıbus ] de V13 MAuUur 215 Christi]714 Sua| de MAUrTr

de1 V4 ille V4 Solus| YJUCHI mM N, solum (ut uld.), adı  &.
V2 P.C. 6’ um V3 P.-C. maur sed| 216 In corde ] V47 et ]
V2.5 D.C, 4-6 maur 5AR| quo' qUOS SI VI3 (fortasse archetypo), apud
mM N, V3 D.C. 219 audıuı1t ] V3 GCOIT. desuper uocem| INU.
221 urum du* calces miıttere| calcıtrare V4 Possem| possım V13

DA i 2R dımıttere | *mıiıttere 223 Saeuls et] saeulsset V3 A  n SaeuUls sed
V3 D.C. mi1sereor| M1sSeOr SI 724 timeo te| INU. ne| SI a.
leg A uft D.C, 226 Horruint] OCccurrıt ergo lustit1am SUuanmn ad  &.

apostolo instructo| apostolus PCICUSSUS ef prostratus ereCtus ei instructus
V?2 D.C. MAUYTr 227 enim‘] enım est| INU. V*+/ am 228% sanabo |

S all SI a COOF efmM V47 MAUFr 229 prostratus| S1C
ereCtus add. suam | ıterat 729—230) sıne laudabıilıs | laudabılıs Sıne
querela 230 quası ... ludaeos apud 1udeos quası g10r10SUS detrımenta |
haec Omn1a add. In MAFS 732 lustit1am | VI PCI fiıdem] fıde V4



BOOD1IS, JORFS, PARTOENS

inquıit, Deo Ullı quı offenderunt iın apıdem offensionI1s: quıd de
15 cıt 1pse apostolus”? Ou1a NON, inquıit, fide, sed LlAaMqQquam

235 operibus. Quası 1ps1 quası SUa lustitija offenderunt In lapiıdem offensionis,
SICUL scriıptum est ‘“‘Ecce DONO In 10 lapiıdem offensionis et etiram
scandalı, el qul crediderit In ECU. 479}  D confundetur.’ Quı1 enım credıideriıt
In Cu 1NON habebiıt SUall Justitiam, UJUaAC lege SSı quamu1s sıt ona
lex; sed ımplebıt 1psam egem NON SUa lustitla, sed data Deo Ita enım

74() NON confundetur. Carıtas enım legis plenitudo. Et nde ista carıtas
diffusa est In cordibus nostris? Non utique nobıs, sed Der Spirıtum
SANCIUM, qui datus est nobıis. Offenderunt CISO Iı in lapıdem offension1s
eft candalı eft alt de 15 Fratres, ONa uoluntas quidem COordis
mel el deprecatio ad Deum DFO LDSLS In salutem. Deprecatur apostolus DIO

245 NON credentıibus, uft credant; DIO auersIs, ut CONUE  Nur. Vıdetis qula 1CC

1psa CONUeETrSIO sıne De1 adıutori0. Deprecatio, Inquıit, ad Deum DFO 15 ın
salutem. Testımonium enım perhibeo quia zelum DeLl habent SI1IC habebat
ei 1pSse: zelum De1 habebat Sed quomodo ıpse Quomodo

Sed NO  \ secundum sScCientiam. Quıid est hoc NO  x secundum

6A7 { (0) 808  -33 24) Rom. 13, 10 0—-24 om 2437244
Rom 1 246 —247 Rom. 10.; 247250 RKRom 1 E} 2

3236 quıd offension1s] 234 1pse S2 u19| quı
tamquam ] (Uamı 235 uası quıa V2-/ MMAUFr uası  quası] hoc

est quası 1ps1 236 10N Syon V*7/ flor* petram| S2 237 eum |
eo V?2 crediderit“] credide* 238 SUalll lustitiam ] INU quamu1s
sıt] qUam 1ussıt . 239 Jex] sıtM Vl ıimplebıt impleuıt
240 enım ] est adı  &. MAUr eg1s plenıtudo In V/, plenıtudo est eg1s

ista carıtas ] INU. 243 uoluntas quıdem] INU. V4 744 deprecatıo fıt
adı  &. eum domınum V13 1pS1S] Tıt Aadı  . N, 15 V/ am MAUFr
245 pro] M. D.C. auers!Is | aduers1is 246 conuers10| est adı  .

De1] fıt adı  &. cum fıt illıs] fıt adı  S N, 1PS1S
V2.06 ad MAUFr /
D.C.

747 enım] S2 V3 perhıbeo] 15 adı  &.
S1C] sıcut 247248 Sic...habebat‘] De1]

V4 habebat‘!] a eft 1pse zelum de1 habebat 1pse adı  S V?, ef ıpse
zeium de1 habebat adı  &. 8$—24 Sed...habebat] flor* 248 1pSe“]
V4 1pse habebat] INU. V, habebat“‘] dıcat
248 —249 Quomodo al  ©  a 249 a  e  al Il abeban V2.0 MAUF,
habebatur V3 hOoC] D.C. CISO non?]
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750) scientiam? Ignorantes enım Del Iustitiam et SUUAM uolentes constıituere.
nde iste COTTeEeCTILUS Anon habens Neadim Iustitiam. IUı SUam uolunt
constituere, uCcC COS eleCcta| In lacere. Eg0 NON eo INCcam

lustıti1am, sed € M GQUAE est per fidem Christi, Iustitiam Deo LUuStitLam,
1Inquam, Deo, qul Iustificat IMDIUM.

255 (e: olle, INnquam, {e: N1IS1 enım tulerıs E: impedis S1
aedıfıcas, rulnam agedıficas. Nısı OMINUS aedificauerit domum, In

laborauerunt qul aedificant ed olı CISO ue habere
lustiıti1am. erte lege estT, lege est; certe Deus egem eft

qula lustitia lege est, NON sıt (ua. Apostolus Paulus loquiıtur; mıhı
260) amantes 1ustıit1am SU am 1NON calumnıentur. KEcce ubı um es aper]1,

lege, audı, 1ıde I1uam 1ustit1am olı habere am deputat
apostolus, quamu1s sIıt lege, tamen qula S{l  < Ignorantes enım Del
iustitiam el SUUAM uolentes constituere, Iustitiae De1 NO  > SUunft subiecti.
olı re, qula chrıstianus uUOCAarIlsS, 1deo NON offendere In

251 Phıl 3, 251—-252 cir Rom. 1 9 252254 Phıl 3, 754 Rom 4,
256—257 Ps 126, 261 —262 cir Phıl 3 e 9 A Rom 10,
264—265 Rom 9, 3°

251 non| inquıtm VI3 MAUYr meam | alt N, inquıitmM
V>-6 justitiam | lustitia S2 15 V3 SWa uolunt| INU. V4 MAUr
252 adhuc...1acere] flor“ lacere ] lacens 253 justitiam‘ ] JUaC lege
est adı  &. per]| flor“ justitiam”] lustitia $ 254 inquam ] ınquıt

qu1] UUaC S2 255 1nquam te| Inquit P.C. INU. te*] inm
te!] V2.4 nisi...te>] V flor* IMNAaAur 256 tu| S2

te ] Anon leg aedıfıcaueriıt | aedıificaberıit 2 256—257 In
uanum | Inuanunt V3 257 Jaborauerunt] aborant 257258 {uam 1ustıti1am |
INU. INAUYTr 258 —262 Certe sua| flor* 258 lege‘*] le flor”

est“] flor” eus domiıinus 59— mıhı amantes|
miıtantes V2, imıtantes V3 A mınantes 260 amantes | utem
260—261 CCe. . u1de| om. flor” 260 ıUL 1um 1lam V?2 D.c. 261 audı u1de|] INU
V2.5 stercora| estercora ıllam] Jla VI6 261-—-262 deputat apostolus|]
INU. V4 262 quamuls sıt] UQUamn 1ussıt tamen sua| eit inuen1lar inquıit in
Ho NON habens ICa lustit1iam JUAC lege est quamu1s legem V3 P.C.
on leg V5 A, eit inuenlar inquit in illo NON habens 1991721001 lustit1iam UJUaC lege
est quamul1s sıt lege D.C, 262 sua|262276 sequatur| flor”
SU am IMNAUr 263 lustitiam ] justiam flor“ 264 putare | putarr VI



BOODIS, OR PARTOENS

265 lapidem offensionts. Cu1lus gratiae derogas, In 1psum offendıs Miınus est
offendere Christum pendentem UUa ın caelo sedentem. ustta sıt, sed

gratia sıt, Deo tıbı s1ıt, (ua NON sıt Sacerdotes {Ul, Inquıt, ınduantur
IUSTLLAM. Vestis accıpıtur, NON Gu capıllıs nascıtur: PCCOTA de SUO

uestiuntur. Hanc praedicat apostolus Paulus Deo bı sıt. Geme ut
ITO ımpetres, plora ut impetres, crede ut mpetres Ouil INUWOCAUENIL

Domuinl, saluus er1ıt. An putatıs S1IC dictum CSSC Oul INUWOCAUErIL
Domuinl, Saluus erıit, quası Tre aut aut podagra aut alıquo
COrporISs dolore? Non SIC, sed saluus erıt: 1UusStus erıt Qui1a HOn est ODUS
SANILS medicus, sed male habentibus. Xposuılt Cu 1XT Non enl UMOCUFre

275 LUStOS, sed peccaltores.
Vıdete CISO quıd SCqQUaLUTr: et INUENLAF, Inquıit, In ITlo NO  - habens

Meadm LUSHtLAM, GUUE lege est quamu1s lege, tamen INcCcam sed
AOH GQUAE est DEr fidem Christi JUAaAC ımpetrat Deo GQUAE est Deo,
IUStLLLGA In fide ad agnoscendum eurnm et ulrtutem resurrectLionis e1IUuS.

280 Alıquıid MAaASNUum est ASYNOSCCIC em resurrect1on1s SIl Hoc
putatıs SE INASDNUM quı1a CarinNcIil SU am resuscıtauıt? Ipsam 1X I uırtutem

67268 Ps 131. 270—-273 loel Z A ED Matth 9, 172453
276—279 Phıl 3, 9-10

265 gratiae erogas ogratiam denegas flor“ 766 offendere Christum ] InNU
V47 Chrıstum | Inm V? flor* pendentem] patıentem V} in lı
mM MAUr 267 tua non| INU V4 MAUYFr 2658 justıt1am | ilustit1a

nOon| S— pecora...uestiuntur] flor“ 269 Paulus|
ut| 270 Qui]| Inquıt adı  . V®° maur I0 27 72 Qu1  peste| V5m

72 er1t| eTrIs AAn  er1t] om. flor“ 771 S1C] S1 d ıta V5m ras.

I2 quası quıa MAUTr febre| Tre V3 podagra] podegra flor“
alıquo] abM V> D.C. 773 COrporI1s dolore] INU. MAUFr / SIC| 61*

justus] hoc estmM N, intus flor“ 273 ODUS Ssanıs| INU. V4
I”74 Xposult NOC dominus adı  &. N, hoc adı  &. uen]| eul MAUYr

275 peccatores] fin. flor“ 776 Vıdete ] ul quı quod sequatur|
sequıtur MAUFr inuen1ar| inuen1a SI a Inuen1lat V3 VF Jlustitiam |
1ust1am est? Deo*] deo est278 ımpetrat] ımpetratur V2.0 MNAUr

V4 eo| VI 279 lustitlıa| iustıt1am MAUFr ad| flor”
agnoscendum| 12Noscendum S2, cognoscendum V am MAUFr / eum| iıllum

flor” 279—280) e1us s chriıstı hoc putatıs alıquıd est dABNOSCCIC
ulrtutum resurrectionI1s OChrıisti V3 781 qul1a UUaC VZ, quı V3 a quıd v4
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resurrection1ıs e1ıus? Nonne erıt et1am NOstra In fine saeculı resurrecti10?
Nonne et corruptibile hoc induetur Incorruptionem ef mortale
hoc induetur immortalitatem? Nonne quomodo ıpse resurrexıt MOTFrtuLS

285 el 1LUam ”lon MOoOrıtur el MOS el ultra 1Non dominabitur, S1C el 110S
mırabılıus, ut ıta dıcam? Nam ıllıus Cal‘ NON u1ldıt Corruptionem, nOstra
de cınere reparatur. agnum est quıdem qu1a praecessıt In exemplo el

nobıs quıd SPCTaArCcMUS. Sed NON hoc est solum: ille quı de lustitia
loquebatur NON SUa, sed ılla YJUaC Deo est, ei 1b1 nomımnNauıt ulrtutem

2U() resurrection1s Chrıisti AYNOSCEC 1bı lustiıficationem tuam Ex iıllıus enım
resurrectione lustificamur, (amquam Circumc1idimur. opterea
inde coepıt: Nos CIFCUMCILSLO. nde Circumcisi0? petra. Qua
petra Christo. Quomodo? Octauo dıe quomodo ressurrexI1t domıinıco
dıe

295 Hanc CI SO, Tatres me1, lustificationem ef habeamus In quantum
habemus, eit In quantum minores 9 eit perf1ic1amus Cu
uCcC uenerimus ubı dıicetur: Vbi estTt, MOFrS, ulctorıa tua? Vbi est, MOSY

3284 Ir I Cor. 15, 53 84—2 Rom 6, 288— 290 cir Phıl 3, 9-10
290—294 cir hu1lus ermonI1s paragraphum tertium 292 Phıl 3: 297—298
COr 15 55

282 nostra | NOSsStram S?, Nam VI3 resurrect1i0 ] est adı  .
283 corruptibile] corruptiu1le corruptibile hoc] INU. V47
induet V2.6 MAUr

induetur]
incorruptionem] Incorruptione3284 Incorruptionem ... induetur] flr 284 induetur] induet V2.6

MNMNAUr immortalitatem] immortalitate 285 domiınabitur] dominatur V3
286 NON u1ldıt ] inuldıt corruptionem] 1ON mM nostra |

1988 286—287 nostra...reparatur| 287 reparatur| reparabıtur
exemplo exemplum 288 speraremus | SPCTAFTEMS enım

adı N, Il V>/ flor? INAUF , In Ilo ue|l Ilo 5UD. justitia] e1usm289 eX| de et| eti1am 1D1] bı Hi uel ubı V® sup. 290 agnosce diıcens

291
ad agnoscendum Cr ef ulrtutem resurrectionis e1us AdYNOSCEC CISO el

CIrcumcidimur|] Circumcıdamur V123 D.C. HOr MAUF , circum*cidamus
V> 292 coepIit ] apostolus CU! diıxıt adı  &.
V> SUMUS| Inqui adı  &.

Qua] quı1a 293 Chrıisto| chrıstus uOmMOdoOo quando
ressurrexı1t| enım adı  &. N, dominus adı  &. V*+-/ maur 295 lustificationem]

(A. ı

instificationem 296 et“] ut perfic1amus] perfic1amur N, profic1amus V3
297 iılluc] 1C dıcetur] dıcıtur VI3 A, Vbil! tua| V3
ulctor1a ] *torl1a tua|



BOODIS, OR

aculeus fUuuUSs? Sed Deo NON tamen quası dormientes, NON quası
ut NON CONCINUT, NOn quası ut NON uelımus. ıne uoluntate NON erıt in

300 te lustıitia De1 Oluntas quıdem NON est 1S1 Wua, lustitia 1ON est 1S1 De1
Esse DOtesSt lustitila De1 sıne uoluntate (ua, sed in CSSC NON potest praeter
uoluntatem tuam Demonstratum est quıd debeas; i1ussıt lex "Non
facıas u NON ıllud; fac hoc Demonstratum est tıbi, 1Uussum
est tıbı, apertum est tıbı Est COT. intellexıst1 quıd facı1as; roga ut Tacl1as, S1

305 COgNOSCIS uırtutem resurrection1s hristiı Tradıitus est enım propter
delicta NOSIra el resurrexXıt propter Lustificationem nostram. Quid est

propter iustificationem nostram? Vt iustificet NOS, ut 1ustos facıat NO:  N

Erıs ODUS De1, NON solum qu1a OMO C5S, sed et1am quıa 1ustus ehus
est enım 1lustum CSSC qU am homınem CSSC S1 homınem fecıt Deus ei

310 1ustum facıs, mehus alıquıd facıs qUam ecCı Deus. Sed sıne te el
Deus. Non enım adhıbulst1i alıquem CONSCHSUNM, ut faceret Deus.

Quomodo consentiebas quı NON eras‘® Quı1 CISO fecıt sıne te, 1ON te
iustificat sıne Ergo ec1ı nescıentem, lustificat uolentem. lTamen 1pse
lustificat; S1it lustitia (ua, redeas ad damna, ad detrıiımenta eft StErCOT.

315 inuenıre In 10 NON habens lustitiam (uam, GQUUÜE lege estT, sed Lustitiam

305 cfir Phıl 3, 05—-307 Rom 4, 25 314—-315 cir Phıl 3, Tn 315—317
Phıl 3% 9-10

298 aculeus|] stimulus totum | hoc add. 298 —302 non! ebeas
299 non!] 300 justitia“] est adı  &. 301 De1]flor?
tua| COIT. ‚“0SSE] inter SI praeter| propter V! @A nısı PCI

302 tuam ] de1 1ussıt] NON sıt (fortasse archetypo) 303 fac1as]
facıa* Demonstratum | demonstratrum 1ussum | reuelatum est tıbı
praem 303—304 jussum ... tibi'] om. S 303—304 lUussum... COr] om. flor°
304 apertum ... tibi“] om. S! est“] V22 tibi?] V+./ Est| om. N
V> D.C. S1 t1bıHN V?./ maur S1| S1IC 305 COognosCIS] intellexist1
V+./ enım] V+* 306—307 Quid ... nostram V!.2.5 A.C, am ut| eft
V+./ 1uStOS| 1ustus S2 facıat| facıet V> 308 quia‘] quı V>
. / 309 est|
A.|

quia“ es*] AT Mehus| melhlıor V!.2
enım | V+4 quam | MAUr / hominem!] um adı  S

S51] sed 2 310 tu| 311 te!] V!.2 @A.| Cus DFO
eus Vz P:C.) al  ıbuist1i habulstı consensum | S?, SCIHISUTN V5
X0 Or faceret| INU. v4 312 Quomodo...eras om. flor? Qu1]| qula
314 ne?*...stercora] flor” et| ad V4 315 tuam|
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per fidem Christi, quae est Deo, IuUSELtLa ex fide, ad agnoscendum el
el ulrtutem resurrectionis e1IUSs et cCommunıicationem DassıoNUmM e1IUS. Et
1pDsa ulrtus er1t: Communıicatıo passıonum Chrıisti ulrtus tua erıt

Quı1d utem erıt In Communiıcatıonıbus passıonum Christi, SI Carıtas
NON erıt? Nonne inuen1untur Ooru latrones tanta fortitudine COTDOTUM,
ut quıdam NON solum CONSCIOS prodere noluerint, sed NCC mnı1a
Sua confıiterı1 dıgnati sınt? nNter crucılatus, inter tormenta, effossis laterıbus
ei perditis membriıs, anserıt anımus In obstinatione nequıssıma?
1de CISO quıd amaban Facere tamen ista sıne AInoTre NON

325 poterant Sed NON S1IC amator De1 Deus NON ur 181 de Deo Amauıt
1Tle NesSCIO quıd ahlıu de CarIne sıcut OMO Quodlibet amauıt SOCI1OS SUOoS
amauerıt, consclentiam scelerum amauerıt, glor1am facınoribus
amawueriıt quodlıbet amauerıt, multum amauıt quı orquerIı potuılt,
deficere 1NON pO  1 1 CISO ille 1ON potu1 tanta perferre sıne AINOTC, NEeC

33() poterI1s COomMmuUnıIcCare Christ1 passıonıbus sıne
Sed QUaCTO JUO Non sıt cupıdıtas, sed sıt carıtas. 7 en1ım,

Inquit, tradıdero COFDUS MEUM, ul ardeam el carıtatem 1lon habeam, nıhıl
miht prodest Vt prosıit tıbı Communicatıo passıonum Christi, carıtas SI

319—320 cir Phıl 3 33) cir Phıl 3 331—333 I Cor 13, 333 cfir
Phil y

316 est| SI flor” justitia| 1ustitiam V2:/ am MAUr agnoscendum |
COgnoscendum V am MAUr 317 communiıcatiıonem] sOocletatem
flor? passıonum| pass1ıon1s S2 3721 noluerıint] uoluerint V47 omnı18a |
nomına V3 D.C. aflor? MAUr 3272 sınt ] Ssunt VI3 Inter|] eim N, sed
m D.C, cruc1atus ] cruclatos effossis] el fossis
323 membriıS] me*briIis V3 manserıt| et praem. 374 1ıde ergo uldero

ergo rogo 325 amator| V} AINOT P AINOTE V> a uel
5UD. De1] eus uel eus V® sup. 326 Quodlıbet] quım

amauıt ] amabıt $ amaueriıt V2.6 MMAUYFr 326—-328 SOC1IOS
amauerit”] 3977 conscılentiam... amauerit“] BEMOr, DOST glor1amin facınoribus amauerit V> D.C. 328 quodlı amauerıt | 328—329 quıpotuit“] ıterat VI35 MAUFr pOost Jle his adı  &. ac) 329 necC|
329—330 necC ... amore| ıterat 331 sit“] Er 3737 nquıit|V4 | carıtatem ] carıtatet habeam] habuero V4 333 prodest prodst

| cCarıtas adsıt] INU V2.>



38 BOODIS,

nde tıbı carıtas? mendic1issıma infırmıtas, nde tıbı carıtas Deı? Vıs
335 Ostendo tıbı nde sıt tıbı? psum interroga horrearıum domiıinıcum. 1

enım in te uer1 carıtas Deı, communicabıs s{ı pass1ıonıbus el eIus

eT1s martyr. In qUO carıtas cCorona(tur, ıpse erıt eTITUusSs martyr. nde CISO
tıbı? Habemus thesaurum ıstum In UASLS fictilibus, alt ıpse apostolus, Ul

eminentia ULFIULLS sıt Del el AonNn In nobıs. Ergo nde t1bı carıtas, 1S1 qul1a
340 diffusa est ıIn cordibus nOSIrLS Der ‚pırıtum SANCIUM, qul datus est nobis?

Ecce ad quod SCMEC Contemne spırıtum (UuuUumM, accıpe Spiırıtum De1 Non
timeat spırıtus ([UUS Al in te coeperı1t habıtare pırıtus Deı, angustlas
patıatur ın COTDOIC {uUO Cum habıtare in COTDOIC {uUO coeperıt Spirıtus Deı,
NON inde excliude spırıtum tuum olı timere. S1 dıuitem alıquem hospitio

345 SUSC1p1aS, paterıs angustlas; ubı NON inuen1Ss, ubı iıllı eCc

paretur, ubı CON1UNKX, ubı 1111, ubı famılıa ‘Quıid ago7?', INnqu1s. ‘Quo eo
Quo mi1igrabo?” Suscıpe diuitem Spırıtum De1 dılataberıs, NONMN

angustaberıIs. Dıiılatastı ZTESSUS MeOoas subter Dıc, die: hospıitı {uUO

336 cir Phıil S 338 —339 (OQr. 4, 340 Rom 3, 348 —349 Ps L/ 3']

mendic1ıssıma| mendac1ıssıma334 mendic1issıima| ditissıma
S2 De1]| 335 ostendo| ostendam S2 horrearıum | horrearum
a horreareum V4 3736 su passıon1ıbus|] INU. V4 6 337 etr1ls martyr| Anon leg

er1s ... uerus| martyr‘*] V3 3738
V4 thesaurum | thesaurı1ıum 339 uirtutis } ırtus D.C. ulrtutis sıt|
INU V4 s1t| S2 A S1Its sıt De1| INU. V©°-/ am in| ex N V/ flor”

MAUYFr 120 INC. flor‘ (Rom I 5: InScriptio: SeEerTMONC de uerbis

euangelı1  N | SC |) 341 accıpe] et praem. 341 —356 Non  nos| om. flor°
342 timeat| HL (ex archetypo) V in ‚.coeperI1t| coeperıt
In MAUYFr te] tOoe DE angustı1as coeperıt } SI
343 in“ . coepent ceperit In COTDOIC {uUO | In:  2 De1| ceperit spırıtus de1 in

[uUO V4 Spirıtus De1]| SI 344 excludet| excludıt
nolı tımere | Aanfte NON dıuitem | HL V3flor‘ nol nolıte

OSp1t10 aspı1c10 V3 344 — 345 hospitio susc1p1as ] COI

345 suscC1plas|] susc1ples 345—347 ubi! ‚.. m1grabo|] flor‘ 16
P Jle V3 3406 ubı filu] famılıa|] recıplantur adı  &.

ag0| CTISO 348 angustaberI1S| angustiaber1s SZ a.c. 4./7 meos| {UOS

MAUYTr | ubter| subtus VI-3.6.7 am Dic dıc| dıc dices S, dıcıs V25 D.C. MAUF , dıc
dicıs V3 a.C 47am dıc 348 — 349 Dıic  me | 348 ospitı hospitio
SZ U hospıitı tuo| V47
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dıcturus ‘ Dilatasti STESSUS MeONs subter Quando NON hıc CIas,
3500 angustlas patıebar; implesti cellam I1NCcAan ei NON exclusıstı, sed

angustiam meam.’ Cum enım 1C1! Carıtas Dei Sa estT, 1psa dıffusıo0
latıtudınem sıgniıficat. Non CI SO timeas angustlas, recıpe ospıtem istum
ei NON sıt hospes quası de transeuntıbus. Non enım dare
dıscedendo uen1ı1eNs habıtet te el dedıt Ipsıus esto, NON deserat, NON

355 inde migret; tene iıllum OMN1InNO et dıc Il Domine Deus noster, posside
HNOS

Ergo ad hoc, Inquıt, abeam 1lustit1am UUAC Deo est ad
agnoscendum C U. el ulrtutem resurrectionis e1IUS el CommunıOnNem
DAaASSLıONUM e1IUS, conformatus mort1 LDSLUS. Consepulti enım

360 Inquıt, Christo DEr baptismum In mortem, Ul quemadmodum Christus
resurrexXıt MOFtUuLS, S1IC el NOS In noultate ultae ambulemus. Morere, ut
Uuluas; sepelıre, ut ICSUrSas. Cum enım sepultus fuer1s el resurrexerI1Ss, {unc
ecIUMmM erıt ‘Sursum COr Sapult quod EX1 Numquıd iste saperet9
1S1 SSe in uobıs interna ulcedo Conformatus, Inquıit, mor LDSLIUS, S17

351 Rom. OR 3553506 Is 26, 13 secundum I7 XX 3577359 Phıl Y
359361 Rom 6, 364 —365 Phıl D 10-11

349 dicturus es] subter| subtus W67 NON hIC] INU S2 V2.6
35) me | INca 351 dıcıt] dicıs 3572 eC1pe] ad  &. 1ıstum | 1ustum
flor‘ 353 hospes|] iste adı  . debet| V4.7 florl IMNAaAaur dare ]
mM 354 uenlens ] uenlent1 (ex archetypo) e VI S
355 omn1ıno| anımo noster| 356 nos] fin. flor 357 habeam]
habeamus V16 MAUYFr est| est deo V4.5.7fl0r5 est|
358 agnoscendum ] cognoscendum V flor” MAUYFr cCcommun10nem |
COMMUNI1ONIS d  9 COoMMUNICAatIONIS Vl -3’ COMMUNICAt1ONEM D.C. MAUF ,
COoMMUNI1O a uel -Ccatı1o SUD. 359 conformatus| confortatus
conformatı V3 D.C. MAUT, confortatı V2.5 confirmatus V?, uel
configuratus Sup. configuratus flor? psS1us] eius flor” 359— 360 SUum111UusSs

Inquit] INU. MAUr 360) nquıt] apostolus add. V2p.C Chrısto| CUum
VI-3 S MAUY mortem| MOTTEe V1-2‘4'7am‚ mort* V3 ut| V3

rıstus 361 resurrexıt ] urrex1it SI VE SO MAUr
362 enım ] V47 363 uerum | ( Sursum | {uum mM
D.C. Sapult] 2eC COI paulı propter ad  &. 363—364 Sapult pS1US]
flor? 363 d1ix1| dıixıt ıste| ista V3 saperet| uobıs add. V? D.C. saperet

364SermoO | INU. MNAUr Conformatus ] confirmatus V1 4’ confirmatı
V> morti1] morte $ s1] S1IC



BOODIS, ORFS, PARTOENS

365 GUO modo In resurrectione MOrtIuorum De 1ustitia loquebatur,
lustıtia JUAC est fıde stl, lustitia YJUaAC Deo est, eft SIC CcCuncta
EXSECULUS est Kt CUu 1ustit1iam quaereret dıcens: Ul InUENLAFr ıIn Ilo non

habens Meam Lustitiam, QUAE lege estT, sed ıustitiam GQUAE est fide
Christi, QUAE est Deo, 1C1 mOdo: $Z QUO modo In

37Ü resurrectione MOrTtuUorum Quare dixisti $ qUO moOdo occurram? Non
quila 1LUm acceperim aul 1am perfectus SIım SECQUOTF $Z
apprehendam, In QUO el apprehensus SU. Christo Tesu. Praeuenit
lustıtia 1PS1US, Sequatur um NC  S Tunc autem Sequetur INCAa, S61 NON sıt
LI1IC  < 7 QUO modo Non quia 1LUM acceperim aul ıam perfectus

375 SIM oeperunt miırarı quı hOoc audıeban dicentem apostolum: Non qulia
1am acceperiım aut 1am perfectus SIım Quıid est quod nondum acceperat”
em habebat, uırtutem habebat, SPCHM habebat, carıtate agrabat,
ulrtutes operaba  bn inulctissıme praedicabat, INNESs persecutiones
tolerabat, In omnıbus patıens, aAInNans eccles1am, solliıcıtudinem Oomnıum

380 eccles1arum corde gestans: quıd nondum acceperat” Non qu1a 1aUm
acceperım Aaut LAM perfectus SIM Quı1d est quod dicıs? Dicis eit miıramur;
dıcıs eit StUupemus. OUIMUS enım JUaC audiıamus: quı1d dicıs? Fratres, alt
Quıid est quod dicıs? Quıid dicıs? E20 Hon arbitror apprehendisse.

367369 Phıl 3, 369 —381 Phıl G 114102 3823806 Phıl 5

365 OCCUITAM | OCCUITaTt A P.C. flor” ın} ad
flor” resurrectione | resurrectionem flor° MAUr moOrtuorum | JUaC
est mortuls flor° 365—370 De ... mortuorum | est!1 fıde
est V4 V3 36 / exsecutus| EeXSECUSIWUWS flor° Et| G2 (L.'|

368 quae! ... justitiam“] SI est“ ... fide] fıde est V4 369 qUO MO
V3 370 resurrectione | resurrectionem V3 3 IMAUY S1] S1C
qUO mOdo| flor” 371 qu1a quod flor” S1| QUO modo adı  &.

V2.0 MAUYFr 372 apprehendam ] comprehendam flor” apprehensus
373comprehenssus flor” sequetur| um N, sequatur V flor”

374 ON| NIs1 375—376 Coeperunt SIm ] V?. iterat flor°
375 mirarı| SI 376 cceperım] ceperım 1am“] 377 SPDCHM
a  e  al V3 carıtate | carıtatem VI 379 sollıcıtudınem sollıcıtudıne
38) corde| qu1 quod nondum | NON 62 @. 387 stupemus|

audıamus| audımus(upemus (l.| quae qUuUCm V2? flor”. quı1d MAUFr

383 uid’ Andicis‘ flor” quod| quı1d SI quod dıicıs ]
V>-0 Quı1d d1C1S] V-, V3 apprehendisse] comprehendisse flor”
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Nolıte, ınquıt, in falli plus ıpse OUu1l quam uUosSs S 1 nNesSCIO quıd
385 mıhı1ı esıt, nNesSCIO quıd i E20 IDSUmM 1nlon arbitror apprehendisse

Ynum Hoc NON arbıtror apprehendisse: ıum. habeo eit
NUum nondum apprehend.u. VYnam petu Domino, AaAncC requiram. Quı1d
petist1, quıd requırıs” Vt inhabitem In OMO Dominiı DEr 1es ultae
Mede Vtquid? Et contempler delectationem Domuinl. psum est NUMmMm

390) quod dıcebat nondum apprehendisse apostolus, ef quantum Il deerat, in
perfectus nondum erat

Memuinıistis, Tatres me1l, euangelıcae ıllıus lectionis ubı uae SOTOTES
Domınum SuSceperunt: Martha eft Marıa erte recolıtis: Martha mu
miıiniıster1i0 conuersabatur el erat CIirca CUTam domus, quıppe

305 Domıiınum OSpIt10 eft dıscıpulos e1Ius. atagebat Omnı CUTa

rel1210s1ssıma, sanctı apud Ca am paterentur inıuri1am. Cum CTSO
OCCupala CIrca multum minısteriıum, Marıa e1Ius edebat ad

pedes Domuinı el uerbum e1lus audıeDbal Illa ın labore stomachabunda
quod iıllam ulderet sedentem ei de SU1S aboribus hıl nNntem’

400 interpellauıit OmIınum: "Placet’, inquıit, °t1b1, Domiuine, quod INca
deseruit et GGE minıster10 laboro?” Et Domuinus: °Martha
artha, CCa multum y Aum. est necessarıum. Marıa

387—389 Ps 26, 392—393 cir Luc 10, 38 _47) 400—401 cir Luc LO,
01—-409 Luc O, 41-42

384 S1] 1 nesc10| sıne SCIO A, SCIO V/ P Aor° 385 nesCIo0... adsıt ]
SI quı quıa SI D.C. adsıt| sıt SI absıt apprehendisse ]

compraehendiısse SI 386 num...apprehendisse] non| INU.
MAur unum | VI3 IMAUr 387 nondum]| non flor? 388 qu1 auft

/m MAUr (0)04(0) domum V4 per] PTIaC 380 Et] ut V flor” MAUr
390 quod] add. V3 D.C. ? flor? MAUr 1ceba adı  &. V-2p.C | nondum |
adı  &. S2 apprehendisse] apprehendssie 391 perfectus nondum |
perfectumondum SI A. INU. MAUrFr 392—415 Memuinıstis contemplabor|

flor° 393 Martha* ... multo] In multo martha 394 domus] domum
V2.5 (ut uld.), dom1ı quıppe | quı1a adı  &. 395 receperat ] V3
397 cırca|] SZ 308 uerbum audıebat] audıebat uerbum e1us audıebat]

Illa in| 1lam V3 sedentem] sede* V3 400 t1b1] V47
401 et ] S2 ecce| CDO add D.C. antum CDO add. ın| V3

minıster10] mister10 V3 A miıinıisteriıum V> D.C. 402 CIrca ]



BOODIS., OR

meliorem artem elegit, GUAÜE 1Non auferetur ab Iu bonam, sed ista
melhorem. TIu onam bonum est enım CONUuersarı in Oobsequ10 SANctorum

405 sed ista mehorem. Den1ique quod elegıstı, ansı Miınıstras
esurıentibus, miıinıstras sıtıentibus, miınıstras eCILUIOS dormituriI1s, praebes
domum habıtare uolentibus: mn1a ista transeunt Krıt tempus ubı CINO

esurlat, CINO sıtlat, CINO dormiıat Ergo CUTa (ua auferetur Marıa
meliorem partem elegit, GQUGAE NO  - auferetur ab ea Non auferetur.

410 contempları elegıt, er!| uluere elegıt. 1S erıt ıta de er‘ SINEe
uerbo? Modo ista umuebat de erbo, sed SoONante uerbo. Krıt ıta de
erbo, nu SsonNante uerbo. psum Verbum ıta est. Sımiles el erımus,
quoniam uildebimus el Sicultl est. Ipsa erat una ut contemplaretur
delectatiıonem Domuini1. Hoc in saeculı hu1lus NON Mane

415 astabo fibı el contemplabor. Ergo CXO, inquıit, Aoün arbitror
apprehendisse. Ynum

Quid CI SO facıo? Ouae retro oblitus, ıIn GQUAE nie Sunfl extentus,
secundum intentionem SEYUOTF uCcC SCQUOT ad palmam
WOCALLONLS Del ıIn Christo Jesu. uCcC SCUYUOT, uCcC profic10, uUuC

47)() ambulo, uC in ula Su UC xtendo nondum peruen1. Ergo S1 et
ambulas, S1 extendis, S1 YJUAaAC uentura sunt cogıtas, obliuiscere

412—413 I Ioh 3i 413—414 cir Ps 26, 414—415 Ps I, 415—419 Phıl
3 13-14

403 Iu onam tubanam VI bonam| ona 404 melıorem | melıfrem V3
Iu onam V47 405 406 ministras‘] MI1InIıSs V3

40  ()  g esurlat | esurıt 409 partem elegıt] INU IMNAUYTr 409—410 QJUaC
elegit‘] 409 ab ea| V3 410 contempları contemplare V2.5

u1uere ] ultae VI 410—411 uita ... uerbo!] u1* K *ho SI 411 Modo
uerbo*] ante 1psum uerbum ıta est uluebat| u1*bat SI (l. sonante |
sonate S2 A.ı uıta | uUuNam S2 412 sonante | sanante 412—413 imıles... est]
DOSt delectationem domin1ı V4 413 erat| erıt contemplaretur]
contempletur 415 contemplabor| adı  &. 417 fac10| facıam V4
417418 Quae sequor‘] JUaC quıdem retiro Sunt oblıulscens ad uUeTO JUaC
Sunt in prıora extendens ad destinatum persequor flor” 417 oblıtus| JQUAaAC

418 —419 adhucreiro SUnNTt oblıtus adı  . 418 intentionem ] intentione
sSequor| 418 palmam] brauium flor” 420 ula | SI S1 et ] INU.
420—471 S1 tu| el fu S1 421 oblıuiscere ] oblıulscera SI
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praeterıta, olı In respicere, 1bı ubı respexerISs. Mementote
UXOFLS Loth uotquot ETSO perfecti, hoc SAPLAMUS. Dixerat: "Non Su

perfectus’, el dıcıt Quotquot perfecti, hoOc SADLAMUS; CO AnonNn arbitror
475 apprehendisse. Non qu1a LAM acceperim aul 1am perfectus SIM, ei 1C1

uOotquot perfecti, hoc SADLAMUS. Perfecti el NON perfecti perfect!
ulatores, nondum perfect] POSSCSSOTECES. Et ut NOUerIS perfectos ulatores
1Ca quı 1am in ula ambulant, perfect! ulatores SUnt ut SC1Aas ulatores
CUu diıx1sse, 1ON habıtatores, NON POSSCSSOTCS, audı quod sequıitur:

430 uotquot ETISO perfecti, hoc SAPLAMUS. Et S17 quid alıter SapItLSs orte
subrepat uobIis qula uUOS alıquıd estIs. Oul LDSUmM ANAYZ

aliquid, CÜ. NL SE LDSUM seducıt el qul alıquid SCILre
necdum sCIt quemadmodum oportet SCLre CIZO At $Z quid aliter SaADLHLSY

quası paruulı, iıd GQUOGQUE uobis Deus reuelabit. Verumtamen In quod
435 peruenImMUus, In ambulemus. Vt euelet nobıs Deus eft quod alıter

Sapımus, In YJUO peruen1mus, 19(0)8| ın ITCIMANCAMUS, sed In
ambulemus. Vıdetis quı1a ulatores Dıcıitis: ul est ambulare?’

422—4223 Luc 175 (cfr Gen 19, 26) 4234724 Phıl 3’ 424—475 Phıl 3,
12513 426 —435 Phıl 3} FD F6 431 —437 Gal 6, 432 —433 I Cor. S,

422 Mementote ] Inquıt domınus add F: ementoOo 423 Loth] lot IMNAUF,
10* SI Quotquot| quUOodquo' V}, quicumque flor” ergo perfect1]
alt sapıamus] sentimus flor”a sentiamus flor” P-c- 474 Quotquot]
qUOodquo' eg0] CISO me | non| NIsı 425 1am?]

V4 426 Quotquot] quodquod non| nondum S2 427 nOuerIS| NnOuerıt1s
MNAUF, quod adı  &. MAUr 428 dıcat] 1CI V3.5.7 fl075 qu1] adquı SI a

quı1a flor? ambulant] ambulat 428 —429 ulatores eum | INU.
430) Quotquot] quodquod VZ, adı  &. V4 sapıtıs] ef hoc uobIlis eus
reuelabıt flor? 431 subrepat] subrıpıt S*, subrıpılat S?2, subrepıit
flor” 433 necdum] nondum oportet ] Oporteat scıre ] Ccum

alıter] alıquıd 434 paruulı] paruulıs uobIis eus INU.
flor? reuelabıt] reuelauıt V2.4.6 In quo ad quod V3 In MAr®. (uaria
ectio) flor° qUO! YJUO V am MMNMAMUYFr 435 in am  emus ut 1idem sapıamus
ei In eadem TMANCAMUS regula flor” 435—437 Vt  ambulemus]
436 eftm In QqUO|] INCO V4 qUO | V12 A
D.C. remaneamus| IO  us G2 V3 437 qula... Ssumus|] quıd est
mbulare V47 Quı1d est| quıdem SZ est| V3



BOODIS,

Breulter 1C0O proficere, forte NON intellegatıs ef pIgTIUS ambbulet1s
Proficıte, Tatres mel, dıscutite uUOoOS SCHILPCI sıne dolo, sıne adulatıone. sıne
palpatıone. Non enım alıquıs est intus ecum CUul erubescas ef lactes
Est 1b1, sed CUul placet umıiılıtas 1pse probet. TO ef 1psum 1pse.
dSemper tibı dıspliceat quod C5S, S1 uls peruenıre ad quod nondum Nam
ub1 tıbı placuıstı, 1bı remansıstl. 1 dixerIs: ‘Sufficıt”, el perIstl.
Semper adde, SCHILDCI ambula, SCHIPDCI profice olı in ulaE} olı

445 redıre, olı deu1lare: remanet quı NON proficıt, re. quı ad
reuolultur nde 1am abscesserat, deu1lat quı apostatat. elhus uel Jaudus
in ula qUam praeter 1am. Conuers1 ad DomıinumS. BOODTS, M. TORFS, G. PARTOENS  Breuiter dico: proficere, ne forte non intellegatis et pigrius ambuletis.  Proficite, fratres mei, discutite uos semper sine dolo, sine adulatione, sine  palpatione. Non enim aliquis est intus tecum cui erubescas et iactes te.  Est ibi, sed cui placet humilitas: ipse te probet. Proba et te ipsum tu ipse.  Semper tibi displiceat quod es, si uis peruenire ad quod nondum es. Nam  ubi tibi placuisti, ibi remansisti. Si autem dixeris: ‘Sufficit’, et peristi.  Semper adde, semper ambula, semper profice. Noli in uia remanere, noli  445  retro redire, noli deuiare: remanet qui non proficit, retro redit qui ad ea  reuoluitur unde iam abscesserat, deuiat qui apostatat. Melius uel claudus  in ula quam cursor praeter uiam. Conuersi ad Dominum ...  438 intellegatis] intellatis V! «<  |  ambuletis] ambulemus flor” 439 Proficite]  proficit S? P< 440 aliquis] aliquid V! “< 441 Est] adesto V2?”<-. | ibi] *ibi S?  a.c. tibi V2am | te probet] inu. S? | Proba...te?] probate N | tu]etpraem.N,  te V2 C:  442 displiceat] displiceas am  |  es si] esse V!  l  quod?] id praem.  Maur  443  445  et] om. V2P-<., om. V7  qui” ] quia S2..non leg. V2 .4<  446  abscesserat] accesserat S! V*, accerserat V! “<., recesserat ‚$? V! p.c. 23 a.c.  6 | _ apostatat] apostatatur N | Melius] melior V* | uel] om. N, non leg. V2, it  maur | claudus] cladus V° “< (ut uid.) 447 uia] ambulat add. V? P<  |  uiam]  uia S, fin. flor” | Conuersi... Dominum] om. S? V? am438 intellegatıs] intellatıs ambuletis ] ambulemus flor?° 439 Proficıite ]
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AUGUSTINE IN  RY SIN
| PHILOSOPHICAL DEFENSE

The CONcept of ‘involuntary SIN in Augustinian scholarship
It 1S wıdely accepte that there 1s diıscrepancybetween o0k and ook I1 of Augustine’s De libero arbitrio, which

1S promiımnently reflected hıs aCCount of moral responsıbilıty of evıl-
doings.‘! the first book of De libero arbitrio, tradıtı1onally dated to
388%2, Augustine Ar SUC5S that aCctTt 1Ss culpable only if ıt 15 voluntary.*

The diıscordance between the first and the last book of De libero arbıtrio 15 tra-
dıtionally interpreted the confrontation between early and old Augustine. See for
instance, Peter Brown, Augustine of Hippo: Biography New Edition Ith Epi-logue), (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of Calıfornia Press), 2000, fJames Wetzel, Augustine and the Limits of Vırtue Cambridge: Cambridge UniversıtyPress) 1992, 86-87; Wıllıam Babcock, ‘Augustine SIn and Moral Agency’, The
Journal of Religious Ethics (1988) 28-55, CSP 34-41; Phılıp Cary, Inner Grace:
Augustine In the Iradıtions of Plato and Paul, (New York Oxford University ess2008, 36-41 However, thıs discrepancy thes1s has been countered Dy recent scholar-
sh1p See for instance, Josef Lössl]I, ‘ Wege der Argumentation Augustinus’ de liıhbero
arbitrio’, I heologie und Philosophie (1995) 221752 Most recently, Sımon Har-
rson follows Goulven Madec and De Captıanı ArgUC for the unıty of thıs ork See
1d. Augustine’s Way iInto the Will The I heological and Philosophical Sigenificance ofDe lıbero arbıtrıo, Oxford Clarendon) 2006, 28672 Harrıson masterfully establıshes
the intimate extual relatıon 1ın three books, especlally the extual cCorrespondencebetween ook and o0k I11 (60) Ihe discrepancy between ook and 0o0k I1
be thereby interpreted argumentatıve rather than gap between earlyand late Augustine. Nevertheless, Harrıson does a(0)1 paYy enough attention the qual-iıfıcatiıon Concerning theoof uoluntas ook IL, which 111 OV! be cruc1al
for appropriate understanding of uoluntas in Augustine’s matfture thought. For
another recent effort establısh the unıty of thıs work, SCC aro Harrıson, Rethink-
Ing Augustine’s Early Iheology: An Argument for Continuity, (Oxford: Oxford Un1-
versity Press) 2006, 198-236

For the dates of De libero arbitrio and other earher wrıtings Dy Augustine, SCC
Madec, Introduction ‘Revisions’ el la Lecture des euvres de Saint Augustin,Parıs: Institut d’Etude Augustiniennes, 1996 It deserves notice that thıs tradıtional dat-

ing 15 maınly based upon the assumption that Retractiones Augustine has offered
chronicle catalogue of hıs works. However, thıs method has recently been called into

question by Pıerre-Marie Hombert 1n h1s excellent work, Nouvelles recherches de
chronologie Augustinienne (Parıs Etudes augustiniennes), 2000, CSD 134 al

AA It 15 p1ty that Hombert’s superb research Augustinilan chronology dıd
NO hıs early works before the Confessiones. Here follow the tradıtional datıngmerely introduce Alflatt’s influential work the development of the CONCEDL of
ınvoluntary SIN Augustine’s earlhıer works.

See for instance, Liıb arb The abbrevlations of Augustine’s works cıted
TOM Fıtzgerald (ed.); Augustine through the Ages: An Encyclopedia (GrandRapıds, Michi1gan/ Cambridge: Wıllıam Eerdmans Publıshing Company) 1999,
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Furthermore, the voluntary nature of SIN 1s ase| the acılıty of the
ll abstaıin from evildoing.* In ook 1L, hıch 15 conventijonally
beheved be ınıshed 395. ugustine 18 realıze the effects
of am s Fall, claımıng that

So appIy the word SIN noTt only 18 that 36 15 properly roprie
called SIN, that 1S, what 15 commıtted owıngly and wıth free 111
libera uoluntate el scıiente), but also ( all that ollows the CcS-

Sar y punıshments (supplicium) of that first S1n.?

In hıs influentıial study the notion of ınvoluntary SIN In
ugustine’s moral phılosophy, Malcolm Alflatt identifies thıs clar-
if1catıon explıcıt inclusıon of ınvoluntary aCTs the definıtion
of sin.©

Hereafter, Alflatt recogn1ızes adıcal change in Augustine’s
posıtıon concerning the moral responsı1bilıty for that which 15 invol-
untary He beheves that ugustine s earlhıer iıdentificatiıon of SIN ıth
voluntary evıl 1s maıintained untıl the wrıting of De duabus anımabus
of 391/2.' On the other hand, the recogniıtion of ınvoluntary SIN Can be
OUN! De fide el symbolo, preached December 310 3028 How-
CVCI, the only book wrıtten by Augustine between ese [WO works 1S

XXXV-Xl11) 1, 1’ “Vnde S1 dubitas, illud attende quod UD dıctum estT, malefacta
lustitia Del ulndicarı. Non enım 1uste uındıcarentur, n1ısı Herent uoluntate. ’ Ibıd I’ In
SA c  nulla 165 alıa mentem cupıdıtatis comıtem facıat QUam proprla uoluntas el lıberum
arbıtrıum. ®

Iih arb I9 1 D "ExX qUO conficıtur uL, qU1SQqU1S recte honesteque uult uluere,
S1 1d uelle PTIaC fugacıbus bonıs uelit, adsequatur tantam ICI facılıtate, ut nıhıl
alıud e1 qUam 1psum uelle s1ıt habere quod uoluıt. ’

Liıh arb HL, 1 E SIC 1910)8| solum peccatum iıllud dicımus quod proprie PCC-
catum UuOCaTtur lıbera Nım uoluntate ei ab sclente commiıttıtur sed et1am illlud
quod 1am de hulus supplıcı10 CONnsequatur LICCCSSC est. The Englısh translatıon 15
quoted ıth slıght modificatıon TOM John Burleıigh, Augustine: Farlier Wrıitings,
(Phıladelphaa: The Westminster ess), 953

alcolm ]flatt, “The Development of the Idea of Involuntary Sın iın
St Augustine’, Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes (1974) 113-134, al L7 Iso
Babcock 1988; Wetzel 1992, 96; Tımothy Chappell Aristotle and Augustine Free-
dom 1 wo Theories ofFreedom, Voluntary Actıon and Akrasıa (New York St Mar-
tın’s) 1995, 136-9; Cary 2008, 40-41

In De duabus anımabus 11, 1 E Augustine offers well-known definıtion of SIN
terms of the 111 and ıts ireedom do otherwIise. ‘Voluntas retinend1 uel ONSC-

quendi quod iustitla eft unde lıberum est abstinere.’
et Symb. 1 E ‘Anıma UCTO CU)] carnalıa bona adhuc appetit, Cal‘ nomiınatur.

Pars Nnım 1US quaedam resIistit Spirıtul, 110}  — natura, sed consuetudıne peccatorum.
nde dıcıtur, Mente Serul0o legi Del, arn autem legl peccatı. Quae consuetudo nat-
UTam est secundum generationem mortalem peCccato prımı hominıs. Ideoque
scr1ıptum estT, Eit NOS alıquando Julmus naturalıiter filı Irae, 1d est ulındıctae, PCI qU am
factum est ut sSserulamus leg1 peccatı.’ Cited in Alflatt 197/4, 118



AUGUSTINE IN  Z SIN PHILOSOPHICAL, EFENSE

Acta CONnIra F ortunatüm Manichaeum, which 1s reasonably ocused In
Alflatt’s artıcle.?

According to Alflatt’s interpretation, iın the beginning of hIıs
debate ıth the Manıchaen Fortunatus, Augustine sticks LO the I'_
tıon that, "anyone who O€es nNnOoTt SIN willingly (uoluntate), oes noTt
sın. 10 Ihe free dec1ision of the ll 1S taken ASs definıtional
Componen of sın. 11

In Alflatt’s VIEW, ıt 1s Fortunatus’ appeal number of crucı1al
Pauline exts, such Rom- 8 Gal 1 which force
Augustine acknowledge the necessitatiıng force of the SINIU
that inherited from dam and Eve.12 Fırst, Augustine STITESSES that
the full treedom of dec1sıon only belonged o dam Ihen he claıms
that Adam:’s or1ıgıinal free ABCNCY had perished ıth the first voluntarySIN, °But after he voluntarıly sınned, who ave descended from hıs
STOC Were plunged into necessıity (In neCcessitatem). ’ Augustine
aAargucs that OUT mınds COUuU be taken captıve by the habıt that 1s inıti-
ated by OUTr free dec1s1ion. However, NC the habıt 1S formed, ‘the soul
1Ss implicated that afterwards ıt CcCannotTt CONQUCT hat by sınnıng ıt
has fashıoned for ıtself. ’ 14

In hıs research into Augustine’s reflections moral ABCNCY,1ll1am Babcock qualıifies Alflatt’s dramatiıc aCCounti, Cnarrowly

For the dates of these earlıer wrıtings by Augustine, Yr note
ort. .. .qUI NO]  - uoluntate peccatl, 1NON peccat.’ The Englısh translatıon

1S mıne
11 Ibıd.,AUGUSTINE ON INVOLUNTARY SIN: A PHILOSOPHICAL DEFENSE  47  Acta contra F ortunatüm Manichaeum, which is reasonably focused in  Alflatt’s article.?  According to Alflatt’s interpretation, in the beginning of his  debate with the Manichaen Fortunatus, Augustine sticks to the asser-  tion that, ‘anyone who does not sin willingly (woluntate), does not  sin.’!° The free decision of the will is taken as a necessary definitional  component of sin.!!  In Alflatt’s view, it is Fortunatus’ appeal to a number of crucial  Pauline texts, such as Rom. 7:23-25; 8:7; Gal 5: 17, which force  Augustine to acknowledge the necessitating force of the sinful habit  that we inherited from Adam and Eve.!? First, Augustine stresses that  the full freedom of decision only belonged to Adam. Then he claims  that Adam’s original free agency had perished with the first voluntary  sin, ‘But after he voluntarily sinned, we who have descended from his  stock were plunged into necessity (in necessitatem).’!? Augustine  argues that our minds could be taken captive by the habit that is initi-  ated by our free decision. However, once the habit is formed, ‘the soul  is so implicated that afterwards it cannot conquer what by sinning it  has fashioned for itself.’!4  In his research into Augustine’s reflections on moral agency,  William Babcock qualifies Alflatt’s dramatic account, which narrowly  ? For the dates of these earlier writings by Augustine, see note 2.  19 c. Fort. 20. *...qui non uoluntate peccat, non peccat.’ The English translation  is mine.  !! Tbid., “... si manifestum est, peccatum non esse ubi non est liberum uoluntatis  arbitrium...’, cited in Alflatt 1974, 127.  ” Cf. c. Fort. 21, ‘Nam dictum est ab Apostolo, quod prudentia carnis inimica  sit Deo: legi enim Dei non est subiecta; nec enim potest. Patet ergo his rebus, quod  anima bona, factione illius quae legi Dei non est subiecta, peccare uidetur, non sua  sponte. Namque idem sequitur, quod caro concupiscit aduersus spiritum, et spiritus  aduersus carnem; ut non quaecumque uultis, illa faciatis. Dicit iterum; Video aliam  legem in membris meis, repugnantem legi mentis meae, et captiuum me ducentem in  lege peccati et mortis. Ergo miser ego homo, quis me liberabit de corpore mortis  huius, nisi gratia Dei per Dominum nostrum Tesum Christum, per quem mihi mundus  crucifixus est, et ego mundo?”  B c. Fort. 22. ‘Postquam autem ipse libera uoluntate peccauit, nos in necessi-  tatem praecipitati sumus, qui ab eius stirpe descendimus.’ The English translation of  this work is slightly modified from that in the series A Select Library of the Nicene  William B. Eerdmans, 1994)  and Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church (Oxford; repr.: Grand Rapids:  MuTbids  eadem ipsa sua consuetudine sic implicatur (sc. anima), ut postea  uincere non possit, quod sibi ipsa peccando fabricata est.’ In this public debate with  Fortunatus, Augustine does not clarify how Adam’s voluntary sin could be translated  in the account of the Fall in Book III of De libero arbitrio.  into the involuntary sins of his descendants. As noted earlier, this problem is addressedS1 manıfestum estT, peccatum 1NON SSC ubı NON est Llıberum uoluntatis

arbıtrıum.. cıted in Alflatt 197/4, L BA A
Ort. 24< "Nam dictum est abh Apostolo, quod prudentia CAaFrNnLıSs INLMLCA

sıit Deo legi nım Dei NO  _ est subiecta; nNneCi nım potest. Patet CIZO hls rebus, quodanıma bona, factiıone ıllıus qUaC leg1 De1 1ON est subılecta, CCCAIC uldetur, NO  e SUua
sponte. Namque 1idem sequıtur, quod aro CONCUPILSCIE aduersus spirıtum, el SDLFLEUSaduersus Carnem,; Ul NO  - UdECUMQU E uultis, Ila faclatis. Dıiıcıt iterum; Vıdeo aliam
legem In membrtuis melSs, repugnantem legi mentLis MEAdEe, el cCaptıuum ducentem INn
lege peccatı el MOrtLS. Erg2o miser CDO homo, QULS lıberabit de COFrDore MOFtTLS
hulus, ALSL gratia Dei Der ominum nOostrum Tesum Christum, Der qUeEm mihtL MUndus
CFUCLfIXUS estl, el ECSO mundo ?

ort Postquam autem ıpse lıbera uoluntate peccauıt, 1105 in NneCcESssSI-
praecıpıitatı u  u % quı ab 1USs stırpe descendimus.’ The Englısh translatıon of

thıs work 1Ss slıghtly modiıfied TOmM that the serles Select Library of the Nicene

Wılli1am Eerdmans,
an Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church (Oxford; FTCDT. Grand Rapıds:

Ibıd., eadem 1psa SUa cConsuetudine S1IC implicatur (sc anıma), ut posteaulncere NO  —_ possıit, quod sıb1 1psa peccando fabrıcata est this publıc debate wıth
Fortunatus, Augustine does noft clarıfy how Adam’s voluntary SIN could be translated

the acCcount of the all o0k I1{ of De lıhbero arbitrio.
into the ınvoluntary SINS of h1is descendants. As note: earhıer, thıs problem 1S addressed
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Ocates ugustine’s first recognıtion of ınvoluntary SIN in the debate
ıth Fortunatus He argucs that Augustıine had already noticed
the pena character of SIN and the dıffıculty of abstaımnıng from sınful
habıts in ook of De libero arbıtriıo and De duabus anımabus.!>
In De Aduabus anımabus 10, i2, Augustine calls attention the fact
that the dec1isıon of the 111 place under compulsıve COIMN-

dıtions but cannot hereby be excused of the agent’s subsequent
wrongdoing.!® Babcock underscores that Augustine acknowledges the
obstructive influence of carnal habıts OUT willing al the end of De
duabus anımabus, which led the Manıchaeans fo beheve mistakenly
the ex1istence of evıl soul in human beings.!” 'Thıs emphasıs the
role of De duabus anımabus in the development of Augustine’s idea
of ınvoluntary SIN 15 further elaborated In James etzel  s book
Augustine’s moral philosophy.®

The sharpest eriticısm of study from
onnell, who hrows in question Alflatt’s readıngz of De libero rbi-
frL0 ILL, 1 50-19, clear recognıtion of ınvoluntary sin.1?
According Connell extual analysıs, in paragraph C1ITte:

See for instance, lih arb I’ L and duab 1 E} 19 For CoOomMMents
these, SCC Babcock 1988,

thıs passasc, Augustine COMMENTXIS in detaıls the four of
wrıting dısgraceful words. Hiırst, he takes into cons1ıderation obvıous asec one’s
hanı 15 used duriıng the sleep Obviously, the sleeper wıll nNOL be held guilty for thıs
wrongdomng because he 15 not CONSCIOUS of what he 15 ‘domng and 1S employed
instrument. the second Casc, the 1s CONSCIOUS but hıs other members bound
and constraımnt. Augustine insısts that thıs CISON could be eXempt TOmM SIN well,
ıf he 18 unwillıng commıt the act of writing disgraceful words. It that these
first {[WO P the 1$ excused TOmM punıshment because he 15 eiıther 1gnorant
unable resist hat he 1S forced do. the CasSCc, the 15 asleep whıiıle the
evıl act takes place. However, he knew advance that his hanı would be employed
for malıcıous end durıng sleep. 10 prevent being awakened durıng the blamewor-
thy actıon, he lot before golng sleep. It 1S evıdent that the 15 1CON-
SCIOUS al the cruc1al mMOoment of acto0on. Nevertheless, thıs UNCONSCIOUSNESS could 19(0)1
o h1ıs innocence because it results TOm TEEC decisıon of the wıll, which the
made consc10usly and willıngly. Liıkewise, the fourth CasSC, the 15 bound 1ll-
ingly (uolens chaılns. He 15 rıghtly jJudged have sinned, although he 1S really
unable resist thıs evıl act when it happens.

duab. 1 E} ‘Ideo contingıt, ut CU) ad mehlora conantıbus nobıs COIMN-
suetudo facta CU) Caillec elt peccata nOstra quodam modo mıilıtare CcConfira NOS, eft dıffi-
cultatem nobıis facere coeperint, nonnullı stultı alıud NU:; anımarum, quod NON sıt
Deo, superstitione obtusissıma suspicentur.’ Cited Babcock 1988, 39

Wetzel 1992, 90-98
See O’Connell 1991, CSP DD O’Connell gu that Alflatt W as misled by

Jo  4 Burleigh’s inaccurate Englısh translatıon belheve that all actlons impeded by
1gnorance and dıfficulty of necess1ity and sınful. For INOTC detaıls, check inifra
note
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earlıer, Augustine o€es not extend the definıtion of SIN fo unwiıllıng
evildoings, but rather NOTtTES that the applıcatıon of the term

the effects of SIN 1Ss Improper UuUse and should be justified.“° As
onnell9Augustine Justifies thıs improper UuUsec by appealıng

OUT solıdarıty ıth dam and Kve TOm OUTr or1ıgınal ancestors,
nherıted 1gnorance (zenorantia and dıfficulty (difficultas)“', nOot
natural but pena. condıtions of thıs lıte For all ommıiıtted SINS
in the PCTISONS of dam and KEve lgnorance and dıfficulty aATC the
deserved punıshments for the SIN that ourselves commıtte volun-
tarıly dam and FKve thıs E the pena. condıtions of human
ıfe the ffects of voluntary SIN nNOoL only of the first human beings,
but also of ourselves. O’Connell insısts that in ugustine’s aCCOUNLT of
fallen aABCHNCY, the sınner and the bearer-of-punishment must be the
SAailıc person.““

ccordıng O’Connell’s interpretatıon, aTc born mortals
into these punıtıve condıtions Just the in ose of
De duabus anımabus 10, 1 who wiılliıngly accepte eing n_

SCIOUS OUnNn before oıng disgracefu thıng under external COTM-

pulsion.““ There, the actıons accomplıshed under thıs kınd of compul-
S10N deemed voluntary and culpable for the complıicıty al the
outset .24 short, these actıons dIC °uOoluntarıia INn CAUSQA). Lıkewıse,
fallen people dIiIC rıghtly reproached for wrongful aCTts under the
obstructive influence of 1gnorance and dıffıculty, because these invol-
untary condıtions punıshments for theır voluntary SIN the past
when they WCIC all Adam.?

Ibıd., AA
21 Augustine formulated OUT inıtial 1gnorance and infırmıty for the first

time the thırd book of De lıhero arbıtrıo of 305 Augustine’s terms, born
‘wıth the blındness of 1gnorance and the Ortures of dıfficulty.” See Iiıb arb UL, 19,

Cu 1gnorantıae caecıtate eit dıfficultatis cruclatıbus NASCEeTECINUT Thıs 15
not deny that of the effects of or1ginal SIN be found h1s earher
works before thıs date. Verschoren, “CIhe Appearance of the Concept Concu-
pıscentla in Augustine’s Karly Antımanıchaean Wrıitings (388-391)’, Augustiniana
(2002) 199-240 For INOTC recent presentatiıon of Augustine’s understandıng of the
Fall and ıts influences hıs earhest works, SCC Harrıson 2006, 168-197

onnell 1991,
23 For detaıls of thıs passagc, SCC note

As Wıllıam Babcock rıghtly commentSs, be Justly held respons1ble for
forced act1ons sımply because the inıtlatıng dec1s10n, which renders complicıt, 1s
under the control of OUT 11l Babcock beheves that the emphasıs the inıtlatıngl
and ıts effects PICDAaICS the WaYy for Augustine recognize ınvoluntary SINS See Bab-
ock 1988,

Ibıd., O’Connell Iso takes thıs ıdentity Adam vestige of Plotinian
conception of the of the soul See note infra Alflatt also Supports the conception
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It deserves notice that Alflatt hımself o€es address thıs insight
hıs second i1cCIie 'ınvoluntary SIN’, which 1S un]justly dısregarded

In O’Connell’s crıticısm. Following Guy de Broglie’s readıng of
De Correptione el gratia, Alflatt also that the notion of OUT sol-
ıdarıty In dam 1s crucılal Augustine’s understandıng of moral
responsı1bıilıty for the compulsıve condıtıons that suffer burden
from ırt Alflatt g1ves close examınatıon of ınvoluntary SIN
the aptıze In Augustine’s ater works and 18 hıs conclusıon,
which 1s not far fIrom °Connell readıng of De libero arbıtrio I1I1

Because all INenNn WEeIC In Adam, the ıll of CVEIY indıvidual shares In
the responsı1bıilıty for hıs Irst choice, and thus Can be held guiltyfor the CONSCQUCNCES of that cho1lce CVCNMN those CONSCQUCNCES 1C

the indiıviıidual after hıs OW guilt has een removed In bap-tism, and 16 CVeEenNn though he has nOoTt wiılled them.?’
oth and O’Connell rıght detect OUT moral ICSDON-

sıbılıty for the inborn 1gnorance (zegnorantia) and impotence (difficul-
[aAS) that plunged dam descendents into necessıity. However, accord-
ing theır interpretations, Augustine’s defense of moral ABCNCY

rely exclusıvely the theological hypothesis that We in radıcallyidentical ıth dam and Eve’ 28 Ihey CVECN implıicıtly Aassume that the
first eVv ıll of dam and KEve 1s precisely OUTrT OW 11l We all COIN-
mıiıtted SCVETIC SIN GVEeEnNn before bırth and therefore ınvoluntarıly suffer

innate powerlessness of the 11l 4S the rıghteous punıshment
In INOTEC recent studıies, ıt 1Ss further argue that thıs poiın CVEON-

tually WaY for Augustine’s mature conception of iırresistible
grace.“” The inborn perversıty of OUT W1 sıgnıf1es the loss of Teedom

of "uoluntarıum causa’ but refuses apply it the wrongful CIs under the influ-
MICEe of 1gNorance and dıfficulty. See Iflatt 197/4, 116

de Broglıe, °Pour uUune meılleure intelligence du De Correptione el Gratia)’,
Aug2ustinus Magister (Congres International Augustinien, Parıs, 21 septembrer 3’:Cited ]flatt, "Ihe Responsıibility for Involuntary Sın Salnt
Augustine’, Recherches Augustiniennes (1975) 171-186, al 181 For the SOUTCES
of the notion of OUur solıdarıty Adam, Alflatt mentlons CIM Dei 1 NAaL. el 4,4'; 51 ench 5 ’ NUD el ONC II’ w See 1bıd., 180-1

Iflatt 1975, 185, the emphasıs 15 added
O’Connell 1991, also Alflatt 19/5:; 180-185
See for instance, Drecoll 1999, 187-199; id ‘Gratla’, Augustinus-Lexikon,vol ed. Mayer (Basel: Schwabe Co.) 2004, 182-242; Josef Lössli 1995; id.

‘Augustine the Will’, The Wıll an Human Actıon. From Antıquity the Pre-
enl Day eds Pınk and Stone (London: Routledge), 2004, 335 Donato
Oglıarı, Gratia el ertlamen The Relationship hetween Grace and Free Wıll In the Dis-
CUSSLON of Augustine ıth the So-called Semipelagians, (Louvaın Peeters) 2003, 230-
255 Cary 2008, CSD.
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of 11l (libertas uolufitati) to do rıght In thıs WOT. SVOCN though thıs
o0€s not takes AaWaYy OUT free dec1ısıon (liberum arbitrıum) do INOTEC
evıl.>0 Accordingly, unless OUT ll being cured Dy the pre-destined

of God, the gu1 of OUT ınvoluntary SIN 1l NOL be forg1ıven.
1g of thıs, the 11l of fallen PCISON by ıtself o€es NOoL POSSCSS

an y acılıty of abstamnıng fIrom eviıldomngs, hıch ugustine has explıc-
ıtly recognized the first book of De Iıhbero arbıtrio. Therefore, in hıs
reviıisıon of hıs earher ICSPONSCS Sımplic1anus, C: 1S wrıtten OMNC

yCar later than the completion of De libero arbıtrio, ugustine COIMN-

cedes, 1 abored for the free dec1ısıon of uman wiıll, but the of
(G0od WON out.’>1

It 1S evıdent NO that the solıdarıty ıdentity of the uman 1A4CC
ıth dam 1S unden1ably entral 118 Augustine’s theologıca. Justifica-
t1on of hıs doectrine of or1ıgıinal SIN and dıvine SIACC 10 clarıfy the rela-
1onshıp of OUT soul that of OUT fırst ancestors, Augustine devotes
much investigate the mYyster10us or1g1ın of human souls.>2
ugustine’s eOTY the or1g1n of the soul 1S controvers1al 1SSUE,
C SOCS beyond the of thıs essay. It suffices ere fOo ote

See for instance, Pel I ’ 5! .. .DeECCAato dae arbitrium iberum de
hominum nNnNalura perisse A”non diciımus, sed ad peccandum ualere In hominibus subdt-
15 diabolo; ad hene Aautem pleque uluendum NO  \ ualere, ALSL LDSaA uoluntas homints
Dei gratia fuerit lihberata el ad IMNe bonum action1ls, Sermonl1Ss, Cogitationlis adıuta.
For classıcal treatments of the relatiıonshıp between lihbertas and lıhberum arbitrium,
SCC Maurıce Huftıier, ‘Laubre arbıtre, hlıberte ei peche .hez salnt Augustin’, Recherches
de theologie anclenne el medievale (1966) 18781 Chrıistopher Kırwan
Augustine (London/New York Routledge), 1989, 52-88; Wetzel 1992, 2206051 For
INOTC detaılled discussıon of thıs 1SSUEe, SS artıcle ‘Augustine Lihberum rbi-
trıum) (in Chıinese), Zhongwail Renwen Jingshen Yanıu (2009), 1 0 DA

31 elr. II) 19 CU1US quaest1on1s solutione laboratum est quıdem 08 lıbero
arbıitrıo uoluntatıs humanae, sed ulcıt de1 ogratla.’ Iso DYae ancC. 47

lib arb 2 E 56-58; Gn lıtt X7 190; el OFrs eic
For intluential aCCOUNT of Augustine’s reflections the or1g1n of human

souls, SCC Robert O’Connell, The Origin of the Soul In S Augustine”s Later OFKS,
(New ork Fordham Universıity Press), 1987 O’Connell insısts that Plotinian the-

of the pre-existence of the soul underlhes Augustine’s reflections the or1g1n
and nature of the soul. Even though Augustine dıd clearly exclude the hypothesıs that
souls had done neıther g00d 110OT vıl before h1ıs later COMMEeNTS Romans

17 O’Connell argued that the Plotinian thesıs could still] be identified Augustine’s
insistence uDON OUT solıdarıty wıth Adam, which 1S the sole foundatiıon for Augustine’s
aCCOuUntT for or1g1nal SIN in De Ilıhero arbıtrıo 11 For criticısm of O’Connell’s eXITa0OT-
dınary interest the theory of the pre-existence of soul Augustine’s writings, SCC
Gerald O’Daly, ° Dıid St. Augustine Ever Belheve In the Soul’s Pre-Existence? Aug2us-
tinıan Studies (1974),* 1d. ‘Augustine the Or1gin of Souls,’ H.- Blume
(hrsg.) Platontismus UN Christentum. Festschrift für Heinrich Dörrie (Münster) 1983,
e John 1st Augustine, Ancıent Thought Baptized (Cambrıdge: Cambrıidge
Universıity Press), 1994, 31475320; and LINOTC recently in Ronnıie Rombs, Saint



that Augustine artıculates definıte opınıon thıs crucılal QUCS-
tıon, 1C underlies OUT iıdentification ıth dam and Eve.°4 In addı-
tıon, Augustine claıms that ATIC held responsı1ble for or1ginal
SIN, which 15 essentlally ınvoluntary, result of the free dec1ısıon of
OUT OW wıll.°> Furthermore, ıt 1Ss dıfficult for LO belleve Dy OUT OW
experlence that NC had 11l In dam and Eve before bırth To
Summarıze, al eas from phılosophical poıint of VIEW, ıt 1s nNnoTLt evV1-
dent that these inborn condıtions of L8norantia and difficultas result
from Nne’s  ? OW dec1sıon of the 11l the past, hıch 15 completelyinaccess1ible {O oneselft.

The precedent studıies ' ınvoluntary SIN preoccupled ıth
Augustine’s theological arguments for OUT ldentity ıth dam and Eve
Thıs 1S sSımply because, belıeve, they took ıt ser10usly, how

be held responsıble for that hıch 1s not result of OUTr voluntarydec1ısion al all, nNnoTt CVCN effect of free choıce the past Ihıs neglı-
1S accordance ıth theır sımplıstic understandıng of Augustin-

1an uoluntas. They faıl LO understand that the uoluntas of fallen
1S absolute and indıfferentW make choı1ce. As result,
they rıghtly notice the essential assoc1]1atıon of responsı1bılıty ıth uol-
$ but unable O envisage that the moral responsıbilıty based
the freedom of uoluntas ave nOo to do ıth the cholce of wıll.>©

the following discuss1on, endeavor reconstruct Augus-
tine’s reflections the moral responsı1bilıty for OUT innate qualıties,

Augustine anı the all of the Soul Beyond 'Connell and Hıs Critics, (WashingtonThe Catholic Unıiversity of Ameriıca Press), 200
See for instance, 190, l’ °De qUua antequam alıquid admoneam S1IN-

ceriıtatem (uam, scCIre uolo tam multis opusculıs me1s NUMy Ua fulsse
de hac quaestione (sScC de or1gine anımae) definıtam proferre sententiam, ef impuden-
ter referre ıtteras ad al108 informandos, quod apud 1NO]  - fueriıt explicatum.’( for instance, Iul ımp I9 °SIC autem alıena sunt or1ginalıa peccala
propter nullum in e1s NOstrae uoluntatıs arbıtrıum, ut tamen propter OT121N1S Conta-
g1um SSC inuenlantur eit nostra. ’

For the dıstinction between the Ireedom of the 111 and free choi1Cce, SCC note
]flatt beheves that OUrTr responsı1bılıty for moral cts 15 grounded the intention

of the wıll act 18 sınful Just because the underlyıng intention 15 PCIVEISC thıs
act 18 result of ne s  F intention In the past. It 1S implıicitly presupposed that the U
15 TrTee adopt g00d evıl intention. See Jflatt 1975, TS8£F. At the beginningof hıis aCCOUnT of moral ABENCY ın Augustine’s wrıtings, Babcock aASssSsumes that [WO
condıtlions indispensable for attrıbutions of moral responsı1bıilıty. irst the moral

question should be able do otherwise than hat he has actually done Thıs
18 the princıple of alternatıve. Second, ‘the CrSoN mUuSstT, hıimself herself, determine
hıch alternatiıve 15 realızed, acting NO actıng, acting thıs WaYy actıng that
Way According Babcock, these [WO condıtions met Dy the freedom of the wıll,especlally Augustine’s early wrıtings. (ST. 1d 19858, CSP 28-9 O’Connell Iso
maımntalins that ıf OUTr inborn condıtlions dIiIC NOoL CONSCYUCNCES of OUrTr Tee choice
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ı€ necessıtate Qrongül actıons agamınst the free dec1ısıon of the
ll Ihe phılosophical perspective of Augustine’s insıghts has een
veıled bDy eIr theologıca contex(s, especlally those cConcern1ıng ONg-
inal SIN and dıvine STACC, and therefore 1S unfaılrly 1gnored Dy the recent
scholarshıp ınvoluntary SIN As result, ıt W as wıdely believed that
ugustine lost hıs phılosophıcal insıghts into the Teedom of the l
In hıs theologıcal debates or1gınal SIN and dıvıne predestinatıon,
especlally hıs bıtter CONLTOVeETrSY ıth the Pelagıans. thıs account,
thıs {O ShOow that Augustine’s ater posıtıon invol-
untary SINS 1s also philosophically defens1ble. hıs theologıca. reflec-
t1on OUT solıdarıty ıIn dam and the Justice of predestined STACC,
Augustine attaıne: I1NOTC realıstıc understandıng of the wiıll, which 1S
also intellıg1ıble phılosophiıcal Context\thıs 1S nOoTt SUS-
gest that OMNC appropriately comprehen: Augustine’s noti1on of uol-

wıthout knowiıng hıs doctrines of or1gınal SIN and VICtOT10US
grade.?! It Sımply intends reveal that Augustine’s later profound
understandıng of uoluntas offers INOTE reasonable defense of OUT
moral responsı1bilıty for the innate dıfficulty of the ll To Justify thıs
aCCOoUNLT, OIIC needs not commıt OUT mYySster10us identity In dam
the essent1al dependence of human 111 uDON the prevenıent

Consuetudo and moral responsıbility
Before movıng LO the dıifficult problem of OUT responsıbilıty

for nherıted L8EnOrantia and dıfficultas, want o deal ıth the moral
responsıbilıty for wrongful actı1ons necessıtated Dy OUT orme
(consuetudo), especlally the carnal habıt (consuetudo cCarnalıs).

Ihe responsı1bıilıty for ne s  ? OW W ds famılıar Op1C the
Ancıent world.®® Even the enthus1ıastıc defenders of free wiıll, such

Adam and Eve, wrongful CISs Commıtted under theır influence wıll 1a(0)1 be conce1ved
of sınful act10ns. See 1d. 1991, CSD

Ihe lıterature Augustine’s theology of BIACC and or1ginal SIN 15 tremendous.
Recent ımportant monographs include Pıerre-Marıe Hombert, Gloria (Gratiae: Se glori-
fier Dieu, principe et fin de Ia theologie augustinienne de la gräce (Parıs Institut IR  e-
tudes augustiniennes) 1996; Josef LösslI, Intellectus gratiae: die erkenntnistheoretische
und hermeneutische Dımension der Gnadenlehre Augustins Von Hıppo (Leıden: Brull),
1997; Drecoll 1999; Oglıarı 2003; Harrıson 2006; Cary 2700  0

Followıiıng earher studıies, Fiıtzgerald pomnts Out that Augustine’s conception of
Consuetudo 1s deeply influenced Dy h1s predecessors, such Plotinus, Porphyry, and
Cicero. See Fiıtzgerald 1999, 409 For detaıjled treatment of the SOUTCES of Augustin-
1an cConsuetudo, SCC Prendville, “Ihe Development of the Idea of Habıt ın the
Thought of St Augustine,’ I radıtio (1972) 29-99, CSD 45{ff.;



Julian of Eclanum, also acknowledged the compulsıve force of
result produce by the l ıtself.>* ugustine’s wrıtings, CON-

sSuetudo (cCarnalıs) refers above all 18} the eXCcessSIVe and ungovernable
endency addıction of the soul owards empora. thıngs carnal
pleasures, which becomes abıtua after eing repeate: wıthout
encountering resistance from the ratıonal miıind.“9 hıs endency 15
blameworthy because it blocks eıther OUT contemplatıon the eter-
nal truth OUT enJoyment of spirıtual delight.“! As Prendville emphat-
1cally pomints Ouf In hıs excellent aCCOUNT of Augustinian cConsuetudo,
though thıs habıtual inclinatıon 1S frequently assoc1lated ıth the weak-
([>NW of esh (Caro), ‘the ultımate seaf of 1Ss the CONSCIOUS
of Man, that he Can exercIıse SOTINC kınd of responsı1bıilıty VCTI the
or1g1n and eradıcatıon of hıs habıts’ .42

OMNC of hIs SCITNONJNS, ugustine dıstinguishes four stages of
the progression from sımple pleasure determiıinate (1) the tıt-
ıllatıon of pleasure 1n heart, followed by (2) consenti; then (3) deed,

See for instance, Iul. IımMD IV’ 103, (2) Aug Nam ei ille quı dicıt Non quod
uolo aSO, certe secundum uUOS (sCc. Iulıanum) necessıiıtate consuetudinıs premitur; hanc
autem necessitatem, lıberum auferatıs arbıtrıum, CU S10)| uoluntate fecısse contendi-
tis el tale alıquıid natura humana factum SSC 19(0)8! creditis, ut uoluntate PrImı1 hominI1s,
de qUO est OMZ0 humanı generIs, Heret necessIıtas peccatı orlginalıs poster1s.’

As Fiıtzgerald rıghtly observes, °habıt 15 often construed negatıve WAaY, ‚VM
ıf the goal of Augustine’s uUsec and analysıs of the te 1S NOot ‘“1d CIO agıt Spirıtus
domanda CarnNe, ut soluat malae COoNsuetudıinıs quası ef f1at PAA COMN-
suetudıinıs bonae.’ (doc Chr T} 2 E} 25) Dee, 1d 1999, 409 For further references of
Consuetudo In Augustine’s L9)  uS, SC Prendville 1972

41 for instance conf. 1, 1_, 1 9 For detaıjled discussion the
CONnfext of the latter OCCasıon of Consuetudo, SCC James Wetzel, “CThe Question of Con-
Ssuetudo C’arnalıs Confessions 4S Augustinian Studies 165-171

Prendville IS7Z. vAr Prendville’s conclusıon 15 based Augustine’s introduc-
tion of the ord "anımae) hıis eXxpress1ion Consuetudo facta CUM arn Oort.

'Sed quemadmodum ılla N1X calore resoluıtur, el des1inıt N1X CSSC, ut possıt
calescere: S1IC Jla arnıs prudentıia, 1d est, Consuetudo facta CUu CaIN®e, CUu fuerıt
11115 NnNOsIra ıllumınata, el ad arbıtrıum dıiuinae Jeg1s homınem s1b1 Deus
subiecerıt, PTIO ılla CONsuetudine anımae mala Tacıt cConsuetudinem bonam.’ He Iso
mentions that another PasSsSasc from Defide el symbolo, Augustine definıtely refers

the te' aro In thıs Context the blameworthy dısposıit1on of the soul el
symb. 1 E ‘Anıma uUeTO CU carnalıa bona adhuc appetit, Cal nomi1inatur. Pars
enım 1US quaedam resistit spirıtul 1OMN natura, sed consuetudine peccatorum, unde
dıcıtur menfte SCerul0O legi Dei, arn legi peccatı. See also MNUÜ.  “ V, E: ‘ Haec
autem anımae consuetudo Tacta CUu CaINe, propter carnalem affectionem, ıIn Scripturis
diıulnıs Calt‘ nomiıinatur.’ All these cıted TOM Prendville 1972 02 For
another analysıs of aro Augustine’s conception of COonCupisCentia Carnls, SCC
artıcle, °Did Augustine LOse the Phılosophical Battle the Debate wıth Julıan of
Eclanum Concupiscentia Carnlts and Voluntas?” Augustiniana (2007) 185-
208, CSD 190-2
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then (4) habıt.“ Unsurbrisingly, Step In the genes1s of Consuetudo
Can a  @'} place wıthout the involvement of the ll Hırst, anı y kınd of
pleasure, CVCN the inılla. pleasure of cognıtıon (cogitationis delectatio),
Canno: COINEC into being wıthout the approva. of the wıl1.4* Consent 1S
undoubtedly exphıcıt act of the ıll urthermore, wıthout the mot1-
vatıonal function of the wıll, dec1isıon of the mınd ıll be trans-
orme: into vert aCct

In hıs analysıs of Uae uoluntates In Confessiones V, UuguS-
tıne offers masterful depıiction of CcConsuetudo CONSCYHUCNCEC of the
dısposıtıon of the ll

Ihe CONSCYHUCNCEC of distorted ll 15 passıon. By servıtude to passıon,
15 orme and 1 there 1s resistance becomes

necessıty. Ihe e  < wiıll, hıch Was 18 be wıthın wıll
1(8) SCIVC yOou Ireely and 18 en]Joy YOU, God, the only SUTEe SOUTCE of
pleasure, Was NOTt yel strong enough to CONUCT prıor wiıll, IC
had een strengthened by ıts antıquity.“>
Here the ıll interacts ıth the compulsıve force of On

the ONC hand, the formation of or1ginates from and depends
the dısposıtion of the wiıll, ä Can transform ratıonal being into

slave lust (Libido). In hıs Julıan, Augustine clearly
STITESSES that 1s the fruıt of the ıll (fructus) and 1S acquıred
only by the wiıll.46 On the other hand, habıt manıfests ıts Dy
strengthenıng GVn necessitatıng the preceding submissıon of the
11l 8 lust In Augustine’s OW CasSC, the dırect effect of thıs compul-
S1Vve force 1s the self-divisıon of the ll and the ımpotence of the all

embrace the Chrıstian al unreservedly. OIMC PaASSaLC of hıs early
works, Augustine CVCNMN reduces the dıversıty of the acts of the 111

9 E} prıma est Nnım quası tiıtılatıo delectation1ıs corde; secunda, COIMN-
sens10; tertıum, factum; quarta, Consuetudo.’ Cited TOM Fıtzgerald 1999, 409

trın AIl, 1  9 For detaıled COMMENTS thıs IEXT: SCC artıcle,
‘Rethinking Augustine’s Adaptatıon of ‘ First Movements’ of Affection,’ forthcoming.

conf. VU, 5? ‘Quıppe uoluntate PCIUCISA facta est lıbıdo, el dum serultur
lıbıdıini, facta est consuetudo, ei dum consuetudını 1ON resistitur, facta est necess1-
tas Voluntas autem 11009 qUacC mıh1 SSC coeperat, ut gratis colerem fru1que
uellem, deus, sola erta lucundıtas, nondum Talt idonea ad superandam priıorem ueLtuUSs-
Late roboratam.’ Ihe translatıon 1S quoted ıth modificatıon from Confessions, trans

Chadwıck (Oxford Oxford Universıity Press) 1991
Iul. ImMp 1 103, (3) "Nonne condıtionem SU am condıtione perdıt

(SC. peccatum), ut PCI ulm Consuetudinıs fıat SIne uoluntate, CUu consuetudo 1910)8| facta
sıt nıs1ı uoluntate ? Nonne re1i hulus natura fructibus Sul1s negatur”? Quandoquıdem COMN-
suetudo fructus est uoluntatıs, quon1am uoluntate g1gnıtur, QUaC tamen 1d quod agıt

S} uoluntate. ”
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(uoluntates plural) the dıversıty of habıts.“/ er words, the
Teedom of the ll to make ıts OW) dec1ısıon 15 dıimınıshed 1mıted
Dy the of Consuetudo. Ihe impediment of Consuetudo para-
yzes the Taculty of the ll untı the latter IS rıd of thıs disease ıth
the a1d of dıvıne provıdence.

Neve  eless, rıghtly held responsıble for the deciısıon of
the ll under the shadow of Consuetudo for {tWO 1CasonNs

Fırst, through the mediatıon of Consuetudo, the faculty of the wıll
feels the effects of ıts past dec1isi0ns. Here, Augustine expheıitly takes the
1storicı and facticıty of uman ABCNCY into account. The of
Tetie act at certaın mMoOoMmMment 1s nNOot °the wıthout past’.® Ihe
continulty of hıfe and personal ıdentity presupposed the practice
of attrıbuting moral responsıbilıty. When the problem of moral ABCNCY
15 concerned, hat matters 1S PIIMATrLULYy Ne s  7 volun dec1isıions the
past Borrowıing expression from Alflatt and O’Connell, claım
that the Wwron: acts necessIıtated Dy consuetudo uoluntarıa In

More ımportantly, the dec1ısıon of the ıll 1Ss Iso free from
internal compulsıon, includıng Consuetudo the form of er ll
Ihe Consuetudo defines the condıtiıon of the faculty of the ll but Can-
not force the all attaın 1813 dısposıtıon. Augustine’s AaCCoOount
of [WO wiılls al In Confessiones, Thel under the shadow of CON-
suetudo cannot command the mınd aın wholehearted love of
God On the ther hand, Consuetudo the form of older wiıll towards
blameworthy lust CannotTt command the ıll ese ıts partıal love for
God either.“” the ater discussion the responsı1bıilıty for or1ginal SIN,
it ll be manıfest that thıs reedom of the lı Justifies OUT responsı1-
bılıty for OUT moral act1ons under ınvoluntary condiıtions of the mınd.

The first condıtion for the attrıbution of moral responsıbilıty for
Consuetudo has een ell stressed Dy earher studies. ccordıing thıs
interpretation, the Teedom of the ll do otherwise in the aCQquU1SI1-
tion of Consuetudo 1S assumed the genulne ground for responsı1bıl-
lty >0 It 1Ss presupposed that the 111 POSSCSS aDSOIUuTte ontrol VeCeT ıts

dıu °ExX diuersis Uuls1ıs diuersus appetitus anımarum, diuerso appetitu
diuersus adıpıscendi SUCCESSUS, diıuerso dıiuersa consuetudo, diuersa
consuetudıne diuersa est uoluntas.? Thıs quaestio 15 entitled .  CcCum anımarum natura una
sıt, unde homiınum diuersae uoluntates? ’

The phrase 1s borrowed TOM aurısmäkı’s namesake tfiılm It 18 about the
adventure of who awakens after brutal mugging ıth (0) of hıs TOr-
INCT lıfe

conf. 87
For instance, his COMMENTIS the well-known Passasc TOmM Confessiones

VUEl, 5’ 1 9 Prendville emphasızes that Augustinian cConsuetudo 1s brought into being
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choıice before acquiring sınful abıt, though thıs TrTeedom Can be
dıiımınıshed after the formation of the habıt =  at responsıble for
Consuetudo be Justifıed sımply because ıts or1g1n 15 voluntary
dec1ısion of the 111 [WO WaYy

However, Augustine maImntaılns that the freedom of the 1ll 18
choose between g00d and evıl only belonged to Adam, Eve, and the evıl]
before theır fall.>1 After being expelled from the arden of Eden, uman
beings WeIiIe ırrevocably plunged into necessıity (necessitas). the thır
book ofDe libero arbiıtrio, thıs necessity 15 unquestionably identified wıth
L8norantia and difficultas, the [WO penal condıtions that define the eX1S-
ence of CVETIY indiıvidual lıfe thıs world.>°2 15 evıdent that the CIOU!
of necessıty hangs VeT the formation of Consuetudo fallen

As Prendville incısıvely points OuL, Augustine 15 quıte of
the essentıal relatiıonshıp of Consuetudo to or1ıgınal SIN and 1  —A effects.
In hıs earlhıer exeges1s of St Paul wrıtten in Augustme first
elates the self-formed to the innate inchnation evıl. He unde-
nıably interprets Consuetudo intensıification of CONCUPLSCENLLA In
hI1s reDLY Sımplici1anus of 306

If it 1Ss as whence it 1Ss that in hıs flesh wWwWe g00d 1ng,
j Ya that SIN dwells there? TOM where, ıf 13(0)1 from hI1s inher-
iıted mortalıty and from hıs addıction o (sensual) pleasure? Ihe for-
199158 15 the penalty of or1g1n SIN, the latter of repeated sınnıng We
born into thıs ıfe wıth the former, and add the latter lıve.
ese [WO thıings, nature and (consuetudo) conJoined, render
cupldıty (Cupiditas strong and unconquerable. Thıs 15 what he calls SIN
W.  1C he Sa YyS, dwells in hI1s flesh, obtamıng certaın domination and
gdom, 118 spea. there.>°

Dy TEE act of his O W: because at an Yy mMOoment in the makıng of h1is habıt, the
PTOCCSS could have been stopped.’ See 1d 1972, Prendville does notice the INYS-
ter10us relationshıip of Consuetudo personal SIN CONnCupisCentia CaFnls the
or1g1ınal SIN, which 15 implhıed Confessiones but further elaborated ıIn the ork
Contra Iulianum ODUS ımperfectum. However, he does NOTL tak' the essentı1al inde-
pendence of the wıll into aCCOUnT and therefore faıls elucıdate convıincıngly OUrTr
responsı1bilıty for these [WO SINS that tak-ı effect agalnst the dec1s1ion of OUTr wıll
See also note for the emphasıs the princıple of alternatıve the foundation of
moral responsı1bility in other studies morTal ABCILICY.

5 ] for instance, Oort. 2 C} lih arb ILL, 18,
See note 24

53 The in question Expositio quarundam propositionum epistola
apostoli ad TFOMAanOos and E.xpositio epistolae ad (salatas. Prendville 1972, 87 S

Simpl I7 19 Quod S1 quaesıierI1t alıquis: nde hoc esT, quod dicıt habıtare
In AT11ICc SUua 19(0)  — utique bonum, 1d est peccatum? Vnde N1S1 traduce mortalıtatis
ef adsıduıtate uoluptatıs? JIud est OCNH: or1ginalıs peccatl, hoc Ö  N irequen-tatı peccatl; CU illo hanc ultam NaSCIMUr, hoc uluendo addımus. Quae duo scılıcet
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He who 1S NOT yel under O€Ss not do the g0o0d he W1 He does
the evıl hıch he does noTt will, being by ConCupiscentia, 1a(0)1

because of the bondage ofmO: (uinculum mortalitatis), but
also because that the COonCupisCentia 15 strengthened Dy the weıght of

(moles Consuetudinis).°>
post-lapsarıan 1S conquered Dy the inchinatıon evıl

and therefore loses the TrTeedom to accomplısh rıghteous acfs, first
due mortalıty, the unıshment for hıs her or1g1inal S1IN, and
then because of the self-afflicted abıt, 16 intensıfies the evıl
inclination.°®

The reference or1g1inal SIN and CONCupiLSCeNtLA ıts penalty IN
also ımplhied wıthout further elaboratiıon ook of Confessiones.>'
However, the er l In the form of Consuetudo 1S nothıng but
powerful manıfestation of the inherent infirmity of the wıll, 1C
first reveals itself In CONCUPLSCENF1LA Carnıis.>® As Solıgnac brillıantly

Lanquam natura ef Consuetudo con]ıuncta robustissımam facıunt el inulctissımam CUpPI-
dıtatem, quod U0CAa| peccatum, el dicıt habıtare in CarInec SUuag, 1d est domınatum qUCN-
dam el quası TrC£NUmM obtinere.’ The translatıon of Simplicianum 15 cıted wıth slıght
modification TOM John Burle1igh, Augustine: Earlier Wrıitings, (Phıladelphia:
The Westminster Press), 1953

Ibıd., L, 1, 11 "Non nım quod uult facit hbhonum quı nondum est sub gratla; sed
quod NO  \ uult malum, hoOocC agıt cConcupIiscentla, 1910)  — solum ulinculo mMorTta-
ıtatıs sed mole consuetudinıis roborata. ’ retranslated thıs PAasSsSapc follow the OTg-
inal LINOTC hterally.

For Augustine’s Irequent references mortalitas, SCC Prendville 1972, 78{T.
conf. 10, Augustine insısts that he longer approved of the older

wiıll, which W as strengthened by the habıt prefer lust OVCTI the love of God ideo
1910)8| 1am CRO operabar ıllam, sed quod habıtabat de supplıcıo0 hıber1-
OT1S peccatlı, qul1a 1a fiılıus Adam.’ See Prendville 1972, 60 For recenft aCCount of
the conception of or1gıinal SIN In Confessiones, SCC Paul Rıgby, Original SIn In Augus-
tine’s Confess10ons, (Ottawa Universıty of Ottawa Press), 198 / For COMMEeNTS this
teXT, SCC CSP E  w LLLOTC generalu of Augustine’s notion of or1ginal SIN Can
be found Jesse Couenhoven, ‘Augustine’s Doctrine of Or1ıginal Sın), Augustinian
Studies, (2005) 359-396

thıs princıpally antı-Manıchaean Context, Augustine does NOTL relate the CON-
suetudo the illness of the mıind or1g1inal SIN In the form of CONCupLSCentia Car-
NLS; but it 18 NOT dıfficult establısh such relatıon. Iirst of all, Augustine’s ITTeSO-
lution W ds definıtely solved by the dıvine ald that removed hıs past S1INS Moreover,
the past SINS ın question CannO be voluntary SINS wıth exphicıt approval of the
miıind uoluntas, for he mentions earlhıer In o0k V of Confessiones that he does
Not the older wıll but rather sulffers ıt ınvoluntarıly. See conf. V 57 13 °SIC
intellegebam 1PDSO experımento 1d quod ljegeram, quomodo aATO ConcupIisceret
aduersus spirıtum el spiırıtus aduersus CamINemM, CRO quıdem utroque, sed magıs CO
In C quod approbabam, qU amı in C quod in ımprobabam. Ibı enım magıs
1am NON CDO, qula AaQN: part' 1d patiebar inultus quam facıebam uolens.’ The
emphasıs 15 mıne.
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formulates hıs comménts thıs teXT, ‘Ja cConsuetudo est DAas
chose que Ia ratification personelle de Ia ConCcupiscence.’?

N: ugustine further elaborated and Justified the reduc-
tiıon of Consuetudo to man s inherited inclination (0) SIN hıs later works,
especlally hıs TrCSPONSCS to ulıan, hıch 1S the focus of Prendville’s
artıcle.©0 VWhıule, the foregommg textual testimon1es suffice demonstrate
that by the LLNCIC appe: the voluntary or1g1n of cConsuetudo, they _
nNnoL AaCCOUnNtT for the culpabı of sınful habıts. TIhe interpretation of °uoOlL-
untarıum In CAUSQA) rehes heavıly nalve mi1sconception of uoluntas
dS [WO WaYW118 choose between g00d and eviıl, hıch from
nowhere and 1S 18(0)1 subject {Oo anı Yy of necessıty, al eas before the
formation of carnal habıt However, for post-lapsarıan agent, avıng
such aDSOIlute of the wıll 1S seemimngly autıiful myth.°!
Thıs ıllusıon dıstorts the realıty of the uman ll condıtioned Dy the eX1S-
tential condıtion of the self the ONMNC hand, and the 6SSCNICE of the uman
wiıll psychologıical ynamısm that essentially towards the

the er h1is erıiticısm of Juhan conception of ıberum arbitrium,
ugustine astutely pomts Out that absolute W of choice ıth
preceding deprives ratiıonal being of authorsh1p VeT ıts OW
choice and therefore the responsı1bilıty for the evıl dısposıtion of the will.©2

In Augustine’s moral psychology, the culpabılıty of so-called
ınvoluntary SIN 1S grounde INOTEC profoun an SOI under-
standıng of uoluntas and moral ABCNCY, 1C above all Justifıes OUT

responsı1bıilıty for the nıtıal STate of human nature hıs inıtial state,
the effect of or1ıgınal SIN, manıfests itself first and foremost In UÜU-

piscentia Carnıls, the innate endency of the soul evıl, 16 les
beneath the formatıon of Consuetudo.

Aım  e Solıgnac, 3 psychologıie augustinıenne de la volonte Bibliotheque
Augustinienne (Parıs Desclee; De Brouwer), 1962, 541

for instance, Iul. V1I, 8 5 E} Tul ımp.J, 105; IV’ FO3: V, 64’ VI.
See Prendville 19./2:; CSD 96ff. As Prendville acknowledges the footnote, the anal-
OSY between cConsuetudo and CONCUPLSCENTLA has been noticed by Joseph Mausbach

Mausbach, Die Ethik des heiligen Aug2ustinus 1_, 7nd edıtiıon (Freiburg: Herder)
1929, 1L, 2720-1

61 defend thıs claım In the artıcle, ‘Augustine lıherum arbitrium,’ SCC
note

Iul ımp V, 5 9 (Z23 "Cum uUCTO de illo eXOorta est (sSC uoluntas), de natura
eXorta est, qula homo natura estT, el quı1a potuılt et1am nolle quod uoluıt, de lıbero Tb1i-
tT10 1US eXOTTa esLT, quod eft 1PSsum, sıcut faterı1s, pertinet ad naturam. S1 CISO el
luntas ın homıne uel 1US lıbero arbıtrıo de nıhılo eXOrta Sst; qUI1S fecıt?AUGUSTINE ON INVOLUNTARY SIN: A PHILOSOPHICAL DEFENSE  59  formulates in his commehts on this text, ‘Ia consuetudo n’est pas autre  chose que la ratification personelle de la concupiscence.’9  Certainly, Augustine further elaborated on and justified the reduc-  tion of consuetudo to man’s inherited inclination to sin in his later works,  especially in his responses to Julian, which is the focus of Prendville’s  article.° While, the foregoing textual testimonies suffice to demonstrate  that by the mere appeal to the voluntary origin of consuetudo, they can-  not account for the culpability of sinful habits. The interpretation of ‘uol-  untarium in causa’ relies heavily on a naive misconception of uoluntas  as a two way power to choose between good and evil, which comes from  nowhere and is not subject to any kind of necessity, at least before the  formation of a carnal habit. However, for a post-lapsarian agent, having  such an absolute power of the will is simply a seemingly beautiful myth.°!  This illusion distorts the reality of the human will conditioned by the exis-  tential condition of the self on the one hand, and the essence of the human  will as a psychological dynamism that moves essentially towards the good  on the other. In his criticism of Julian’s conception of liberum arbitrium,  Augustine astutely points out that an absolute power of choice with no  preceding cause deprives a rational being of authorship over its own  choice and therefore the responsibility for the evil disposition of the will.®  In Augustine’s moral psychology, the culpability of so-called  involuntary sin is grounded on a more profound and solid under-  standing of uoluntas and moral agency, which above all justifies our  responsibility for the initial state of human nature. This initial state, as  the effect of original sin, manifests itself first and foremost in concu-  piscentia carnis, the innate tendency of the soul to evil, which lies  beneath the formation of consuetudo.  59 Cf. Aime Solignac, ‘La psychologie augustinienne de la volont€’, Bibliotheque  Augustinienne 14 (Paris: Desclee; De Brouwer), 1962, 541.  OuChafor instance r eiduli NUI8 5SEE dl mpg 1OSy IV O03 N Gr VE I2  See Prendville 1972, esp. 96ff. As Prendville acknowledges in the footnote, the anal-  0gy between consuetudo and concupiscentia has been noticed by Joseph Mausbach.  Cf. Mausbach, Die Ethik des heiligen Augustinus 1-2, 2nd edition (Freiburg: Herder)  1929, I, 220-1.  61 I defend this claim in the article, ‘Augustine on liberum arbitrium,’ see  note 30.  © C. Iul. imp. V, 56, (2), ‘Cum uero de illo exorta est (sc. uoluntas), de natura  exorta est, quia homo natura est, et quia potuit etiam nolle quod uoluit, de libero arbi-  trio eius exorta est, quod et ipsum, sicut fateris, pertinet ad naturam. Si ergo et uo-  luntas in homine uel in eius libero arbitrio de nihilo exorta est, quis eam fecit? ... Cur  ergo propter illam damnatur homo, quo non uolente exorta est in illo uoluntas mala,  cuius erat tantum capax, non efficax? Si autem, ut iure damnetur, eo uolente in illo  exorta est, cur eius ipsius uoluntatem de illo exortam negas, quo uolente exortam esse  et quo nisi uolente exoriri non potuisse non negas?”’Cur
CISO propter illam damnatur homo, qUO 1910)81 uolente eXorta est in illo uoluntas mala,
CU1US Traft CaDaA, NON eificax? 1 autem, ut lure damnetur, uolente illo
eXOorta SSı CUur 1US 1DS1US uoluntatem de illo eXxXortamn qUO uolente eXxXortam SSC
el qUO nıs1ı uolente XOTITI NON potu1sse 110}  - negas”?
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1908 Concupiscentia and moral responsibility
As repeate: in foregoing dıscuss1ons, Augustine formulates the

effects of or1ginal SIN the human TACEe L8enorantia and difficultas,
Caecıtas and infirmitas. focus the attention partıcularly dıf-

ficultas Infirmitas (uoluntatis), 1C has een revealed to be SYN-
ONYIN of Concupiscentia.°

Fiırst, L8norantia 1S above all intellectual defect that leads dıs-
graceful though ıt also ‘hınders the wıll from being moved do

good deed 18 refraın from evıl deed’ © comparıson ıth CON-
CupisCcentia’s intimate relatıonshıip ıth the infırmıty of the will, the
impeding effect of L8enorantia the Laculty of wıll 1s relatıvely xternal
and indırect Moreover, it has een ell establiıshed that CONCUPISCENKLA
1S disease of the mınd than ignorantia.° Accordingly, AS
inborn inchination 116 evıl, CONCUuPILSCeENILA 1s INOTEC dıfficult Surmount
when the faculty of wıllk hes beneath the necessIity of SIN Therefore,

establısh the tTeedom of ll and moral ASCNCY such COM-
pulsıve sıtuation, sımılar conclusıon easıly eached the Casec
of L8norantia.

Augustine doubts that should be held culpable for
wrongfu. acts commıiıtted under the necessıty of SIN, whether L8enOrantia

De liıhbero arbitrio, Augustine mentions Consuetudo Carnalıs (carnal habıt),
CONCUuDILSCeENtILA Carnıls, lıhido lust), and Dars (anımae) tardıier Carnalıs
(the slower, carnal of the soul) explıcate the opposıtıon and resistance that the
soul experlences difficultas, Niw lib arb { 1 E} 5 C} HL, 19, 5 E} IL, 22 65 For
explicıt identification of difficultas ıth CONCupliLSCenNtLAa Carnls, SCC for example, DEeECC.
Me  \ II, 2‚ 2-4, 49 SpIr. el litt 3 9 M See Bonner 1986-1994b; Dodaro 1989, 346-7;
1st 1994, 1U2: 135-6, 370-7

DeCcCc Me  B II, 1 E "Nolunt homines facere quod 1ustum est, s1ue qula latet
1ustum sIıt s1ue qula NON delectat. anto enım quı1dque uehementius uolumus,

certius qUu am bonum sıt NOUIMUS OquU! delectamur ardentius. 1gnorantıa 1g1tur el infir-
mıiıtas uıtla sunt, JUaC inpedıiunt uoluntatem, OUueatur ad facıendum ODUS bonum
uel ab P malo abstinendum.’ Unless otherwise noted, all the followıng Englıshtranslatıons of Augustine’s antı-Pelagıan works cıted ıth moderate modification
from Roland Teske’s superb rendıtion, publıshed the serl1es The Works of Saıint
Augustine: I ranslation for the DIS Century, ed Rotelle (New ork New CıtyPress),

Iul NL 16, "ExX hoc autem concupiscentla pe10r est qUu am ignorantıa, qula1gnorantia sıne concupiscentia miInus peccaltl; concupiscentla ueTO sıne 1gnorantliagraulus KEt nescıire malum, 1NON SCIMPCTI est malum cConcupiscere autem malum,
SCINDCI est malum. Bonum qUOqUE 1psum utilıter alıquando 1gnoratur, ut opportunesclatur: nullo autem modo erı potest, ut carnalı concupiscentla bonum hominis COIN-
cupiscatur: quandoquıdem NC 1psa proles 1bıdine COrporI1s, sed uoluntate COIMN-
cupiscıtur, quamu1s DNON SsIne ıbıdiıne COrporIis semiıinetur.’
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CONCUupPILSCENLA. his first introduction the Concepts 1gnorantia
and difficultas the thırd book of De liıbero arbitrio, Augustine claıms

Yet SCVCN certaın aCcfts one through 1gnorance (per Lgnorantiam)
blamed and Judged tOo eed correctlion. .There aTrc AaCTs one by CcS-

sıty (necessitate) that fo be ame:‘ where the 111an wılled fo aCT
rıghtly and COUuU not.©6
10 Justify blame the latter CasSC, Augustine appeals SOINC

of hıs favorıte VeIrISCS from the pıstles of St Paul such Rom 18-
and Gal K/O7/ the atter, Paul refers the conflıct between

spırıtual and carnal CONCUPISCENCE. In OMNC of hıs ast contrıbutions,
Augustine recogn1zes CONCUuPLSCeENLILA CAaFNLS the infırmıity of the 11l

both punıshment and sın.©® He insısts that wrongfu. acts s_
ıtated by CONCUPLSCENLA CAaFrNnLSs also SINS that should be aDsolve

er all, the spiırıt W1 nOoTt ave the concupiscence of the flesh
(Concupiscentia Carnıs), but be free from it al present. For thıs
ICason the spırıt ST1 STOANS in tself, awaıltıng the adoption, the
redemption of ıts body, when ıt ıll ave ıts flesh such WaYy that
it Can longer SIN (non peccare). NOoW, therefore, the spiırıt NOTt

Iih arb III7 I  ’ . amen et1am PCT Lgnorantiam facta quaedam ınproban-
tur, eit corrıgenda i1udicantur. Sunt et1am necessıtate facta inprobanda, ubı uult homo
recte facere, ef NOn potest.’ The translatıon 15 slıghtly modified TOM Anna Ben-
Jamın’’s rendiıtion, which closer the or1gınal than that of Burleigh iın thıs ‚ASC

Burleigh’s version runs, ‘Nevertheless, SOTIIC thıngs done 1gnorance which
held be on and worthy of correctlion. Wrong thıngs done Dy necessity when

wılls do rıght and has nOoTt the pOower.’ As mentioned earlıer, O’Connellul
that Burleigh’s inaccurate translatıon of these sentences miıisled Alflatt recogn1ıze
‘ ınvoluntary SINS Augustine’s thought. O’Connell 15 rıght emphasıze that Augus-
tine here sımply talks about wrongful aCTs rather than genulne SINS These CIs be
called SINS only in Improper Way, O’Connell’s opınıon, in that the ınvoluntary
conditions of moral 1gnorance and dıfficulty dIC CONSCYHUCNCECS of the agent’s earher
voluntary deeds onnell 1991, Da Nevertheless, it 15 evıdent that fallen

be held respons1ible (improbart) for these wrongdoings, though nOoTt the
Samnc WaYy for genulne voluntary SIN commıtted by Adam and KEve Furthermore,
it wıll manıfest in later analyses that in Augustine’s late wrıtings, ‚ven these [WO
properties of human nature identified definıtely SINS (peccata) and therefore
should be punıshed ıf 8(0)1 forgıven. Therefore, it 15 NOTL completely groundless call
the wrongdoings necessIıitated by OUT inıtial ınvoluntary SINS What 15 INOTC S55-
ing 1s aCCOUuUntT for their blameworthiness in WaY that demonstrates they sub-
stantıally distinct TOmM voluntary SIN in theır full

lih arb HL, 1 E A .  nam unde sunt illae Non nım quod olo facio
bonum, sed quod nolo malum, hoc aAQO, el illud Velle adıacet mihil, perficere autem
hbonum NO  > InNUENLO (Rom 7:18-19); el illud (‚ aro CONCUupILSCIt aduersus spiritum,
SDLFLIUS aultlem aduersus Carnem haec nım InULCEM aduersantur; Ul NO  - QUAdE
uultis faclatis? (Gal E

See for instance, Iul ımp L, 4 ’ I! 101 VI,
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only SIN after baptısm, but 1S at times drawn trahl) ConNnsent by
CONCUPISCENCE of the flesh, CVOCMN though ıt struggles valıantly agamst
ıt, and ıt commıts SOINC SINS (peccata), SCVCN though slıght OMNCS

(uenlalia). We always ave 1Cason to Sa y in thıs lıfe, Forgive OUFr
debts.©

Here, ugustine depicts CONCUPLSCENLFIA CAaFNLS inherited
burden that Canno be removed by anı y indıvıdual In thıs lıfe, CVCN OIMlC
who has een inspıred by STACC ıth spırıtual longıng for the g00d
However, the necessı1ity of ıts 1S not In conflıct ıth OUT

responsıbilıty for wrongful actıons caused by ıts actualıty. In thıs PaS-
SasC, these wrongdoings dIcC indeed identified venıal SINS.

Rather, CVCN CONCUPILSCENFIA CAFNLS itself 1S TtTeated ere
evıl that should be condemned. Hırst, ıt Can deprive the spırıt of
sımply Dy ıts Moreover, Dy grabbing (frahere) the consent
of the wıll, ıt Can easıly transform from inborn defect into evV1-
dent blameworthy dısposıtion of the soul, though not necessarıly into

evıl deed ODUS malum). '© 1g of thıs, even spiırıtual and vırtu-
OUS people Canno be sınless In thıs world and therefore should be
ebuked (CorrıipL) for the actualıty aCtus) of CONCUPILSCENTLA In thıs lıfe

vestige of theır or1ıginal sın./1
It 1S evıdent NO that Augustine remaıns steadfast In the culpa-

u of evıl actıions under the necessıity of SIN, especılally under CON-

CupisCentia CAaFnıs. However, hıs phılosophical for ustify-
ıng thıs belief change In accordance ıth hıs understandıng of the
compulsıve force of CONCUuPILSCeENLLA CAaFrNLS and ıtfs essent1al relatıon
uoluntas. glımpse into the development of hıs hought from De lihero
arbıtrio I17 Contra Iulianum ODUS ımperfectum ll help determıine

Iul. ımp I’ 101, (3) Vu enım el 1istam arnıs concupıscentiam NON habere,
sed 11011 potest NUNC, propter quod adhuc 1PSO ingemescıt adoptionem
redemptionem COrporI1s Sul, ubı S1IC habeat CaMNecmn, ut 1am ECCATIC 1910)8| possıt. Nunc
CISO NO  —_ solum potest CCCaTC post baptısmum, uerum et1am, quı1a el bene reluctans
concupıiscentlae Carnıs alıquando ab trahitur ad CcConsens1ioNEmM el quamu1s uenlalıa,
amen alıqua peccala commuttıt, habet, CUur SCINPCI hıc dicat Dimutte nobis debita NOS-
fra Ihe emphasıs 15 mMıne

1bıd., II’ 22A0 (1) sed peccatum, sıne qUO MCINO nascıtur, creuıt uolun-
tatıs ACCEOSSUü or1ıgıinalı concupıscentla trahente peccantıs assensum. TIhe emphasıs 15
added Iso 1bıd., I 61 Concupiscentla Carnıs mala est ei quando e1 1ON COMN-
sentitur ad malum ; 1psa est enım qUa Cal‘ concupiscıt aduersus spirıtum, eti1amsı aduer-
SUS Canl concupiscente spiırıtu N1ON perfic1at quod conatur, 1d est OPUS malum.’

For the importance of rebuke and correction of or1ginal SIN, Nın OFTr. el 67
‘An UCTO ideo prauıtas ista corrıpienda 1910)8| est homine, qul1a NO  —_ 1US propria quı

corrıpitur, sed CommunI1s est omnıbus? Imo uUCTO corrıplatur el ın sıngulıs, quod est
Oomn1ıum. Non Nım propterea CU1USquam NO  . est; quod ab nullus iImmunis est.
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whether Augustine CVCI $upplies ıth compellıng aCCOUNT of the
morTal responsı1bilıty for ‘ınvoluntary SINS in hıs constant MmMeditaliions

or1gınal SIN and ıts effects. The po1In ere 1s not establısh PIC-
CIse chronology of the conception of ınvoluntary SIN (cConcupiscentia
In thıs cConteX In ugustine s ater works, not SCVCN the continulty
discontinulty of Augustine’s eology, but rather 116 examıne phılo-
sophıca. WaYy how ugustine eals ıth thıs 1ssue in dıfferent theo-
ogıcal and hıstorıical contexts. /2 What atters ere dIiICc the phılosoph-
ical insıghts h1s aCCount of OUT responsı1ıbilıty for thıs inborn quality

As Clarılle: iın earher analyses, the difficultas in ook 111 of
De Ilıhero arbitrio refers the opposıtıon and resistance that the soul
experlences In willıng and accomplhıshıng rıghteous act. ® We noticed

ell that thıs moral dıffiıculty 1s en assoc1lated though noTt explıc-
itly identified ıth COonCcupiscCentia in thıs text./4 However, at thıs reli-
atıvely early of hought, ugustine O€Ss 181011 regar the neCcess1-
tatıng force of ConCupiscentia inherent weakness of the 11l For
thıs ICasSON, he beheves that the of such In1quıty o€es nOoTt
completely eradıcate the capacıty of the 11l PUTISUC the good Even
though depriıved of the abılıty LO attaın beatıtude merely Dy the eC1-
S10N of the will, fallen ST1 POSSCSSCS the strıve for
excellence Dy prayıng for a1ld from dıvıne provıdence in order that the
difficultas be conquered. Therefore, OIIC 1S rıghtly held responsı1-
ble for hıs further wrongdoings because such has faıled
make an Yy by neglecting 118 usc thıs inherent

ese pomnts provıde Augustine ıth phılosophıcal aCCount of
OUT responsı1bılıty for moral actı1ons under the yoke of SIN Cal the clos-
ıng of De libero arbıtrio, where Lenorantıia and difficultas dIcC treated

natural rather than pena. condıtions of human nature

Natural 1gnorance and natural Impotence NOL reckoned the soul
dS gul Ihe gul ar1ses because it does NOL eagerly PUTISUC owledge,
and does not g1ve adequate attention acquirıng acılıty in o1ng
right. ”>

For recent efforts TeCONSITrUCT the development of Augustine’s reflections
or1g1inal SIN and divine STACC, especlally In theıir essent1al relatıon the freedom of
human wıll, Nl Hombert 1996; 1d. 2000; Löss] 199 7: Drecoll 1999; 2004; Cary
2008

lıh arb IL, 1 ’ eX dıifficultate cruclatus afflıgıt... el resistente
torquente dolore carnalıs uincull... ”

See note 63
liıh arb I 2 E °Non enım quod naturalıter nescıt el naturalıter NON potest,

hoc anımae deputatur reatum; sed quod scıre NO]  - studult, ei quod dignam facılıtatı
comparandae ad recfe facıendum D' 1ON dedit.’
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ater U: moral dıfficulty 1S envisaged conftlıct between the
ublime of the soul and the carnal part, wıthout denyıng the soul’s
capacıty attaın COTTECLT Judgment concerning the go0od and seek
help from dıvıne grace./®© Therefore, eVvVen though unable attaın the
g00d merely by willıng it, the descendents of dam Cal refraın from
sınnıng Dy appealıng dıvine assıstance. The PUTSUC the
good 1S persistent in post-lapsarıan agents, though fatally dıiımınıshed
by the fırst voluntary SIN Accordingly, wrongful actıons thıs lıfe
not ırectiy necessIitated by 1gnorance and dıfficulty, but rather result
irom the voluntary allure of the ıll to employ ıts innate
short, due thıs immanent; the act1ons under consıderatıon
nOoL ınvoluntary SINS, 1910)8 sımply voluntary in OrNg1N, but definıtely
ase voluntary dec1is10ns.

I1wo pomts dIiICc orth noting ecre One 1S that Concupiscentia
difficultas natural condıtion of uman 1ACC 1S eI1eVve: be sinless.
The er pomt 1s that thıs natural condıtion ımpedes but does not cSs-

sıtate the dec1ısıon of the ll er words, the of difficul-
fAS ASs punıshment for OUT SIN dam o€es not change the voluntarı-
etYy of OUT moral act1ons thıs lıfe Therefore, the moral responsı1bılıty
al stake 1S sımply the culpabiılıty of OUT voluntary SINS, for the faculty
of the ll loses the to advance and make ıts OW choıice
rather than being drawn OWN ınvoluntarıly by innate moral dıfficulty.

ome scholars, for instance ıllıam Babcock, ave identified
the restricted reedom of the 111 the vestige of the
aDsolute abılıty do otherwiıse, Dy hıch ugustine "Carves Ouft
T1OW and yel cruc1al AICd of moral ASCHNCY wıthın the great impaırments
that afflıct uman eIngs after the tirst uman in 'Thıs solution fo
fallen ASCNCY, Babcock hıimself concedes immediately, IS ‘Iragıle
and unstable for from the theologıca pomt of VIeW, ıt PIOVCS be
less compellıng than the interpretation of OUT inıtıal condıtıons PUN-
iıshment for OUT OW SIN in Adam./’®

Ibıd I, 2 9 quod qu1d <1b1 agendum sıt NON continuo ualet
implere, hoc qUOQUC nondum acceplit. Praecessit nNnım Pars quaedam 1US subliımıor ad
sentiendum recte factı bonum: sed quaedam tardıor carnalıs 1OMN consequenter

sententiam ducıtur; ut 1psa dıfficultate admoneatur eundem ımplorare adıutorem
perfect1on1s SUac qUCMm inchoatıon1s sentit auctorem; uf hOcC e1 fat CAarlo0or dum 1910)91

SU1Ss uirıbus, sed CU1US bonitate habet uft sıt, 1US miser1cordia subleuatur uft beata siıt.
Wıllıam Babcock, ‘Sın, Penalty and the Responsabilıty of the Soul prob-

lem Augustine’s De Iıbero Arbitrio IMN Studia Patrıstica (1993) 225-230, al
23()

78 Babcock 1993, 230
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However, thıs 1S ohly superfic1al explanatıon for ugustine’s
ater rejection of thıs solution, 1C ST1 rehes heavıly the PIC-
sumption that OUT moral aASCHNCY Can be establıshed merely the abıl-
ıty do otherwIise. hıs ater wrıtings, ugustine abandons thıs PIC-
sumption primarıly because ıt aıls aCCount for the real enslaved

of the J1l before being lıberated Dy STACC evertheless, thıs the-
ologıca nsıght concern1ıng the realıty of the human a 15 also
grounded hıs careful observatıons the faculty of ll and ıts free-
dom hıch SCS beyond the of Treedom do otherwıIise.

It 1S ell known that Augustine colıned the phrase alu.
originale In hıs exeges1s of Romans in Simplicianum of
Commentators ave pointed ouL, however, that Augustine evelops
hıs mafture doctrine of or1gıinal SIN De peccatlorum meriıtLs el remlS-
SLIONE el de aptismo paruulorum of 4A1Z. hıs 1Irs polemi1c wrıting
agaınst the Pelagians.®° There Augustine refers the term
originale the SIN of nfants inherı1ıte: irom Adam..?! Or1ıginal SIN
exerts ıts effect fırst and foremost iın the dısobedience of CONCUPLS-
Centia Carnls, especlally In the Case of sexualıty.®“ In thıs work,

Sımpl I’ 17 Cited note 55 For references other important eXpress1ons
of or1gınal SIN, such peCcCala originalia and naturale, RE Athanase Sage,
°Le peche or1ginel dans la pensee de salnt Augustin, de Ar 430’, Revue des Etudes
Augustiniennes (1969) al 76-81

As noted Rıgby's entry of ‘Or1ginal Sın Augustine through the Ages:
An Encyclopedia, it W as generally accepted before 967 that Augustine already
reached full-grown interpretation of or1g1inal SIN and BIACC Simplicianum.
hıis classıc artıcle of 1967, Athanase Sage first argued that the Pelagıan CONLTOVeTrSY
BAVC Augustine the opportunıity develop doctrine of or1ginal SIN that profoundly
influenced the Chrıstian tradıtıon (*Peche or1ginel: alssance d’un dogme’, Revue des
Etudes Augustiniennes (1967) 21 1-48) recent studies, SOITINC Augustinian schol-

have proposed earher dates of thıs doctrine, for instance, ıIn De (renesi ad litteram
(TeSelle Augustine the T’heologian, (New ork Herder and Herder), 1970, 265);

Sıimplicianum Babcock, ‘Augustine and aul Ihe ase of Romans 1X, StU-
dia Patrıstica (1985) Rıng, Simplicianum, wel Bücher hber Ver-

schiedene Fragen, (Würzburg: Augustinus Verlag), Confessiones (Rıgby
For LINOTC recent approaches, SCC note It 15 beyond the 191 8) of the Current

study determiıine the eXaC date of the birth of the doctrine of or1ginal SIN. The maın
CONCETN here 1s the responsı1bıilıty for Concupiscentia effect of or1g1inal SIN Augus-
tine’s insıghts into COnCupiscCentia Carnls the infırmıty of the ll 15 elaborated
in hıs bıtter debates wıth the Pelagıans. On thıs aCCount, follow Sage  S influential
vlewpoıint.

8 1 DEeECC, Me  < I’ 9’ °“Hınc enım et1am In paruulıs nolunt credere PCI baptısmum
solu1 orlginale peCccatum, quod nascentibus nullum SS5C OMNINO contendunt. ’

Ibıd., I7 2 $ ° Bonum CIgO CON1Ug11 1ON est feruor concupiscentlae, sed quı1dam
hıcıtus ef honestus illo feruore utend1i modus propagandae prolı, NON explendae hıbıdını
CcCcommuodatus. Voluntas ista, NON uoluptas ılla nuptialıs est. Quod 1g1tur membrıs
COTDOTIS mortis hulus inoboedienter MOUELUT anımum deiectum COoNnaftur
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Augustine makes subtle dıstıncection between the and the
gul reatlus of CONCUuPILSCENKLA.

Concupiscence (Concupiscentia), then, remaıns the members of the body
of thıs eal the Jaw of SIN. It IS present the hıttle ONCS al bırth. though
Its gul reatus) 1S emoved when lhıttle ONMNCS aptızed. It remaılns for
the combat that 15 lıfe, but ıt does nOoTt punı1s wıth damnatıon those who
dıe before engagıng that combat. It unbaptized ONCcsSs
nmeshed guilt and draws them 18 damnatıon, hlıke children of,
CVCI they dıe d> OMNCS But the Z of baptızed adults who ave
the UsSsc of (ratıo0), whenever the CONSENLIS (consentire) that
Samnılec CONcupIscence order SIN, it 1S due OonNne’s (OW) wiıll.®

On the OMNC hand, CONCUPLSCENLA 1S certamly recognized SIN
that should be condemned unless ıts gu1 15 forgıven Dy dıvıne STACC
V1ıa the sSsacrament of baptısm hıs SIN 15 also clearly dıstınguıshe
from OUTr personal SINS, for the lıttle 180 commıt SINS by of
theır OW) 111 before reachıng the ASC of 1Cason he1ır iınborn 1Z2NO-

and weakness prevent them from doimng so.94 Neve  eless,
Augustine beheves that the nTants who dıie before baptısm 111 be
held guilty for thıs nherıted eviıl, sSInce the human 1ACE has entirely
sinned and should be lıberated from the necess1ity of SIN and
death.®

adtrahere el qu CU) 1NCMNS uoluerıt exsurgıt qu CU) ICS uoluerıt conqulescıt,
hoc est malum peccatl, Cu qUO nascıtur Omnı1s homo. (For the subtle relatıonshıp
between ConCupisCentia and sexualıty, N w artıcle, ‘IDıd Augustine LOose the Phılo-
sophical Battle the Debate wıth Juhlıian of Eclanum Concuptscentia C arnls and
Voluntas?’ Augustiniana (2007) 185-208, CSP 188-196.) However, thıs 1s a(0)1

indıcate that Augustine neglects OUT SIN of 1gnNorance thıs work. 1b1d., I’ 36,
There, the darkness of 1gnorance 15 singled Out SIN of infants.

Ibıd., 1L, 49 ‘Concupiscentia 1g1ıtur (amquam lex peccatı In membrıs
COTrpOorI1s mortis hulus CUu paruulıs nascıtur, in paruulıs baptızatıs reatu soluıtur, ad
AYONCIHN relınquitur, ante ASONCIMN MOTIUOS nulla damnatiıone persequltur; paruulos NON

baptızatos 1C0OS innectit el tamquam ITrae fılı0s, et1amsı paruulı morlantur, ad condem-
natıonem trahıt. grandıbus autem baptızatıs, quıbus 1am ratione utentibus quı1dquıd
eıdem concupiscentiae L1L11CI1S ad peccandum consens!it, proprlae uoluntatıs est;

Ibıd., I’ 3 9 "An uUCIO ei hoc quaesıiturı ef de hoc disputaturIı el tempus ad
hoc inpensurı U:  n ut probemus doceamus, quomodo PCI proprıiam uolun-
m, SINEe qua nullum uıtae proprlae potest SSC peccatum, nıhıl malı commıserınt
infantes, quı propter hOC UuOCanfiur ab omnıbus innocentes? Nonne infiırmıtas

eft COrpOTIS, tanta TeTUMmM 1gnorantıla, tam nulla OmMnNnN1ınO praecept1 capacıtas, nul-
Ius uel naturalıs uel conscrıptae Jeg1s SCHNSUS aut motus, nullus alterutram partem
rat1on1s USUS, hOocC multo testati1ore sılenti1o0 QUam SCITI1O0O nOoster proclamat ind1-
cat? Valeat alıquıd ad 1psam persuadendam 1psa euldentla; Na NUSQ Ua S1IC 1910)81
INnueN1O quod dıcam, qUam ubı ICS, de QUuUa dıcıtur, manıfest10r est qU am OINNEC quod
dicıtur.

Ibıd., I7 1 E} 1111; I’ 1 5 Dadt:
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On the other hand, the effect of CONCUPLSCENTLA in thıs text 15
exphıicıtly assoc1lated ıth the iımpotence of the all As mentioned

earlıer analysıs of PASSASC from thıs work, Augustine i1dentifies
L8enorantia and Infirmitas ASs {tWO defects ultia) that hiınder the 1ll 18
PUTrSUC the good refraın Irom domg ev1]1.86 Thıs Infirmitas moral
dıfficulty manıfests ıtself the iıllıcıt inchnation (appetitus) for self-
suffic1ıency that Can result in definıte alfection of prıde, 16 1s
ase the CoNsent of the ıll

To be nflated wıth prıde, of COUTSC, 1S due to the uman being’s OW
will, not fo actıvıty, for God neıther compels DOT elps ONC
towards thıs There ırst arlıses the umanl (In uoluntate hominis)

inclinatiıon (appetitus towards ıts OW W that OMNC becomes
dısobedient through prıde And ıf thıs inclination dıd nNOTL exXIist, oth-
ing WOUu ave een ıffıcult, and OnNnec COUu ave refused 18 be dıs-
obedient, when ‚0)11% wanted to But there resulted from the punıshment
that W as Just and deserved such defect that it Was NO dıfficult o be
obedient rıghteousness.®’
0Ug ıt 1S dıfficult resist the temptatıon orıgınatıng from

thıs iıllıcıt inclinatıion, Augustine insısts that baptızed adults cConsent LO
ıt by iıllıcıt turn of the ıll (Inlicıta uoluntatis InClinatio).®° In other
words, the ıll of baptızed retaıns the refuse mpt-
ıng suggestions from CONCUPLSCENFIA CAaFNIS.

It that Augustine ere sımply makes certaın qualıifica-
tiıon of hıs earlıer defense of fallen ASCHNCY in De libero arbıtrio IT Ihe
novel element 1s baptısm, IC symbolızes the rebıirth of human
beings Dy dıvıne provıdence. In accordance ıth hıs emphasıs the
necessıIity of baptısm for infants, Augustine underscores that the bap-
tized able fıght agalnst, though not eradıcate, the nherıted evıl
of CONCUPILSCENLLA when they capable of ratıonal thınkıng Hence,
the baptızed aTrc rıghtly held guillty for theır Ihıcıt attractıon desires

[Ibıd., IL, 1 9 ‘Nolunt homiınes facere quod 1ustum est, Ss1uUe qula latet 1US-
tum sıt Ss1ue qula 1910)81 delectat. anto nNnım quıdque uehementius uolumus, CCT1-
t1us qUu am bonum sıt NOUIMUS OquU delectamur ardent1us. 1gnorantıa 1gıtur ei infır-
miıtas ultla Sunt, qUaC inpedıiunt uoluntatem, mMoOUuEeatur ad facıendum ODUS bonum
uel ab P malo abstinendum.’

Ibıd., 1, 1 E} °Extollı qu1ppe in superbıiam propriae uoluntatıs est hominum,
1910)8| operI1s Deı:; q nNnım ad hoc COS conpellıt aut adıuuat Deus Praecedit CISOuoluntate homiinıs appetitus quıdam proprliae potestatıs, ut fıat inoboediens PCI SUDECT-bıam Hıc autem adpetitus et1am S1 19(0)8| essel, nıhıl molestum essel, el CU hoc uoluıt
homo, SINe dıfficultate noluıisset; sSsecutum est autem debıta lusta ol  I tale ulıtıum,
ut 1am molestum esSseE) oboedire lustitiae.”

Ibıd., 1L, 4‚ CT QO hıs desider1ns concupiscentiae arnıs inlıcıta uoluntatis
inclinatione CONsens1mus, ad hoc sanandum diıcımus: dımitte nobis debita nostra.‘
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stemmiıng from CONCuPLSCENTLA CarnlSs, but not for the of C(CON-

Cupiscentia CAaFNALS iıtself, because the sacrament of baptısm has remit-
ted its culpabılıty. In other words, though remalnıng er baptısm,
CONCUPLSCENFIA CAaFnNLS 1s longer compulsıve condıtion that CS-
sıtates SI actıons by se1ZINg the consent of OUT wiıll.®

However, the introduction of baptısm only makes thıngs INOTE

complıcated. irst, Augustine implicıtly Aa4SSUMMESs that the abılıty
fıght eificıently ıth carnal desıre only belongs the aptızed. TOom

theologıcal perspective, ıt 1S obvıously unacceptable for the old
Bıshop of 1ppo that unbaptıized PCISON COUuU hıs her
innate weakness of the wıll wıthout divine proviıdence, especılally the
form of baptısm. It ollows that the gul of CONCUpPLSCENTLA CAaFrnNnLS for-
g1ven by baptısm refers to the necessity of SIN In thıs context.?©0

that the unbaptızed commıt SINS of necessıity because theır
mınds in reigned by thıs sınful inchnation. moral responsıbıilıty
grounds ıtself solely the of the all 18 refraın from Ihecıt
temptatıions, 1s presupposed both De libero arbıtrio {11 and De
peCcCatorum merIiltis, then ıt l be dıfficult to aCCount for the sınful
domgs of the unbaptızed under the yoke of CONCUPLSCENLLLIA CAaFNILS.
thıs [CXT, ugustine realıze the compulsıve force of thıs inher-
ıted evıl welling in OUTrT mMO nature but o€ESs noTt yel offer plausı-
ble aCCOUNT of ıts culpabiılıty er than Dy appealıng OUT solıdarıty
in Adam.?! He has nNOoL attaıned phılosophıcal interpretation of the
SINS necessıitated by the internal condıtions of the mınd.

In hıs later elagıus’ De NnAatlura, Augustine (01
address the problem of OUTrT responsıbilıty for evıl actıons or1ginatıng
from the inborn INJUrY, LE the or1ıgınal SIN

‘Moreover, how COUu PCISONJNS be respons1ble to God for the gu1 of
that SIN IC they do NOL recogn1ıze dAS theır OW suum)”? For ıt 1S nNOT
theırs,’ he (sc Pelagıus) Sa YyS, f it 1s NCCCSSaALY. Or, ıf ıt 15 theırs, then

DEeCC MEeEr., IL, 28, “Haec autem lex peccatl, quod et1am appellat
Apostolus, CU: dicıt Non eFrSO regnet In Hestro mortalı COFrpDore ad Oboe-
diendum desiderils e1IUS, 1NON S1IC manet membris COTUM, quı aqua et spirıtu renatı
sunt, 11O  - sıt 1US Tfacta rem1ss10, ubı OMNINO plena eli perfecta fıt rem1ss10
peCccatorum omnıbus inimicıtis interfect1s, quıbus separabamur Deo, sed mane in
uetustate Ccarnıs tamquam superatum eft9 S1 110O]  - inlıcıtiıs consensionıbus
quodam modo reuluescat et ICSNUmM proprium dominatiıonemque reuocetur.’

Augustine uUsecs °the law of SIN °the condemnatıon of SIN denote thıs PCI-
sistent and dominating evıl In OUT nature. See for instance, 1bıd, I7 1 E SR °Ex hac 121-
tur inoboedientia Carnıls, hac ege peccatı eit mortis qU1SQqU1S carnalıter generalur,
regenerarı spirıtaliter OPUS habet, ut 19(0)  = solum ad IceNUum De1 perducatur,
et1am peccatı damnatıone hlıberetur.’ See also IL, 28, 4 D} cıted above.

Yl DeECC WLA R 99 9-10, ‚}
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it 1s voluntary (uolufitarium), and if ıt 1s voluntary, ıt be avolılded.’
We repIy It 1s certamnly theırs, but the defect (ultıum) that ea them
tOo commıt ıt has NOTL een completely healed Its growth has COM from

abuse of theır healthy sSTate Now, d result of thıs defect, they
in POOI shape and commıt INa y SINS either Ouf of weakness (Infirmi-
{aS) OT Ouf of blindness (Caecitas). Hence, they should PTaYy that they
INAaYy be healed and lıve thereafter In continuous g00d health They
should 19(0)1 be fiılled wıth prıde, though human beings COu be
healed Dy the Samne W DyT they become eiecte: (ultiatus).”?
According Augustine’s [910) Pelagıus assoclates OUT moral

responsı1bılıty exclusıvely ıth the voluntarıety of OUT actıons, which
grounds 1tse OUT abılıty LO do otherwise. In hıs reply, ugustine
merely claıms that aATCc also rıghtly held responsı1ıble for SINS caused
Dy OUT innate disease of the mınd because ıt 1s OUT OW defect that
should be healed hıs inborn defect gelts 1X€6€ in OUT mınd by the
abuse of OUT rational nature, though thıs result be inevıtable
for OSse people wıthout a1d from STACC. However, in thıs teXT, UuguS-
tine O€s noTt make much {O explaın WhyYy thıs inherıited evıl 15 OUTrT
OW defect and nOoTLt CXCUSC for OUT SINS commıtted of necessıty.

In De perfectione Iustiıtiae hominis of 4195 polemic work
agamınst Caelestius Definitiones, Augustine SOCS ONC Step farther
ıdentify the of CONCUPILSCENLTLA CAFNLS SIN, even in rıght-
COUS people who Can wıthhold theır cConNnsent from the desıres that stem
from thıs innate evıl inchination of the soul:

RBut when they do nNOoTt OW SIN o reign in theır mortal bodies as

obey its desires (desiderium) and do NOT offer theır members SIN
N WCaDONS of wickedness, there 15 indeed SIN (peccatum) In theır
members, but it does not reign, because its desires NOTL obeyed.
Thıs SIN maımntaılıns ıts actualıty Dy arousıng the desıre 18 COIMN-

mıt sınful aCcCts Augustine emphatıcally points Ouft that unlıke personal

nNal. el 3 C} dıcıt ‘deinde quomodo deo DTO iıllıus peccatı eatu subdi1-
{us SS5C poterıit, quod SUUmM NO  a SSC cognouerıt? Suum enım NON est‘} Inquit, SI NCCC-
sarıum est. Aut S1 SUUMmM est, uoluntarıum est; ef S1 uoluntarıum est, uıltarı potest.’ Nos
respondemus: Suum est OMn1nO, sed ult1ium qQUO commıiıtitur nondum Omnı parte
sanatum est; quod quıdem ut inolesceret, de 19(0)  — recte usa sanıtate descendit; qUO
u1lt1o0 1am male ualens uel infirmiıtate uel caecıtate plura commuiıttit PTITO qUO supplıcan-
dum est: ut sanetur ef deinceps perpetua sanıtate uluatur, 1910)81 superbiendum, quası
homo eadem potestate sanetur qua potestate ultlatus est.’

perf. Iust. Rl °Cum ueTO 1910)  - sınıt TCSNATC pecCCalum In AW//  S mortalı COFrDore
ad oboediendum desideriis 1US$ nNnNeCi exhibet membra W /  S UNmda INLQULLATLS DeCCAaLO
(Rom inest quıdem membrıs e1lus, sed 1O]  — regnat, qula NO  —;
oboeditur desider11s 1US
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SINS, OUT heart OUT consclence O€Ss not reproach (reprehendere) thıs
SIN, because ıt sımply dwells In OUT nature and ıt 1S not transformed into

overtly act.?4 Moreover, ıt 1S nOoTLt in OUT eradıcate
ese desıres of SIN In thıs life.?> Neve  eless, to anlec thıs inborn
defect SIN (peccatum) mplhıes that the baptızed aTrc STü1 held ICSPON-
S1 for ıts persistence, though noTt the SAadlilılc WaYy d they ATC for SINS
Aase‘ the CONSseNnNtT and obedience of the wiıll.?6© Therefore, Uugus-
tıne needs LO clarıfy not only the SINS of the unbaptızed under the COIMMM-

pulsıve re1gn of CONCUuPISCENILA Carnıls, but also the culpable act1ons of
stians that or1ıginate in theır innate defect. hıs task 1s not COTMN-

pleted untıl hıs polemi1c works agaınst Juhan of Eclanum?”/, when
Augustine reaches INOTC profound understandıng of CONCUPILSCENELA
CAFNLS and ıts relatıonshıp tOo the wıl].?®

ugustine sets out clarıfy the EXaC meanıngz of the SIN of CON-

CupiSCent1la CAFNLS from the VE beginnıng of hıs COI’IÜ‘OVCI‘SY wıth Juhan

Concupiscence ıtself, after all, 1S NOL NO SIN In those who ave een
reborn, provıde they do NOL CONsenT 18 ıt for aCTts that forbıdden

Ibıd., ‘Sed 1am 1910)8! 1pse iıllud, sed ıd quod Jlo habıtat peccatum. Ideo
1ON CeU) reprehendit COT 1US Oomnı uıta 1US

Ibıd., quod ut MNINO ıbı NON sıt (scC INn membrıis), adıacet el uelle,
sed perficere bonum NO  - adıacet.’

Ibıd., °Ita 1ICC In uılta SUua, 1d est in fıde SUa corde SUO reprehenditur eit sıne
peccato NON NN z conulncıtur.’

For general aCCount of the thought of Juhan of Eclanum, ScCe Josef LösslI,
Julian VO.  - Aeclanum. Studien seinem Leben, seinem Werk, seiner Lehre Un ihrer
Uberlieferung (Leiden/Boston/K6ö Brıll) 2001 For Juhan’s conception of ONCU-

piscentia and » Nr Mathi]s Lamberigts, ‘ Julhian VoNn Aeclanum und seine Sıicht
der (made Kıne Alternative?”? eyer ef al.(eds.), Gnade Freiheit Rechtferti-
SUNS augustinische Topol und ihre Wirkungsgeschichte: Internationales Kolloquium
ZUM 717650 Geburtstag Augustins VO. hıs November 2004 Im Erbacher Hof
Maınz. Stuttgart: Steiner, 2008:; 1id “Ihe Philosophical and Theological Background
of Juhan of Aeclanum’’s Concept of Concupiscence’, iın Meyer el 1.(eds.), Die
cChristlich-philosophischen Diskurse der Spätantike: Texte, Personen, Instıtutionen.
Stuttgart: Steiner. 2008

See notes 89-90 for other references of ldentifyıng the of CONCUPILS-
Centia CAFNLS the baptızed pecCccCalum peccatı lex. Obviously, thıs identificatiıon

from the influence of St. Paul’s Epistles, especlally Rom 6:1  D
It deserves notice that Augustine LHNOTC frequently addresses It remalınıng defect
(uıtıum) that does harm (non besse) See for instance, et DEeECC 1L, 39,
‘Obesset ista arnıs concupiscentla, et1am antummodo quod inesset, nıs1 peccatorum
rem1ss10 S1C prodesset ut qUaC in e1s esL, elt nato eft renato, nato quıdem el inesse ef
obesse, renato autem inesse quıdem, sed NON obesse possıt. Manet quıppe in prole,
ıta 1CaM facılat, OT Z1INIS ult1um, et1am S1 parente reatus eiusdem ult1ı rem1ss1ioONe
ablutus est peccatorum, donec OINNC ult1um, CUu1 consentiendo peccalur, regeneratiıone
noulssıma CoNsumatur...’ See Iso ıbıd., I’ 19, 20; E 33, For earher references
h1s debates ıth the Pelagıans, N NnNOoTtEes 8 '



IN  RY SIN PH.  K AL DEFENSE F6

and the mıind, remamnıng sovere1gn, does not hand OVCI the members
ıt to Cal out those AaCTS It 15 called SIN bDy fıgure of speech

MO quodam loquendi), because ıt W as produce by SIN and ea| fo
SIN, if ıt 15 victorious.”

Concupiscentia CAaFrNnLSs 1S called SIN only in metaphorıical
because ıt 1s both punıshment for ne:Ss  7 or1gınal SIN the

aughter of SIN the ONC hand, and of ne s  z further SINS
the mother of INanı y SINS the other hand. 100 It remaıns

innate weakness (nostra infirmitas), bad qualıity (mala qualitas),
disease (languo0r) that should be healed.101 It 15 not counted SIN

that deserves reproach irom the heart cshown earher.
Neve  eless, CONCupiSCent1a CAaFrnls maımntalns ıts actualıty (alig-

uld agere) by strıkıng ıth evıl and TDUulen! desires (desideria mala
el urpla), hıch remınd of the insuperable imperfection of thıs lıfe. 102
Obvıously, the desıires stemmiıing from CONCUPILSCENFLA CAaFnNnls not
morally neutral By definıtion, they dIiC perverted inclinatiıons that COMN-

1ıct ıth the spiırıtual longing of the miınd, though nNnOoL brought into COMN-

pletion Dy the assent of the 11l vetah? hıs ater arguments agamst
Juhuan, ugustine makes ıt clear that ConCupiscentia CAaAFrNLS 15 Ca SIN
precısely for thıs innate disobedience agamst the domınıon of the mınd

the SAamnlec WäaY, Concupiscentia CAFNLS agaılnst C the g00d spırıt
has ıts OW) desıires 1s SIN (peccatum) because it involves 1SODEeAd1-
CI1CC agaınst the rule of the mınd It 1S puniıshment of SIN (poena DeC-
Catl), because ıt 15 retriıbution that the dısobedien deserve, and ıt 15 the

nupt. el ONC I’ 2 $ ‘ Nam 1psa quıdem concupiscentla 1am 1910)  - est Ca-
tum regeneratls, quando ıllı ad inlıcıta D 11OI1 consentitur, ut perpetrent

regına mente membra NO  — dantur Sed qula modo quodam loquendı
uUOCaTuUr, quod ef peccato facta est el peccatum, S1 ulcerI1t, facıt

Ibıd., I’ 2 E ‘...CONcupIlscentla arnıs fılıa peccatı Q, quando iıllı
ad turpla consentitur, et1am peccatorum matre multorum.

101 Ibıd., I’ 2 E} ‘Quamu1s autem reatu SUÜ!  ® lam soluto, mane amen, donec
sanetur OMNIS infirmıtas nostra, proficlente renouatione inter10r1s homiınıs de e
dıem, CUu exXter107r induerı1t Incorruptionem; NO  , Nım substantıalıter manet, sıcut
alıquodu Aaut spırıtus, sed affect10 est quaedam malae qualıtatis, sicut Janguor.’

102 Ibıd., I’ 2 E ‘"Agıt Nım alıquıid concupiscentla Aarnıs ei quando el 1NOMN exh1-
betur uel cordıs adsensus, ubı9 uel membra uelut ATIN: quıbus inpleatur quod
iubet. Agıt autem quı1d Nn1S1 1psa des1ider1a mala el turpla?”

103 Ibıd., I’ 2 E ‘Quando autem sunt (SC des1ider1a) quıdem, sed NON e1s oboed-
ıtur, NC malum perficıtur, qul1a NOMN e1s oboeditur, HE bonum, qula sunt, sed fıt alı-
QuUa parte bonum, qula concupiscentlae malae NON consentitur, el alıqua parte
remanet malum, qula ue] concupıiscıtur.’ For the definıtion of Concupiscentia CAFrNLS
and the conflıict between spirıt and carnal CONCUPISCENCE, Nır artıcle CONCUPILS-
Centia, Wu 2007
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of SIN (Causa peCCatı) by 1Cason of the aılure of ONC who COMN-
eNTts OT the infection of OINC who 15 born. 194

However, CONCuplLSCentia CAFrNLS 15 not act of the wiıll, but
rather the innate infirmıty suffered by the l in thıs ıfe Irom the
beginning. In aptıze Chrıstians, especlally In oOse who lıve COMN-
tinent ıfe v1gorously Mıghting agalnst thıs inborn inclınation, u_

piscentia CAaFrNLS o€es remaın, but wıthout the explicıt CONsent of the
ll However, f the of ConCupiscentia CAaFrnNnLıs 15 not only
punıshment for OUT or1g1inal SIN, but SIN in-and-of ıtself CeVCnNn after ıts
gul 1s forg1ıven, should demonstrate that ıt 1S noLt only eviıl, but

evıl for C aATc rghtly held responsı1ıble, though not S_

sarıly guilty of. Therefore it should be demonstrate how the aptıze
be held respons1ıble for such inherıted endency of the soul that

1S longer assented by the CONseNnNLT of the 111 and further SINIU
ee|

ugustine 15 quıte sensıtive the i1issue at stake, 1€e hat hap-
PCNAS moral responsı1bıilıty when the CONsent of the 1ll 15 absent, for
the erb Captiuare ıimplıes the enslaved of the apostle ıth respect

innate evıl, 1C 1S longer accompanıed by hıs assent. 19 hıs
interpretatıon, Augustine underscores that the of CONCUPDILS-
Centia CAaFNLS 15 due OUT OW defective nature

=  aft 1S, he meant that ıt Captıve by the flesh, not by the MN
by ıts ımpulse (motione), nNnOoTt by hıs consent, and thus ıt CaD-
f1ve, NOT because SOIIIC forei1gn nature (natura aliena) 15 present the
flesh, but because OUTr OW nature 15 present here.10%6

Concupiscentia CAFrNLS 15 ascr1ıbed OUT O W nature Just because
CT 15 indıspensable part of OUT nature in thıs lıfe However, thıs
fact by ıtself Canno that thıs natural defect 15 SIN, for OIIC
WOU call blindness deafness SIN

1 ıllumınate the moral ASCHCY In CONCupLSCeNh1A CAFNLS tself,
ugustine draws attention the partıcularıty of thıs disease. As argue
earlıer, hat ave lost due to thıs disease of the soul 1S nothıng

Iul NE $ °"Ita cConcupiscentla Carnıls, aduersus QUam bonus concupIiscıt
spiırıtus, el est, quıa inest ıllı iınobedientia COonfira domınatum ment1s; ei
OÖOCH:; peccatı est, qula reddıita est meri1t1s inobedienti1s; eit peccatı estT, defectione
consentlentis uel contagıone nascentis.’

Pel I’ 1 E} ‘Sed quod dixıt captıuantem potest INOUCTIC, S1 nulla
CONSsSeNsS1O est.

106 Ibıd., ut ‘captıuantem me dixerıt ‘cCarne, 1910}  —_ mente, ‘motlone’, 11O  —

consens1one, el ideo ‘captıuantem me’, qula el in 1psa CarInlec NO]  —_ est alıena natura, sed
nNnOSTra.
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other than the capacıty of the ıll {Oo love the g0o0od Therefore, ıt 1Ss not
morally neutral bodıly disease defect 15 Furthermore, ave
revealed elsewhere that the act aCtus) of COonCupiscentia CAFNLS eady
involves implhıcıt approva. of the 111 by stırrıng TDUulen! desires
(desideria).!0” If thıs WeIC 187011 the CasScC, then the soul WOU not be
affected Dy thıs bad qualıity latent In OUT nature For thıs ICaSON, VIT-
OUS PCISON Can refuse temptatıon by explhıcıt dec1isıion of the ll
However, he 1Ss nNOot able (8 eradıcate the ınımal CONsentTt entaı1led
the actualıty of COonCupisCentia CAaAFNIS. Augustine’s ınterpretatiıon of ıts

In dreams of holy people confirms the ex1istence of the wıll
mınımum assent in thıs hlıfe

What does it (SC CONCUpILSCeENTLA) In those whom it forces fo be
guard and 08 1g agaınst tself? ıf ıt should steal irom them the
slıghtest consent (ullus asSeENSUS), CVOCN In sleep, they STOAN when they
ave wakened and SaYy, How soul Ls filled wıth ıllusions (Ps 38:8)
For when dreams decelive the sleeping SCNSCS, SVCN chaste souls SOTINC-
HhOW fall into such hameful cConsent If the Most Hıgh held such COMN-
sent agalnst them, who WOU lıve chastity? 10
Obvıously, thıs 1S nNOoLt ase: the deciısıon of the ll

that WOU be condemned Dy God Rather, it 1s involuntary approva
of the ll in UNCONSCIOUS sSTate Lıkewiıse, the of u..

piscentia itself already contaılns such ınvoluntary assent of the wiıll,
for desıre Canl be aroused wıthout the intention of the ll Thıs
ınvoluntary of the 111 indıcates that the COonCuplisCentia 1S
prec1isely the infırmıty of the ll itself. Our heart 0€Ss NOoTLt reproach
ıts INeEeTIC because cCommıt further SIN by consenting
it However, the saınts STOAN aCcCCount of ıt because it ısplays the
imperfection 197011 of foreign nature, but of theır OW nature, not of
another psychological faculty, but of the faculty of the ll ıtself. For
thıs ITCasoN, ugustine later hıghlıghts that or1ginal SIN and ıts effect
should be censured in all E} both the unbaptızed and the bap-
tized.10 In hıs ına interpretation of thıs innate SIN In

107 See artıcle COonNCupisSCentia mentioned earher ın notfe and °‘Rethink-
ing Augustine’s Adaptatıon of ° Fırst Movements’ of Affection,’ forthcoming.

108 Tul IV} CX 1 quando ab e1s ullum uel SOMnNISs furatur IN,
CU) eu1g1lauerıint, SCINECIC eit inter gemitus dicere, OQuomodo ımpleta est anıma Med
ıUllustionibus ? Quia CU) SOopltos deludunt somn1a SCNSUS, nesSCIO quomodo et1am Cas-
tae anımae in TD labuntur assensus. ‘

109 O el 9’ '"Immo uUCTO corrıplatur eit in sıngulıs, quod est OomnNıUm.
Non enım propterea CU1UuSquam 1910)8| est quod ab nullus immunıs esi. Peccata qu1-
dem ista or1ginalıa ideo dıcuntur alıena, quod sıngulı de parentibus trahunt: sed NON
SINEe diıcuntur el nostra, qula illo uUuNO OIMNMNCS, sıcut dıcıt Apostolus, peccauerunLt.



TI1IANYUE

Julıan, he identifies ıt non-voluntary SIN (peccatum NO  - uolun-
tarium). 110 It 15 1a(011 voluntary SIN because ıt Can wıthout the
cConsent of the ll Nevertheless, it 1S SIN because ıt 1s evıl and
the actualıty of thıs evıl essentially involves the ınvoluntary assent of
the ıll

In hıs CONtroversy ıth Julıan, Augustine also eals ıth the
problem of the responsıbilıty of unbaptized adults for the evıl act]ıons
they perform ouft of 1gnorance and infırmıty.

It 1s not true, then, ASs SOINC claım that Sa y and thıs fellow
(SC ulıan also dares wrıte, that hold that “all aATC forced (cCog1),
d ıf agalnst theır 11l (Inulti), ınto SIN by the necessity (neCessitas)
of theır fles Rather, ıf they AIiIC eady at that ADC at hıch they
make the dec1ısıon (arbitrium) of theıir OW) mınd, they held In SIN
by theıir OW 1ll (Sua uoluntate) and hurled OoOWnN from SIN SIN
by theır OW ll Nor o€es the ONMNC who persuades and dece1l1ves them
aım al anythıng else for them but that they commıt SIN Dy theır OW
wiıll, whether Ouft of 1gnorance of the truth OT ouft of delıght in N1quıty
OT Ouf of both of these evıls, namely, iInadness and weakness. But thıs
11l 1C 15 free for evıl actıons (libera IN malıs) because it takes
delıght In evıl 15 not free for go0od actl1ons (In bonis), because it has NOTL
een seft free (liberata).**}
Here, Augustine makes ıt clear that the inheriıted necessity of

SIN Cannot compel an YONC into SIN agaınst ne’s  ? all As descen-
dents of Adam, dIiICcC plunged into necessIity (In necessitatem).
However, thıs 0€Ss not s1gn1ıfy that OUT urther evildoings under the
yoke of thıs necessity dIC not aCts of ıll Obvıously, they AdIC not
counted voluntary actıons because the faculty of the ıll 15 free

do otherwI1ise. Augustine undoubtedly claıms that the ıll that
has not een sei free, 1ıke that of the unbaptızed, 1S not free
accomplısh rıghteous actıons by its OW efforts. In other words,

Corriplatur CI SO ONM ZO damnakbılıis, ut dolore correption1s uoluntas regenerat1on1s
orlatur.

110 ul IMp 1 "Cur 1NON attendis SSC et1am NON uoluntarıum,
erte illo quı dıcıt, UHACUMQUEC hoc dicat V autem quod nolo ESO hoc facio,
LAM NO  _ CQO ODEFOF Ullud. sed quod habitat INn peccatum?‘

111 Pel:., I’ 39 "Non ıtaque, sıcut dicunt 1105 quıdam dicere eit iste audet
insuper scr1bere, "omnes in peccatum’ uelut inuı1t1i “cCarnıs SUaeC necessI1tate coguntur’,
sed S1 1am aeTtate SUnt ut proprlae menti1is uüutantur arbıtrıo, el In pSCCalo SUa
untate retinentur, el peCCalo SUa uoluntate praecıpıitantur. Neque enım
agıt In e1Is eti1am qu1ı suadet ei decı1pit, nıs1ı ut uoluntate commıttant uel 12N0-rantıa uerıtatıs uel delectatione inıquıtatis uel utroque malo ef caecıtatıs el infiırmiıtatıs.
Sed haec uoluntas, qUaC lıbera est In malıs, qula delectatur malıs, ideo lıbera boniıs
110  - est, quı1a lıberata NON est
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wıthout exXxIira ald, the 11l of the unbaptızed necessarıly NTEs
the evıl desıires that sStem Irom ıts innate defect. hıs inevıtable COMN-
sent 15 al ıdentified dısposıtion of the all because the ıll
1n delıght In blameworthy desıires and nothıng Ca  , compel ıt
do

Here, eNCOUNtTter agaın the relatıonshıp between necessity and
wiıll, and the subtle dıstiınction between necessIıty and compulsıon. Iwo
sıgnıfıcant points WEeIC eached earher arguments. Hırst, Augustine’s
analysıs of Uuae uoluntates has establıshed that the 1l 1S essentlally
independent from anı y kınd of compulsıon, whether external inter-
nal The necessity of Consuetudo force the 111 a  '}
malıcıous dısposıition. *! Second, hıs erıtic1sm of Juhan’s definıtion
of iıberum arbıitrium [WO WaYy free from an Yy kınd of CcS-

SIty, Augustine dısplays hıs insıghts into the of necessıIity in
the faculty of ıll He 1STS the necessIity of habıt, the 1gnorance of the
g00d, and the necessı1ity of affection, which CVECN Julhı1an hımself Can-
noTt deny. *!

Now, advance Augustine’s arguments for the compatıbilıty
of uoluntas ıth neCesSsitas, 16© aAIiIc LLIOTC solıdly elaborated
hıs ast Julıan, Contra Iulianum ODUS ımperfectum.

Hırst, Augustine pomnts Out that Can ave volıtıon towards
that 1C OCCUTS necessarıly, such ll {O dıe For instance, Paul
desıires be dissolved and be ıth Christ. 114 hıs 1S ıll of
necessity (uoluntas neCessitatis).

Second, there 1S also necessity of the 11l (neCcessitas uolun-
tatıs), IC ıt 1Ss NCCCSSALY that ll lıve happıly.!!> TOM
the ftfact that beatıtude 1s predıictable object of the all COINIMMNON to
all, infer that AT compelled take it the ultımate
end of OUT ıll It 15 absurd 18 Sa y that ONC intends Nne s  kn happıness

1102 See nOotes 4 9 54-55
113 Tul ımp E, 105, S1 Nnım necessıitas nulla peccandı est, ut omıttam

ulm malı e1us, quod or1ginalıter trahıtur, hoc nım nullum SSC uUOoSs uultıs, quıdpatıebatur, UACSO, quı secundum uestrum SCHNSUMmM mole malae consuetudinıs
premebatur, ut diceret: Non quod olo facio bonum, sed quod nolo malum hoc
ag0?°,

114 Ibıd., I 103, (1) "Cum Nnım sıt morlend1ı necessitas, qu1s quod possıt
SSC el uoluntas? Vnde alt apostolus ConCupiscentiam habere dissolui el AYY S CUÜU)
Christo (Phıl 17 25) Cum CISO uult mMoT1 qUCm SN est mOTI1, sımul Sunt neCcess1-
tas el uoluntas, quod (SC Julıanus) 1er1 Ö: uana uoluntate, nulla necessI1ıtate
NCSAUCTAS.

115 Ibıd., 1 ur 110  —; attendiıs SSC et1am necess1itatem, qua NECCECSSC est
uelimus beate uluere, l clausıs oculıs SIC alterı alteram OppOn1s, quası uoluntas CcSsS-
sıtatıs auft necessıitas uoluntatıs SSC 1ON possıt? ”
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unwiıllıngly, and CVEeCn L11OIC absurd that OMNC Can become appY agaınst
Ne s  z wiıll.116

Moreover, necess1ity Can be produced by the 11l wıthout
necessIity and remaın CVCcCnN wıthout the wıll.1l/ As demonstrated before,
the necess1ity of 15 ılluminating example of thıs kınd ofS_

sıty Augustine belleves that CONCUPLSCENTLA CAaAFrnNLS also belongs
thıs ategorY; for ıt 1S both result of or1g1ınal SIN commıtted by the
11l of the fırst human beings and necessIity of SIN 1C belongs
fo ne s wıill. 118e Ihe of thıs necessI1ity evıdently deprives

fallen agent of the abılıty refraın from sınnıng by ıts OW efforts
However, the reedom make dec1ısıon ındependently Irom an Y
compulsıon 15 removed from the faculty of the ıll Therefore,
GVCA under the compulsıve force of COonNCupisSCentia CAarnıls, the l 15
SU1L free make Its OW dec1s10ns, though unable attaın rıght-
COUS dısposıtion before ıts or1gınal SIN has een forgiven. Moreover,
ugustine STITESSES that thıs necessıty of SIN Can remaın In the baptızed
together ıth the 11l owards rıghteousness, which further confırms
that necessIity 0O€eSs not destroy the reedom of the wıll.11?”

Bearıng thıs ei1cate relatiıonshıp between necess1ity and the ll
In mınd, retiurn the problem of responsı1bılıty. It IS evıdent 1O that
CVEeNn the unbaptızed AT NOL compelled by theır inıtial condıtions
SIN, though unable change theır state by themselves. The necessıty
of SIN Canno be 1dentified ıth the COerc1on {O SIN The latter 1S self-
contradıctory. For SIN COTNC into being wıthout the ll and the
faculty of 11l 15 unable Coex1ıst ıth COerc1lon. Therefore, the evıl

116 Augustine insısts that ‚V when God foreknows that OMNC 15 be happy and
therefore OIMIC 18 necessarıly g0o1ng be happy, thıs necessIity does not INCcan that beat-
iıtude 18 noTt object of the wıll See lih arb L 3, ‘ Nam el de beatıtudine quoddix1st1, 1910)81 abs 1PSO beatum fıer1, ıta dixIist1, quası hoc CO negauerım: sed dıco,
C futurus beatus, NON inuıtum, sed uolentem futurum. Cum 1g1tur praesc1us sIit
Deus uturae beatıtudinis (uae fl @ alıter alıquıd 1eT71 possıt qUam He praesc1uılt,alıoquin nulla praesclentlia est 1NON tamen cCog1mur sentire, quod absurdiss1-
INU: est eft longe uerıitate seclusum, NO}  - uolentem beatum futurum. ’

117 Iul ImMpD I 103, (2) et est lam necessıitas et1am SINEe uoluntate, qUuamfecıt uoluntas sıne necessıIıtate. Nam eft ille quı dıcıt Non quod olo ASO, erte UnN-
dum uUOS necessıtate cConsuetudinis premitur; hanc autem necessitatem, 1berum
auferatis arbıtrıum, eU) <1b1 uoluntate fec1ısse contenditis...”

118 Certaily, stressed earlıer, how thıs necessity, punıshment inflıcted the
first couple, Was transmıtted theıir descendents 15 NnOLt the COMNCEIN here What COMN-
CINS here 15 primarıly how Justify culpabılıty for those act1ons subjectthıs necessity of SIN.

119 Tul. ımp IV7 103, (4) ‚profecto homıne mole consuetudıinıs sımul CSSC
eit lustitiae uoluntas el peccatı necessitas, quon1am uelle adıiacet mihrL profess10 est

uoluntatıs, perficere autem bonum INUENLO confess10 est necessıtatıs. ’
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actıons of unbaptızed both result of theır CON-
CupisCentia and voluntary acts based the dec1s1ı0on of the ıll
In 1g of thıs, both the baptızed and the unbaptıized, wrongfu. acts
under the necessIity of SIN Cannot be approprlately called 'ınvoluntarySINS’. both they dIcC ase the free dec1ısıon of the wiıll,
which 15 essentially eXempt from anı y kınd of compulsıon. Theyvoluntary SINS NnOoTt In the that they aAIic brought into being bycho1ices of the ll that COU ave een otherwıise, but in that theyresult from unforced decisions of the ıll that AT intimate fo the ate
of the self. The only dıfference brought about by baptısm dıvıne

15 sımply that the baptızed ndowed ıth the abılıty ıll
the g00d and to refraın Irom sınnıng. JIhey en]Joy greater Teedom not
In the that they AT able choose between good and evıl but
that they ATC closer to the attaınment of the good Dy thıs abılıty that

fIrom dıvıine provıdence.

Conclusion

It 1S evıdent 19(0)] that the ınvoluntary involvement of the ıll
the actualıty of CONCUPLSCENLA CAaFrnıs helps Augustine clarıfy OUr lım-
ted responsı1bıilıty for thıs innate defect of the ll By appealıng hıs
peculıar conception of the tTeedom of the wiıll, Augustine also estab-
hlıshes OUT responsı1bilıty for evıldoings under the necessıty of SIN, CVCN
though they Can be unavoldable number of JTherefore, CVCN
ıf the infirmıity and blındness of the mınd dICc NoTt pena but natural COIMN-
dıtions of the human TaC®e, ST1 establısh OUTr moral responsıbil-Ity thıs mMO lıfe Ihe only thıng that CannotTt attaın Dy purelyphılosophical CNIS 15 the culpability of CONCUPLSCENLA CAFNLS of
infants before being forg1ven Dy baptısm We held responsıble for the
PUTC of CONCuPLSCeENFLA CAaFnlis the WaY that responsI1-ble for ınvoluntary CONSeENLT dreams, but NOT ASs for deeds based

the explıcıt CoOoNnsent of the 11l 1Io Justify OUT gul for the iınborn
weakness of the wiıll, ave 18 locate Augustine’s reflections CON-
CupisSCentia CAaFrnıs ıts or1ginal theologıical CONTEXTS By recCogn1zıng
CONCUPLSCENFLA SIN, Augustine shows that not only 1CasON-
ably blamed but Justly punıshed for ıts ınvoluntary OUT lıfe,
unless OUT gul has been forgıven by the prevenlent Nonetheless,
whıiıle thıs culpability 1S sıgnıfıcant for Augustine’s theological Ar gu-
ents for the necessity of baptısm for infants and the necessIity of PIC-destined BIACC, ıt 15 NOL indıspensable for the phılosophical aCCOUnNnT of
moral responsıbilıty reconstructed from hIis theological NS
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Su: cshrewd understandıng of uoluntas and ıts TrTeedom allows
ugustine develop better explicatıon of OUTr responsı1bıilıty for the
innate weakness of OUT uman condıtıon than that of uoluntariıum INn

120
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Be1h]ing, ına

120 I hıs artıcle Oorms of the project °Medieval Phılosophical Psychology of
Emotions: Comparatıve Analysıs of DAassiONeES in Augustine and Aquınas’, funded
Dy Postdoctoral Sclence Foundatıon. It or1g1nates fIrom chapter of doctoral
dissertation under the superv1s10n of Professor Carlos Steel have benefited lot
TOmM hıs valuable COMMEeNTS and suggestlons. equally grateful the COmMMEentTS
TOM Professors Math1]s Lamberi1gts, Russell Friedmann, and Martın one Specılal
thanks Iso due Jenny Pelletier for her careful proofreadiıng and correction of
the first draft of thıs would Iso lıke CAÄPICSS deep gratitude the [WO
an readers of the earlıer draft of thıs artıcle he1lr COMMENXIS extremely
helpful, In partıcular those recent hlıterature, for it 15 rather dıfficult gel ACCESS
these studies here Certainly, all remamıng OW



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
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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.



107RUFINUS THE‚ SYRIAN: MYIH AND REALITY

‘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.



109INnYMYIH AND

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’?



124RUFINUS IHE SYRIAN ; MY'TH AND REALITY

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
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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



147 UNPHY

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?)
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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

Walter DUNPHY, SV  S
Nanzan Universıity

Nagoya, apan
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IHE ONDEMNATION
JOHN KEDINGTON, OSA

One of the best-known inc1ıdents in thıs hıstory of the EnglıshAustin Friars 1Ss the onflhet that developed the m1d-1350s between
the Austıin T1ars the 0)81> hand and Archbishop Rıchard FıtzRalphthe other The detaıls of FıtzRalph’s attack the mendicant orders
In general and the ustins In partiıcular dICc well-known, especlallythanks Katherine Walsh’s study of FıtzRalph.! But ON facet of thıs
conflict has rece1ved lıttle scholarly attention. 1358, the Universityof Oxford condemned certaıin ° Fr1ar John’ for makıng {[WO propos1-t1ons about the property rıghts and tıthes of parıs priests In the COUTSC
of academıc debate 2 hıs inc1ıdent has rarely een connected fo the
dıspute between FıtzRalph and the Austins. But ıt 1s NO clear that the
Frıar Jo  = In question Was In fact the Austıin T1ar Jo  =u Kedington.
Kedington’s condemnatıion throws substantıal 1g how the confhet
between FıtzRalph and the ustins played oOuft al Oxford

Archbishop FıtzRalph and the Debate VvVer Dominium

Before explore Kedington’s condemnatıon, ıt 1s NECCCSSALYfirst discuss the wıder debate Ver dominion that W as OCccurriıng
the m1ıd-fourteenth cCentury. TIhe eory of domiıinıon addresses the
rıghtful ownershı1ıp of property, but also has strong implications for the
rıght exercıse all forms of authorıity, and has consequent V een dıs-
cussed both Dy ega theorIısts interested In property 1SSsuUes and polıt1ı-
cal theorIists interested in Just overnment and the relatiıonshıp of
Church and State.* Domiinıon became ımportant Issue for the INeN-
diıcant VO of pOoVverty, especılally for the Francı1scans, for whom
pOverty WAaSs, al least In eOTY, foundatıonal CONCEepPL. nnocent
agree 18 aCcCcept domiıinıon VeT all Francıscan property, leavıng the fr1-
aAars ıth only sımple USUS, UuUsc of the property, but INanYy found thıs
be vlolatıon of the spırı of the Francıscan Rule.* hıs led 1{8 the

Katherine Walsh, Fourteenth-Century Scholar and Primate: Rıchard FitzralphINn xford, Avi_ıgnon, and Armagh, (Oxford,
Munımenta Academica, ed. Henry Anstey, (London y 1 :208.11
For U: of the theory of dominium, Nl Janet Coleman, Property and

Poverty,’ In The Cambridge History of Mediteval Polıitical I’hought, C 3902:6:1450,
ed Burns, i

Coleman, Property, 634
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eruption of the Poverty ControversYy, heated debate about whether
hrıst and the Apostles had owned theır OW clothıng, but which had
much deeper implicatiıons for mendicant privileges and property.
the late 136 nNtuUrY, the Augustinan ıles of Rome asserted that PTOPCI
dominıon belongs only to those who state of SraCC, and CON-

sequently the hıghest exerclse of sovereignty and property rıghts
belongs the Pope.”

the S: debate VEr dominıum erupted between Arch-
bıshop Richard FitzRalph of Armagh and the Austın friars.® FitzRalph
circulated hıs De pauperte salvatorI1s, fırst privately al Oxford and then

publıcly, whiıich he accused the mendiıicant orders of abusıng theır
OWS of poverty and humilıty and usurping the pastoral function of the
secular clergy Drawıng the Aegıdıan posıtıion, FitzRalph suggested
that only ose clergy of sound 1ving had rıght the lordshıp of theır

temporalıties fo the privileges of theır order./ Sınce the mendiıcants
orders had sinfully abused theır priviıleges, includıng theır confessional
priviıleges, FiıtzRalph concluded that they had lost theır domiıinıon VeCeI

ose privileges.® He Iso rejected the notion that hrıst and the Apos-
tles had practiced absolute poverty, and therefore denied that the menNn-

dıcant practice of pOVerTtYy W as truly justified.” FitzRalph W as chal-

lenging the mendicant distinction between the ownershı1p and the Usec

of property, ell ASs theiır exerc1ıse of theır privileges, that he W as

exploring both elements of domınıum ıt applıed the mendicants.
FitzRalph attacked the mendicant orders openly in ser1es of

SermMONS he preached, fırst ın Coventry and LNOTC substantıally Lon-
don, Dodington (near Oxford), and Oxford 1356 and 135720 The fr1-
aAIs, led by the Augustinians, responded by accusıng hım of
teachıng, and brought charges of heresy agaınst hım al the Papal cur1a

John Morrall, Political Thought In Medieval Times, (London, 1958, rCPT.
Toronto, SE87 Walsh, Fourteenth Century School, 4 Graham
cAleer, ‘Cnles of Rome Political Authorıity, ‘ in Journal of the 1storYy of Ideas

(1999), 21A36
ubrey The Englis Austın Friars In the T ıme ofWyclıf, (Oxford, 1940),

See Iso Walsh, Fourteenth-Century Scholar, 349JA 1* Edıth Wılks Daol-S8()-
Mendicants, Michigan Academuicıannıkowskı1, ‘FitzRalph and VC. the

(1987), Christopher Ocker, Johannes Klenkok Friar s Life, O0-
1374, (Philadelphia, 33-8; and Kerby-Fulton, ooks Under Sus-

DICLON: Censorship and Tolerance of Revelatory Writing In ate Medieval England,
(Notre Dame,’ 13529

59-7/3, and Walsh, Fourteenth Century School,See Gwynn, Austın Frıiars,
PP

Walsh, Fourteenth-Century Scholar, 402-3
Walsh, Fourteenth Century Scholar, 3057
Walsh, Fourteenth-Century Scholar, S
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In Avıgnon. FıtzRalph retalıated by attackıng the worldliness and
wealth of the friars. By the end of March 1397 the friars had nlıstedthe a1d of Kıng Edward 1608 and FıtzRalph went Avıgnon LO

the debate. In 1360, FıtzRalph dıed before the charges agaınst hım
(and by extension the charges he had raısed agaınst the mendicants)COu be resolved. As CONSCQUCNCE, whiıle the dıspute cooled OoOWN
somewhat, the 1SSUES involved continued 18 surface al Parıs and Oxford
for SOTINEC time.

Dominion and problems ıth confess1ional practice wWeTte NOoTt the
only 1SSUEeS FıtzRalph ralsed. FitzRalph also complaıned about tıthe-
evasıon. Thıs Was partıcular problem In large OWNnS, where wealthymerchants sed varıety of strategıies avo1d payıngz tıthes 1{8 theır
parısh church and theır diocese, and FıtzRalph preache number of
SCIIMONS agaınst thıs practice in Dublın, Drogheda, and London.!!
Whıiıle thıs Was chiefly offense by the lalty, FitzRalph accused the
frıars of granting Cas V absolution tıthe-evaders, and he suggestedthat the friars wWerTrTe leadiıng the alty aStray by encouragıng the
offense 12 On February 26 35 he made thıs chargedel1ıvered In London.

Thıs debate W as by INCcans confined London. FitzRalph Was
the Vicınity of Oxford October 1356, where he preache agaınst the

mendicants at Dodington, and he cırculated De pauperie salvatoris
Oxford al that tıme, and IMaYy CeVvVen ave formally debated the 1SSUEeS the
unıversity. ! FıtzRalph accused the friars of recrulting chıldren Dy INCAanNns
of g1lfts and confess1ion, and thıs charge underlay the unıversity’s decree

1358 that the mendicants wWere NOoLt recruıt from aAM ONS students.1*
By the end of 1337/, Geoffrey Hardeby, the Junior Augustinian regent
MmMaster al Oxford for had debated the OpI1C of dominıum, prob-ably wıth ONC of FıtzRalph’s Supporters, and respondıng 18 FıtzRalphwıth the De Vıta evangelica, hıch Hardeby asserted that lordship Was
ındependent of the meriıt of the holder. !> 1357 Jo  = Kedington WAas
the sen10r Augustinian regentel and he O00 responded 18 FitzRalph.But unlıke Hardeby, FıtzRalph’s provoke condemnation.

11 Walsh, Fourteenth-Century Scholar, 298,2-416
Walsh, Fourteenth-Century Scholar, 334, 346, 416; Francıs Cotter, TheFriars Mınor In Ireland from their Arrıval 1400, (St Bonaventure, , 190

Walsh, Fourteenth Century Scholar. 411005
Dolniıkowski, ‘FitzRalph,’ 01-72
Although Hardeby TOTfe De 1ıta evangelica during thıs per10d, he dıd NOoL pub-lısh it until 1385, the conventional datıng of the work:; SCC Benedicet Hack-

eLl, ılliam Flete, C:8AL an Catherine of Siena, (Vıllanova, 9 WE 3D
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John Kedington
Ihe condemnatıon of John Kedington has frequently een

noticed in passıng, but has attracted almost dırect study, because
the record of the condemnatıon o€es not provıde enough iınformatıon

directly connect ‘Fr1ar John‘’ ıth Jo  S Kedington.!® The record
refers {O hım ‘frater Johannes’ and then leaves blank, and then

Say>S °doctor‘’ followed Dy second Ihe record also note: that
Jo  S made hıs revocatıon the and by the agreement of the

princıpal of hıs cConvent and the other doctors, and the pr10rs of ‘the
saıld order‘, but ıt doesn’t actually SaY hat order W as involved.

But other evidence makes clear that Frıar John W as in fact
John Kedington, the Austın regent master for 1357.18 In that VCAal,
Kedington W as removed from office, dec1ısıon that he appealed
the ourt of Arches wıthout the permiss1ıon of hıs pr10r. TIhe only
SUrV1VINg records for Kedington’s removal AiIcC letter from the
Austın Frlars of Oxford about the atter and record of the

incurred by the Chancellor and Proctors, who had to travel
London to deal ıth the case.1? The events of Kedington’s CASCc

fıt perfectly ıth the known facts in Frıar John’s Casec oth WEeTIC

mendicant regent asters iın theology in 35 4 both gol into rouble
ıth the universıty, both appealed authorities outsıde the unıver-

and both involved the universıty in consıderable legal CEXPCNSC.sıty,
Aubrey Gwynn noticed Kedington s Casce, but thought that Keding-
ton had een removed from offıce make rTOOINMN fOor the incomıing
master Geoffrey Hardeby and made hıs appeal protest hıs

Among those who hav noted the asc in passıng ATC Walsh, Fourteenth-
argare ston, °‘Calm’’s Castles: Poverty, Politics,Century Scholar, 436-7)
hurch, Polıitics, an Patronage In the Fifteenth Cen-and Disendowment, in The

LUrFY, ed Barrıe Dobson, (New York, 1984), 45-81 al ıllıam ourte-

naYy, ‘ Academic Freedom Medieval Universities’ in Church Hıstory, (1989),
168-181: Jeremy atto, ‘Wyclıf and W yclıffısm al Oxford „ 1450 in The Hıs-

J.1 and Ralph Evans, Oxford:LOFY of the University of xford, Books Under Sus-186-219, al 1833 Ocker, Klenkok, and Kerby-Fulton,
DICLON, _

margınal note in later hanı reads °Jo yelıf; and second han has wrIıt-

ten, non accedo Wiclifus nım frater‘ NO  - eral, ımpugnator, S qULS alıus,
ACerrımus.

Andrew Larsen, “I’he Oxford “School of Heretics’: the Unexamined Case of
Friar John,’ in Vıvarıum (1999), e

Mediaeval Archives of the University of xford, ed. Salter. vol 1-2,
(OxfTford, 920-21), 179

Gwynn, Austın Frıars, 90-  j Ocker speculates that Kedington W ds SUS-

pended because he W as OMNC of the “W ax Doctors’; Ocker, Klenkok,
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removal .20 However, nothing in those documents SaySs why Ked-
ington Was removed, and the close fıt between the [tWO makes
ıt clear that they aTe the Same inc1ıdent. By combıinıng the Iragmen-Lary records of Frıar John’s condemnation 1ıth the records of Ked-
ington’s appeal the ourt of Arches, Ca  —; reconstruct Keding-ton’s Case In cons1ıderable detaıil, an remarkable Nl of events
CIMCTSCS.

The ven Leading 1Oo the Condemnation

On October 16 1356 FıtzRalph preached hıs fırst at
Dodington, In which he explore 1SsSuUes elated mendicancy and
domiinıon. Another followed al Dodington the 18 and he
preached thırd there November lst ome time before
December 18 hıs Defensio Curatlorum WAas cırculating In Oxford.2!

Karly the wınter term of 1357 Jo  - Kedington presided VeT
theology debate ınvolving dominium SOMME Lorm, and durıng hıs

resolution of the I1ssue (the "determination’ of the debate) he declared
that the mendicant orders had greater rıght 1{8 tıthes than rTreCcCtioOors of
churches dıd He to ave claımed that the ounder of

church had the rıght 18 transfer tıthes the mendicants ıf the
felt that priest of the church exhıbited bad morals.22 In domg thıs, he
W as essentially takıng FıtzRalph’s argument and turnmg ıt back agamsthım, asserting that the mendicants WeTe lıving INOTE Virtuous lıfe
than parısh prlests dıd He also saıd that the kıng had the rıght 18
deprive eccles1astics of eIr lıvings ‘tor bad and dısorderly lıving’,agaln presumably usıng FıtzRalph’s arguments.“ The record also Saysthat he called Oxford "2ymnasium haereticorum). Kedington Was
clearly of strong COonVIictions, and he must ave sed the deter-
miıinatıon launch aggressıve attack the antı-mendicant Darty al
Oxford, denouncing them heretics (and perhaps ASs the 'evıl-Living’seculars who deserved 18 lose theır ıthes)

Word of hıs statements clearly spread, and SOINCONE at the unı-
versity inıtl1ated condemnatıon proceeding. Normally, In formal
condemnatıon proceeding for heresy al Parıs, frıar’s order had the

21 Walsh, Fourteenth-century scholar, 41 RS  s
-  at al least 18 Hothum’’s vers1ion of hat Kedington had sald, reportedletter Cchbısop FiıtzRalph. See notfe below
ICX clericıs et VITIS eccles1asticis male el inordinate viventibus absque inJurlapOoSssess1ones posset auferre’, Munimenta, 209



1rs responsı1bıilıty investigate the atter, and the unıversıty 1101 -

mally only stepped i thıs dıd not happen.““* sımılar procedure
operated al Oxford, SInCe 1323 Wıllıam of Ockham W as invest1-
gated Dy the Franciıscan Proviıncılal Chapter, but ere 15 evidence
that the Austins investigated took actıon agaınst Kedington.*>
nstead, ıt W as Chancellor Hothum and hıs proc(tors for k357, Jo  SE
Joskın and Alexander of Feribrigg, who took actıon, removıng Ked-
ington from hıis office regent master.

At the tıme, StTe W as only OTMC clear precedent (SOo far
KNOW) for the condemnatıon of scholar for academıc heresy by the
unıversıty of Oxford In 13515 the entire eology faculty (naturally
led Dy the chancellor, who W as oS always eology master) COIN-

demned set of propositions by unnamed Franciscan.?® thıs CasC,
ere W as al least ONC, and probably L[WO, formal meetings the 1Ssue.

hıst of propositions Was drawn and then examıned Dy the I1Nas-

ters, who unanımously agreed that the artıcles WeTC inapproprliate.“’
The asters then issued orma condemnatıon.

But 1359 thıs PTrOCCSS W as not followed Although 1ıst of
the condemned proposıtions W as drawn al SOTI1C pomnt, ere 1S
mention made of commıttee investigatıng edington meeting
that ruled the orthodoxy of the ıst. Whıle ıt WOU be unusual for
the chancellor and procto ave proceeded wıthout formally COIMN-

sultıng the rest of the theology faculty, ıt would not ave een
Overextension of the chancellor’s legal authorıty act hıs OW

It that the chancellor and the proctors took offıcıal actıon agaınst
Kedington because hıs order had faıled to However, it 1S extremely
important fo ote that nowhere the SUrVIVINg documents 15 edıing-
ton accused of heresy, susp1c1on of heresy, other grade of CITOL.

He W ds sımply ordered retract h1s statements By hat authorıty the
chancellor issued such order 1S hard SaY, and the whole PTOCCSS
followed in thıs Casc 15 ı1ghly irregular (at least comparıson ıth
er known condemnatıons al Oxford). In hIis appeal, Kedington
emphasızed that he had not been legıtimately cıted formally COIMN-

victed of anythıng

ıllıam ourtenay, “I’he Artıcles Condemned al Oxford Austın T1ars ıIn
1315,‘1n Vıa Augustinl: Augustine In the Later Middle Ages, Renatssance, and Refor-
matıon, ed Oberman and James (Leıden, 5-18, al 9-1  ©

Girard Etzkorn, ‘Ockham at Provincılal Chapter: 1323 Prelude Avı-
?  gnon’, Archivum Francıscanum Historıiıcum (1990), 537-556

ourtenay, ‘ Artıcles Condemned,’ passım.
Ihe SUrV1IVINg document the asc refers them both (erronel)

and heretical (haereticos), the commıttee’s eXaC! verdict 15 unclear.
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Removing Kedington from offiıce Was extireme sStep Lyp-ical CasSC, the accused WOUu ave een instructed ecan! hıs o_
sıtı1ons, but assumıng he dıd S  ’ nothıng WOu happen to hım
TIhe fact that Kedington Was removed only INe that the chan-
cellor ordered hım recant hıs proposıtions, and that Kedingtonefused obey Kedington’s efusal 8 recant m1g ave een ase|
in assertion that hıs posıtion WaAas COrTeECT and therefore should NOoTLt
ave een condemned, ıt m1g ave een based the fact that he
Was 1917011 being accused of heresy CITOT, and Was therefore not oblıged

make revocatıon.

Kedington’s Appeal
In November of 139 Kedington appealed hıs Case {O the ourt

of ST Mary Arches London, the metropolıtan COUTT for the provınce
of Canterbury.“® Universıity regulatıons requıred that he appeal the
chancellor’s dec1ısıon 18 the Congregatıion of Regent Masters, and from
there the Full Congregation before he PUrSuUC appe fo author-
ıty outsıde the University. But the appeal WAas technıcally tuıtorial
appeal, which COu be made by an Y PCISON and dıd not requıre fol-
OoWıIng the regular hıerarchy of ItS, ıt 15 1kely that Kedington
dıd nNnOoL follow the unıversıty s appeals PTOCC5SS but went dırectly to the
metropolıtan court.?? Kedington made hıs appeal agaınst the orders of
T10T John, the head of the Austin house al Oxford, who ater testified
(along ıth Wıllıam, the T1O0Tr Provıncıal of theır Order), that Ked-
ington had een forbidden appeal

tuıtorial appeal W as actually [WO appeals The appel-
lant appeale dırectly (8 the papa: COUTT for resolution of the CasSC, and
appeale the Ourt ofes tOo order ONC-YCATr STay of the actıon
being appealed.*° hus Kedington appeale the unıversiıty’s actıon LO
the papa COUTIT, and asked the ourt of es 1{8 forestall hıs SUS-

pension from TESCNCY untı he had obtaıned papa rulıng the mat-
ter. Normally, the atter W as handled by the archbishop’s Officı1al,
who presıide: Ver the COUIT, but thıs Case Rıchard de Plessy, the

For the Court of St Mary ches, SCC The Medieval Court of Arches, ed Don-
Logan, (Woodbridge, X1i1-XIvi. Our knowledge of thıs phase of the

atter derıves entirely TOmM letter wrıtten by the Augustinıan pri1or provıncılal and
pri10r local for Oxford. Ihıs etter, which contaıns the texfi of the Court of Arches’
biıtion, 15 found in Med. Arch., e

Medieval Court, XXXIX.
Medieval Court, XXX1X-X]I1, xhn-xhv.
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archdeacon of Colchester and dean of Sti Mary Arches London, who
W d the COMMI1SSATY for the archbishop’s Officıal, accepted edington s
appeal (technıcally termed ‘hıbel’) and issued ıbıtatıon, tem-

ar Sstay of actıon and cıtatıon for the nhıbıted officıal ar
According de Plessy’s inhıbıtatıon, hıch be ase‘

Kedington s 1bel, edıngton W d legıtımate doctor of theology
who had ectured praıseworthily untıl the unıversıty officıals removed
hım wıthout Plessy’s letter emphasızes al cons1ıderable length
that the actıon had een taken wıthout due PTFOCCSS and wıthout egıt-
imate cause.?! oUug thıs mMaYy be exaggeratıon edington s
part strengthen hıs CaAsSC, ıt appCAars fo be broadly aCCUTrate Keding-
ton had, far Can SCC, one nothing {O meriıt actual removal
from hıs office, eXcept fo SaYy somethıing that offended the NON-INCI1-

dicants al the unıversıty. Thıs also strengthens the impression that the
chancellor acted wıthout the regent masters, 1C Was al least V1O-
latıon of general precedent, f noTt the actual law

hıs appeal started legal struggle that involved the unıversıty
In consıderable legal expense.*“ Thıs CXÄPCNSC 1S partıally reflected in

ACCOUNLT book for the uniıversıty irom the 1357-58 academıc VYCAL,
1C includes the of the chancellor and proc(tor: when they
went London deal ıth the matter.°> Hothum W as cıted al
al the COUIT ofes and he went ere anuary of 1358, along ıth
both hıs proc(tors; Rıchard, of Lowth Park; John of Lancaster;
and er clerıcs. Hothum brought ıth hım letter from ıllıam, the
Augustinıan T10T7T Provincıal, and T10T John, who insısted that Ked-
ington s Casc had merıt and that they had forbıdden the appeal.

OUr months later, the matter had still not een resolved. In
March of 1358: Jo  S of Hothum Archbishop FıtzRalph al

Avıgnon, askıng hım help the un1ıversıty ıth the problem by
informing the POPC of hat Kedington had done.* He told FıtzRalph
that the bearer of the letter would explaın all the detaıls Presumabily
Hothum had sent representatıve to the curl1a agaınst

41 ..  non legıtime cıtatum, 1OMN COonNVıctum, CC confessum, cogniclone el 1Ur1s
ordine in parte de jure requisıt1s penıtus preterm1ss1s, absque racl1onabılı SCU

legıtımıa UAaACUMUC, ab ff1Cc10 doctoratus SCUu magıster11 hul1usmodiı eXercC1ICI10, CUTdA,
statu eit honore S1IC regendi, docend1 ei legendi:.:, Med. Arch., 173

otam Un1iversıtatem indebite VeXaVIl,; improvıde appellando, dominıs el Mas-
natıbus querelando, el alııs multıplicıbus eXpens1s gravando’, Muniımenta, 710

Med. Arch., (
The letter 15 be found in Sıdney SUSSCX College, Cambrıdge, 64, fo.

126"; Nar Walsh, Fourteenth Century Scholar, 436-7/; ston, ‘Calm’’s Castles,’
50-51 and
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Kedington’s appeal; he must ave hoped that FıtzRalph WOU be
StiTronNg advocate for the unıversity, SInNCe the archbıishop W as already

ıth the Augustinlans. The problem for Hothum Was that
he W ds unable LO compel Kedington make publıc revocatıon
because the frıar had powerful protec({ors, whom he only describes
'magnates of the kıngdom) (magnatıbus de reg2no).

these magnates WeTIC only’but they WeTE clearly
powertul nobles who lıked Kedington’s ideas because they enhanced SCC-
ular authorıty VT theır churches. IThe MOst lıkely candıdate 1S Humphrey
de Bohun, the S1X' earl of ereIOT:! De Bohun W as the most promınent

of the Austins England the 1350s, havıng donated
help them ebunld theır church London: when he diıed 1361, he made
arrangements be urlıe: there, and eft 2700 marks for PTayCrS and
INasses for hıs soul.°> Hıs nephew, 1llıam of Monkland, Was member
of the order. Kedington must ave appealed de OohNun another
of the order d he gol eeper into hıs appeal; such Support INaYy ave dıs-
couraged the ourt of Arches from 1SSsUmNg final verdıct the Matter.

The appeal CannotTt ave dragged out much longer than June of
1358, SInNCe Jo  SE Was being punıshed Dy July, and ıth Jo  z havıng
een forbidden PUTrSUuC the matter, the ourt of Arches probably 1C11-
ere! ıts fınal verdıct In Aprıl May Ihe ourt ofes must ave
ultımately denı1ed Kedington’s appeal, 1C that the m  o_
rar Stay Kedington’s suspens1on W ds lıfted T hıs rulıng dıd 181011
prevent edıngton from pursumg hIıs appeal {O the papa curla, but hıs
academıc punıshment WOU proceed ordered There 1S evıdence
to sShow f Archbishop slıp W ds hımself involved In thıs verdıct, ıf
hıs Officıal al the ourt of Arches made the dec1si0n.

An addıtional complıcatıng factor OTE 1S that Kedington’s
appeal Was viliolatıon of roya. law In 1355 Edward I11 had explıc-
ıtly forbidden appeals irom the chancellor COUTT {O the papa curıa.>6
Ihere 1S clear indıcation that the Crown became involved in the
CasSC, but roya. WOUuU certamly explaın why Kedington’s
appeal the ourt ofes Was ultımately rejected.

The Punishment

edington’s unıshment W ds Dy the proc({tors of the
unıversıty for 1358-59, ıllıam enby and Rıchard OULWO The

Gwynn, English Austın Frıiars,
Med. Arch., 1:349; Kı1ıbre, Scholarly Privileges, 309
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Judgment W as made the of, and ıth the perm1ss1ıon of,
edington’s princıpal, er doctors, presumably of eology, and the
Augustinian prlors. It WOU aAaDPCAL, then, that enby, OU1WO and
probably Hothum determined the seNtTENCE consultatıon ıth the oth-
CI mentiloned. Ihe reference Kedington’s princıpa. 15 puzzlıng,
SINCE the Augustinıians do noTtal ave employe officıal ıth
that tıtle, but it 15 probably reference to John, the pr10r of the Oxford
CONvent

The elements of John’s punıshment eed be cons1ıdered,
because they aATicC unusual wıthın Englısh unıversıtles. edington W as
forced publıcly read statement of apology wrıtten for hım and
paYy fine of 100 shıllıngs, and he W ds arre: from CVCT lecturıng
eology agaın wıthout the perm1ss1ion of the chancellor, the proc(tors,
and all the doctors of eology. recantatıon 15 the fırst recorded
recantatıon al OT! The SAaNıc VCAar unıdentiftied Dominican Was

forced fo read apology for avıng Nnsulte: the arts students urng
sermon.}/ It 1S plausıble that the unıdentified Francıscan whose

proposıtions WEeIC condemned 13 15 had een forced LO read 1CCall-

tatıon, and recantatıon had een standard In condemnatıons al arls
for SOTINIC time, the recantatıon W as entirely typıcal of such atters
The document explhicıtly that John Was read the recantatıon
exactly ıt had een wrıtten for hım, wıthout an Yy changes, addıtıons

deletions.®®
As already note: Jo  SM Was explıcıtly accused of heresy,

undoubtedly because the statements he made WeIC the SOUTCE of cons1d-
erable CONLTOVETSY al the time and FıtzRalph’s Was awaıltıng eCI-
S10N at Avıgnon. The overall Impress1on, however, 1Ss that John eal
d he were heretic, and hıs retraction reads hlıke recantatıon of heresy.

it, he 1S5 forced retract the OpIN1ONS he expressed Ou tıthes and the
depriıvation of eccles1astıics and affırm the CONn(trarYy, and promise

hold ose OpIn10Ns agaln, eıther publıcly privately.”

Muniımenta, A
quod legeret palam eft publıce revocatıonem infrascrıpta, H6t addendo, NC

dımınuendo, NC alıqua verba lerasure | ddo publıco eccles1a Beatae Marıae Vır-
S1INIS Oxonlae’, Munimenta, 209

“‘Reverendi1 domiını ald]stantes el singuli, determinatione quadam, termıno
hyemalı ultımo praeter1to facta, mater1as alıquas determınando tractavı odiıo0sas q U am
plurımıs el dısplicentes, eft praecıpue matrıs NnOsIrae Universıtatis nımıum offens1vas,
de qUO dolens ei aNXIUS fu1 tempore O  - modi1co, VEeIUM PTO 111CO L} satısfacere
cuplens, hac parte de mandato eJjJusdem Uniiversıitatıs venerabiılıs dıcam In scr1pto;
Imprimis, quod istam matrem nNnOstram Unıiyversitatem venerabılem SC1O Catholicam
CSSC, In doctrina Samhna fundatam efi San ac fıde1 protectricem; Item, doctores 1E VEICI-
dos ejusdem SSC catholicos VITrOS dico el affırmo; Item, quod praedictam matrem
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The other punıshments, however, in less COINMON The fine of
100 shıllıngs 15 extremely heavy by the standards of un1ıversityoffenses, and INaYy ave een ımposed help the unıversity make
for the involved In the appeal According to the record of
NSCS, Hothum’s trıp 18 London COst 126 shıllıngs otal, althoughthe record NOoTtes that other business Was conducted thıs trıp, the
fıne roughly Corresponds 18 the unıversity’s travel Ihe fine
1Ss certamly non-standard punıshment, ıth paralle In an Y other
Case ınvolving academıc debate, although Imposing fiıne WAas Justi-f1ed by the rules governing unJust appeals.“*° John, being irlar, WOUu
NOotLt ave een able to pay such fıne, and ıt WOU ave fallen hıs
order make good the payment (or perhaps h1is noble Ssupportershelped hım) No other Case of academıc condemnation al Oxford
involved such punıshment.

Ihe restriction Kedington’s eachıng actıvıty 1S 1kewise
unprecedented. It amounted revocatıon of Kedington’s eachıng1cense. Although Cannot be certaıin, it ADPDCATS that thıs punıshmentruıned John’’s academıc CarCcerT, SINCEe he 1S nNnoTt mentioned In an Yy other
SUrVIVINg document from the unıversıty. It 1S possıble that Kedington,lıke Rıchard Knapwell before hım, eft Oxford for the papa. Cur]la
plea hıs Case K s} he W as presumably unsuccessful. In February of
1392° Augustinian named Jo  z of Kedyngton Was gıven perm1ss1on

NOstram el reverendos doctores eft magıstros, ei praecıpue domınum Cancellarıum
Procuratores plurıes offendi, humiılıus qUO OSSUum ab eisdem ven1am peto una VOCC;
el qula UnıLhnversitatem indebite VeXaVIl,; improvide appellando, domiınıs el INAaS-natıbus querelando, el 115 multiplıcıbus eXpensI1s gravando, 1deo ire ad satısfactiıonem
offero Juxta Vires: Item quıa plures valentes reportaverunt in determinatione PTaC-diıcta d1x1sse, asserulsse, eft determinasse, quod quı1cumque dominı temporales PTO SUÜUl  >
hıbıto absque auctorıtate Ecclesiae possunt alıqua temporalıa Deo eccles11s donata
auferre ab eisdem el perpetuo9 Item, quod decımae Ecclesiae magıs Sunt
debite fratrıbus mendicantıbus qU am rectorıbus el curatıs; Idcırco praedıictas UaCS-tiones de temporalıbus eft decımıs CI1TONCAS el falsas SSC d1co, Carumque contradıcto-
Mas fateor SSC9 el illas quaestiones affırmativas, ef Carum quamlıbet, (amquamMINuUs catholicas NUNCcC el ıIn detestor, NC CdsSs vel alıquam de
caetero alıquo modo sustinebo tacıte vel eXpresse.‘ Mun Ac., 21061

UnJust appeals had been problem for the unıversıty far back 1300,when the unıversity had been forced increase the penaltıes for makıng unjustappeals UnJust appellants WEeIC dıvided into three categorlies based theır net worth,
and scale of fines W ds established that increased ıth the appellant’s wealth. Ihe
wealthiest offenders WEeIC fined shıllıngs. Even g1ven inflatıon, John’s fine Was
vastly y ANN of standard fines. the late 5th century, fines for appeals normallyamounted 2s 35.4d See Munimenta, 73-6, well Hastings Rashdall, Uni-
versities, 136-7, and Med. Arch., 7281 It 15 orth noting that the Crown passed
tatute forbıdding appeals TOM the chancellor’s COUTT the archbishop’s Just few
yCars after thıs ase.
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bDy hıs order travel the Holy Land, and in June of the Samnlle VCAL,
he W d>s assıgned 100 al the Augustinıan house al Grimsby.“!
Assuming thıs 1S the SAaImnec INan the Oxford scholar, he apparently
led long but undıstinguıished ıfe

John’s punıshment W as alrly SCVEIC, ou SC VGT© the
unıversıty could reasonably make agalınst SOTNCOIIC who W as not AaC{IU-

ally heretic (although it short of banıshment from Oxford, the
MOSL SCVCEIC penalty the chancellor COU 1mpose), and ıts everıty
requıres SOIINC explanatıon. In addıtion to Causıng ıt substantıal
CAPCNSC, John had insulted the unıversıty Dy callıng ıt school of
heretics, and the unıversıty clearly consıdered the insult VE Ser1-
OUS matter Ihe 1IrS [WO ıtems in recantatıon amount 118 e_
mMents that the Universıty and the asters ATiC orthodox Catholıcs, PIC-
ceding the INOTC technıcal proposıtions, and thıs order presumably
eflects SOTIIC of the relatıve Ser10usness of Kedington’s
offenses.

Kerby-Fulton that ıt W as thıs insult that tr1g-
gere: the attempt to condemn Kedington, arguıng that ıt raiısed fears
that edington W ds Joachite.*% She also that ıt W as thıs dor
of Joachısm that caused Kedington’s SUPPOITCI'S back aWaY from
hım However, thıs 1S probably readıng LOO much into the Casec Whiıle
Kerby-Fulton makes sStrong Casc that Joachiısm Was eater factor
In Englısh intellectual circles than has prevıously een acknowledged,
the only evidence of oachısm thıs Casec 1S that InsSsu W as °the

of insult traded the debates VCI the heterodoxy of Francıscan
Spirıtuals urthermore, the letter that Hothum and the regent asters
sent LO FıtzRalph mentions Kedington s {WO other statements, but
omıts the insult. the INnSu. had een the thıng that trıggered the entire
condemnatıon, it WOU certamly ave een mentioned. At best,
insult cshould be SCCI1 aggravatıng factor, but it May ell explaın
the general Over-reaction that Hothum demonstrated in thıs CasSsec

IThe mendicants AIicC 1kely ave supported, al eas not

strongly objecte arguments, the impetus for hıs punısh-
ment mMust ave COMC from the secular asters Hıs suggestion that the
mendicant lıfestyle W ds> super10r the secular lıfestyle W ds certamly
offens1ıve, and hıs argumen that mendicants deserved the tiıthes of
churches LNOTC than the TreCtoOrs dıd W ds diırect hrea the seculars,
InNan of whom held benefices the parıs. evel, and most of whom

41 Francıs Roth, SOuUrCes for Hiıstory of the English Austın Frıiars, (Louvaın,
1961, ICDT. TOM Augustiniana ul 9-5

Kerby-Fulton, Books, 137
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undoubtedly hoped for hıgher benefices later 1s also orth NOTL-
ing that Archbishop Islıp, hıimself secular, 1s known LO ave avored
the secular clergy agalnst the friars al least Oone other OCCAasl1on, and
thıs IMaYy ave played factor in the dec1ısion deny Kedington’sappeal.“ Addıtionally, Kedington’s assertion about tıthes must ave
seemed SOMe seculars A4Ss confirmation of FıtzRalph’s charge that the
friars wWere actıvely encouragıng tıthe-evasion. Fınally, the strengt. of
the Kedington aroused Can be Judged Dy the fact that CON-
demnation had taken place al OxfTford for INore than YCAaIrS, despitethe lıvely intellectual 1fe that characterized Oxford In the early- 8
m1d- 3th tury

Given the atmosphere of hostilıty the mendicants, the inten-
Sıty of the complaınts agamlnst them, and the CONLTrOVerSYy swırlıngaround the Augustinians and Archbishop FıtzRalph, it 15 unsurprisingthat Kedington WAas TrTeated harshly for hat Was hardly maJoroffense. Thıs context also helps explaın why hıs super10rs decıded
10 forbıid hıs appeal and TOTe letter undermining hıs Case. They wWere
under g00d deal of al Oxford, and Kedington’s actıons had
evıdently embarrassed them Kedington clearly became lıghtning rod
for antı-mendicant tensions al Ox{fTord, tensions enough that NOT-
mal classroom protections wWerTrTe 1gnored and the mechanısm of ACa-
demic condemnation Was invoked GVn though Kedington Was NOT
accused of formal CITOT heresy.

Kedington and FitzRalph
Kedington’s Case shines 1g HhOWw FıtzRalph’s attacks

the mendiıicants were rece1ved al OxTford It demonstrates that eof-
irey Hardeby W as NOL the only Austin frıar al Oxford LO find
FıtzRalph’s preachıng offensive. Whiıle Hardeby TOTe hıs De Vita
evangelica agaınst FıtzRalph, but dıd noTt publısh ıt al the tiıme, Ked-
ington W as openly opposing FıtzRalph’s teachings in the classroom,
and he resisted the unıversıity ’s efforts sılence hım for several
months. Given that hıs order took actıon agaınst hım for several
months alter the determination, m1g imagıne that the Oqurd

He 1mıted the rıghts of T1ars hear confession and dıscharge pastora. func-
t10ns, OoWwIng COMICETN for secular clergy. See Wılkıns, Concilia, 64’ and °Sımon
Islıp  9 in DNB, He Iso establıshed Canterbury College for secular students
at Ox{ford: Emden, BRUO, 1008
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Austins aft eas acıtly supported edington. The OUufcome of Keding-
ton’s Casec mMaYy ave influenced Harbedy’s dec1ısıon to not publısh
De vıta evangelica; he IMay ave decıded ıt Was not prudent do S

hıs super10rs MaYy ave pressured hım o keep it prıvate avo1d fur-
ther embarrassment the order.

Thıs Casec also shows how popular FıtzRalph’s attacks WEeIC

al OxTford hancellor Hothum’s actıons WeTC ırregular and UuNPpPrece-
dented, and he W as able PEISCVECIC hıs condemnatıon in the face
of hat must ave een substantıal opposıtıon from the magnates who
WeIiIC supporting Kedington. edington s super10rs ordered hım fOo
desıst from hıs tuıtorıial appeal and 9 agalnst the evıdence, that
hıs appeal had merit. Thıs 1s surely evidence that the Austins WEIC

under consıderable al Oxford dısown Kedington and that
Hothumi’s actıons WCIC popular wıth the secular students

Nor W dads thıs purely internal atter for the unıversıty. What
egan complaınt er polıtically-charged determıinatıon spilled
into the Ourt ofes and then 118 the apa. Cuna. ome wıthın the
Englısh nobıilıty embraced Kedington, and the unıversıty became suf-
fıcıently concerned that it sought Ouf FıtzRalph’s assıstance, although
how FıtzRalph responded to Hothum ’’s er 1S unfortunately unknown.

How FıtzRalph reacted fo Hothum ’s letter 1S not the only Out-

standıng question in Kedington’s CasSc It WOU be VE helpful
know INOTC about who W as supporting Kedington, because ıt WOUu
help fo hOowWw far outsıde of Oxford the matter spread. Know-
ıng LLIOTITC about how the Casc Was handled al the ourt of ches, and
the extent {O 1C Archbıshop slıp became involved, WOU also help

understand the polıtical elements of thıs Case Knowing whether
Kedington’s appeal reached the Papal ourt WOU OW SCC

whether hıs NT influenced FıtzRalph’s For the moment,
though, the absence of further documents elated thıs CasSC,
must be Oontent ıth the broad outlınes of the matter Kedington’s
condemnatıon W dsSs clearly ımportant and VC complıcated CasSCc,
arguably OTIC of the most ımportant academıc condemnatıons that AYAAM

happened al Oxford, and ONC that elps gaın better 1e W of the
alIrs of the Englısh Austın frıars in the mı1ıd-fourteenth Tury

TEW ARSEN
Universıty of Wisconsiın-Mılwaukee
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THE PR:'  AN BED THE ORDO
AN  E-ISABELLE

BOUTON-TOUBOULIC,L’ORDRE
OTION TL1’ORDR HEZ SAINT AUGUSTIN)!

oughout hIıs workıing lıfe ugustine chared the insıght of the
classıcal hılosophers that reflection the notıon of rdo W as vVeC
mportant 0Ug he defined the term rdo hıs early work
De ordine that by 1C all thıngs created by God AIiIc guided
(ord 28) the Samnle text SsShows that the term dıd nOoL ave definıte
INCANINS As early 386 he sed rdo for causal COIMN-
nection between [WO events order of rankıng Ord 1 demon-
trates that rdo also mplıed and evoked of coherence
coherence which everythıng has ıfs OW place and and Into
1G human beings mMaYy be integrated and InTOo 1C they MmMaYy know
they ave een incorporated It 15 the first pole of ugustine thınk-
IS Oou rdo At the end of De ordıne he reveals the second the
WOFTr. 15 intellıgıble (intelligibilis) and the intellıg1ıbıilıty of those parts
of i{ that SCCIH ugly al fırst sıght deriıves from the ordering of the
ole beauty and perfection The integration of mankınd into the order
and intellıg1bilıty of the world do not however INcan that human
beings ıll CO know the of the rdo erTe eart (ord I1 1)
The intellıg1bıilıty of the order hıch INeN Can partake through study
and PIODCI order of lıfe 15 but of the definıtive insıght InTtO
the coherence of everythıng and CVETIYONC the last thıngs

Anne-sabxpelle Bouton-Touboulic exiensive and IMPDICSSIVC
study '"ordre cache. La nNOLLON de '"ordre chez saınt ug2ustin. Parıs,
7004 (Collection des Etudes Augustiniennes Serıie Antıquite 1/74)
shows, er thıngs, that ensi10n continued exIist between
these {[WO poles ugustine thınkıng for the enüiıre duratıon of hıs
ıfe No such exiensive examınaltıon of ugustıne notion of order
has CVCI een publıshed before The book o1d ome research

Thıs text the result of Augustine VCN by rof aul ees
the Research Master P  am of the Faculty of Theology al the Universıty

Amsterdam 2006 and 2007 One of the works discussed durıng the SCIN1INAT Was
Anne Isabelle Bouton Touboulıic ordre cache La nOLLON de ordre hez SAln
Augustin Parıs 7004 700 (Collection des Etudes Augustiniennes Serıie Antıquite
1/4)
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has een one into the Ssoc10-cultural aSpecCtIs of the concept of order
in number of specıfic wrıtings of Augustine, for example by

udzık and Ruokanen. Rut NO comprehensıve study
ex1isted of all the aSpects of meanıng In the notion of rdo ıt aAaDPCAaIS
in Augustine’s entire Oeuvre .2

Ihe SOUTCEC materı1al for thıs study consısts of all of ugustine’s
wrıtings. Neve  eless, Bouton-Touboulic’s extensive book o0€es not
address developments the denotatıon of the concept of ordo.> Rather,
L’ordre cache 1s organısed thematıcally, to demonstrate the unıty
in Augustine s ıdea of order and sımultaneously ShOW hıs Or g1IN-
alıty Fırstly, the author has examıned order ıt manıfests iıtself in
creation and has attempted answerT the question whether the
order of nature 1s UtONOMOU: of the C(C'reator dependent upON hım
Subsequently, che has addressed the 1ssue of how order underlıes

plan of salvatıon, 1C accomplıshed the restoration of order
when man ’’s free 11l proved to contaın the seeds of order’s polar
opposıte. Does redemption INCcan restoration of the or1ıginal order,
O€Ss ugustine th that DCW order 1Ss introduced after the effects
of or1gınal SIN took e1ır cCourse? Fınally, che has investigated the
normatıve value of rdo for thınkıng, wıllıng and actıng uman beings
the practical and exıstential dımens1ions of the order.

It 1S ONMNC of the great meri1ts of the book that Bouton-Touboulıc
has not 1ımıted herself in 1C Augustine explicıtly
spe of rdo On the Con(trarYy, she has analyse not only terms
related c  ordo theır ontext tas’, ‘concordia’, °“contextio’ ei6.):
but also equıivalent terms amor’, ‘pondus’ and even opposıte terms
(*dıstincti0’), order obtaın understandıng of the ecp and breadth
of ugustine’s concept of rdo It 15 ypıcal for the method employe
Dy the author that che has interpreted the meanıngs of ordo, ordinare
and ordinatio (or elated words) they WEeIC current in ugustine s
time In the lıght of Greek, Latın, and early Christian SOUTCECS
SOUTCE terms such TOETE and KOOUOC- The a1lm of thıs 1S bring
Augustine’s OW understandıng of rdo fo i LNOTEC clearly
(cf. 20) Moreover, Bouton- Touboulıc has 197011 only examıned the
notion of rdo She has also engaged ugustine s assumption her

Budzık, Doctor DAaCIS. Theologie des Friedens hei Augustinus. Innsbruck-
Wiıen, 1988 (Innsbrucker theologische Studien 24) Ruokanen, Theology of Social
Life In Augustine s De CLvVvitate Del (Göttingen 29-76 (Forschung ZUF Kırchen-
und Dogmengeschichte 53)

Unlıke Rıef, Der Ordobegriff des Jungen Augustinus. Paderborn, 1962, who
analysed the works 301
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book that order 15 realıty 1C PICS  S  S al and 1C COMN-
VINCes INEeN through theır experlence of dısorder that the rdo 111
remaın OCCultus, SCVCN when they through fenere ordinem obtaın
certaın amount of nsıght into the order everythıng and CVETY-
‚0)8(  © Fınally, she has argue along the lınes of arkus’s Saeculum.
History an Society In the T’heology of SE Augustine Cambrıdge

that ugustine marks the from spatial-cosmic COoncept of
rdo 1NOTC bıblıcally-based CONCEePL in 16 the empora. dımen-
S10N of order 15 preeminent. Before formulatıng SOTNEC CoOomMMents
thıs book, ll first address ıts Contents

I1

As has een SCCHL, the fıirst part of the book eals ıth the order
hıch underlıes act of creation and hıch 1s unfolded thıs aCTt.
It sketches ugustine’s oughts ou God ASs SOlute and immutable
eing, the Good, the essendi essendi Or and
essentia who creates nihilo, In order ShOWwW that ese oughts
reflect Augustine’s Platoniıc VIEeWS. ese aATC characterıised by the
assumption that creatures partıcıpate the ÖOne, o0d and Beautiful,
wıthout, however, detracting from the aDSOlutfe transcendence of the
One, 1C partıcıpates In the hıngs ıt establiıshes The ecasure In
1C creature partıcıpates thıs One o0d determınes ıts posıtion

the “scale of being The INOTEC materı1al (un-spirıtual and transıent
the reature, the INOTC ıt gravıtates owards 'non-being’. On the basıs
of several proo from diu and Ue  x rel the author
argucs plausıbly that, for Augustine, Creatio and ordinatio the CIC-

atıng and ordering of all things in hlerarchıcal relatıons (er. CIU P2:2)
dIcC unıted In ONC sıngle aCcCTt Nature 1S5 dıgnıified ıf everythıng wıthın

ıt 1S ordered accordıng the place that corresponds each ıng’s
CSSCIICC (cf. 46) her COMNCETN for comprehens1veness, Bouton-
Touboulıc aAaDDCAIS NO and then 18 ave ost S12 of her theme hus
In her treatment of Augustine’s VIEWS rdo che dwells lıttle LOO
extensıvely hıs en that creation W as niıhilo because,
accordıng hım, ıt W as ımpossı1ıble that mMmMatter COu be co-eternal
ıth God { hıs 1S also the Casec for the secti1ons 1C che discusses
the argument that God dıd nOoLt create Ouft of hıs OW corporalıty (for
MMAns COFrDUS de COFYFDOFe cf. 56), in IC che demonstrates firom
ugustine’s SOUTCES that Sap 11:18 quı fecıt mundum de materıa
inform1’) O€eSs not contradıct Creatio nıhiılo (cf. 52. 59, 61) It 1S
iru that these 1SSUes ave SOTIIC connection ıth ugustine’s VIEWS
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ou rdo It 15 precisely the Organıc interconnectedness of IYy-
ıng In Augustine’s brillıant thınkıng that makes ıt dıfficult for
researchers remaın faıthful LO theır OW specıfic research question.
The latter 1S, of COUTSC, nonetiheless esIıTable

Bouton-Touboulic’s description the basıs especılally of Gen
Nd. and Gen Iib IMD of ugustine’s idea of the dıvıne ordiına-

f10 1S 1NOTC the point She describes the Contras between the dis-
iInctio of atters the basıs of theır changeable form the ONMNC hand
and the elated 1gesti0 through which the WOT W as brought into
being the er Her analysıs of the the Confessiones
1C ugustine describes matter orme: and ordered In time 1s
persuasıve, 1s her explanatıon that the order of time consequently fol-
lows the order of Causcs in creatlon. lıttle verbose 1S her exposıtıon
(C£. 104) of Augustine’s Concept ase OLUNUS and Cicero’s
1dea of the apta COompositio that the ordered interconnection (ordi-
AaAla contextio) of beautiful and less beautiful parts gradibus quibus-
dam and CVETIY part DFO SUO moduo contrıbutes the esplen-
dence of the ex{ture ole She observes that ugustine defeated
Manıchaean dualısm in thıs INaNNCI, for example in De (Jenesı ad
Manicheos. But unfortunately che has not attempted erıtical A4SSCSS-
ment of the postulated MO of armonYy incliude: in thıs CONCEPL.

Her subsequent description of Augustine’s 16 W of the human
soul quiddam medium 1S clear and persuasıve. It 15 seit agamnst the
background of the ı1dea that creatures in accordance ıth theır
CSSCIICC pa of simplicitas and aequalitas the extent
hıch they partiıcıpate In the OFdo, 1C 15 dırected towards ıt and
derıved Iirom ıt Onnecte: the ONC hand ıth the immutable dıvyıne
rationes, 1C ATiIC nNOoL OUN! by and tıme, the uman soul,
the er hand, also permealtes the lower, materı1al body uUltalis inten-
fL10 On the basıs of ıts predıisposıtion, the human soul 1S therefore able

Platonically perfect ıtself the extent of dırecting iıtself towards
the spiırıtual 1C 1S above ıt It Iso degenerate fo the extent of
inclinıng towards the materı1al (p 114-129). I hıs of the book SUC-
ceeds best In affırmıng that for ugustine rdo 1S nherent creatlıon.
If INan diırects hıs pondus voluntatis el AmorLSs owards the PTODCI
obJjects, he contrıbutes the maıntamıng of the rdo UNLversitatıs by
keeping the rdo DFODF1US In inter10r balance p

At the end of the fırst part, Bouton- Touboulıc addresses Ugus-
tine’s cConvıction that dıvıne actıon remaılns operatıve the WOT after
the creatiıon In the VLS occulta In the inter1i0r oCccultissımus
hıch underlies the CUFrSUS nalurae exception her rule of SYyS-
ematıc rather than chronologıca. analysıs, she also eals ıth the
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developments In Augustine’s thınkıng ou the world-soul. Whereas
the yOUNgeCTr Augustine Was much attache: the ıdea that there 15
materıal NEUMA that 1S inherent the WOT. the older Augustineeventually doubted the ex1istence of world-soul VE much (cf. 202)
ecısely thıs excellent study of Augustine’s notion of the world-soul
prompts the reader thınk that it miıght ave een better deal
chronologically ıth key 1C Augustine discusses rdo

specıfic aspects of ıt TIhe developments in hıs thınkıng about the
1ssue WOUu then ave een made clearer.

TIhe second of the book 15 devoted fo the relatıon between
fixed order and trTeedom. For Augustine the rdo providentiae 15 CON-
nected ıth the rdo nalurae (er 229-232, 239, 251), but paradox1-cally, because ıt NCOMPASSECS all g00d thıngs and all evıl thıngs It 15
clear fIrom thıs part that Augustine aASs he became older emphasısed INOTEe
strongly that the WaYy hıch uman peruersitas and InConstantia
foreseen Dy God exceeds all understanding. Nevertheless, Bouton-
Touboulic extensive paraphrase of Augustine’s de prouldentiadel demonstrates that he Was determined Dy analogy ıth creatıon

uphold that there Was miraculous interconnection between the beau-
11 and the g0o0od the OIlCc hand and the ugly and the bad the er,
CVecn the secretissımum malestatis arbıtrium ( 224, 228, 242) From
386 unı ell after 410, Augustine also aAapPCATs ave held the 16 W
that the UEFSAGA, disorder and punıshment had PUTDOSC because theyCOU be derıved from inscrutable ordinata Contextio 1C
from God Evıl, sed Convenlenter and noTt ASs goal ıtself, Was 1CC-
CSSaTY order to es  15 balance and harmony (ChH 263, 285 288)The ICason why the ordinata Contextio of everything creation and hIs-
LOTY provıdes for the kıllıng of ONe anımal Dy another for the tTeedom
of uman beings decıde whether NnoTt 18 abıde by the normatıve

lex ordo, 15 unfathomable Augustine. Ihıs ICcCason
belongs the mysterl1es of the pulchritudo temporalis (296, 298, 299)

Equalliy clear 1s the author’s subsequent description of AUuUgus-tine’s thınking about or1g1inal SIN dısorder aSsSSUumes the fıgure of SIN
Wıth SIN alıenatıon OCCUTS from the rdo naturalis, which by
nature orlentates INan God Neglect of eIr PTrOPCTI place ın the
order through love of thıngs lesser than God, and ONCOomıtant INCOT-
rect use of thıngs In nature an the WOT. caused ontologıicaldegradation the 1rSsS human beings. Henceforth the or1gınalharmony between body and soul had dısappeared P 311) Bouton-
Touboulic demonstrates V ell that thıs W ds the ICasonN, accordıngAugustine, that mankınd became the damnata,
peccatı Indistincte (p 353) has inherited the SIN and the
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concomıtant gu1 (Ambrose dıd not beheve that INan Iso inherıted
the guilt) Human beings aATC Iso determined Dy or1ginal SIN In theır
indıvıdual act1ons. ugustine ACCOUNLS for paın, suffering and 1NOI-

talıty the CONNeXLO miseriarum, whiıch, accordıng hım, flowed
firom the loss of or1gıinal armony, and 1C he beliıeved, had also
een foreseen by God Dy interpreting them contrıbutions the
restoration of ordo. Tenere ordinem, 1C INan dıd not succeed in
accomplıshıng, became ordine tener]. p 551) In OCCultus poenalis
rdo At the end of the second the author STITESSES that for Uugus-
tine both STACC and free 111 WEeIC in that order fo regaın
the lıberty that 15 even merely desıre the good Bouton-
Touboulıc 1S rıght In sayıngz al the en! of the second part of her book
that for Augustine, prescıence of all thıs o€es NOoL INCAall that he
15 Iso ıts efficiens. Augustine W as al paıns sShow that
prescientia and the autonO of free 111 aATC harmonYy ıth each
other and AIC not mutually exclusıve (CE C1Iu 9.4) She has also
persuasıvely demonstrated in thıs that the Church Father efused
to deny prescience in spıte of the CONNEXLO miseriarum,
because that would ımply that somethıng in creation hiıstory W ds

unforeseen and therefore inordınatum. that 1s hought which
Augustine 1S unwillıng aCccepLu, In spıte of the unfathomable nature
of order.

Bouton-Touboulıc begıns the thırd of her book by placıng
the development of ugustine s thıinkıng and predestina-
tiıon In the context of hıs thınkıng rdo and ıts inscrutabıilıty. She
observes that, after the Fall, 1CW order W das establıshed In indıvıdual
uman beings through STaCC, which allowed I1a transcend the COIN-

SCQUCNCCS of or1gınal SIN and VM to 111 hat 1S g00d. It 15 ell-
known that ugustıne dıd not belıeve that CVETYONC WOU recel1ve thıs

outon-Touboulıc sShows, however, that, accordıng 1{8 ugus-
tıne, the 1CeC4SON why aCcCo W ädas, and Esau W ds>s not predestined fOo
recelve that STACC which 15 for Justificatiıon through faıth, 15
unknowable ere earth that IS, the 1C4asSsOIMN why God dıstinguıishes
between human beings SV before they ave had the opportunıty LO
act 1s incomprehensable. Thıs o€s not I1NCAaN that God 1s unJust, but
that the human understandıng of Justice 15 incapable of describing
dıvıne Justice adequately (cf for example 422) On the basıs of
De ONO perseuerantıae Bouton-Touboulıc sShows salıently and COIN-

vincıingly that for Augustine realıses order that 1s inacCcess1-
ble In thıs lıfe It 1S OoCCcultus ordo, hıch mMust 19(0)1 therefore be COIN-

ıdered unJust and the ex1istence of which must not therefore be denı1ed
424)
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Ihe author WOU ave one ell 18 emphasıse lıttle INOTE

strongly thıs that ugustine shows hımself INOTE
than hat WOU call systematıc theologıan. Ihe fact that 1s ICD-
resented sımultaneously Iustum el occultum explaıne INOTC

plausıbly the 1g of Augustine’s OW expheıitly acknowledged INYyS-
tagogıcal 18 guard people who SCC thıngs thıs WaYy from becom-
ıng prou (cf. 425) On the basıs of 9)K070) already eferred (LE
dıiu quaest. 68, cf. 39 / and 542), Bouton- Touboulic demonstrates
agaln that both the evıl and the g0o0d the ordinatio derıve theır INCAan-

ıng from theır utiılıty (utilitas) for the g00d The evıl accentuates the g00d;
ıt sto1cally pUuts go0od people 118 the test, it Irıghtens them, ıt exhorts them

COIrTeCTSs them p 452-460). Bouton- LTouboulic COU ave paraphrased
Augustine’s opınıon thıs dıvine pedagogy lıttle INOTEC succıinctly. Her
analysıs WOU also ave benefited from chronological readıng of the
exXx(ts, because ugustine’s OW development WOU ave become clear.
Moreover, she should ave elaborated further the impasse hıch
Augustine OUnN:! hımself aCcCCcount of the of evıl and bad
thıngs creation. Augustine asserted GVT ITNOTE clearly that evıl, the VCS-
se] of wrath, the inhabıtant of Babylon served the COMMUNLS utilitas.
At the Samnc time he Iso belıeved that the goodness of the entire order
transcended the partıcular g00d and evıl elements wıthın ıt { hıs
that eviıl, wıthout osing ıts badness, nonetheless lacks autonomou: realıty
and 1S, eventually, integrated SOTINEC ineffable WaYy into g00d order.
Bouton- Touboulic COu ave expanded how thıs Camne be
Augustine’s thınking Such explanatıon 1S also absent her reflection
Augustine’s ideas about the rdo lemporum, hıch he regarded FHLUÜS-
/Ü Carmen ıth empora beauty opportunıty for elaboratıon does
present ıtself, because the FHLASNUM CAarmen all g00d and bad parts
eventually absorbed into mundus INn melius FrenOValus, hıch the pul-
chritudo 1S longer temporalıs. (p 514-515).

Fınally, the thır: and ast section of the of her book,
Bouton- Touboulıic explaıns that, accordıng Augustine, man’s fenere
ordinem CONVETSCS ıth the CONSCIOUSNESS of unıversal rdo Conuer-
S10 incorporates the recognıtıon of ne’s  7 OW place the order. For
Augustine the rdo Nalurae 1s lıke admonitio, hıch respect for
the ontologıcal of each being 15 of the recognıtıion of theır
PTrODCT place the rdo Bouton- LTouboulıic O€Ss NOT tıre of repeatıng
that the rlies liberales (ef: I22 539, 540, 541, 557/) and the rdo SIM-
diorum produce knowledge of thıs order. The rdo uluendL and rdo
eruditionis thıs PTOCCSS and also dırect INan 18 God She
desceribes thıs PTOCCSS of orlentation LOO much in terms of the NCO-
Platonic ascent (gradatim) from the sens1ble 18 the intellıg1ble WOT'|
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She also overemphasıses the fact that thıs gradual ascent amounts to
Plotinian return from the exteriority-multiplhicıty matter the inter10r,
where the leges pulchritudinis, order ıtself (memor1a intellectum vol-
untas) and the ontologıcally congenital VOX VISLO) OFrdinls and vesti210
ftrinıtatis MaYy discerned p 530) of thıs 15 al the CXPCNSC of
exploratiıon of Augustine s Christology. Ihe author VE briefly mentions
the humilıty of God hrıst AS antıdotum agaınst the eXCESSIVE
of ne s  ‚& OW|! ıimportance: prıde Her treatment of the incarnatıon 15 also
11070 short ıt 1S only mentioned the realısatıon of the doctrines of the
phiılosophers (  n  Par elle, [1’incarnatıon, pvg]; le hrıst realıse le trıple
ense1gnement de la phiılosophıe (physıque, morale, og1que el guerit
egalement 1  p a  ame la del  ant de la rıple concupiscence , 549)

The concludıng discuss1ıions thıs about the rdo AMOFTLS
and the rdo DACIS ar' however, IMNOTEC satısfactory. Concerning the fOor-
INCI, Bouton-Touboulıc clearly AaSSEeTTS that Augustine’s dilectio rdl-
ald 15 characterised by the commensurabılıty between love and ıts
object subject hıs dilectio consequently also that
thıngs and uman beings loved the extent hıch they provıde

perspective of God The g0o0d uUusc of thıngs that not worthy of love
be of service the oVing of somethıing gher Bouton-Touboulıc

o1ves excellent analysıs of thıs connection, hıch Augustine hımself
made ın hıs explanatıon of the distinction between ull and frul in
De doctrina christiand, of the relatıon between the love of God and
the love of ne s  S ne1ghbour. The ordinata dilectio PreSUPPOSCS that
1S OVE| for the sake of God and God for hıs OW sake Ihe fact that
Augustine regards love of God the fırst in the order of the COIM-

mandments (ordo praecipiendi) and love of ne s  ? ne1ghbour the fırst
the order of practise (ordo faciendi, 582) sShows that there 1S

contradıction between both As regards the rdo DACIS, the author makes
ıt clear that rdo and SYNONYMOUS for Augustine when it
18 the last thıngs She bases her argument primarıly De Ciultate Del
when c<he aSSserts that temporal becomes manıfest EeVECIN the
present when thıngs sed properly and several domaiıns: securıty,
health, communıty of lıke mınds. She also correctly observes that for
Augustine indıvıdual order and interconnect ıth socılal order
and On the indıvıdual level, rıght femperatura 1s required and

CONSENSLO and concordia between body and soul. Socı1al 1S
related 18 thıs and thus amouUnts to TNOTC than sımple, Ciceronlian COIN-

SECHNSUS The exaltedness of natıon 15 determined, accordıng ugus-
tıne, by the objects of that natıon s love. The CIULLAS ene ordinata Caln

become prefiguration of Jerusalem ıf thıs love 1s directed towards the
rıght goals p 625 ıf the COompositio uoluntatum 1S the prelude
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frultio dei But ıt 15 true of thıs Iso that ıf PCITVEISC intention 15 COIMN-
cealed behın the lawful acti1ons of potestas ordinata, the order behın:
ıt 1Ss oCCultus, althoug, nonetiheless always conformity ıth the ter-
nal law Touboulıc has agaln succeeded V ell makıng clear that
the hıdden Tre of the rdo O0€es not INC: that ıt o0€es NnOoTL exIst.

111

As has een saı1d in the introduction, Bouton-Touboulic’s
Impress1ve study o1d extensive and Oroug study of
ugustine’s notion of order of thıs has NOL een publıshed before.
Never before has the analysıs of eXTIs thıs subject been carrıed out

meticulously. The author excellently clarıfıes the layered nmature of
ugustine’s concept of rdo and hOow organıcally hIıs ideas abonut rdo
aATic connected ıth hıs oughts about creation and redemption; about
the development of the WOT and of the indıvıdual these thoughts
aAIic themselves all mutually interwoven ıth each er ecısely
the lıght of the SOUTCES sed she succeeds in paıntıng outstandıng
pıcture of the cp and breadth af h1s ideas ou rdo and equ1Va-
ent epts mportant strengt' of the book 1S that she has SUC-
ceeded makıng it clear that the unknowable nature of the order o0€es
nOoTLt INcan that ıt 0€Ss noft ex1ist. As ugustine became er he aADDCAISs
18 ave sed the word rdo less and less hıs wrıtings and eachıng
We INa Yy deduce from thıs that, negatıve eologıan, he had COMIC

consıder °order‘’ inadequate word descr1ibe the order SIC In
and from God, and therefore preferre not to speak al all

In her instructive Journey Bouton- Touboulıic sometimes
approaches her subject 00 thematıcally and systematıcally. As has
een sald, ıt WOUu ave een better ıf she had chosen 118 select OSse

that WeTiIC representatıve of ugustine’s teachıng in partıc-
lar per10 She COUu then ave discussed ese NO points hıs
work chronologiıically. JTakıng the chronology into aACCOUnNT when read-
Ing Key from ugustine’s wrıtings elps discern develop-
ments and emphases and allows d1scovery of the coherence and evel-
opment of traıns of thought.“ hıs COUTSC of actıon WOUuU ave

Bap Geest, °Omnı1s scr1ıptura leg1 debet spirıtu QUO facta est On the
hermeneutics of elm Dılthey and Albert Deblaere’ Faesen (ed.). Albert
Deblaere, (1916-1994) Essays mystical literature-Essais SUr la litterature
mystique-Saggı sulla letteratura miLstica (Louvaın (Bıbliotheca
Ephemeridum I’heologicarum Lovaniensium 177)
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prevented repetition (T 292 and 298 free wiall;: 137-139 and
1298 the perfect order eic etc.) Ihe author frequently has 1{8 revısıt

because they dIiIC eing discussed from dıfferent angle and
requıre 191  < explanatıon in the context of her systematıc approach.
The anıswWeIs these NC  < questions do not always add much the
AaNnSWEeIS prev1ıo0ously gıven earhıer and comparable questlons. If che
had sed chronological approach che WOU not ave een oblıged

force from ugustine s wrıtings ntiOo the Procrustean bed
of her systematıc trıptych. Ihıs WOUuU a(0)1 only ave obvıated repet1-
t10ns. It WOU Iso ave een poss1ıble address questions that
Augustine hımself posed Oou the rdo durıng dıfferent per10ds of
hıs hlıte INOTC clearly, especlally the 1g of the SOUTCECS sed INAaS-
isterlally frame of reference by Bouton-Touboulıic.

As has een sald, Bouton-Touboulic’s treatment of the relatıon
between hrıst, the incarnatıon and the rdo sanandı 1S lıttle 00

asty (cf. 538) ecısely the that menti1on thıs C_

tıon, her discussıon of hrıst 1S L1NOTC philosophical and o€es not do full
Justice the Christological developments ugustine’s work: devel-
opments that aAaIic Iso connected hıs ng rdo Thıs objec-
tiıon ralses another. She has pa1ıd SCan attention the relevant SCC-

ondary lıterature. Consultatıon of the abovementioned tudies Dy
Budzık and Ruokanen WOU ave considerably sharpened and deep-
ened her analysıs of the rdo DACIS, because both works tak. the rela-
tion between the rdo DACLS and the figure of hrıst 4S pomnt of depar-
ture oth aAarguc cogently that hrıst plays cruc1al role in the rdo
DACLS the present ell the future.>

Makıng ese cComments, however, has taken LOO much
already. spıte of ese imperfections, Bouton-Touboulic’s System-
tıc approac has and al times beautıfully revealed the insıghts
that befell Augustine hıs hr  ng about the relatıons between God
and rdo yone seekıng 18 understand Augustine’s notion of the
rdo medietas 1C dichotomies between good and evıl In
creatıon, Story and salvatıon StOry harmonised 111 1gnore thıs
book al GeIir perıl

ILAGHER, BOoo, VAN EEST
Faculty of Theology

Universıty Amsterdam
Ihe Netherlands

(: Ruokanen, 1992, 129; Budzik, 1988, S11



DRECOLL, olker Henning (ed.) Augustin Handbuch, JTübıngen Mohr
Sıebeck, 2007, ISBN 9783161482687//9783161482694. XX 799

Mohr Sıebeck complemented ıts ser1al of reference works and
andbooks important theologıcal f1gures (cf. Selderhuıis, 3
Calvin Handbuch, 2008: Beutel, A., Luther Handbuch, ıth
4018 PasC, comprehensıve introduction Augustine’s thınkıng and
wrıting, and STIALUS quaestionls of the scholarshıp Augustine.
olker enning Drecoll gathere: approximately eXperts Augus-
tiıne ogether they elaborately sketch dıfferent perspectives UgUuS-
tine’s hlıfe and context, dıfferent aspects of hıs works and oughts, dıf-
ferent approaches wıthın the study and reception of the bıshop of
1ppo The andbook’s eadıng princıple 1S the attempt place
Augustine and hıs thınkıng wıthın hıs hıstorical, intellectual, bıogra-
phıcal contextft complıment to thıs handbook 1Ss the amount of book
TeVIEWSs it already rece1ved uda, D:, Reviısta Teologica 18 (2008)
383-387; Egularte, Hi Mayeutıca 373 (2007) 237-238; Fleischer, D..
Kırchliches Amtsblatt der Evangelıschen Kırche VO Westfalen
(2007) 446-44 J; uchs, (E., eologıe und Glaube 0® (2008) 204-205:;
Raffelt, A:; Hittp://ıtb.bsz-bw.de (10/10/08); Rıbreau, M., Revue des
Etudes Augustiniennes 53 (200/) 375-376; Steinmetz, J. Theolo-
g1ie und Phılosophie 83 (2008) 126-129; Van Fleteren, F, Augustıin-
lan Studies (2008) 139-140). Ihe handbook consısts of four maın
parts: orlentatıion, PCISON, work, influence.

The fırst part (pp 1-18) g1Vves OVEerVIEW of the manuscrıpt
tradıtion and edıtions Weber), of the research OOlISs and research
institutions Grote), and of the present STate of the Augustin-
forschung TEeCON).

TIThe second part (pp 19-24 7) sıtuates ugustine wıthın hıs COMN-
texit The bıographıica cContex{i consısts of geographıca setting,
namely the North-Afrıcan Provınce of the Imperium Romanum

Vössıng), Rome and Mılan urıng 38R3_388 W allraff) and
outlıne of mportant bıographical data about Augustine J Rexer and

TECOLL). Subsequently the intellectua contexTt, the dıfferent Tadı-
ti1ons that influenced Augustine, tenets that determıiıned the theologıcal
and phılosophical framework of hıs time., ATiIC indıcated classıcal atın
hlıterature and rhetorıic Hübner), academıc scepticısm Fuhrer),
Latın Mıddle-Platonism and eo-Platonısm recoll), OT'
Afrıcan and talıan Manıchae1sm around 375 Wurst), OT'
Afrıcan eology before Augustine (Tertullıan, Cyprian) Greschat),
Donatısm undı 390 Brıght), Western ascetics in the fourth CENTLUTY

Greschat), the Latın text In the ou CenturYy and eXxegesI1s
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of Paul (Vıctorinus, Ambrosıiaster) Schulz-Flügel), Western Irıinı-
tarıan CONLTOVEISY untiıl Ambrose Brennecke), Augustine’s
Miılanese Conversiıon and Ambrose Augustine’s baptızer Drec-
oll) Augustine’s intellectual 10gTaphY has o be placed agalınst thıs
background. The several key Oments in ugustine’s intellectual
development described: Augustine rhetoricıan before 386
(J Trelenberg), Augustine Manıchean Wurst), hıs Conversion
in Miılan TeCONJ), h1s Stay in Cassıc1acum Fuhrer), hıs CON-

ıth anıcheans Wurst), Donatısts Bright), Pelagıans
Drecoll, Löhr), Julhı1an of Aeclanum (3 Löss!/),

Dodaro) and Arıans Brennecke), and Augustine’s relatıon ıth
the Jews Raveaux). The bıographical 1s concluded ıth POT-
traıt of ugustine bıshop: vVisıtator and Judge Doyle), 1{Ur-
o1Ca miıinıster Drecoll), ascetic and monk Dodaro),
preacher Partoens) thıs chapter, Schulz-Flüge also hıgh-
lıghts Augustine s text-crıtical ealıngs ıth the Bıble

The thırd (PP 249-556), Augustine s work, starts ıth
chronological OVeEerVIeW of Augustine’s writings TeCOLLJ). In

chronologıcal order, ugustine ’s wrıtings aAiIc discussed: early wriıt-
Ings Fuhrer), commentarıles enesI1ıs Weber), early e_
S1S of Paul Frederıksen), Confessiones Frederıksen), antı-
Manıchean wrıitings Wurst), antı-Donatıist wrıtings Brıght), De
peccCatorum merLtıtLs el remLSSsLiONe el de baptısmo paruulorum Drec-
oll), De spirıtu el ittera Drecoll), De NALlur«a el gratia Löhr),
De nNUpTLLS el CONCUupILSCeENT1A J Löss]/), De correptione el gratia
(J Löss!/), De praedestinatione sanciorum el de ONO perseuerantıae
J Löss!/), De C1iutate del (J Oort), De ftrinıtate J Brachtendort),
De doctrina chrıstiana Lettier1), wrıtings connected ugustine’s
preachıng Partoens), and hıs etters Löhr) The ontent of
ugustine s thınkıng 1S summarızed central themes wıthın hIis wriıt-
Ings the Concept of God and frultio del (3 Kreuzer), hrıst eXenm-

plum Geerlings), Christus humuilıs Drecoll), Tınıty Drec-
oll), hermeneutical quest1ons offmann), creatiıon Seelbach),
anthropology Horn), recoll), SIN Löhr), eccles1o0l-
OS Y and sacramentology Brıght), formatıon and educatıon

Studer), ethics Geest), eschatology Härıng) Drec-
oll rounds thıs part off ıth reflection the basıc intuıtions of
ugustine’s thınkıng

The fourth (Pp 558-665) examınes SOTIILIC elements of the
reception Story and influence of Augustine: discussıon in CCI1-

LUrYy aul untıil 529 el Regula Augustini KÖöpTf), Gottschalk
Rıeger), seiIm Rıeger), (J Doutre), Peter Lombard
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Rıeger), hırteenth TUurYy unıversıtles KÖpT), Henry of ent,
Duns cotus, 1ıll1ıam of am Leppin), Augustinianiısm the
ate mıddle ADCS KÖpTf), Luther Beutel), Calvın ane),
Remonstrant CONLTOVerSY Bıeber-Wallmann) and Catholıc Uugus-
tinı1anısm from Baıius untıil Jansenıius Lettier1)

Every subdıviısıon ends ıth short international and up-to-date
bıbliography. complete bıbliography of primary (pp 649-698) and
secondary SOUTCECS (pPp 699-734) 1S be found the back of the book
Ihe handbook contaıns chronological (pp 253-261) and alphabeti-
cal (pp 649-656) of Augustine’s wrıtings. JT ogether ıth the
elaborated indıices authors, PCTISONS and subjects) they make the hand-
book into useful research tool Prımary and secondary lıterature AdIC
balanced Ihe contrıbutions contaın INnan references ugustine’s
wrıtings and cıtations of Augustine.

The book’s strengt) 1S that several Augustine cholars
synthesise eIr specıfic expertise Augustine. Ihıs guarantees the
qualıity and sclentific foundatıiıon of the book’s cContent Therefore ONC
knows sımultaneously not to look for 'or1gınal’ materı1al, LICW sclen-
tıfıc insıghts regardıng the Augustinusforschung In thıs book thıs 15

be found prev10us publıcations of these authors NOT 0€es ıt OPCN
I11ICc  S discussıions. But thıs 1s not the of andDoo Content WISe
ıt 1S dıfficult make Ser10us rıtiıcal remarks, because all authors

specılalısts. Sınce CVECIY chapter g1ves synthesı1s and hıbrarıes dIC
tiılled ıth tudıes Augustine, ıt 1s unavoıldable that that SOTINC LOp-
ICS dIcC nNnOoL sufficıently covered, such the question whether ugus-
tine Was mystic and hıs possıble influences ater mystics, hıs S12-
nıfıcance for cContemporary theology and phılosophy, the cContemporary
diıscussions Augustine’s Op1nı10ns sexualıty, C} W ar and
9 rel1g10us dıversıty. Augustine’s wrıtings A SOUTCE of spirıtu-
alıty and inspıratıon for relıg10us ıfe (cL. 565) perhaps COu
ave rece1ved SOINC LNOTC attention Iso the 1conographic hıstory of
Augustine COu ave een interesting 1l10N fo the oUu part.
Nevertheless, restrictions due the handbook SCHIC

Ihıs Impress1ive compiulatıon of contrıbutions offers profoun
and extensive OVerVvVIew of the context, Oontent and study of Augustine.
No Serl10ous research 1brary Can do wıthout thıs book Wıth ıts OW

approac and methodology, it Can a  ‘q') ıts OW place beside [WO other
Augustine reference works Augustine Ihrough the Ages (Fitzger-
ald, and Augustinus-Lexikon (Mayer, F} It g1ves excel-
ent introduction for the ayman Augustine, 1S al the Samıe time
consultatıon reference work for all who study patrıstics and Ugus-
tiıne, and 1S CVCNMN useTful handbook for teachers patrıst1cs. For thıs
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TCasSsonN only Can CXPICSS the hope that ıt ll be translated into other
international anguages in the Car future

Anthony DUPONT, aspırant FWO-Vlaanderen
Faculty of Theology

Leuven, Belgıum



1THOMAS GERHARD ING O08SA*

Juh 2009 verstarb ater Dr. Ihomas Gerhard Rıng OSA
Miıt ıhm verlhert dıe Augustinus-Forschung einen ausgewlesenen
Kenner der Gnmnadenlehre des 1SCANOIS von Hıppo. Der Verstorbene
erfuhr N1ıcC NUur große Anerkennung als Gelehrter, sondern W ar auch
eın engaglerter ädagoge und geschätzter Seelsorger.

Geboren wurde Ihomas Rıng Juhi 1936 In der donau-
schwäbıschen Geme1minde Budakesz1ı in ngarn 1946 kam nfolge
der Auswelsung der Ungarndeutschen ach Herbholzheim der agst,

zunächst dıe eutsche Sprache erlernen mMusstie Se1it 1951
esuchte das VO Augustinerorden geleıtete Gymnasıum In Mün-
nerstia| In dıesen ahren bın ich dem damalıgen Klosterschüler
TIThomas Rıng ZU ersten Mal egegnet. Ich wurde als Student der
Theologie In den Semesterferien AaUs ürzburg ach Münnerstadt
abkommandıert, dort ein1gen Schülern NieITrT1cCc erte1ılen, cdıie
sıch ZUT Aufnahme In dıe der Klasse des Gymnasıums anschıick-
ten Lebhaft erinnere ich miıich eiıne Geschichtsstunde, auf dıe ich
mich vorbereıtet hatte Der Schüler Ihomas Rıng Jedoch tellte meın
Wıssen den CNatten 1955 esuchTte bereıts dıe Unterprima
Iud ich ıhn me1lner Priımiz eın Er selbst legte 1957 dıe einfache und
1960 dıe feierliche Profess ab ach Abschluss selner theologıschen
Studıen der Unıiversıtät ürzburg empfing 1962 dıe on-
weıhe und wurde 1Im darauffolgenden Jahr ZU Priester gewelılht. Von
1963 bıs 1965 WIT' ater Gerhard als Präfekt dem Klostersem1i1-
11ar St Augustın In ürzburg, das ich selnerzeıt eıtete. Miıt großem
FEıfer verhalf den Anvertrauten SCAUllschen Erfolgen, spezle.

ateın und TIECANISC
Seine gediegenen Kenntnisse in den antıken prachen kamen

ıhm als eologen zugutle. Er wurde 1965 ZUT Promotion Ireigeste
und wählte für selne Diıssertation eiıne Untersuchung des augustin1-
schen Autorıtätsbegriffes, eines zentralen Ihemas 1Im en des
Kırchenvaters ugustinus. gle1ıc schon selnen Stoff vertieft, kam
ıhm der evangelısche Theologe Karl-Heıinrich Lütcke mıt der Disser-
tatıon „Auctoritas “ heıi Augustinus (Stuttgart Nun sah

Eıine ausführlichere Würdıigung der Leistungen Von Ihomas Gerhard Rıng habe ich
27006 ınem Beıtrag Festschrift für Dr KRıng OSA ZUM 70 Geburtstag verÖöf-
fentlıcht (Augustiniana [2006] 211-221) DIe nachstehenden Gedanken fußen
Wesentlichen auf diıesem Beıtrag; dıie redaktionelle Bearbeıitung danke ich melnem
Mitarbeiter Zentrum für Augustinus-Forschung (ZAF) Dıpl.- Theol. untram Förster.
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Gerhard sıch CZWUNSCH, se1in ema einzugrenzen. Es autete
Auctoritas hei Tertullian, Cyprian Un Ambrosius. Die Promotion mıt
dem ädıkat ‚SUMMAa CUu aude erfolgte 1972 un! dıe Dissertation
erschıen 1975 1Im Augustinus- Verlag in Würzbureg.

ach seilner Promotion eıtete beinahe eın ahrzehnt lang das
bereıts erwähnte Studienseminar der Augustiner Würzburg, ehe
1981 erne für dıe Wissenschaft freigestellt wurde. Dabeı blieb ıhm
sSeIN pastorales Engagement eın Herzensanlıegen: in der Würz-
burger Augustinerkirche, ber Jahre 1Im Bürgerspital, In der Huebers-
pflege und als Beıichtvater be1 den Klausurschwestern des Karmels
Himmelspforten

Gerhard wurde des Missgeschicks mıt dem anvılslerten
Promotionsthema eın ausgewlesener Kenner der Theologıe Augustins.
Als Mitglıed des Augustinus-Instituts wandte sıch vorzüglıch der
Übersetzung und Kommentierung der Gnadenschriften des Bischofs
VON 1ppO Rasch entdeckte dıe Defizıte in der VO  - der eut-
schen Augustinerordensprovinz In Auftrag gegebenen Edıiıtion der
Reihe Sankt Augustinus Der Lehrer der Gnade Deren ursprünglıch
auf an geplante lateinisch-deutsche Gesamtausgabe beschränkte
sıch nämlıch lediglıch auf dıe Schriften der antipelagianıschen Epoche
des Kırchenvaters.

TIhomas Gerhard Rıng hatte erkannt, ass dıe geplante Edıtion
eiıner Übersetzung und Kommentierung der Gnadenschriıften des
Kırchenvaters Augustinus ohne cdie Miteinbeziehung der Paulus-Kom-
mentare aUs der der er Jahre historisch betrachtet eın Torso
bleiben musste, zumal erst dıese genügend2 auf das Werden und
damıt auch auf dıe Kıgenart der augustinischen Gnadenlehre wertfen.
Miıt einem Eıfer sondergleichen ergänzte dıe och unabgeschlos-
SCI1IC Reihe Sankt Augustın Lehrer der Gnade durch TEe1 weıtere
ände, dıe mıt dem 1ıte versah: Schriften ber die Gnade Prole-
ZSOMENA 11 Sıe erschıenen chronologischer eiıhe Augustinus-
Verlag ürzburg: (1989) Auslegung einiıger Fragen aAus dem
Brief die Römer, (1991) An Simplicianus 7zwel Bücher ber
verschiedene Fragen und (1997/) Die Auslegung des Briefes
die Galater; Diıe unvollendete Auslegung des Briefes dıe Roöomer
UN Dreiundachtzig verschiedene Fragen (Fragenx

arüber hınaus welsen zahlreiche wissenschaftlıche Beıträge
Fachzeitschrıften und insbesondere eine SaNZC eıhe VON Artıkeln für

das Augustinus-Lexikon Duas epistulas Pelagianorum (Contra
Electio; Epistulae ad Romanos iınchoata expositi0;, Expositio epistu-
lae ad alatas; Expositio epistulae TIacobi ad duodecım trıbus; Expo-
S1L1L0 quarundam propositionum epistula apostolı ad Romanos;
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Inıtium fidei) als profunden Kenner der Gnadenlehre des Kırchenva-
ters au  N Miıt der Festschrift für Dr Kıng ONSA ZU. Geburtstag(hrsg. VO  - Lam Cong Quy) Leuven 2006 Augustiniana (2006)asc C erwlies i1hm dıe Fachwelt die gebührende Anerkennung. enwıssenschaftliches Lebensziel, dıe Vollendung der Reihe AugustinusLehrer der Gnade durch dıe Herausgabe der och fehlenden Bände
Julıan, durfte Nıc mehr erleben

Thomas Gerhard Rıng hat sıch spezıe mıt der VO  o} Augustinusselbst als Meılenstein für dıe Entwicklung seliner Gnadenlehre einge-schätzten Schrift An Simplician eınen Namen der Fachwelt gemacht(sıehe dıe bereıits erwähnten Schriften ZUF Gnade Prolegomena, 3Es ohnt sıch, be1 dieser Edition verweılen, zumal die Meriten des
verstorbenen Gelehrten nıcht zuletzt In der Eıinleitung, Übertragungund Erläuterung der Antworten Augustins auf dıe Fragen Simpliciansbezüglich des Römerbriefes g1ıpfeln dürften. Alleın schon deren
Umfang rund 400 Seıten übertrifft meınes Wissens alle bısher VOT-
liegenden Übersetzungen und Auslegungen In moderne Sprachen. Der
Übersetzung mıt dem ext der Edıtion des Corpus Christianorum Von

Mutzenbecher 54-175) geht eıne Eınleitung (25-53) VOTAaUS, dıe
sowohl ber den Anlass der Abfassung WIE auch ber dıe Bedeutungder Simplicianum im Gesamtwer des Kırchenvaters gründ-iıch informiertrt. Die Erläuterungen dazu S1IE umfassen 200 Seıltenlassen aum einen Aspekt der Von Augustin darın ZUTr Sprache gebrach-ten Probleme außer cht Hınblick auf die wichtigen hermeneuti-
schen Aspekte des Werkes sınd die angehängten Verzeichnisse, allem

das der Bıbelzitate a  9 aber auch dıe der Personen (3 82-
392) SOWIE der Sach- bzw tiıchwörtere hılf- und auTt-
schlussreich.

Auf dem Sterbebild Von Gerhard steht das folgendedes Augustinus: ‚„ Wenn ich mıt dır vereınt se1n werde, mıt meınem
SaNzZeCnN Wesen, dann WIT: keın Schmerz und keıine Mühsal mich bedrü-
cken. Dann wırd meın Leben wahres Leben se1n, Sanz erfüllt vVon dlr“
(Confessiones Möge ıhm diese Fülle des Lebens zute1ıl Or“den seIn.

Cornelius Petrus MAYER
Zentrum für Augustinus-Forschung, Würzburg



b ATSOMHEM vC AA IS

-
.a

N5 4 LE 0, D W

b
A rl a3 aal Sn na

vu“ A

WE DE
3E E R pr D

HC S S
HE ÄUHEPRNS R

Ci Hnvn  E A E FKa H i{ NR S  DLO
.

SEn % r S > A AA8
PE EE G IOM

Jan Ei  era  8 ON
BA KF He 1E H
PEJF MN MFFE AA elseß



“A D CHRISTIAN., PIGRIUS MOVEBA
(25)) (ALY PIUS’ MORE

RELUCTANT MOVE THE CHRISTIAN
(COMPARED AUGUSTINE)

Introduction

Epistola Paulinus of ola as hıs 1919  S acquaıntance Alyp-
1USs send hım SUUAM historiam, CUr10Us he W as about .  quı9
nde SIS domi  » ] how hıs Conversion the Catholıic faıth had COTINIC

about, and whether he, LOO, had een instructed and aptıze by the
grea Ambrose of 1lan If thıs small-scale Vıta Alypii WOUuU ave
COTTINIC oWnN uS, ıt WOUuU ave nıcely complemented the cConvers1ıon

of Augustine in Confessiones, SInce the spırıtua. Odyssey of
Augustine and Alypıus “weaved in and Out in kınd of antiphony”’.“
Theır Journey culmınated in theır are CONversion experlence in
garden Mılan (at the end of July egınnıng of August 386), and
SOTIIC e1g months later in theır Jomt baptısm al the an of bıshop
Ambrose of Milan.} Imagıne being able read account of the
famous garden from the perspective of the closest wıtness of
Augustine’s conversıion! Unfortunately, Alypıus torn between hıs
love for Paulinus and hıs OW modesty as hıs frıiend Augustine

fulfıl thıs task nstead And ıt appene that in Epistola
Augustine promised Paulinus of Nola, * Cıto CIrgO Alypıum
inseram praecord1s tujs’ . Viıta Alypı wriıtten by ugustine WOUuU
ST1 ave een of grea| value. How WOUuU he ave presented hıs OW
role Alypıus conversion? What provıidential plan WOUuU he ave
discerned in hıs friend’s Journey towards the atnolıc faıth? ugus-
tine further that ıf hıs courier> had not een such hurry, he
WOU ave managed include the ““spirıtual bıography ” of h1ıs
losest frıend the VE SAadillec letter.© Whether he eVeEeT fulfılled hıs

'AULINUS NOLA, Ep thıs 15 TOM IRGIL Aeneld V. 114)
Words used by olın arnes, Augustine s CONnversiLion: gulde the argumen

of Confessions 15 (Waterloo Wılfrid Laurier Universıity, 156
Duriıng the Kaster Vıgıl the nıght of 23274 Aprıl 38 /
UGUSTINE, Ep D4  Un “I ıll ulckly introduce the whole of Alyptus Into YOUF

heart”.
The Ccourler happened Romanı1anus, relatıve of Alypıus, and Augustine’s

former patron.
UGUSTINE, Ep D  e ‘“quod 1am feciıssem lamque iıllum legeres, Nn1s1ı profect10

fratrıs INnprovisa repente placuisset”. 'Thıs ShoOows that the projected ıta Alypıii could
not have been VE long.
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promıi1se ater 0) do not know If he dıd, the vıta Alypıi has thus
far not COMNIC oWwn us. Luckıly, Augustine dıd provıde SOM detaıls
concerning Alypıus lıfe in h1is OW ‘“spirıtual biography . large SCC-

tıon of book of Confessiones 1S devoted hıs best frıend, and ıt CON-

taıns SOTIIC of the materı1al Paulinus had asked for Alypıus further
appCars in ONC paragraph of book VII (about hıs misconception of the
Catholics’ understandıngz ofs in book 111 (because of theır Jomt
cConversiıon moment the garden), and in book (wıth SOTIIIC valu-
able informatıon Alypıus attıtude between conversiıon an bap-
tısm) For the interesting per10d between conversion and baptısm,
another useful SOUTCEC has COM oWwn Alypıus decıded follow
Augustine Cassıcl1acum together ıth Augustine’s relatıves (mother,
SON, brother and {[WO nephews), and [WO of hıs students (Licentius,
who W as SO  - of Romanıanus, and Trygetius). There, they the
AQUTU: and wınter (October 386 end of February 38/) In ot10, far
aWaY irom the hustle and bustle of publıc hlıfe Stenographers recorded
word for word the ser1es of (philosophical) conversatıons held there
Augustine subsequently edıted thıs Ta  < materı1al, and publiıshed the

adapted conversatıons philosophical dıalogues in the style of
Cicero’s Tusculan Disputations. Alypıus made appCarancc>S in {[WO of
ese so-called Cassıc1acum dıalogues (De academicLls and De ordine),
and ere perhaps COMIC losest to hearıng hıs authentic voice./

All thıs mater1al Can help reconstruct the Conversion SLOTY
of Alypıus, which through cırcumstances has not COMNNC oWn

Surprisingly perhaps, far AS aWarTrCc, the only extensıve study
of Alypıus lıfe already dates from 1904 It W as wrıtten by Viviıen
Bardet, and appeared in four parts In Revue 8  augustinienne. It 1S SYIMNP-
tomatıc that reference works, such the Augustinus Lexikon and
Mandouze’s Prosopographie, most attention SOCS towards Alypıus the

bıshop, detaılıng the diplomatıc Journeys he made, and the ımportan
role he played al Augustine s sıde in the Donatist and Pelagıan COIMN-

in which he could bring ear hıs legal expertise.” There

De academıicıs and De ordine, but not De heata ıta and Soliloqutes.
Vıvıen Bardet, * Un amı de saınt Augustin: Alypıus  97  , Revue augustinienne

(1904), Jeunesse ei convers1ion: 5762 (11 p.) Cassıclacum: 134-145 (12 p)’
molne l’eveque: 7728-243 (16 p.), Dernlieres Juttes 3233-_349 (17 p.)

rich Feldmann (1-111) Alfred Schindler (1V), Otto Wermelıinger (V), Augustinus
Lexikon, ‘“ Alypıus”, col 452267 Alypıus untıl h“LS Conversion (4 col.), al

Cassıcıacum (2 COl.), 111 untiıl bishop of Thagaste (1 cOoL.). 1V hetween 400 and 412
(335 cCol.); hetween 41724530 (8,5 col.) Thıs cols. devoted Alypıus
from h1is youth untiıl Cassıc1acum, and almost cols. devoted the time fter that;
"Alypius” Andre Mandouze, Prosopographie chretienne du Bas-Empire. Afrıque
- (Parıs CNRS, 082), 53-65 Alypıus’ lıfe untiıl baptısm: P-, agalınst
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also artıcles wriıtten on specıfic topıcs of Alypius’ lıfe, for instance., hısbırth YVYCAar S1Z00), and hıs (wrongly) presumed phase of Apolli-narıanısm (Robert O’Connell), 1{8 which 11l return.!© Why Alyp-1Us Conversion STOTY rece1ved lıttle attention 15 probably because
ONe LOO easıly pıctured hım being “l "ombre d’Augustin” va assumıngthat he almost always blındly followed Augustine’s spiırıtual lead.!!TIhe tollowing statement of Ragnar Holte concerning Alypıus’ roadthe Catholic faıth 15 therefore eXxceptlion: “ Alypıus WAas close WIt-
Ccss the whole PTOCECSS of hıs friend’s CONVvers1i1on and followed hımin all dec1sions, g1ving the Same devoted and uUncC
always 292 12 rıtical

It 15 certamly NOoTt intention attempt ere full-blownreconstruction of the lost(?) Vıtla Alypii. Instead, ıll focus Par-tiıcular claım made about Alypıus’ COoOnvers1on. The ack of scholarlyinterest In Alypıus’ spırıtual Journey MAaYy ave made ıt easler forAugustine cholar 18 breath I1CW 1fe into old OVersy. In hısthree-Volume COomMMentary of Confessiones, the North-American clas-Sıc1ıst James O’Donnell made the followin bold statement CONcernıngAlypıus’ mindset at Cassıclacum:
Hıs 1Ss the attıtude that INanYy attrıbute Augustine at Cassiclacum: he
SCCS Christianity useful Lype of phılosophy, but hIis princıpal alle-glance 15 {O phılosophy. Thıs 15 arresting suggestion of lım-ıted COnversiıon yplus’ dSs late November
The contention that Milanese garden Augustine dıd NOoLtmuch CONVvert to the faıth of hIs mother LO 1ıfe devoted {Oo Neo-platonic phılosophy has een In the past the of intellectualstorm.!* It has long sSInce een convıincingly refuted, and, ıth 1t, the

Alypıus’ 1ıfe bıshop: Ihus [WO three times INOTE D: has been devotedhIis hlıfe bıshop.
Alypius ADDCATS Iso studies of Augustine dealıng wıth, for instance, thetheme of friendship (see Marıe

(Studıa Frıburgensia 20) (Frı
quınas McNamarra, Friendship INn saıint Augustinebourg: University911 There 15 ONEC eXceptlion: In 1970 Maurice Testard TOLe artıcle dealıng wıthAlypıus’ Conversion moment, whIch has thus far NOoTt rece1ved the attention it deserves,and 1C) wıll return shortly. The eXpression ‘ 1’ombre d’Augustin” has beentaken from thıs artıcle

Ragnar Holte, ‘Monica, °the philosopher’ ”(p 298) Augustinus 39 (1999), 293-316
James U’Donnell, Augustine: COnfessiones (UOxford: Clarendon, vols,III‚
For g0ood summary of the debate, SCC Goulven Madec, Petites etudes aUSUS-finiıennes Parıs Etudes augustiniıennes,
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historicıty of the conversion Confessiones has een restored.
There 15 therefore eed plead the Casc all VCI agaln, all the LNOTC

because, LNOITIC recently, Carol Harrıson has persuasıvely argue NC

TNOTC agaınst thıs thesis.!> Coincidentally, In her book she happens
refer James O’Donnell’s challengıng statement quoted above, not
comment the claım made about Alypıus, but to remark that the
Man Yy wh' stil] beheve that 386 Augustine converted to Neo-
platonıc philosophy dIiIc simply wrong.!® James O’Donnell has thus
produced of spin-off of already dead CONLrOVEeTSY: hat has
een wrongly claımed ou Augustine In the past he nO declares
be true regardıng hıs best friend Alypıus In hıs INOTC recent book, he
also claıms that Alypıus’ overall attıtude towards the Christian faıth
differed consiıderably from Augustine’s:

ypıus had decidedly untheologıica approac stilanıty 'Ihıs
15 hard SC behind the veıls of plety Augustine and Augustine’s
readers aAIic always ready hım wıth, but already In the C’ON-
feSSIONS Alypıus relıg1on has dıfferent flavour.!

TeVvVIeW of thıs publıcatıon, Frederık Van eteren eriticızed
James O’Donnell’s provocatıve attıtude, and he posıted that only SOTI1C-

ONC ıth sufficiıent historical, philosophıcal, theologıical and psycho-
logıcal knowledge Caln COMMC COTTECL asSssessment of Augustine’s lıfe
and work.!® No doubt, the audacı0us statement concerning Alypıus
imıted alleg1ance 1{8 the Catholı1ıc al al Cassiıc1acum 15 exposed
the Salillec kınd of critic1sm. However, 111 SCC, the quotation
irom Confessiones In the tıtle of thıs artıcle 1S but ONC of the SUrprI1S-
Ing remarks Augustine made In thıs work ou Alypıus attıtude
owards the Catholıc al They do nNnOL permit dısmıss James
O’Donnell’s claım Out of hand, and they make clear that Alypıus W as

not sımply ‘“ ]’ombre d’Augustin”.
The contention that, unlıke Augustine, Alypıus experienced but

ımıted rel1g10uUs cConvers1on in the garden In 1lan ll be examıned
in [WO stages: the Conversiıon moment tself, which l be discussed

the present icle., and Alypıus attıtude between COoNnversiıon and
baptısm, hıch ll be discussed forthcoming, second article.!”

arol Harrıson, Rethinking Augustine s early theology: argument for CON-

finulty Oxford Oxford universıity,
arol Harrıson 2006, A e)
ames O’Donnell, Augustine: biography (New York Harper ollıns, 2006),

105
Frederık Fleteren, Augustinian Studies (2005) 27a

thıs second artıcle UuUsSsc wiıll made of the Cassıc1acum dıalogues, book
of Confessiones, and the etters wrıtten durıng thıs per10d between cConversion and
baptısm.
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ÄLYPIUS’ MOMENT (end of July/August 386 AD)2O
The short paragraph In book I11 of Confessiones In 1C

Augustine Alypıus’ Conversion experlience In garden In
Mılan 1s g00d place start James O’Donnell perce1ves dıfference
ere between the [WO friends: “It 1s not certaın ave alwaysassumed that the garden had exactly the Same place in the lıves
of Augustine and Alypius”.+! He however, ave overlooked

artıcle of Maurice JTestard wrıtten 1970, tıtled “Observations SUT
la Conversion d’Augustin el d’Alypıus Jardın de Milan ’’ .22 It 1S, AdSs
far the MoOost detaıled study of Alypıius’ Convers1ı1on
moment, and ıt insısts that, although the Converslons of the [WO INnen

in garden In Miılan, they started off dıfferently, and also
afterwards they followed independent roads.® The author persuasıvely
Argucs that despite the closeness and unıty of the [WO INCN, theır JomtConversion mMOoMmMment showed important dıfference: whereas Augus-tiıne CamIne to adop Alypıus’ hıgh moral tandard ıfe (1.e by embrac-
ing continence), Alypıus W as In {u  z finally persuaded {o embrace
Augustine’s rel1g10us faıth ** Maurice Testard belleves that ECVEN after
hıs ConVvers1on, Alypıus Was su lımpıing behind for SOMmMe time when
ıt CaImIne tOo commıtment to the Catholı1ıc faith ?> ıll return to thıs the-
SIS later.

The immediate the StOrY of Ponticianus and Augustine’s CON-
version

Usually, when in bıographies of Augustine OonNne arrıves al the
Conversion moment, large sections of thıs famous episode aTre quotednearly lıterally from Confessiones, wıthout much further COoOomMMent

'ART LYPIUS (Oct. 386 Early March
381)” 111 be TrTeated the forthcoming artıcle referred above.21 James O’Donnell 1992, II’ 467

Thıs artıcle Was publıshed In Forschungen ZUF römischen Literatur. Festschrift
ZU. 60 Geburtstag VOo.  _ Karl Büchner (ed Walter Wımmel) vol ( Wıesbaden:Steiner, 2662773 The argumentatıon in Maurıice Testard’s artıcle 15 CrSsSua-S1Ive and 1ll make uUsec of several of ıts findings, provıdıng SOINC further evidenceIn SUppOTT of hıis thesı1s, but wıll Iso stipulate where thı:; he 15 noft entirely rıght.Maurice Testard 1970, BF2: Nr Iso 240 where he talks of “deux Crıisesdıffe&rentes” and descrnbes the [WO friıends iın the garden of Miılan
rıtuellement I’un L’autre”. eirangers Sp1-

Although ıth IMNan points made in thıs artıcle, th: ıt 1s NECESSATYthıs partıcular claım of Maurice Testard, wiıll become clear further ıInthıs artıcle
Maurice JTestard 1970, Z
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ON 18 want let the text speak for iıtself al such Sacrosanct
moment, ıf the words themselves ave become sacred.?® However,
from scholarly po1In of VIEW, the text in partıcular the paragraph
dealıng ıth Alypıus cConvers1ıon ralses Man y questions, ıt excels
in elusıveness.

We pıck the hrea al the moment ugustine and Alypıus
recelve visıt from Ponticıanus, North-African who held hıgh pOsI1-
tıon in the emperor’s household, and who W as Iso baptızed member
of the Catholı1ıc Church.?’ Unknowingly(?), he would provıde the [WO
Irıends ıth informatıon which would trıgger theır Conversıon. oth
Alypıus and ugustine eacted ıth grealt surprıse and wonder when
they heard Ponticıanus dwelling the Egyptian hermıit ONY and
hıs amazıng feats, all one fıde recta el catholica ecclesia”.  ” 28 He fur-
ther mentioned the OC of holy IN Christian monasterI1es, and
theır “mores suaveolentiae tuae??2? He told them that there ex1isted
monaste Just outsıde the cıty of Mılan, led by bıshop Ambrose yet:
Augustine and Alypıus had heard of ese thiıngs! Ihen ONU-
Clanus recalled hOow [WO frıends hıt upOonN the vita Antoniul durıng theır
walk garden al TTIier. spıred by thıs book, ONMNC of them decıded
there and then abandon hıs worldly lıfe (whıch meant res1ign1ıng from
h1s post at the COUIT, and breakıng off the engagement ıth hıs M1ancee),
and become AMILCUS Del Hıs companıon decıded follow hıs
friend’s example, and, being sımılar sıtuation, he, LOO, resigned
from hıs post and broke off the engagement ıth hıs Hancee.

As SOOIN Ponticı1anus left, both friıends eacted quıte dıffer-
ently hat they Just had ear Only ugustıine W as ogreatly upset
by ese storles. He egan 1IavVC at perplexed Alypıus ou
the pathetic lıves they both WEIC currently 1vIng “Quı1d patımur ”

For instance, eiter Brown, Augustine » Hıppo biography (new ed.) (Lon-
don aber and Faber, 2000); Serge Lancel, Saıint Augustine (transl. Dy Anton1a Nevill)
(London: SCM, Gerald Bonner, f Augustine of Hippo: Life and CONLrover-
1es (rev ed.) (Norwich TIhe Canterbury Press Norwich,

Conf. VIn.v1i.14-15
Conf. VL.VI(11)-x(16) ..  In orthodox faith an In the Catholic Church)’ for

Confessiones the atın fext 18 used of James O’Donnell, Augustine: Confessions,
Oxford Clarendon, vol I7 and the translatıon 15 usually from Henry Chadwiıck
(Saıint Augustine: Confessions, Oxford OUP, 1991)), but sometimes Iso based

Pine-Coffin’s translatıon publıshed ın the Penguln CIlassıics ser1es (Har-
mondsworth: Penguin books, and W atts’ translatıon the oeb classical
library (London: Heınemann, 1968 19121)

“ theır IN of life ell pleasıng 27  you
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quı1a praecesserunt pude SCqUI eit NON pude 1ICC saltem Sequi7? 28
Durıng hıs CYI1SIS, Augustine 1S VeETY specıfic about Alypıus’ where-
abouts At fırst ıt dıd not dısturb hım that hıs frıend, who Was Worrıied
ou hım after such violent outburst, followed hım when he Tan into
the garden. But when tears started wellıng Augustine NCE INOTE
walke. AWAaY from hıs frıend, seekıng ola Solı1tude In the back of the
garden.*! Alypıus, understandıng hıs friend’s eed for pr1vacy, decıded
13{011 follow hım, but to sılently awalılt the OUtfcome of thıs CT1ISIS al the
front of the garden. aurıce JTESTARD apposıtely remarks that CVCN
when somewhat later Augustine Camne back where hıs frıend Was
seated, ıt WAas nNnoTt talk hım, but only pıck the booklet of
Paul’s epistles yıng the gamıng nearby.““ It shows how self-
absorbed Augustine Was durıng those cruc1al Oments of hıs eXCrucI-
atıng inner struggle It also reveals somethıng else important: hıs COMN-
version moment Was purely prıvate NT, ın i ( a(011 CVCN hıs
closest frıend Alypıus played the slıghtest role. Only when h1s COMN-
version the Catholic al had COIMIMNE about,* dıd Augustine fınally
turn Alypıus. He then calmly explaıned to hıs frıend hat had hap-
pene: tranquıllo lam vultu indıicavı Alypıo”.

Alypius’ Conversion account on VI.XI  E E ..
We 110 arrıve al the short paragraph IC eals specıfically

ıth Alypıius’ Convers1on. Hırst, ıt should be noted that when Augus-
tiıne eCOUNTIS the Convers1on SLOTY of the LWO frıiends al ITrTIier INOTE than

decade after havıng heard ıt from Sımplicilanus, he ell remembers
the defensive attıtude the first INan adopted owards hıs frıend after
hıs Convers1lion: “te S1 pıget imitarı, olı adversarı ”.  »” 34 When the [WO
frıends bump into eIr er [WO colleagues, whom Ponti-
Clanus, “petiverunt <1b1 molest1i essent S1 adıungI recusarent” .° ]hıs,
I belıeve, 15 further indication of hOow personal Augustine’s dec1isıon

Conf. VI.vin.19: ° What 15 oONS ıth US? Is It hbecause they have led the
WG Y that Uı4rTre ashamed follow? Is ıt noLt hold back?

TIeET.
31 Thıs 15 iımportant departure TOM the Conversion STOTY of the [WO friends at

Maurice Testard 1970, 269
Inspired by chıld’s VOolce chantıng ““ tolle, lege  »” he performed the “"sortes

Paulinae” , and hıt upon Rom BSLL S: which fınally unıted hI1ıs dıvıded ll behind
hıs holy intention.

Conf. VI.vi(15) “I_fy0u ıll not follow lead, do nolL stand INn LA  WayConf. VI.vi(15) “They asked their friends, f they would nolt Join them, at least
nolt obstruct them  »” Ihe [WO friends congratulated them theır dec1sion, but dıd NOL
follow them
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must ave been, and ıt sıgnals how he hımself INa y ave expected
opposıtıon CVCI1 from hıs (closest) frıends. When he returned Alyp-
1US, he probably Was not al all SUTC how hıs frıend W ds gO1INg fo reactl;
for all he knew, Alypıus mi1ght CVCIMN LIrYy dıssuade hım from go1Ing
through ıth hıs newly chosen dırection In life.?

'Thıs W ds Alypıus response: *
al Jle quıd ag qUO! COO nescıiebam) SIC indıcavıt:
But what went Inside himself (which did nol nOW), he showed
Tollows
Durıng Augustine’s personal CT1SIS somethıng must ave een

SO1INg insıde Alypıus, LO00 Of thıs, ugustiıne had een unaware.>®
The reader inevıtably wonders: hat then went insıde Alypıus,
especılally after avıng enjoyed the privilege of readıng such int1-
mate and etiaıle: aCCOUNLT of ugustine s inner struggle. However, the
only thıng ugustiıne has to Sa y about thıs 1S that hıs friend disclosed
hıs inner oughts the ollowıng “* SIC indıcavıt ):

petit videre quı1d leg1ssem.
Hea SCEC what had read.

Alypıus asked ugustine hand hım the codex of Paul’s eplst-
les, that he COUu read for mself Augustine’s oracular texi Are
mean infer from thıs request that Alypıus went through a_
ral CI1SIS, W ds strugglıng ıth the SAamnlec 1SSUeS, and expected to aITıve
al the SAamec conclusıon by performing In iu:  =] sortilege ıth Paul’s
epistles (“sortes Paulinae”)?

ostendi1, et attendiıt et1am ultra qUCM CDO legeram. ei 1gnorabam qu1d
sequerelur. sequebatur VCTO “ Iinfırmum Aautem In fide recıpite .

showed hıim, an he noticed DASSASE following that 1G had
read. dıid nOol know how the fext went O: hut the cContinuation Wd.  &n

‘‘But hım that 15 weak INnal receive” .

When Augustine and Alypıus afterwards confiıded SOTNIC of theır intimate
friends what they had decıded upON, hey ctually WEIC being discouraged by them
from So1Ing through ıth it. See Conf. X 3(2) which Augustine uses quıite
wording: lınguam subdolam, velut consulendo contradıcentem eL, siıcut c1ıbum
adsolet, amando consumentem ” ( Cunning lonNZQue, which In pretending offer
helpful advice ctually speak agailnst and which In offering love devours In the
WdY people CONSUMe food”)

Conf. VII.X1(29)
'Ihıs 15 of COUTSEC perfectly understandable, takıng into aCcCCount Augustine’s self-

preoccupation durıng h1s CTISIS.
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Sıignificantly, Alypıus o0€es not wısh LO obtaın the Samnıec SOrs d
Augustine, 1C COUu ave een optıon. Instead, he preferredread further from where Augustine had stopped. Earlıer 0)  E Augustinehad specıfically mentioned that he himself dıd nNnoTt want {O continue
readıng when hıttıng upon the text of Rom 13 13-14, sSımply because
there Was eed do SO.  33 The ..  non In comessatıonıbus el
ebrietatibus, 1NON In cubılıbus ei impudicıitiis, NON In contentione el
aemulatıone, sed induite dominum lesum Christum et Carnıs PrOVI-dentiam feceritis In concupiscentiis ””“ already proved be COIN-
pelling enough for hım Probabily, Alypıus thought Augustine’s oracle
texf to be less relevant 18 hıs OW sıtuation. He preferred recelve hıs
personal SOFS, un1ıquely appropriate hımself, and thıs he found In
the (half-)line ımmediately following Augustine’s “1nfirmum
em In fıde rec1pite ”. Alypıus’ dec1ision 18 read further

be SCcCCH eXpress1on of the partıcular kınd of relatıonshıip that
ex1isted between the [WO Irıends: Alypıus followed Augustine e he,
LOO, wıshed 18 rely sortilege, usıng Paul’s epistles), but at the Same
time he retaıned his independence Dy wantıing recelve hıs OW SOrs

Augustine continues:
quod 1le ad rettulıt miıh1ique aperuılt.
Ya he applied himself, an made clear
The cruclal question ere 15 hat WaYy dıd Alypıus apply thıs

hımself? Commentators sometimes 1gnore the dıfficulty the
text here, finding ıt UNNECCESSAT 18 explore ıts amb1g2u0us INcan-
Ing, ypıcal of oracles.“! If ONC WerTe TAaW paralle ıth Augus-tine’s Conversion momentT, ONeEe WOU. assume that Alypıus 1s ere COIMM-
man:' recelve the PCTITSON weak In faıth oracular text usually

YOU hat YOU should do Augustine’s Case thıs Was “1nduite”
and ..  ne feceritis”, and, here, the cCcCommand 1s “gecipile”. One COU
read In it (provıdential) instruction for Alypıus the future leader
of hıs congregatıon bıshop of Ihagaste But thıs NNO ave een
the WaY thıs SOrs W as interpreted In the garden: neıther Augustine

Conf. VIL.X1(29) ...  NeC ultra voluı legere, NECC ODUS Trat  27 ( B7 neıther wıished HOFr
needed ead an Y further”). Note that thıs COmMMEeNnNT somewhat reduces the mMIlracu-
lous aspect of the sortilege: it that ıf Augustine would NOl have found SOINC-
thıng persuasıve the first PAaASSasc he read, he WOUuU have continued readıng until
he hıt uUDON somethıng which would the triıck’, 1.e. untıl he found lıne which
would gather hıs dıyıded wıll completely behin!  5 the °better” (melius COUTSEC lıfe

Conf. XIl °“ Not In revelling anı drunkenness, nol IN Iust anı wanlon-
HNESS, nol INn quarrels and rivalrıies. Rather, pul the ord Jesus Christ; and make

provision for the flesh In L1ts Iusts”.
41 Gerald Bonner 1986, 91; derge Lance]l 2002,
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NOT Alypıus had anı y intention of becomıng bıshop, SV though they
both had rece1ved theır episcopal ordınatıon iıne later.“* James
O’Donnell that (also) Augustine W as “infirmus”,  2343 but could
Alypıus really ave felt admonıshed recelve Augustine stıll)
weak in taıth? Thıs hıghly unlıkely Surely, in applyıng thıs
texti 18 himself, Alypıus identified hımself ıth the ‘“ infirmus ”, the
ONC who 1Ss weak faith.““ then 1s commanded do the reCce1V-
ng? One could conJjecture that the Catholıc Church general 15 mean
ere.  45 Most 1kely, however, Alypıus consıdered thıs oracular text fo
be of addendum Augustine’s oracle.?6 According 18 thıs inter-
pretation, ıt 1S ugustıne wh' 15 admonıshed recelve Alypıus
who 15 still) weak ın faıth Thıs indıcates that Alypıus faıth the
catholica ecclesia W as not ye Strong. The ex{i senten!
confırm such readıng:

sed talı admonitione firmatus est
But by such admonition he Wd strengthened.
The choice of the word “ fırmatus ” indeed ecalls the ‘“ 1nfır-

mus  27 of the oracular texti “ infırmum fıde FeCIpPIe :; ıth both
thus referring Alypıus. Agaın, ave decıde how aAIic

understand thıs “ fırmatus”. It o€es not necessarıly MC that the “anfır-
INUus fıde” has suddenly become “ fırmus in tıde” More 1kely, after
avıng read hıs SOFS, Alypıus felt strengthened hıs dec1ısıon Jom
Augustine, knowıng that Ven SOMNCONMNC whose faıth Was still) weak
WOU nevertheless be welcome Jom the NCW WaYy of ıfe ugustiıne
had chosen. er words, James O’Donnell’s chrewd observatıon
INnaYy ell be COrrect ° Hıs e Alypıus’ ] W as not text
about the strengthenıng of faıth but about the place of the shaky-footed
ONec insıde the communıty ”.47

Alypıus became bıshop of hıs hometown Thagaste towards the end of 304 AD,
whıiıle Augustine Was ordaıned priest Hıppo 391 AD, and elevated there the eplS-
CODAC Y poss1bly the of 395

4% ames O’Donnell 1992, ML,
See aIsSO Anton Hooff, “ Confessiones dıe Dialektik der mkehr”,

Norbert Fischer Cornelıus Mayer S Die Confessiones des Augustinus Vd.:  >

1DDO Einführung und Interpretationen den dreizehn Büchern (Forschungen ZUT

europaischen Geistesgeschichte (Freiburg: Herder, 343-388 (p 380)
Carl Vaught SCCS Augustine’s 'Ors admoniıshıng Augustine put off the

lusts of the esh and putL Chrıst:;: but ıth Alypıus’ F3 he ewıtches the IMNOTC

an  M °“ Paul readers” who dIiCc NO being admonished accept the ONCS who
dIiCc weak faıth (Carl Vaught, Encounters ith God INn Augustine s Confessions:
hooks VII-IX (New York ate Universıty of New York, 100)

thıs 381  9 although Augustine saıd he had need ead further, Alypıus
dıd for hım.

ames O’Donnell 1992, m7 105
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arl Vaught, who devotes SOMINE attention 18 Alypıus’ Conversion
in hıs study of books VI-VIN of Confessiones, emphasızes the Impor-
ance of the teacher-student relatiıonshıp in the lıves of the [WO friends:

The CcConversion of Alypıus 15 derıivative the experlence of ugus-tine { hıs 1S approprIiate; for throughout the Confessions, Augustine has
een the teacher and Alypıus the pupil.“®
( Alypıus WAas Augustine’s former student. AccordingSizoo,” Alypıus INaYy ell ave een iıne yOUNSCI than

Augustine, that, according thıs estimatıon, Augustine Was thırty-
ONC, and Alypıus probably Just wenty-two old al theır CONVET-
s1ıon moment.>°

agmar Kıesel SCCS the 1dentification of Alypıus ıth the Infir-
MUS logıical expression of thıs important lement in theır friıend-
shıp

Das Verhalten des Alypıus und seiıne Deutung VOo Röm 14,1
explızıeren deutlich das Verhältnis der beiıden Freunde als eine
Lehrer-Schüler-Beziehung, wobel offensichtlich Ist, ass Alypıusnıcht Von Augustin In dıe des Belehrenden gedrängt wiırd,
sondern sıch aUuUs e1igener Inıtiatıve heraus der Autoriıtät des Freundes
unterordnet. >}
olın Starnes fine study the first nıne books of Confessiones

brings Out well the rec1procıty the specı1al relationship between the [WO
INCN, whereın Alypıus Was AW! of Augustine’s w1ısdom and g00d-
NCSS, whıle Augustine admıred Alypıus’ solıd vırtue and strengt. of
will.>2 He found the COrrect equılıbrıum by recogn1izıng Alypıus indı-
vidual volce, hıle confirming hıs inclination follow Augustine:

Alypıus W as converted at the SaJmne time and in the Samne WaYy aCCcord-
Ing his OW.: partıcular nalure. =  at 1S, Alypıus, who OUN! ıt CasSYy
fo do the g00d OMNCE he knew what it W W as content to follow Uugus-

Carl Vaught 2004, 101
S1Z00, °“"The yCar of Alypıus’ b  ” Vıgiliae Christianae (1948) 2’ 106-108

Vıvıen Bardet (“Un amı d’Augustin: Saılnt Alype: Jeunesse el cConversion ”
Revue augustinienne ()4 ’ 52-62 (p 53)) ‚heves the aADC dıfference NOL ILNOTE
that four five YCAaISs; rich Feldmann wriıtes: Al[ypıus] wurde WIe Alugusti-nus], NUur wen1ge Jahre später, in IThagaste geboren ” Alypıus  »” Aug2ustinusLexikon, col 245) S1700 1s the only ONC who has gathered all poss1ble evidence
concerning the YCar of bırth of Alypıus, and CannotTt SCC conclusive I1CAason rejecth1is calculatıon, Ven though SUOTINC of the evidence TOM Confessiones remaıns SUS-
ceptible dıfferent readıng.

5 ] Dagmar Kıesel, Liehen Im Irdischen: Freundschaft, Frauen und Famaulie hei
Augustin (Sympos1um 130) (Freiburg 1m Breisgau: Alber, 100-101

{ hıs W as Iso what Augustine saı1d about it Conf. VI.viu(l
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tine, trusting that he COUuU safely follow hıs TIEN! had concluded that
Chrıistianıity W as the ITU!: and PrOPpCI COUTISEC: [ Italıcs aATC mine >°
Even in Alypıus unıque SOTS, ere 1S thus the connotatıon of

followıng Augustine s lead Havıng clarıfıed thıs interpretational prob-
lem concerning Alypıus bıblıcal SOTS, another already awalts the
reader in the ext sente One WOU eXxpect ugustine {o specıfy the
commıtment both frıends jomtly made., and thıs would then be the cul-
miıinatıon and logical conclusıon of theır Joint CONversion exXperI1-
wr @} Yerl, the closıng lıne of Alypıus’ cConversion moment reads:

placıtoque proposıto ONO congruent1ssımo SuUls mor1bus, quıbus
mehlıus 1am olım Va longeque dıstabat, sıne ulla turbulenta

cunctatione conıunctus est
Then he attached himself the 200d resolution anı DUFDOSEC, h FAr
WaS MOS agreeable hLSs disposıition, whereın he dıd always very far
differ from m the better, without AF Y turbulent elayıng
Wıth thıs surprisıngly formulatıon of eır Jomt e_

ment Alypıus CONnversion STOTY has COMIC end o0€es the
author of Confessiones wısh remaın elusıve here? What exactly
o€es thıs resolution contaın 16 they both subsceribed? Before
answering these questions, ıll look fırst al the actual concludıng
lınes of book VIIL The 1C4asSsOIl for addıng thıs exIira paragraph becomes
immediately clear: it brings mMmoOost prominent i1gure of Augustine s
road salvatıon into the ıme-lıght, ormıng iıttıng closure for hıs
convers1ıon SCOTY (but not really for that of Alypıus)

inde ad matrem ingredimur, indıcamus: gaudet. NarTramus quemad-
modumgsıt exultat eft trıumphat et benedicebat tıbi, quı potens

ultra qQUamı petimus eft intellegımus facere., quı1a tanto amplıus <1b1
te CONCESSUMMI de videbat qU amı petere olebat miserabılıbus

flebilıbusque gemitibus.”“
From there wenl In mother, an old her She was filled with
JOoYy We told her how ıf happened. She exulted, feeling ıt he {r1-

umph, an glorified YyOoU who UAYT€ powerful do MMNOYTE than ask
hink) She Sa that YOoU granted her far MOYE than she used ask
IN her unhappy an tearful lamentations.

What Augustine and Alypıus saıd Monnıca must be lıne
ıth the Jomt agreemen! they Just had made, and Iso ıth hat Ugus-

Colin arnes 1990, 236 Notice that thıs small paragraph 15 the only thıng
he has Sa y about the section yplus’ convers10on, which shows ONCEC IMNOTC that
Alypıus’ cConversion STOTY 15 nOot g1ven much attention commentary books Con-
fessiones.

Conf. VII.XU
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tine had told Alypıus straıght after hıs conversI1on. James onnell
answer thıs question: ‘ What dıd they tell Monniıica? Per-

haps, CVENn probably, that they had decıded z baptısm e1g nıne
months hence, but L1NOIC defintely that Al[ugustine had chosen 1{8
change hıs ways”.  9955 However, ıt ll be argue that fact the OPPDO-
sıte 15 INOTEC 1kely 18 be irue probably, only Augustine had decıded 18
take baptısm e1g nıne months hence, but INOTC definıtely, they hoth
| Augustine and ypıus had chosen 118 change theır WayS The COIMN-

cludıng Iınes of book 380| read:
convertist1 enım ad te, uft 181 UXOTECEIIN QUaCTCICIMM IT1ICC 1quam SPCHI1
saeculı hu1us, In regula €e1 in qUua ante fot 110 Al
revelaveras, ef convertist1ı Iuctum e1us in audıum multo uberius qUam
oluerat, eft multo Carıus ( castıus qUam de nepotibus Carnıs 11I1CAC

requırebat.
You converted yourself, that longer desıred wıfe
placed UFLY hope INn thıs wWOor. hut stood firmly UDON the rule of faith,
where YOU had revealed her FLATLY before. And YOoMU
turned her sadness Into reJo1lCiIng, Nnto JOY Jar fuller than her dearest
wısh, far sSsweeler an MOYEe chaste than an y she had ope find IN
Children begotten of flesh
At last, In the fınal PASSapcC of book VE ugustine specıfies

hat hiLs Conversion W as about: > embracıng lıfe of continence, and
abandonıng hıs worldly ambıtions. Ihe immediate CONSCYHUCNCECS of
thıs resolution WeTC al eas dramatıc for hım they had een for
the {tWO friends in TTIier: he, LOO, had res1gn from h1ıs worldly pOSsI1-
tıon and Tea off the engagemen ıth hıs (NOW eleven yCar old)
f1ancee. On toOp of that, he also had dismiss the secon concubine
he had recently procured 1{8 continue gratifyıng hıs sexual ust after
the first OTIC Was sent back Africa.>/ The textT, however, also artıc-
ulates the rel1g10us aspect of hıs cConvers1on, the element 1C W ds

ar ıf al all present the formulatıon of theır Joit aAQTCC-
ment only NO Augustine SCCS hımself standıng upOonNn that rule of
al where hiıs mother had revealed hım be INan y before

dream.°® ccordıng to Carl Vaught, thıs plece of informatıon rules
out LO0O Neoplatonic interpretation of Augustine’s CONVvers10N:
Monnica’s exultant reaction 1s another sStrong indıcatıon that her only

ames O’Donnell 1992, IL,
After al ©} Confessiones 15 the spiırıtual bıography of Augustine.
James O’Donnell IN, 70) COMMENLELS second concubıine W as

apparently bundled off (to recel1ve much less sympathy TOM hıstory than the Hrst).
5 Referring the episode of Conf. m. xX1(19).

Carl Vaught 2004, 101
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wısh in ıfe had COMINC ITUu!  ® she finally Sa her SO  —_ becoming ChrLSs-
FfLANUS catholicus.©® But ere 15 IMNOTE VYCal before, che W as COIMN-

vinced that ugustine would become fidelis catholicus urıng her
lifetime.®! and recently che had oun her SO  — becomıing INOTC and
LNOIC prepare consıder such step.°®

closer look al Augustine’s UuUsc of terms such christianus,
catechumenus and fidelıs 1S ıttıng eTe oth catechumenus and fidelıs
ave somethıing do ıth rıtua and sacramental membershıp of, and
commıtment {o, the Church catechumenus Was SOMMCONC who had
rece1ved the “ sacraments  »63 of the Cross the forehead and the tast-

ing of salt, and perhaps SOTINNC instruction (catechesis). From that
mMoment 0) ıf he truly believed and accepted the doctrines of the
Church, he W as consıdered be christianus.  64 ose who also
rece1ved the sacrament of baptısm WeIC called fideles, and they became
full members of the catholica ecclesıa. It W ds not exceptional that Cal-
echumenL postponed theır baptism: © they often delayed ıt long

Conf. Xix(26) “unum Tat propter quod in hac vıta alıquantum immorarı
cupıebam, ut christianum catholiıcum viderem pr1usquam morerer”.

61 Conf. ““ Respondet credere Christo quod pr1usquam de hac vıta
em1graret visura esse fidelem catholicum ”. “ She replied that sheal
In Christ that before she departed FhLs life, she WOU. Ssee baptized Catholic
heliever”. She saıld thıs when she W as about x YCAaIs old. She would lıve another
three yCals Wıthın YCal of Augustine’s baptısm, che diıed.

Conf. VI.XIN| ..  qUO 1am conı1ugatum baptısmus salutarıs ablueret, qUO
In cdies gaudebat aptarı ei Voltla SUa prom1ssa {ua ın INCa fıde complerı1 anımad-

vertebat ” (“H hope WAaS that ONCeEe marriıed would he washed In the savıng waler

of baptısm. Every day she rejoiced find MOYEe prepared Consider ıt, and she
SEa her OWS anı YOUF promises fulfilled In fait @

673 For the notion that also the rıtuals of the catechumenate (applyıng the sıgn of
the C'ross one’s orenea| and rece1ving the Sal WeTITC regarded ““sacraments ,
SCC James O’Donnell 1992, II7 “"The catechumenate represented sacramental

admıssıon the Chrıstian communıty, but nNOoL membershıp , referring hereby
Augustine’s De baptısmo CONIra donatıstas “ catechumen1 sacramentum ”.

See also Wıllıam Harmless, Augustine an the Catechumenate (Collegeville: The
Liturgical Press, 150-151 (p 150) ‘ Augustine consıdered the salt “*SaCcra-
ment  27 which, SOINC 3gr  s ‘“preserved” and “ ceasoned” the candıdate ”. The fact
that Nebrıdius W as nOoL yel inıtiated into of the sacraments (“nondum mbutus
ullıs eccles13ae L[uae acramentis” ON 1X.111(6)), surely must TI1C: that he ‚Ven had
noTt yel rece1ved the “ sacraments ” of the catechumenate, 1.e the sıgn of the Cross and
the tastıng of salt)

Wılliam Harmless, Augustine anı the catechumenate (Collegeville: Liturgical
Press, 150-151:; Nr Iso Henry Chadwick, Saıint Augustine: Confessions
(Oxford World’s Classıcs) (Oxford: OUP, 1 C} 19 “Catechumens WOEIC

entitled bear the Namne °“ Chrıstian ” but nOoLt that of the “ falthful” (fidelıs)”
Wılliam Harmless 1995, 47-48, 59-61
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possı1ble, benefit the most from the rem1ission of all past sins.° Indica-
tive 15 that several instances ugustine combınes the terms chris-
FHLANUS and fidelis: Verecundus (at tirst nondum cChristianus, but hıs
ea he W as christianus eit fidelis factus), and Ponticıianus (Chris-
fLANUS quıppe et fidelis erat). There 1s further Verecundus’ wiıfe (fidelis)
and eDTr1d1USs (fırst nondum cChristianus, later fidelis catholicus). TOmM
thıs it Can be deduced that christianus 15 NOoL necessarıly already
fidelis, Le baptızed member of the Church, because otherwiıse Augus-
tine WOUuU nNnOoTLt always mention thıs separately. the Casc of 1US
ITheodorus, SINCEe Augustine only refers christianus, ıth-
out mentionıng “the tell-tale fidelis”, ONC COU reasonably A4SSUuNMle that
he Was unbaptızed christianus of the atholıc Church.®’

ıng into cons1ıderation that ONnnıca W as convınced that her
s()  - WOUuU become fidelis catholicus before she dıed, and the fact
that che trıumphed al hearıng hat had happened In the garden, ıt 1Ss
hıghly 1kely that al hıs CONVversion Augustine also decıded recelve
baptısm, and thıs VeC SOOoN hıs 1S, after all, also hat hıs 1DI1Ca
SOrs admonıshed hım do “ 1ınduite domiıne lesum Christum ” noft
only reveals that thıs W as Convers1i1on to fides catholica, and noTt Just

(mere) philosophia:°® ıt Can also be interpreted call bap-
tism.° hıs 15 confiırmed by the fact that sometime October 386 AD,
NnOoTt long after he resigned from offıce, Augustine made known in
letter bıshop Ambrose hıs wısh LO recelve thıs holy sacrament, ask-
ing hım hat WOUuU be sultable for hım read preparation.  70 Hıs
Cassıcl1acum Stay should therefore be understood time of pPa-
ratıon for baptısm, CVCN if he dıd lay asıde quıte quıickly the readıng
Ambrose recommended hım (1.e the prophet Isaiah). ”' Augustine

See Davıd Alexander, Augustine’s early theology of the church: emergenCe
an ımplications, 3566-539J] (Patrıstic studies 9) (New York Lang, (n. 4 7),
and James O’Donnell 1992, 54

James O’Donnell 1992, UL, 420 I heodorus wıll be ımportant the second
artıcle, because hım De hbeata ıta W as dedıicated.

Carl Vaught 2004, 098-99
James O’Donnell 61) makes Jear there 15 baptısmal thıs

(vla (ral 3:27-28): Baptısm, tual that wıth DCW whıten15
the MOMenNT of that investiture [1.e of putting the ord Jesus Chrıist ] James ”’DDon-
nell 1992, IL, ° Does the present text suggest baptısmal garment? Brown,
Body and Soctety, 439, 4 E} Says that TOSe equaltes baptısm ıth ‘putting
Arıst? ” See also Carl Vaught 2004, 08-99

Conf. IX.v(13)
Conf. IX.v(13) therefore annoTt ABICC wıth James O’Donnell’s suggestion that

Augustine’s dec1ısion recelve baptısm the garden W as prov1s1onal, and that ‚VM
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W as then aptıze al Kaster Vigıl the followıng VCal_ Aprıl
387/)

Alypıus decision at hıs conversion

Can NO sımply AaSSUume that Alypıus decıded ere and then
become ascet1ic christianus well, and that he Iso wıshed

recelve baptısm along ıth Augustine the followıng Kaster 1 @ in
fact he did! and that thıs W as already implıcıt In theır Jomt e_
ment? Thıs question 11l be treated in {[WO parts first the moral aspect
of Alypıus CONnversıon wıll! be ea wıth, and then the rel1g210uUs aspect.

3.17 The moral diımensıion of Alypıus Cconversion

ere 15 ou that in the wording of elr Jomm 1C5-

olutıon Augustine W as referring 18 Alypıus greater natural ırtue,
and that leadıng ascetic hlıfe W as g01Ng be essentıial part of
theırc direction in lıfe oughout hıs lıfe, embracıng continence
had een for Augustine the most dıfficult thıng (8 do, and not SUT-

prisıngly ıt proved be for hım the ultımate hurdle urıng hıs bırth
towards hI1s 1915 life./2 The Visıon of Lady Continence ep1to-

MmMI1Zes the central place thıs vıirtue occupled in Augustine’s CONVOI-

S10N erisis. ”®
Can ASSUMMEC that thıs dec1ısıon lead ce1l1Date lıfe W as

dıifficult and central for Alypıus ıt W as for Augustine ? The fact that
Augustine tells that Alypıus Joimne ugustine s dec1ısıon “ sıne ulla
turbulenta cunctatione ” that the morally SOI and elf-con-

the letter Ambrose W as not definıte commıtment. One of h1ıs argumen! 15 that the
peculıar character of the Cassıclacum dıialogues aATC s1gnN of thıs “neı1ıther-fish-nor-
fowl1” of Augustine’s mınd and commıtment al the time ames Donnell 1992,
I’ XXVI1). He SCCS the Cassıc1acum stay time which Augustine fırst wanted
“to test hIis resolve” (James O’Donnell 1992, IN, and 104), somethıng which

annot ABICC wıth. belıeve that the peculıar nature of the Cassıcl1acum dialogues
Says much INOTITC about the rel1g10us ommıtment of h1s COompanı1ons and of the
addressees of these dialogues than Augustine’s.

Conf. ° mihı1 autem displicebat quod agebam saeculo sed dhuc
tenacıter conlıgabar femmina ” secular actıvıty held INn disgust hut WdS

still rmILYy tied Dy woman)). Only the chaın of sexual lust thus remalned (Sser10us)
problem.

73 She sks Augustine: ‘“quı1d STas ef 1O]  - stas‘? pro1ice eum! (“Wh do
YOoU f stand YyOoUFr OW, strength, anı fail? ast yourself UDON him’”). ON
VII.X1(27))
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Trolled Alypıus had less problems ıth commuıtting himself 18 thıs
ter  27 WaY of lıfe./4 TOM early 0) Alypıus had led chaste lıfe, and he
COu noTt understand why Augustine dıd nNnoLt do 1ikewise. ”> Despitehavıng een WO  —; VeT the end by Augustine In wantıng to eXperI1-
CI1ICEC the delıghts of sexual pleasure and seek wiıfe to tınd Ouf
why exactly Augustine COU NOoTt lıve wıthout ıt A far know,
Alypıus had SU1L NoTt forfeited hıs chastity. ”” Even ıf there WeTIC SOTINEC
psychological tı1es ıth CONcCUpPISCeENCE o Cuft loose, these COU
ave een that Strong. Notice that, In anı Y Casc, embracıng chaste lıfe
had less practical CONSCQUCNCES for Alypıus unlıke Augustine (andunlıke the [WO friends al Trıier) he had fliancee {O take into COonsıd-
eratıon, neıther Was there concubıne °bundle

Perhaps Alypıus had INOTE dıfficulties 1ın g1ving hıs worldlyambıtion. Hıs profession must ave een for hım excellent plat-form demonstrate hıs admırable VIrtuous behaviour. ”® Hıs parentshad, Just Augustine’s parents, expectations for theır SON.  19
Alypıus hımself AaDPCATS LO ave een al times less enthus1lastıic
practise law.®9 In ılan, he STOO behind the proJect of leadıng lıfe
of contemplatıon ıth of friends © The immediate SC-
QUENCES for abandoning worldly Carcer In 386 WeTe Iso less
dramatic for hım, see1ıng that he W as unemployed al the time  82 One

See Maurice Testard 1970, 269 *- Conversion d’Alypıus CONNU|! ITOU-
ble nı hesitation, l’inverse de celle d’Augustin”. The apostle aul recommended
chastıty “mehlhus’”, although he dıd NOoLt forbıd h1s followers on VL
2

Conf. X11
Conf. XIl
olın Starnes claıms that al the time Alypıus “ became tied lust he deploredAugustine”, and Iurther, “by thoughtless Ilırting ıth danger he dıd NOL have

face, he hımself W as caught Dy the Samne lust which held Augustine. Alypıus W as
remaın these “sweet snares” XIl ZI) until hıs cConversion ” (Pp 58-159) But

Augustine clearly that Alypıus, through hıis curlosıity, perhaps (fortasse(!)) would
have fallen In the Samnle bondage ON VI.X1(22)) Thıs, fact, TOVECS that he dıd NOL.
Also Maurıice Testard (1970) 15 convınced that Alypıus Was still leadıng chaste lıte
al the time of hıs Convers1on.

Conf. VI.X(16)
Conf. VI.V11(13)
Conf. VI.X(16)

81 Conf. XIV!
Conf. vi(13) We only need recall how dıfficult it W as for Augustineactually hanı in h1is resignatıion: he gladly se1zed uponNn hIs worsening health problemsresign grounds of illness, NOoTL the (wealthy) parents of hıs students

on IX.11(4)); SCC Iso the introductory letter of De hbeata 1ta and De academicıis
book
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also has z  '} into aCCount the (financıal) dependents of ese IC  S

Not only dıd Augustine ave hıs (second) concubıine an hıs SO©  —

Adeodatus 1{8 SUupporTt, several relatıves and friends travelled to ılan,
expecting profit firom Augustine’s 11sSe in society.® Hıs famıly had
invested greatly in hıs educatıon and worldly CareerT.  84 Just al time
when everything had een put in place ICap SVn greater rewards
through arrangıng CAaAis6el marrı1age, Augustine took the adıcal step
of abandonıng hıs worldly Car Gc Needless SaYy, thıs had Ser10ous
CONSCQUCNCCS for ose who financılally epende hım, and
Augustine must ave known thıs would upheaval
them  85

Alypıus, the er hand, Came from much wealthıer
agastan famıly than Augustine.®° One Can imagıne that the
Alypıus, havıng immediıate dependents 18 look after, probably OUnN!|
ıt easlıer let of hıs worldly ambıtions. Nevertheless, how strongly
Alypıus W as t1ed hıs ambıtion for worldly SUCCECS5S5 remaılns hard 18

determıine, also because Augustine g1ves further detaıls in the
SMa paragraph ypıus’ Convers1on. The fact remaılns that he made
the dec1ısıon ..  sıne ulla turbulenta cunctatione ”, and that he dıd Jom
Augustine al Cassıclacum, CVeENn though he Was not always present
there  S/

Claude Lepelley, chn de la Conversiıon ’Augustin: la rupture VE SCS

ambıtions soclılales el polıtıques , Bulletin de lıtterature ecclesiastique (1987)
243

For g00d discuss1ıion of Augustine’s breakıng ıth hıs worldly ambıtions, SCC

(1laude Lepelley 1987, 7729-246
Augustine’s dec1ısıon become ascetic christLianus must have been VE

upsetting for hıs intiımate circle: theır OW worldly ambıtions recel1ved Ser10us blow,
hıle they also MaYy have resisted Augustine’s cConversion the Catholıc faıth, because
of theır lingering(?) Manıchaean sympathıes.

Conf. VI.VU(11)
He had be Miılan for unspecıfied 16 4SOI. Thıs does NOL necessarıly

INC: that he had difficulties letting of h1s worldly ambıtions. Maybe he Was ONC

of the [WO “Charges d’affaires”, foreseen theır earher plans for philosophical
retreal, which took off because of the “mulhierculae ” ames O’Donnell 1992,
HI? 54) Notice further that Alypıus W as the only OMNC of Augustine’s friends who
W as prepared follow hım Cassıiclacum: Verecundus and Nebrıdius could not

bring themselves do According Therese Fuhrer, Alypıus’ Journeys 1lan
ShOW that he has not completely g1ven h1is professional activities (Therese Fuhrer,
‘“ Augustin Maıland”, Die christlich-philosophischen diskurse der Spätantike:
Texte, Personen, Instiıtuten (Akte der JTaugung VO DA En Februar 7006 Zen-
ITU: für Antıke und Moderne der Albert Ludwigs-Universıtät Freıburg) (Stuttgart:
Steiner, 63-79 (Pp 73)
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Alypius commıtment the catholica ecclesia: becoming chris-
FLANUS

What about the rel1g10us aspect of Alypıus conversiıon? It 15
sıgnıfıcant that hıs SOFrSs entred faıth, and nNnoTt moral 1SSUEes such

continence worldly ambıtıion, whıle the Jomt agreement the
emphasıs Was precısely moral change. As argue before, Alypıusprobably found it easlı1er than Augustine LO CoONvert LO strıct ascetic
lıfe, pa through h1is partıcular sıtuation (he Was unemployed, had
dependents, flancee, and W as wealthıier), partly through h1is innate
abılıties (he INa Yy ell ave een leadıng chaste lıfe already). Hıs
maın problem {O ave een lıve such admırable ıfe wıthıin
the catholica ecclesia. short hıstory of Alypıus’ attıtude towards the
Catholıic faıth 15 needed here, and SInNce thıs W as tıghtly bound
Augustine’s turbulent Journey towards the Catholıc faıth, SUMMATYof thıs ıll be g1ven fırst.

371 Augustine’s rel1g10us Journey towards the Catholic faıth
Already al birth Augustine Was made catechumenus,®® and

consıdered christianus (catholicus). When Doy he became ser1-
ously ıll, he begged hıs mother to recelve baptısm, but onnıca
refused, worried she W as about the mMan sexual) temptations he
SUL WOUuU ave face hıle growıng up  89 At unıversity In Carthage,he Was completely taken by the search for w1ısdom after havınz read
the Hortensius, Cicero’s protreptic phılosophy. Because thıs work
lacked the aimne of Christ, he turned to the Bıble but Was appalled byıts crudıty. 500n, he found hımself enthralled by the Manıchaeans,
who promised truth through rCason, and nNnOoTt through authorıity. He O
cons1ıdered hıimself longer christianus cCatholicus: from “hearer”

Catholıic 1stianıty, he had become “hearer” Manı-chaean S...
tlanıty, much {O the horror of hıs mother Monnica.?© More than decade
later, al the end of 384, dısappointed dSs he WAas by Manıchaean teachıng,
he decıded 18 abandon thıs sect altogether and instead he adopted {O SOTNIC
degree the sceptic posıtion advocated Dy C1icero. Once agaln, he COu
not g1ve h1ıs heart completely thıs phılosophy, sınce Christ W as
a(011 mentioned ese writings.?‘ He therefore decıded remaın

See UGUSTINE, De utiliıtate credendi
Conf. LXK(1/).
Wıllı1ıam Harmless 1995,

O1 The Samnec problem OcCccurred after havıngz read 1cero’s Hortensius onM.1v(8)).
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catechumenus in the Catholıc Church, although he Was ST1 reluctant
commıt hımself the Catholıc faıth, and he adopted waltıng pOSI-

tı1on instead.?* Thıs 1IrsS step owards TE fo the Catholıc fold,
Augustine MaYy ell ave kept himself, because Man y of h1s frıends
WEIC still influenced by Manıchaean belıefs, and thus disdainful of the
Catholıc al When Monnica somewhat later Jommed her SO  — in ılan,
Augustine could tell her that he W as longer member of the
Manıchaean sectT, but that he dıd not yel consıder himself be chrıs-
fLANUS.  93 eeiıng that thıs W as after he had informed us that he had
decıded remaın catechumenus, ere exısted thus also hat
would call sceptic polıtic catechumenus: catechumenus who
0o€s not consıder hımsel{f christianus, because he o0€es not yel
believe.  94 BT hıs enthus1lastıc encounter ıth Neoplatonic philoso-
phy, he turned the Bıble, in particular fOo Paul’s epistles, and ere
he fimnally discovered truth all ıts glory.” However, he still could not

bring himself submıt the authorıty of the catholica ecclesıia. -  at
15 why it 1S only al hıs conversion in the garden in ı1lan that ugus-
tiıne finally became christianus (catholicus). As argued before,
Augustine s Conversıon W aAs IMOITIC radıcal than that he decıded there

and then become strıct ascet1ic fidelis wıthın the catholica eccle-
SIa

37 Alypıus’ spirıtual ]Journey hıs conversıon (compared
Augustine)
It 1S 1kely that Alypıus also recei1ved the “ csacrament ” of Cal-

echumenus al VE age.”® ater, durıng hıs tudent al

Carthage, he converted Manichae1sm through the proselytisıng
efforts of hıs teacher Augustine.”” What attracted Alypıus thıs n_

Conf. V.X1IV
Conf. ..  CcCum indiıcassem NO  — quıdem 1am SSC manıchaeum, sed

qUu' cathol1ıcum christianum 4  ]„
God In Augustine s Confessions: hooksSee Carl Vaught, Encounters ıth

VII-IX (p. what ıt INCcans become Christlian, statıng that, Ithough ugus-
tiıne made notional commıiıtment Christianı after havıng read the Neoplatonic
books, it only at hıis convers1ıon that he made existential commıtment ıt.

The finest descr1iption of thıs moment found De academıcls 11(5-6
Thıs 15 also the posıtion of Vıvıen Bardet 53) The text quoted above

of De academıcls 1.11 (5) suggests that Romanıanus had been catechumenus h1s
childhood, and the chance 1S therefore lıkely that Alypıus had been, L00. Also the fact
that Augustine explicıtly mentions that 38 / Nebridius had not yet received
sacraments on X.111(6) “nondum imbutus ullıs ecclesi1ae (uae sacrament1s””), leads

ASSUTMNC that h1is other intimate friend Alypıus had rece1ved the “ sacrament ” of
catechumenus hıs childhood.

Conf.V
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trıc relıg10n W as probably NOoTt much theır PTOMISC COTINC the
TU V1a 1Cason nstead of through ILNCIC authority,”® but the elects
demonstration of a Stirıct chastıty and WaY of ıfe 99 We do
NOoL know when exactly Alypıus broke ıth the Manıchaean relıgıon
Notice that Man Yy of Augustine riends held LO Manıchaean
beliefs CVCMN after Augustine CONVErIrSION the atholıc faıth
that should NOl 1K8970 easıly ASSUTMNEC that Alypıus SOOoNMN followed
Augustine hıs dec1sıon abandon thıs relıgıon 101 Lıike Augustine
Alypıus felt attracte: the phiılosophy of the Sceptics 102 When Ugus-
iine that despite the appeal of Sceplıcısm he wıshed fo ICINaAaln

catechumenus and actually STOO! increasıngly OPCH LO the poss1bıil-
ILYy of findıng truth the atholıc Church 103 ıt 15 but the est10N
whether Alypıus followed hım thıs ugustine O€s noTt ention hıs
frıend thıs PAassasc and Il 15 hard beheve that he WOU 18{011 inform
hıs readers ıf h1s ‘hea; brother” WOU ave felt the SAadille towards
the athol1c Church It shows how personal Augustine TaD-
prochement of the fides catholica W ds The fırst z  C Alypıus 15 AaCTU-
ally described catechumenus durıng h1s Stay al Cassıcı1acum
the WInter of 386 238 / hıs led Andre Mandouze ASSUumMnNeE that
ıf W ds only al hıs COMNLVEIS10ON that ypıus decıded LO become Cale-
chumenus agaın) 105

An CVECRn stronger Case Caln be made than thıs argumentum
sılentio for that Alypıus dıd NOTL follow Augustine the lat-

Thıs had been Augustine INaln mo vatıon JOoM the Manıchaeans
Conf. vi(11) h1ISs has been pointed Out Dy Colın arnes 156)

See Iso AÄUGUSTINE De moribus ecclesiae el de morıibus manıchaeorum 1
which he sStates that theır sShow of theır so-Called chaste lıfe and admırable self COMN-
trol W ds OMNC of the MOST for them reCcTu1t LICW followers

Ihe evidence for thıs Augustine COoMMEeNT the Psalm he Sang
al Cassıcl1acum There he deeply regretted that Man of h1s iriends WEeIC still intlu-
enced Dy Manıchaei1sm and he dearly wıshed they would JOM hım hıs newly found
lıte (as christianus cCatholicus) ON 1V

101 For instance Henry Chadwiıck (Augustine (Past Master serles) Oxford
OUP 25) Jieves that 386 Alypıus W as still shedding Manıchaean behefs

102 Alypıus attıtude towards Sceplıcısm U be explored further the forthcom-
INg second artıcle which De academıcs wıll be discussed

103 Before hıs fıinal break wıth Manıchae1sm Augustine admıts praeserlim des-
perantem eccles1a ua 190 iNVENITE verum ” (c;]„ particular had hope that
ftruth could he ound ı YOUF Church’’) ON

Conf. IX.1v(8)
105 °° )ans le Jardın de Mılan, Allypıus] est temonın de la * convers1on ” Augus-

iine el 4SSOCIC dec1ısıon de une VIC ascet1que. Desormals catechumene
Augustine Allypıus] faıt partıe du aSSOCIE la de celu1-c1ı Cas-

[ Italıcs mıne | Alypıus ın Andre Mandouze Prosopographie chre-
lienne du Bas-Embpire Afrique (305 333) (Parıs COCNR: 982) (p 54)
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ter’s warmıng the atholıc Church Ihe quotation of Confessiones
mentioned in the tıtle of thıs artıcle tells that Alypıus LIOVC the
catholica ecclesia Was slower, 1NOTEC reluctant (“pigrius””) than Uugus-
tine’s. It from paragraph the only ONC of book VII which
Alypıus 15 mentioned hıch has een problematıc for [WO 1C4SOMNS

Firstly, ere has een m1sunderstandıng about the 1CasOonMNn for thıs
slowness, which O’Connell trıed mM out In hıs artıcle
‘“ Alypıus ‘ Apollinarıanısm’ al Miılan on VIIl, Alypıus
resented the Catholıc faıth not because hLSs 16 W of hrıst Came close

Apollinarıanısm. Actually, hıs OW ıdea about hrıst must ave
een not that much dıfferent from Augustine’s heretical Photinıan
1eW The 1CasOonNn he moved slower than Augustine the atholıc faıth
W as that, unlıke Augustine, Alypıus believed that the Catholic Chrts-
FfLANS held conception of hrıst, hıch he later OUnN! out be that
of the heretical Apollinarıanısts:

ypıus deum Carnc indutum ıta putabat cred1i Catholıicıs, uft

praeter eum ef CarncIı NO  —; esse in SIO anıma, mentemque
homiınıs NON ex1istimabat praedicarı. 107

Alypius, the other hought Catholics helieved hım /1.e Christ]
he God Tothed INn flesh In the that In Christ there Wa only

God and flesh He did nol ın they held hım DOSSESS human
soul.

Sınce hrıs acte and behaved In the SOMNCONMNC

endowed ıth human mınd, he hımself could notLt subscr1ıbe 8 such
VIEW, and therefore, Alypıus “ad 1psam christianam f1idem p1grius

> 108movebatur

CThe second problem CONCECINS the length of the time C
Alypıus held thıs 1e W of the atholıc Christology, 16

Revue des etudes augustinıennes (1967) 209-210
107 Conf. VIEXMIX(23)
108 “Alypius approach the Chrıstian faith itself Was INOYE reluctant”. 'That

Robert O’Connell W as unsuccessfu in layıng est OMNCC and for al] thıs confusıon
about Alypıus, 15 demonstrated Dy arol Harrıson s otherwıse fine book Rethink-
Ing Augustine s early theology, which che wrıtes (P 254) “He [1.e Augustine]
and Alypıus had theır Chrıistology OoNg£. he verged Photinianısm (a SO of adop-
t1ionısm hıch included the virgın bırth and Alypıus held VIEWS dangerously close
hat they later realızed Was Apollinarıanısm ”. See also her book Christian truth and
fractured humanılty (Chrıstian theology context) (Oxford OOFP. S1;
which che wrongly translates Conf. VIL.X1X 25) “He /1.e Alypius] held that In Christ
there WasS only God and flesh”, whıle it should be “He believed that they LE the
Catholıcs] held that Christ there W as only God and esh”.
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prevented hım from hopıng fınd truth wıthın the catholica eccle-
SLa.  109 We dIc only g1ven surprisiıng] relatıve indıication of time:
Alypıus realızed hıs mistake before Augustine diıscovered that hıs OW
16 W Christology W as that of the Photinian heresy.  110 Notice that
thıs o€es not necessarıly INcan that Alypıus arrıved al COTrTTeECT Chris-
tology before Augustine dıd Needless SaVY, Augustine’s Christology
has already een the subject of several studies, but theıir findıngs aATc
nOoTLt conclusıve concerning the time ugustine Camnle LO rıght
understandıng of Christ.1!! Ihe later date thıs event, the longer the
per10 INa Yy ave een durıng 10 Alypıus resented the Catholı1ıc
faıth, because of “ theır” unacceptable ideas concerning Christ’s
nature.1!2 Although the aCcC MOMent of when Alypıus discovered hıs
miıstake 15 hard establısh, and notwıthstanding the fact that ıt 15 also
dıfficult {O evaluate the CONSCQHUCNCECS of thıs discovery for him, !! CeT-
taın 15 that for quıte SOTINC time Alypıus must ave een put off by the
atholıc faıth, whıiıle Augustine, who Sa hıs OW wrong) Christol-
OS Y confiırmed Dy hat he thought Was the Church’s eachıng, INOTEC

easıly warmed fo ıt

Quand donc Alypıus fut-ıl eclaire? Nous IMAaNqUONS d’elements DOUT le pre-
Ciser. ” Goulven Madec, “ Une ecture de Confessiones V| 1X, 13-xx1, (Notes CT1-
t1ques PTODOS d’une th!  ese de obert O’Connell)”, Revue des etudes augustiniennes
16(1970)1-2,k (p 1L22)

110 Conf. XI1X! ..  ego autem alıquanto poster1ius didicısse fateor, in C
quod verbum factum est, quomodo Catholica verıtas Photinı falsıtate diriımatur”.

111 See the excellent study of Tars Bavel, Recherches SUr la christologie de
saınt Augustin: "humanıite el le divin dans le Christ d’apres saınt Augustıin (Parado-
SIS:! Etudes de hlıtterature eft de theologıe anclenne 10) Frıbourg, Edıtions unıversıtalres
Frıbourg Suilsse, 5-12; Wıllıiıam Mallard, ° Ihe incarnatıon Augustine’s
conversion ”, echerches augustiniennes980-98

I2 See also Goulven Madec 197/0,S (esp I DA Augustine’s Photin1-
anısm). Price’s artıcle Augustine, Confessiones VIL autobiography apolo-
geti6? ” Studia Patristica (14 Int. Conference, OxfTord, (Leuven Peeters,

221-225) illustrates Just hOow wıdely people dıffer about the datıng of the
per10d. The author gu that the apologetic PUTDOSC of thıs paragraph their InCcOr-
ect Chrıistology 1S INOTEC ımportant than the autobiographical ONC, whereby he belheves
that Augustine’s 110OT of Photinianısm must already have been corrected vVen before
he encountered the Neoplatonists.

115 ecisely because of the lack of informatıon about Alypıus’ spırıtual Journey,
translators render the Latın iext ..  sed postea haereticorum Apollinarıstarum hunc
CIIOTCIN SSC COQNOSCCNS, Catholicae fiıde1 conlaetatus el Contemperalus est  97 ıth dıf-
ferent NUAances °But later when he knew that this WadsS the of the Apollinarıan
heretics, he WadsS glad conform the Catholic faith” (Henry Chadwick 1998, 129)
sounds rather dıfferent than, for instance, °But understanding afterwards, that this
WdadS the Apollinarian heretics, he WdS pleased ıth the Catholic faith and
hetter disposed lt” Carl Vaught 2004, 60) In the first translatıon ıt
that OTMICC Alypıus realızed h1s CITIOT, he VE happıly embraced the Catholıic faıth,
whıle in the second, thıs only meant step closer towards accepting the Catholıc faıth.
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When Augustine discovered Neoplatonism, phılosophy in
hıch he Was admonıshed fo turn wıthın himself,!!* hıs search for truth
almost certamly became CVOCN ITNOTC prıvate. TOM holdıng Jomt dıs-
Cuss10ons phılosophıcal topıcs ıth hıs friends yp1us and Nebrı1id-
1us) la Cicero’s disputations, *' Augustine started LO probe hıs inner
self. The question 1S agaın how far Alypıus followed Augustine thıs
Dıd Alypıus, LOO, begın o investigate hıs innermost being? We should
take into aCCOUNLT that Alypıus W as fanatıcally captıvated by
phılosophy Augustine Nebrıidıius, that other close TIEN! of Uugus-
tine and ardent searcher of the truth.116 olın Starnes rıghtly remarks:

oug the [WO I Augustine and ypıus WCIC 1ıke twıns in
spirıt, there 1S evidence that he Ine ypıus e i Camnlec 08 the
philosophıcal owledge of God 117

As pointed Out before, Alypıus o€es not f1gure al all in the
‘“Neoplatonic ” book V. apartı from the paragraph dealıng ıth Chris-
tology. !® It 1S therefore reasonable 18 ave reservatıons about the fol-
OoW1Ing statement made by Heıinrich Lesaar concerning the {[WO friends

es, W as den allander Jahren in Augustins eele vorging, seine
platonisch-plotiniıschen Erlebnisse, dıe indrücke, dıe Monnikas
schlichte Frömmigkeıt hinterliess, den gewaltigen Eındruck, den der
STOSSC allander Bischof Ambrosıus Uurc se1in machtvolles en
auf der Lehrkanzel und als Kirchenfürst machte, all das rlebte Aly-
DIUS In engster Fühlung mıt seinem ‘Herzensbruder‘’ mıt. Vor Alypıus
hatte Augustin eın Geheimnıis. vertra) all, W as Se1IN Inner-
STeES bewegte und aufwühlte.  9

114 Conf. VI.X(16) ..  et inde admoniıtus redire ad meme! 1PpSUum, intravı intiıma
mea  27 “ And being hence admonished reliurn myself, entered ven Into Inner-
MOST being”). Also the prologue book of De academicLls thıs per10d of phılo-
sophical) introspection considered ımportant step (De academiıcıs 11(5) * Pror-
SUS LOLUS ursım redibam ” (“ Swiftly did begin reliurn entirely myse
Translations of De academicıs usually taken from John ”’Meara, Wa Augustine:
Agaınst the Academıiıcs (Ancıent Christian wrıters 12) (New ork Newman PICSS,

115 Conf. VI.XVI|
116 Conf. VLX(17) Nebrı1idius’ inquisiıt1veness philosophical matters also EMETSCS

TOm hıs correspondence wıth Augustine between 38 / and 3091 (AUGUSTINE, Episto-
lae B 14)

117 olın STARNES 1990, 156 the [WO close frıends of Augustine, it W as

Nebrıidius who INOIC closely resembled Augustine hıs passıon for the ratiıonal search
of truth p 157

118 Vıvilen Bardet’s assumption that they ead Victorinus’ translatıon of Plato
together (d; 59), and that they both arrıved at the reg1on of the intellı1g1bles, ınds

Support the text of Confessiones.
119 Heıinrich Hubert Lesaar, ‘“ Alypıus”, in Miscellanea augustiniana: een

gedenkboek samengesteld ult verhandelingen OVer Augustinus bijJ de viering Vd.  _
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The followıing cshows that al least part of Augustine’s inner
struggle remaıned hıdden from CVECN hıis losest frıends Even though
he sStates In book VI, ..  et Ingemu1 ef OCutus Su Cu amıcı1s, quı

erant, multos dolores insanıarum nostrarum ” ‚!© he wriıtes
somewhat ater,

ef Cu in sılentio fortiter qUaererem, INASNAaAC erant ad miser1-
cordiam {uam tacıtae contritiones anımı me1 scıiebas quıd patıebar,
eit nullus homıinum. quantum enım erat quod inde digerebatur PCI lın-
ZUam INCAam in famılı1arıssımorum meorum! numquı1d OTIUS
tumultus anımae INCAaC, CUul 1CC tempora H6C INCUM sufficıebat,
nabat e1s? 121

Liıkewise, hıs Soliloquies Augustine pominted Ouf that much of
Alypıus’ soul remaıned hıdden from hım, and that he dıd not know
ypıus that well, CVENn though they WeTEe close friends.122

Next, ere 15 Augustine’s marked turn Paul’s epistles after
havıng absorbed Neoplatonıic philosophy.  123 We do NOL know how
much Alypıus WAas involved hıs friend’s (renewed”) study of Scr1p-
ture eıither. It 1s perhaps meanıngful that later, when Ponticıianus
showed hıs surprıse al see1ıng Paul’s epistles Iyıng the 6, Uugus-
tine declared * u u scr1ıpturıs max1ımam ımpendere ”

zın zalıg overlijden OVer eeuUuwen (Rotterdam: Augustijnen der Nederlandse provin-
cle, 7057372 (p 226)

120 Conf. VL.V1(9) “I groaned and spoke ıth my friends accCompanyıng about
the FMAN Y sufferings that result from our follies” .

121 Conf. VI.vu(l “AS INn sılence vig0orously pursued inarticulate Suf-
ferings of heart WeETE loudly pleading for YOUFY You New hat endured;

human being knew. How little of It lonZzue could pul Into words for the 'ars of
closest friends! Neither the tıme HOr DOWEFS of speech WeTITE sufficient tell

them of the Jull tumult of soul”.
122 Soliloquies 1L.11(8) Next the phılosophical dısputations he held ıth small

al Cassıcı1acum (De academicis, De heata VIta, and De ordine), his inner prob-
ing produced thıs dialogue. Soliloquies, word coined by Augustine, consıisted of the
unusual dialogue between Crson and hıs OW ratio. Ihıs 15 further evidence of
Augustine’s great need turn wıthın hımself and prıvately probe hıs inner self.

123 Ihat thıs turnıng Paul’s epistles and the Catholıc teachıng WAas important
Step 1s clear from Confessiones XXI1| well TOmM theo book {1 of
De academcıs. Important in De academictis 15 that towards Romanıi1anus, who W dsSs hıs
patron and relatıve of Alypıus, and poss1ıbly still sympathetic towards Manıchae1sm,
Augustine quıte embarrassed and almost apologetic about h1is dec1isıion reach
back the Catholıic faıth of hıs childhood: “RespexI amen, confiteor, quası de itinere
iın ıllam rel1ıg10nem, qUaC puerI1s nobis insıta estT, eit medullıtus implicata” (“B f
looked back, confess, om Journey, that religion which 15 implanted In
INn OUFr childhood” (De academictıs .11 9)) {hıs turn h1is chıldhood relıg10on must
have been obvıous step take for SOTIIC of hıs irends.

124 Conf. VII.vi(14)
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(“those scrıptures were the subject ofdeep study me ”), even though
Alypıus Was there ıth him  124 Most 1kely, Augustine continued hıs
introspection, thıs time ıth the help of Paul’s wrıtings, and ese
eXIs he encountered pıcture of the human condıtion much IMNOTEC

lıne ıth hıs OW restless soul than the lofty image of the calm,
Plotinian Sasc propagated by Neoplatonism.*  25 It should be noted that
for the Manıchaeans, Paul W as ımportant writer, !?° that the study
of hıs epıstles would not sıch ave een consıdered TMOVC owards
the Catholıc faıth

Finally, there 1S the conversiıon moment iıtself. beheve Cal

safely AaSSUMmMıec that, along ıth Augustine, Alypıus decıded become
christianus, and nOoL Just InNeTe (polıtıc) catechumenus, ECVCIMN though

hıs faıth W as &al weak But ıt indeed possıble ıf not hıghly
lıkely, that Alypıus became christianus wıthout thinkıng it CcC5-

Sar y immediately commıt hımself 8 rece1lving baptısm. He certamly
W as not under the kınd of Augustine experienced from hıs
mother Monnica become a fidelis catholicus.  127 When October
386 Augustine notified bıshop Ambrose of hıs wısh recelve bap-
tism, 128 ere 1Ss agaın mention of Alypıus. 'Thıs decısıon, LO0O,

ave een wholly personal. So, EeVeCenNn though Augustine states that
al Cassıc1acum, he W as catechumenu together ıth the catechu-

”)129Alypıus, (“catechumenus ılla CUu catechumeno Alypıo
he mMaYy ell ave een glossıng A du 8 mportant dıfference between
the [WO firiends al the time: the catechumenus Augustine W as PICDAaL-
ing himself for baptısm al Easter, whıiıle the (only recently made”?)
catechumenus Alypıus mMay still ave een doubting whether he
should put hımself forward for baptısm Furthermore, the text ‘“ placult
el Alypio FrenascCl In meCum  ” 130 stated when it W as time for UugusS-

'Thıs 15 well pominted out Dy ames O’Donnell II’ 479)
126 See John O’Meara, The Augustine: the growth of \A Augustine s mind

hıLs Conversion (2nd DD YV. edıtıon) (New York Alba house, 155-160
(esp. 153) “TO the Manıiıchees the Epistles of the Apostle aul represented the best
and purest of the Christian Scriptures’; eter Brown 2000, "CThe Afrıcan
Manıiıchees had appealed constantly aul the prophet of Manı DUar excellence”.

A 1ve days before Monnica passed aWaY, che told Augustine: c&  nulla 1lLam
delector in hac vıta. unum Tat propter quod in hac vıta alıquantum immorarı
cupıebam, ut christianum cathol1ıcum viderem pri1usquam morerer”. (u[ now find
pleasure In this ıfe Kg the ONE Yeasoöon why wanted SIAY longer In this ıfe WasS

desire SCE yOoU Cathaolıic Christian before d „) on 1X.x(26))
128 Conf. IX.v1(13)
129 Conf. IX.1v(8)
130 Conf. IX.v(13)
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tine return LO Mılan hand hıs alnıle for baptısm, to
that, Alypıus indeed made thıs weıghty dec1ısıion only towards the en
of hIs Cassıcı1acum sStay Thıs pAasSsSagc ellcıte: the following COMMEeNnT
from James O’Donnell

Was Alypıus less enthus1lastic al first? Ihe first sentence ereS
that it W as Alugustine]’s dec1ision Z  e’} baptısm that Camlle ırst and
determined the group s plans.*>'
er thıs TIe outlıne of Alypıus’ spırıtua Journey, ıt has

become clear that ıimportant element 1s hat Alypıus understood Dy
“becoming chrıstianus catholicus” al the time of hıs ConVvers1on,
assumıng that thıs Step formed part of eIr Jomt agreement. Precıisely
the question of hat ıt be christianus W as tTeated en-
sıvely by Augustine al the beginning of book V, where he presented
another Conversion SLOTY

The CoONnversion SLOTY of Victorinus: the difference between chris-
HLANUS an [Neoplatonic ] philosopher sympathetic the Chris-
tıan faith

There 1S Conversion in Confessiones which explıcıitly
eals ıth 1ssue 1C STan:! al the he.  Z of thıs artıcle It explaıns
the dıfference between irue christianus and (Neoplatonic) ph1ıloso-
pher who prıvately acknowledges the truth of the Christian faıth, but
who 0O€Ss not thınk ıt NECCSSATY to submıt hımself to the atholıc
Church and seek baptısm the CcConvers1ıon SLOTY of Vıctorinus, told
by the old prıes Sımplic1anus, al the beginnıng of book VIL. 12 Impor-
tant 15 that only ugustine ear thıs SLOTY, sınce he alone paıd Vvisıt
o the old priest Sımplic1anus, hopıng that he COUuU help hım ıth hIs
personal problems, see1ng that Ambrose had time for him 133 Augus-
tiıne already had COIINIC to 16 W hıs secular actıvıty ıth disgust, and he
beheved the nub of the problem be that he W ds al fırmly tıied
bDy Augustine further descr1bes hıs sıtuation ..  eft inveneram
1am bonam margarıtam, eit venditis omnıbus JUaC haberem emenda

131 James O’Donnell 1992, III, 105 Actually, ames O’Donnell contradıcts
se. here, because, noted ore, earher he assumed that both Augustine and
Alypıus decıded baptısm al theır Conversion the garden of Mılan (James ’Don-
nell 1992, III7 70) Further, the ıdea that Augustine’s dec1ısıon determıined the group’s
plans 18 exaggeratıon, see1ng that of thıs SI10OUD only Alypıus and Augustine’s SOM
Adeodatus Joined baptısm.

132 Conf. VM.1(3)-v(11)
133 Conf. VL1(3)
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eral, el dubitabam ”?.!* Surprisingly, Simplic1anus’ STOTY of Viıctorinus
0€es not SCCIIN deal ıth Augustine s partıcular problem of breakıng
the chaıns of sexual desıre and rescuıng hım from the slavery of
worldly affaılrs stead, the old priest 1S een explaın hım the dıf-
ference between Neoplatonic phiılosopher who prıvately claıms be

christianus, and s christianus, and thıs 15 quıte dıfferent
issue.  135 Here the sacraments becomiıng ‘“ sacramentally” member
of the Church stood central, regardless of whether ONC wıshed

not. 156 the STOTY, Vıctorinus W as finally prepared face the
full weıght of hıs friends’ hostilıty, when he decıded become
truly christianus and recelve the sacraments of the Church, 1.e
seek baptısm. Whiıile hıs former friends gnashed theır ee the Chrıs-
t1an communıty W as ecstatıic ou welcomıng such high-profile NCW

member into theır mı1ıdst.

Apparently Sımplicı1anus hought Augustine still needed to learn
the lesson that ıt 1S not enough to consıder oneself merely prıvately
christianus: ONC Iso has 18 formally (and publıcly) commıt and sub-
mıt oneself hrıst and the catholıca ecclesia, which entaıled becom-
ıng part of the eccles1astıical communıty and rece1ving baptısm S1im-
plicı1anus had good 1CasOIMl thınk that, Just lıke Victorinus, Augustine
would shrınk from openly proclaımıng hıs Catholıc alleg1ance, SV

though he had privately become sympathetic towards ıt in partıcular

Conf. “I had discovered the g00d pearl, hut buy ıt had sell all
that had, and hesitated”.

135 We do NOL need look for forced interpretations, ames O’Donnell
MN, does, when he trıes fınd COIMNINON ground between Augustine‘’s sexual lust
and Victorinus’ fear of hıs pasallı friends, whiıch he both descer1bes “natıve dısın-
clinations”. 'Ihe answWeI Inay be sımple when tellıng hıis hıfe SLOTY Augustine I1CI1-

t1ioned hıs ‘“wanderıng in errors” (LE h1s anıchaean per10d) and h1s interest ın
(Neo)platonıic books, Sıimplicıanus mMay have interrupted hım here, already thinkıng
that he knew hat Augustine’s problem Was he congratulated hım for nOotLt havıng
fallen for other philosophies, and then started tellıng the SLOTY of Victorinus’ CONVOI-

S10N, exhort hım the humilıity ofChriıst. on VIL.U(3)) For former Manıchean
turnıng Neoplatonı1c philosopher wıth Christian interests, ıt lıkely that full
commıtment the Catholıc Church e baptısm) W das go1ng be Kkey problem, and
nOTL much continence. TIhe SLTOTY of Pontic1ı1anus centred much INOTC the 1sSsue of
continence and ascetIic lıfe, and NO much baptısm.

136 hıs has been also noted by Gerald Bonner, ‘“ Augustine’s ‘convers1on)’: hıs-
torıcal Tact lıterary device?”, Augustinus (1993), 103-119 p 14D “In the
meantıme, Augustine had h1s conference wıth Simplicı1anus and had learned of the
humıilıty of Vıctorinus, who had accepted baptısm wiıithout an Yy CONCess10oNs being
made h1Is socıal standıng and dıgnity however committed the mınd mMaYy be’ the
sacraments essentlal for makıng Christian. ” Inıtially, Victorinus demonstrated
the attıtude of pagall philosopher, who W as above rel1g10us rıtuals.
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hıs Manıchaean past made hım potentially allereic the acraments
of the Catholıic Church 137 Many of hıs friends WeTEe ST1 influenced by
Manıchaean ideas and Augustine hımself had een barkıng agaınst
the atholıc faıth when he Was proselytising member of the seCcti
For hım to Ouf hımself christianus catholicus must ave met 1ıth
dısbelief and resentment from hıs friends Iso from phılosopher
p  n of 1CW ıf must ave een humılıating JOM the Catholıc
Church phılosopher wıshes al w1sdom by relyıng
the faculty of I1ICason and NOoL by havıng LO submıt oneseltf uncondi1-
1onally the authorıty of the Church 135 Phılosophers who prıvately
INa Yy acknowledge the TU of the atholıc faıth whıle refusıng sub-
mıiıt 18 Ifs Sacraments must ave een real problem al the iiıme hence
Ambrose (NOoW oS TE aUSE tıtled De SACraMenl. regenerationıs
SZVeEe de philosophia 139

Anyhow when Simplicıanus iınıshed hıs SLOTY, Augustine SaysS
he Was fıre Mmıiıtate the hero1c dec1ısıon of Vıctorinus 140 IC
must INcan that he LO0O wıshed seek baptısm and rısk IECCC1VINS the
full weıght of hıs old (Manıchaean) and Neoplatonic friends who must
ave een almost opposed 18 thıs step Vıctorinus frıends
WeTC hıs holy dec1sion Only later kınd of anecdote dıd S1m-
plıcıanus add that when Vıctorinus W as forced choose between
Christianity and hıs profession eacher of hetorıic due decree
of CHMPCIOT Julıan he bravely resigned from office 141 No ou S1m-
plıcıanus told thıs SLOTY solely ıth the intent of showing how STteAad-
fast and hero1ic Vıctorinus remaıned hIs faıth and he had en-
ıon whatsoever C and persuade Augustine SIVC hıs worldly
profession After all NCE baptızed Vıctoriınus happıly continued 18

137/ ote that Augustine hımself refers thıs Conf. 1V |quod|] Jla d-
menta ılla medicamenta nesCIren! et 11Sanl essent adversus antıdotum qUO Salll SSC
potu1lssent ” (“they /1 the Manichaeans] AYe L8nNOran of those SACramMenNTS, those
remedies, and madly hostile the antidote which could Aave cured them’”)138 Wıthın thıs context, Augustine’ De utilıtate Credendi and De era religione
Cal  z teach somethıng about the kınd of opposıtıon Augustine must have faced TOM
hIis friends when he decıded CONVEeIT the relıgıon of hıs mother.

139 James onnell &ı XXXVI11-XXXI1X) wrıtes about ıts cContent “ara
phrased, that would be On Baptısm; Concerning Philosophy’. Ihe argument
straı1ıghtforward enough: the WaYy of the phılosophers 1 NOTL the irue WAaY, 1{ a10)1
enough know the truth, ONC must have 1 addıtion sacramental membershIp ı the
Christian Church ”

Conf. VII.v(10)
141 Important here the chronological order irst Sımplicı1anus tells of VıctorI1-

NUS baptısm then Augustine SayS he W as 14 imıtate thıs famous Roman teacher
of rhetoric and only then does the old ell of Vıctorinus brave res1gnatıon



220 VAN YN

ecture rhetorIic, and dıd not CVCIMN th 18101 21vIng hıs profes-
SION untiıl Juhan’s decree forced hım 1{8 f he wıshed LO remaın chrts-
tianus.}  42 Augustine’s reactıon to thıs anecdote 1f he openly cshowed
it surely must ave surprised Sımplicianus: ..  NOn mıhı fortior qUam
fellıcıOr VISUS esT, qula invenıt OCCasıonem vacandı tıbi, CUu1l re1l CgOo SUS-

5 > 143pırabam
Ihe fact that ugustıne learned thıs lesson before hıs cConversion

1S another strong argumen in favour of the idea that Augustine really
converted tOo the Catholı1ic al and dıd not merely become hrıs-
tı1an  77 Neoplatonic philosopher. Also for thıs TeCason ONC Cal ASSUMMIC

that the garden of 1ı1lan Augustine W as already uMNy commıtted
rece1lving baptısm ext Easter

However, nO eed fınd out how much of thıs lesson
regardıng becoming christianus Augustine MmMaYy ave passed
Alypıus before hıs cConvers1on. Nothıng ou thıs 1S known. Wıth thıs

return NC INOTIC the question: ıf the garden of Mılan Alyp-
1USs decıded follow ugustine ıinto ıfe of celıbacy and renuncıl-
atıon of worldly lıfe, and he accepted becomıing christianus, EVCN

though he Was weak faıth, Cal really be SUTC that thıs W as not

along the lınes of Vıctorinus’ priıvate claım the SLTOTY ..  1am chrıs-
t1anus SUmM  ”?144 More precıisely, dıd theır Joit agreement include the
intent of rece1ving the sacrament of baptısm the Ne. future, and
become full member ” of the Church? If Alypıus’ commıtment W as

less Christ-centred than Augustine’s and dıd not yel ımply readıness
recelve baptısm, thıs could explaın the elusıveness Oou Alypıus

Conversiıon and the VaguCcNCS>S of theır Jomt agreement: both CONVOI-

S10NS entaıjled commıtment become strıict ascetic christianus, but
the {[WO friends INa y ave dıffered VeCeTI hat “becoming christianus”
stood for.

142 Ihıs ShoOows that continence and abandonıng worldly ambıtıon W dAs not S1ım-
plıc1anus’ greatest CONCECIIL

143 Conf. VII.v(10) I felt that he WaS nolL much COUFAZEOUS as fortunate
OCCasıonNn for dedicatiıng all hH”LS time You sighed after such eedom  27 Such
‘“ fortunate ” OCCas]1ıon would present itself also Augustine hen hıs health problems
(breathing dıfficulties) worsened (See also De heata ıta (4) and De academıcls 1.1(3)).

James O’Donnell ML, 24 comments: ‘ In the fourth Century ere W as

distinct alternatıve for INCIL hlıke Victorinus: ‘“assoclate membershıp' the church,
marked by admıssıon the catechumenate and deferred baptısm . Alypıus mMa y well
have been SOMIMCONC who thinks that when ON worshı1ps God catechumenus and
lıves upright, VenN ascetic, lıfe, what need 15 there for baptısm ?
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Converting pagan.virtus Christian Vırtus: Self-reliance Ver-
W/AN submission God
To conclude thıs first central 1dea Maurice Testard’s

icIie ıll be picked because ıt deals ıth Augustine’s CYCS
essential aspect of hat it INCAans fOo be christianus. According to

Maurıice Testard, the Conversion Was 18{011 Just OU| Augustine being
Tinally persuaded Dy Alypıus that {o hıve communal philosophical lıfe
IN f10 WOU be ımposs1ible NC married,!*> and that therefore strict
continence W as Condıitio SInNe GQUU NO  _ for theır ea WaY of 1ving
Augustine hıimself SOON Calilc realıze that combinatıon of marrlage
and phılosophy, hıch the past he had claımed 18 workable, 146 WAas
NOL g00d for hım after all In hıs attempts achleve the (Neoplatonic)
ascent to (GG0d he felt that ıt W as hıs sexual ust which weıghed hım
OWN agaın into inferiı0r 1ngs, and which made hım unstable.1!*/ At
theır COnVvers10n, Maurice Testard emphasızes the fact that ypıus, LOO,
had to g1ve fo Augustine, SINCEe he followed In embracıng the
athnolıc faıth He puts hıs finger Alypıus’ problem when he states,
“la VE d’Alypıus n etaıt pas douteuse: elle n’etaıt pas chreätienne”.  9 140

What understand under Chrıistian Vırtus ASs opposed
(Or CVCN Manıchaean) Vırtus becomes therefore mportant

1Ssue. For SOTIIC time Augustine thought that chastıty depended
nNne s  7 OW TCSOUTCES, which he knew he hımself dıd not possess. '“
Thıs W as most 1kely Alypıus 16 W also, and perhaps he CVCNMN CIICOUT-

aged ugustine into thınkıng lıke thıs, because of the moral strengt.
he dısplayed and 1C Augustine admıred much !>° ugustine’s
personal CrIsıs the garden made ıt crystal clear 18 hım that thıs vıirtue
o0€es 8{011 depend Ne’s  7 OW TeSOUTCECS, but that help 15
requıred fo achleve it Thıs W as In hıs Casec profoun experlence,
because of the ep of hıs CTIsIs. At the heart of hıs Convers1on,
letting of COonNcupıscence and embracıng continence Was intrinsı-
cally tied ıth castıng hımself upon Jesus hrıst al and {o Stop
relyıng himself. >! TIhe ole W as also ımmensely hum-

145 Conf. VL.XU(21).
147

Conf. VLXZK49)
148

Conf. VI.XV11(23); Conf. VIL.1(2)
Maurıce Testard 1970, D
Conf. VI.X1(20) “ propri1arum virıum credebam NNr continentiam, qUarum mı1hı

1910)  — CTam CONscCIus ” (u] bel%:ieved cContinence he achteved by personal Fesources
which WdS nol of possessing”).

150 Maurıce JTestard 1970, 267
151 Ihe truth that OMNC has cast oneself upon God has been brought home through

the Vis1on of Lady Continence (“an VCIO ist1i eit istae In 1PS1S possunt 110]  = iın
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ıng experlence: being confronted ıth ne s  9ı OW weakness (of the
W1 such egree must ave made it in the en easlıer for Uugus-
tine hıs self-determinatıon, and to humbly submıt hımself

hrıst. Thıs ıdea of self-rellance VeTITSUuS rehance God 15 crucılal
18 understandıng Augustine s conversion the Catholıc faıth, hıch
humilıty occupıed such central place. *”  2 It marked Out the dıfference
between ‘“ celf-conceılted” Neoplatonı1c phılosopher and humble
christianus, and thıs aDPCAars be also the crucı1al lesson VictorI1-

153NnNus CONversı1on SLOTY
In Confessiones Augustine repeatedly refers thıs required

umulıty. Another aspect of thıs readıness humble oneself and tOo
Su Christ, Was 18 pray for help ..  neC 1am ingemescebam orando
ut subvenıres mihi” .154 When emphasızıng the dıiıfference between the
Christian al and Neoplatonısm he states ..  nNnon habent ae pagınae
vultum pletatıs hulus, lacrımas confess1on1s, sacrıfıcı.m (uum, spirıtum

4535contrıbulatum, COT contrıtum ei humılıatum

domiıno deo Suo ‘ ” (“D0 YyOMU think them capable of achieving fthLs by theır OW:

FesOuUrCes and nNnOoL bDy the Lord theır God? Conf. VIL.X1(27/)) See also Conf. VI.X1(20),
in which he SaYyS, referring Scrıpture, “neminem O: SSC continentem N1ıs1ı
dederiı1s. utique dares, S1 gemito interno pulsarem (uas eft fıda solıda lactarem
UTa meam ” (“n0 ON  a Can he continent unless YOU ıt. You WONMU.: surely have
granted It f inward groaning had struck YOUT Uurs and ıth firmal had Casl

are you”)
1572 On the centralıty of humıilıty ersus prıde Augustine’s Convers10n, SCC, for

instance, Davıd Alexander 2008, 67-79, in which the StOTY of Victorinus ‚XCII-

phlıfıes thıs thesı1s. eter Brown’s bıography Augustine 1S particularly strong in
bringing Out thıs tension between self-reliance and castıng neself upon God.

153 ...  ut exhortaretur ad humıiliıtatem Christi sapıentibus abscondıtam el CVOC-

latam parvulıs Victorinum 1psum recordatus est  27 exhort the umility O;
Christ hidden Jrom the WISE and revealed habes he recalled hLsOof Victor-
INUS himself”) and ..  non erubueriı1t SSC PUCI Christi tu1 eit infans ons tul, subilecto
collo ad humilıtatıs l1ugum el edomıiıta fronte ad CruCIs opprobrium ” ( Yel he WaS nolL

ashamed bow ALs head the yoke of humuilıty anı submut hıs orehedı the
reproach of the Cross”). ON VIIL 11 IThıs idea 15 repeatedly referred especlally

the subject of the Neoplatonists: ..  non nım tenebam deum IMEeUMmMm lJesum, humilıs
humılem fiducı1a SU1 progrederentur longıus, sed pot1us infirmarentur ” “TÜ
DOSSC3S God, the humble Jesus, WdS nolL yel humble enough Fl They /ı.e the
Neoplatonists] SIR longer place confidence In themselves, hut rather hecome
weak. ON) VI.XV111(24)). Augustine Iso introduces hıs encounter wıth the books
Oof the Neoplatonists lesson humilıty TOmM God ..  et pr1ımo volens ostendere
qu am resistas superbıs, humiılıbus autem dat gratiam ” (*Fırst yOoU wanted how
how YOU “resist the proud and give al the humble” (024) VILIX(13))

154 Conf. VL11(3) “I had noL yel Oome Oan In DFayer that YyOoU might OMe

aıd”
155 Conf. XXI1' “"T’hose [of the Neoplatonic books] do nol contaıin the

face of devotion, ears of confession, yOoUr sacrifice, troubled spirıt, contrıte and
humble heart”.
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Such ears of confession and contrıte and humble heart WeTC

overwhelmimng]ly present al h1ıs convers1on. Hıs Cr1IsSISs W as ou SUT-

rendering hIıs aulonomYy, he hıimself states al the start of book
..  et hoc erat otum, nolle quod volebam el velle quod volebas ’ 156 Iso
Peter Brown STIrESSES thıs crucılal dıfference between the self-determi-
natıon of the | Neoplatonic] phılosopher and the humilıty of the chrıs-
t1anus, who 15 prepared Stop relyıng hımself, and instead chooses
to rely God and seek hıs aid 157

Takıng into aCCOUuntT that Augustine’s intense confrontation ıth
hıs OW weakness, IC Was exceptionally humblıng experlence,
must ave helped hım submuıt hrıst, and decide baptısm
wıthın the catholica ecclesia, Can Aassume that thıs WAas also
Alypıus’ experlence and conclusıon al hıs conversion? Thıs 1S unlıkely,
sınce he had such outstandıng natural abılıty for Virtuous behavıour
and self-control, and thıs he dısplayed also al thıs ConVvers1on, SInce he
made thıs commıtment ..  SIıne ulla turbulenta cunctatione”. Someone
ıth such admırable qualıties surely WOUu ave found ıt much INOTE
dıfficult acknowledge that he should not Just rely himself but
should cast hımself uDON God instead . 1>S Remarkable IS that wıthın
the sma Vıta Alypıu of book VI, Augustine maınly ocused those
ep1ısodes from Alypıus 1ıfe hıch illustrate that CVCN SOMMCONE who IS
endowed ıth SOI virtue, should not rely hımself, but
always God, otherwıse ıt 11l all terrıbly For instance,
er avıng recounted Alypıus’ e  ? Into the pleasures of the glad-
latorıjal’ Augustine states, ..  eft inde amen INanu valıdıssıma eft
mi1iseri1cordissıma arulstı CUu (u, el doculisti NO  - SUL habere sed tul fidu-
CLAM, sed onge postea”.  22 199

156 Conf. °“ The NU. of the problem WdasS reject OW. ll anı desire
OU: Ihereby submitted neck YyOoUr C yoke and shoulders YOUF
light burden”.

157 Peter Brown the mMmoment Augustine urne: the Bıble
Iter readıng the Neoplatonic books ‘T he 1ssue WAas OIlIC of spırıtual
hat extient COUuU be expected work ouft hıs OW|!] salvatıon Dy hıs OW)o
alone? Ihus, In the of 386, Augustine refused, for the last time in hıs
lıfe, resist the temptations of complete spiırıtual autonomy .158 See also Anton Van Hooff 1998, 381 “ Wıe Augustinus muß auch LE
Alypıus] ZU Glauben kommen, diesen Weg als unmöglıche Möglıichkeit schätzen

lernen, nıcht selbstbehauptend durchzuführen, sondern als Gabe Gottes CIND-
fan en  22

159 Conf. VI.VI(13): °“ From this YOU delivered hım Dy YOoUr MOST SIrONZ and Mer-

cıful hand, and YOU ftaught him Dul hiLs confidence nOL In imself hut In You But
that WaS much later  »” We need ask ourselves: How much later?
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(Provisional) conclusion

When Ponticıianus confronted Alypıus ıth the StOTY of ONY,
and the atter ’s “ hero1c resistance fo the almost overwhelmming dıabol-
ical assaılments agaınst hıs chastıty 55 thıs probably had the Samnlec

effect hım the austere Manıchaean elects and theır demonstra-
t1ıon of ascetic discıplıne and chastıty had hım the past/ @ It mMay
ell ave een above all thıs excellence in VIrtuSs demonstrated wıthın
the Catholıc fold by ONY and Dy the monks al Mılan IC sud-
enly made the Catholıc Church much 1NOTC appealıng alternatıve
hım (and most ıkely also 118 Augustine). !®

We Can safely ASSUNC that al hıs Convers1on the garden of
ılan, Alypıus had decıded fo become ascetic christianus Just lıke
ugustıine. He would be the only ONe of Augustine’s frıends do
al the time. But ıt that becomıng christianus, unlıke Uugus-
tıne, Alypıus had not yel let of hıs self-relı1ance, and W as noLt yel
ready humble hımself and submıt hiıimself the yoke of hrıst
and the Catholı1ic al by rece1lving baptısm After all, ALS SOFrsS dıd
not contaın exhortatıon of the kınd of Augustine’s “ ınduıte
domınum lesum stum  Cad which alluded baptısm; the COIMN-

Lrary hıs oracle text, ‘“1infırmum eTIO fıde rec1ipite ”, seemed OW
for less commıtted place wıthın the catholıca ecclesıia. Neıther dıd
the conversion SLOTY of the [WO friends al ITIier refer explıicıtly bap-
tism. unlıke the CONnversiıon STOTY of Viıctorinus, which only Augustine
heard Most 1kely, (emotional) Was exerted hım irom

John ’Meara 2000, 175
161 According Augustine on VI.v1(12)), thıs display of the Manıchaeans’

continence false virtue (only semblance of irue continence), prec1isely because
it NOT accompanıed wıth the NCCCSSAL Y humılıty and rehlance God.

162 thıs context, Augustine’s early work (390 AD) De morıbus ecclesiae cathaolı-
Cae el de morıbus Manichaeorum must have been MUSIC the Cal of Alypıus,
because it demonstrated and promoted the superlorIity of the Catholıc morals COIN-

parıson wıth those of the Manıchaeans. Indicatıve 18 that Augustine especlally calls
the example of the Kastern hermiıts and the monasterl1es illustrate the excellent

VIrtuUOUS behavıour of Catholıc Christians. It demonstrates that hearıng TOmM Ponti-
Clanus of the exıstence of holy INCN monasterl1es and hermuiıts lıving such excellent
VIrtuouUs lıves wıthın the catholica ecclesia must have had bıg impact: it presented
Augustine well Alypıus wıth WaY of hıtfe which mel theır high moral demands
and thıs wıthın the Catholıc communıty. Before that, Augustine admıiıtted that he W as

confused, since he SA W the Church marrıed well unmarrıed belıevers, which
W as marked dıfference from Manichae1sm, and which DaVC the impress10n that the
Maniıchaeans followed the hıghest princıples ON) VIL.1(1)) and WeTiIC morally SUDC-
1107 the Catholıc Church.
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hLs mother become fidelis, 1ie Augustine emphasızed the PIC-
domiınant role Monniıca played In hıs reiurn LO the Catholıic fold Fur-
thermore, the WaYy in 1C Alypıus embraced chastıty (ıf he not
already had one so) and renounced hıs worldly ambıtıon “sıne ulla
turbulentıia cunctatione  ” 163 1C 1S much In CoONnTtras ıth Augus-
tine’s excruclatiıng truggle, stil] remiıinds vVerIYy much of the
Alypıus, who, when admonıshed ou the CITCUS 9 “excussıt
anımum fort1 temperantıa, ef resiluerunt INNES CIrcensıiumM sordes ab
eo  „.164 There thus several indicatiıons that submıiıssıon hrıst and
acknowledging the eed for baptısm W1 the catholica ecclesia W as

somethıng Alypıus ST1 had 18 learn, that only towards the end of
the Cassıcı1acum Stay, he Came realıze that umuilıty and surrender

God (and the catholica ecclesia) W as essentı1al for theır LICW WaYy
of ıfe forthcoming artıcle, thıs tentatıve conclusıon ll be fur-
ther explore Dy lookıng into ypıus rel1ıg10us mınd-set between COMN-
version and baptısm, and thıs maınly the basıs of the Cassıcl1acum
dıalogues and book of Confessiones.

eert VAN REYN
Faculty of Theology, Leuven (Belg1ıum)

163 Conf. X11(30)
Conf. VL.VU(12): he roused his miınd ıth ell resolved moderatıion;

and all those filths of the CLIrCeENSLAN pastımes flew 'om hım  27
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DIE ENSCHWERDUNG DES GOTTESSOHNES
CHIDENTITATSFINDUNG

IHRE THEOLOGIS  H-G  AFTLICHEN
KONSEQUENZEN ACH AUGUSTINUS VON

In memori1am Van Bavel SA

Eiınführung
Wıe dıe gesamte patrıstısche eologıe W al auch Augustinus

davon überzeugt, ass dıe Heıilsgeschıichte Gottes in der Menschwer-
dung des Gottessohnes eıne unumkehrbare en! darstellte!. Joseph
Ratzınger sprach In diesem usammenhang auch VO  en einer ende,
dıie ott aUus 1e den Menschen sıch selbst vollzog Die
Reflex1ionen des 1SCANOIS VO  - 1ppo ber die Menschheit Jesu S{
gewınnen Jjedoch eıne eigene Ausprägung. Diese sınd miıtunter Aus-
flüsse selner eigenen Lebensgeschichte. Schlıeßlic hat gerade dıe Eın-
SIC in dıe Menschwerdung des ‚„„‚deus humıilıs‘“ eiıne Junktur, dıe
auschließlich be1ı Augustinus finden ist wesentlıch selner
„Bekehrung‘“ beigetragen.

In diesem Artıkel wollen WITr untersuchen, welche Rolle dıe
Inkarnatıon be1l der CONVerSsSLO Augustins spielte und darüber hınaus
WIE ugustinus diese 1im Verlauf se1INnes Lebens weıterentwıckelt hat,
einschlıießlıich dıie rage ach den Heılsfu  t1onen der Menschwer-
dung su

Terminologie

Augustinus hat insgesamt 124mal das Wort ‚„„Incarnatıo”“ eN-
det DiIie ‚„Incarnatıo” bedeutet ach Augustinus den Vorgang, ass Gott
sıch mıt dem Menschen nıert hat Über dıie sprachlıche Vıelfalt dieses
Vorgangs genugt CS, WEeNn WIT auf dıe VonNn Van ave seliner

Vgl GRILLMEIER, Jesus der Christus ImM Glauben der Kırche: Von der
Apostolischen eıt his ZU. Konzıl VO.  - Chalcedon Freiburg/Basel/Wiıen, 1979
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Doktorarbeıt aufgelısteten Formulhierungen hinweisen?. Augustinus VCI-

wendete das Substantıv „„Incarnatıo® insgesamt 15mal 1im Nomuinatıv,
NUT einmal 1im atıv, ma im Akkusatıv, ma 1im Ablatıv und
30mal Genitiv, den Augustinus melstens den Begrıiffen WIeE 1065 .
‚„dispensatı1o”, ‚„‚aduentus””, „exemplum , „evangelıum”, „„humilıtas"
un! uletzt dem „„sacramentum ” nachstellte, wobe1l dıie Junktur
„fides/fidem/fide incarnatıon1s“ häufigsten (20mal) vorkam. Hın-

hat Augustinus den Akkusatıv oft mıt den Zeıtpräposıitionen
..‚ante  .. bzw ..  „post verbunden. Hınzu bezeichnete Augustinus mıt
‚„„PCI incarnatıonem Christı““ zugleich dıe üllung der Heilszusage>.

der gleichen Weise bedeutet 1eselbe Konstruktion auch, ass ‚„„adı
utorıum oratiae, qUaC DEr Incarnatiıonem unigeniti e1US reuelata

4donata est

Diese Statistik belegt eindeutlich dıe theologısche Präferenz
Augustins. Die häufige Verwendung des en1ıtivs und des Akkusatıvs
hebt dıe edeutung Jesu Christı hervor m: den Genitiv) als uch
das Objekt (59mal den usatıv der Heilsgeschichte?. Uurc seıne
gnadenhafte Menschwerdung ist Jesus Chrıstus der Begründer des
Glaubens und zugleich der rund des Glaubens selbst. Die Inkarnatıon
geschıeht also ZU Wohle der SanZCH Menschheıt. Die VO  — Augustinus
hıerzu nutzten Verben unterstreichen diese T hese: ‚„assumere “ ‚COn
sumere‘”, Asuscıpere ; ;xecıpere!” yınduere‘ { FaCere . „nascere‘,
„procedere”, „vestire”, „generare‘‘, „„Incarnare‘‘, „habere‘‘, ‚„„appa-
rıre  .. ‚„‚copulare , „veniıre“, „gerere”, „gestare‘‘, ‚„portare‘”, „‚agere ,
„ accedere © ‚„„‚conıungere‘‘, „lungere‘, „Coaptare‘‘, ‚„„‚conformare‘‘,
AmMISCEHL AMNITe K  .. „„UunNnum fıer1  . ‚‚cohaerere‘”. Erstaunlich ist jedoch
se1lıne Zurückhaltung gegenüber den für dıe platonısche Phılosophıe
wichtigen Begriff der „participatio“‘®. Dies hängt ohl damıt ZUSanm-

INCI, ass Augustinus der antipelagıanıschen Kontroverse dıe Eıni-
SUuNg der en aturen der Person Jesus stus als das Ergebnıiıs
der Gnade auffasste/. Die inkarnatorische na kann deshalb theolo-
gisch auch zusammengefasst werden: „Suscıpıens quod 1910)81 est  ..

BAVEL, echerches SUr la Christologie de saınt Augustin. L’human el le
dıyın dans le Christ d’apres saınt Augustin, Frıbourg, 1954, 7, In 7

Vgl 1U. XVIU, CL 4 E} 353 ‚alteram prom1iss1ıonem reuelato NOUO

testamento PCI incarnatiıonem Christi fuerat impleturus””.
CLXAXVM, 447 685, 8Sg.)

Besonders dıie Verbindung mıt den Zeitpräposıitionen „ante  e: und ..  „post soll
diese Aussage unterstreichen.

BAVEL, echerches, nll evıte neanmol1s te POUT I’Incarna-
10  ..

BAVEL, echerches, 2'7-41
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Dieses terminologische Reichtum ze1g zunächst dıe geistliche
Wiırkungen und Konsequenzen der Menschwerdung Gottes für dıe
Gläubigen. Zumindest be1 Augustinus bewirkt diese dıe Annahme des
chrıistliıchen aubens

Die incarnatıo Gottes und Augustins CONVversio 386/7)
Die erste geistlıche TUC der „„Incarnatıo“ manıfestiert sıch

der Konversion ugustins. Es g1bt aum eıne Person in der Kırche
des ertums, dıe der Nachwelt mehr als Augustinus Persönlichem
hınterlassen hat /war Sınd dıe Confessiones keiıne Autobiographie 1Im
tradıtionellen ınne. ugustinus beabsıchtigte mıt seinen ekenntnI1s-
SCI) auch andere Ziele®. ber vieles ass sıch dennoch aus diesem ZUT
Weltliteratur? zählenden Werk herauslesen. SC  1e  1C bletet dıe
Abfassung der „Bekenntnisse““ (ca 400) dem Bıschof VO  - 1ppO
den gee1gneten Rahmen, der ıhn erlaubt auf seinen mıt vielen ehlern
gepflasterten Lebensweg zurückzubliıcken und Gott für dıe ıhm erwIlie-
SCIIC na en

Eın für Augustinus folgenreiches Irrtum W alr selıne alsche
Gottesvorstellung, da diese ıhn ange eıt VO  - der Quelle des Heıls
abgehalten hatte TEUNC Augustinus W alr en hrıst und als olcher
bereıts mıt den erfür vorgesehenen Rıten eines Katechumenen VCI-

sehen worden. ber W al och eın frommer („p1us hrıst, we1l
VOT allem dıe CNliıche ehre VO inkarnıerten ott intellektuell

Vgl ELDMANN, Confessiones, in AL, Vol 17 1593 „Die Analyse der DIO-
graphisch-intellektuellen Sıtuation As ZUT eıt der Abfassung der conf. erlaubt dıe
These, daß mıt den conf. keine Autobiographie, sondern einen christlichen
Protreptikos schreıben beabsıchtigte”‘ ; 1' Der Einfluß des Hortens1ius Un des
Manichdismus auf das Denken des Jungen Augustinus VO.  - SI Dıiss. Universıtät Mün-
ster, 1975, 156 „Augustinus schreı1ıbt mıt seinem Leben und durch se1n Leben
anscheinend etiwas wI1e ınen theologıschen Protreptikos, durch den selne Leser
aUuUs allen VON ıhm selbst durchwanderten Lebensformen und Denkentwürfen heraus-
zureißen (excıtare) und ın das Leben des VO]  — ıhm seinen Bekenntnissen verherrT-
ıchten deus hineinzure1ißen sucht‘”; NORONHA ALVAO, Die existenzıielle
Gotteserkenntnis hei Augustin. Fıne hermeneutische Lektüre der Confessiones (Samm -
ung Horı1zonte, Einsıiedeln, 1981,

Des heiligen Augustinus Bekenntnisse, und eingl von. H. SCHIEL, Fre1-
burg, 1959, „„Das Christentum hat in den ersten vier Jahrhunderten VO!  —_ der
apostolischen eıt abgesehen NUrTr eın einz1ges uch hervorgebracht, das seiner hıte-
rarıschen Form und dem menschliıchen Gehalt nach e1ıgentlıchen und engsten Sınn
Weltliteratur ist die ‚„„Confess1i0nes”” des heiılıgen Augustinus®“.
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och nıcht begreıfen konnte1%. Dann wurde ugustinus Zzuerst Manı-
chäer, Akademiker und SscChHNEDBIIC Neuplatoniker. TOLZ der phıloso-
phisch-theologischen nterschlıede lehnten s1e geme1ınsam dıe
(jottes bzw eines absoluten transzendenten Wesens ab ach ihnen
bestand dıe rlösung VOI em in der Loslösung bzw ITrennung des
Geıistigen VON als minderwertig eingestuften Materıellen. FEıne Vere1l1-
nıgung diıeser Gegensätze würde gerade dıe rlösung wıdersprechen.
rlösung W al er Loslösung.

Als hrıst und als autibewerDer annte Augustinus Uurc dıe
Taufkatechese ohl den Menschen Jesus Chrıstus und wusste auch

dıe ehre der Auferstehung der eele, dıe auch dıe damalıgen
Phılosophen für erstrebenswert hlelten ber ugustıns frühere Denk-
STITUKTIUr heß keıne andere Vorstellung ber Chrıistus als eben dıe
eInes Weıisen, der aufgrund der Exzellenz seiner ratio und selner voll-
kommeneren eilhabe („perfectiore partıcıpatiıone ” ) der göttlıchen
eIshne1 alle übrıgen Menschen überragte*‘. Der Chrıstus 1Im Glauben
des Augustinus VOT selner auTfe W al also nıcht der menschgewordene
ott „non PCISONA uveritatis‘‘)**. Entsprechen! selner Vertrautheıiıt mıt
der philosophıschen Idee des Von en menschlichen emütsbewe-
SUNSCH iImmunen Weılsen sah stus nıcht mehr als eiınen Weiıls-
heitslehrer®®>. Als olcher 1e seine eeile Te1C egenüber der
menschlıchen Not un den menschlıchen Verfehlungen apathısch.
Diese Sıcht 1e später für unvereınbar mıt der ehre VO  e der Inkar-

Vgl MADEC, Chrıistus, AL Vol 17 84 / 1)A touJours ete chretien. Sa
<Conversi1on> n a pas consıste passSagc du paganısme, de l’ıncroyance de
I’ındıfference relıgieuse, la fo1 chretienne; fut uUnNnc <evolution>, d de
laquelle l etaıt chretien <catechumenus>, el terme de laquelle ] decıdaıt de
devenır <f1delis>°°.

11 conf. (GCCL 2 E 108, 1/6) Vgl COURCELLE, Saint Augustin „photien
Milan ON VII, I9, 25 In Ricerche dı sStor1ıa relig10sa (1954), 63-7/71;
OLIGNAC, christologıe d’Augustin m de Converslon, Note

complementaıre 2 E} 696; O’CONNELL, Alypius’<Apollinarısm at Mılan, ıIn
REAug (1967) 3-4, 209-210.

400 verwendete Augustinus den Begrıiff der „Persona‘ hauptsächlıch,
dıe metaphysısche Dımens1on der Eıinheıit zwıischen Mensch und Gott Jesus Chrıs-
{uUs beschreıben. Vgl ROBNER, Die Person-Exegese Un Christologie hei
Augustinus, Leıden, 19806, 161f. ‚, ZU] metaphysıschen Einheitsbegriff... Um das

400 ist Augustinus sSoOWelt.. Die UV'! verwendete exegetische Person- Termi-
nologıe (personam sapientiae agere/gerere/habere/sustinere), dıe allerdings uch
bereıts eiıne Identität ausdrückte, ist ZU seinsmäßigen Einheıitsbegriff geworden‘‘.

Vgl Io (CCL 36, 479, 1sg.) „argumenta phılosophorum, quı
negant In sapıentem cadere perturbationes anımorum ; CIU. IX’ (COL 4 E 254
Sq.
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natıon Denn ott sandte gerade aus Mıtle1i1d den sündıgen Men-
schen SCINMN Sohn dıe Welt diese erlösen Das e1d der
Menschen Ist deshalb der Hauptgrund für dıe Menschwerdung des (ot-
tessohnes. FKın alleın VO  = der ratio domiımnierter Chrıstus WAaTe N1ıCcC bıs
ZU Außersten und 1e den sündıgen Menschen
hätte nıcht Kreuz enden INUSsSCHN So aber WAalilc Jesus Chrıistus N1IC
der Miıttler und Heilsbringer‘“ DIie Manıchäer haben dıe Menschwer-
dung es abgele Gott kann unmöglıc den Tod auf sıch nehmen
Mıt der ehnung konnten SIC keıne Einheılt herstellen C1Ii11Cc Einheıt
dıe Augustins en VO  —; damals sehr beschäftigte DIie manıchäi-
sche Annahme ZwWeIeT verschıedenen aturen mıt unterschıiedlichen
DZW gegensätzlıchen Wıllen kann nıcht ZUT Lösung des Wıderstreıts
zwıschen e1s und e1b führen ber ugustinus interessierte sıch
gerade sehr für dıe Möglıchkeıit eı dieser beıden Scheıinbar
wıdersprechenden Seıten DIe atonıker en Jesus Chrıstus den
vergöttlıchten Miıttler Logos) der eIsNe1L gesehen Jedoch nıcht den
‚„„deus humıiılıs‘“ Für ugustinus genugte weder dıe manıchäische Kso-
terık och dıe Vergeılistigung der eeije Diese Posıtiıonen können er
keıine reale rlösung erwırken und ZWaT deshalb N1ıcC we1l SIC der
Geschichte keıinerle1 edeutung zuerkannten Gerade Augustins amp
für C1NC reale FEıinheıt zwıschen e1s und e1b jedoch dıe Wiıch-
ıgkeıt der Menschwerdung (ijottes Für Augustinus Ist CONUEFNrSLO
darum INCArnaltıo insofern letztere dentıtätsstiftend NIı und das 1e]
der CONUECFSLO darstellt Augustins Bekehrung ıst also inkarnatorisch

Augustinus heß sıch der Osternacht VO DA /24 Aprıl 38 /
mıt SCINCIN So  SE Adeodatus der Maıländer Basılıka VO

damalıgen Bıschof Ambrosıius taufen Es Ist 1er iragen ob mıt dıe-
SC Datum eC1NC veränderte theologısche Einsicht be1l Augustinus C1N-

war‘”? ach den erıchten der Confessiones W al dıe paulını-
sche Stelle Röm 13 13f ‚Nıc Gelagen und Zecherelilen nic
chlafkammern und Unzucht nıcht Haß und er sondern ziehet
den Herrn Jesus Chrıistus und pflegt das Fleisch N1IC ZUT Erregung

Lüste  c entscheıdend für dıe Bekehrung Augustins*” Unstrıttig
fasste ‚„das Anzıehen des Herrn Jesus Chrıistus als C1NC eKue
Lebensform auf Wıe diese sıch vorstellte können aus

Vgl UMKELLER Affectus (DASSLO perturbatio) ın AL Vol 1 /4 ‚„Das
1e] dieses erzieherischen und belehrenden Wollens mıiıt dem Christus dıe mensch-
lıchen Afftfekte sıch zuheß sıeht CWISCH Heıl der Menschheıit XCU1US NOS el
perturbatıo tranquıllat eit inTiırmıtas firmat» (Io ir 5)u

conf. V (CCL 131 33/36)
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eiıner Stelle aUus dem achten Kapıtel des achten Buches der Confessio-
nes eruleren. Dort beschrieb Augustinus selıne unmıttelbare Lage VOT

der Bekehrung: „Und Jetz jenem großen ufruhr 1im Innern me1l1-
NS Hauses, den ich aUuUs aller Kraft entfacht mıt meılner eeie
Schlafgemach, meınem Herzen, stürm ich verstorten Angesıchts und
Geilstes Alypıus und rufe Was lassen WIT da ber uns ergehen?
Was ist das? ast du gehört? Die Ungelehrten stehen auf und rel-
Ben den 1mme sıch, und WIT mıt UNnseTITeI Bıldung ohne Herz, sıech
doch, WIT wälzen uns In Fleisch und ut! Vielleicht weıl s1e n_

SCH, schämen WIT uns, ıhnen nachzufolgen, uns schä-
INCN, WIT ihnen nıcht ZU wenı1gsten doch folgten? cc16. Eıne ‚Seele

Schlafgemach‘‘, „Bıldung ohne Herz“ und das ‚„wälzen Fleisch
und Blut‘“‘ sSınd Steigerungen eiıner negatıven Erfahrung (Selbstent-
remdung „„TOrI1s me*‘‘*/) und zeigen gleichzeıntig den scharfen egen-
satz zwıschen der „superbia‘ (Stolz) und der „humilıtas" Demut) auf.
DiIie Bekehrung Augustins W alr deshalb uch eıne ‚„„1mitatıo umıiılıta-
t1s  .. bzw ein sıch Unterwerfen dem „1ugum humıilıtatıs‘“ Gerade
im achten uch der Confessiones erwähnte Augustinus in diesem
Zusammenhang verschiıedene Persönlichkeıiten, dıe ihre Nacken unter
dem Kreuz Jesu su sıch beugten Diese Vorbilder diıenten jedoch
dem zukünftigen Bischof VO 1ppo uch ZUT Beschreibung se1lner
eigenen FErlebnissen und Wünschen. Marıus Victorinus, dem großen
Phiılosophen, sah ugustinus einen Mann, der ebenso WIEeE eın 1eb-
er der Wahrheıit Wa  , och Vıctorinus ihm Eınes VOTaUus

fand In der Menschwerdung und 1Im Kreuz Jesu s{ı den einzıgen
wıirklıchen /ugang ZUT Wahrheıt, dıe NUT den einz1ıgen ott dıenen
wünscht c errotete Jetz nıcht, ein ınd deines es Jesu s{u

se1ın und en äuglıng se1lines Gedankenquells werden, seinen
Nacken beugen unter das Joch der Demut und gebändıgt selne Stirn

senken ntie dıe Schmach des Kreuzes  O 18 Augustinus hat Iso be1
Vıctorinus philosophısche tworten auf dıe Glückseligekeitsproble-
matık gefunden, dıe och vergeblıch ach der Lesung des Werkes

conf. V (L Z 125, 1/ „Tum ılla grandı T1Xa interlor1ıs domus
INCAaAC, QUamı ortiter excıtaueram CUul anıma INCa cubiculo nOStTOo, corde I1NCO,
uu qU amı mente turbatus inuado Alypıum, exclamo: qu1d patımur? quı1d est hoc?
quı1d audısti? surgunt indoct1 ei caelum rapıunt, ef NS CUu doctrinıs nostr1is SINe corde
&B w ubı uolutamur Carnc el sanguıine! qul1a praecesserunt, pudet Sequl ei 1L1OMN

pudet 1ICC saltem sequ1? *“
conf. N: (CUE 2 E 7 D 4
conf. V, (CCE 2 E} 145 25/21) „NON erubueriı1t SSC PUCI Christ1i tu1 ei

infans fontis tu1 sublecto CcCo ad humilıtatıs Jjugum el edomiuiıta fronte ad CTUCIS-
brıium  ..
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‚„Hortens1us VO  = ( icero gesucht Vıctorius Iso dıe Antwort
auf dıe bedrückende Aufforderung des Hortensius Augustinus sah NUunNn
ass durchaus möglıch W ar ass dıe Phılosophie nNier der egıe
sS{u ZU alen der Glückseligkeıit gelangen konnte!? Damıt wurde
dıe VO  - Augustinus sehr gewünschte Sıcherheit des 1ssens Genüge

ber Augustinus 1e6 nıcht e1 Eın Wiı1ssen ist ann 1Ur
sıcher WEeNnNn auch gewollt Ist Denn INnan kann J vieles Wiıssen
hne ass INnNan sıch danach ausrıchtet In diesem /usammenhang
brachte Augustinus DUn SCIHNCN Landsmann und Regierungsbeamter
Ponticı]anus IN pıe Ponticıanus reprasentuerte darüber hınaus dıe
Schattenseıte der Verlockung weltlicher acC dıe Augustinus ZU

Gefangener machte DIe Erzählung des Anachoreten Antonıus urc
Ponticıanus erweckte ugustinus den Eındruck ass ott auch den
FEinfachen und Unwıssenden für sıch gew1nnen kann Wenn Augusti-
NUus also VO  m sıch sagte, ass den Agypter Antonıus bıs dato Nnıc
gekann! hatte, dann diıese Aussage C1iNeC gewaltige Sprengkraft.
Schließlich Agypten CIn Spiegelbild überragenden Wiıissen-
SZeNTITUMS und C1in Land des X11S ber ott hat sıch den Einfachen
geze1gt und Antonıus folgte ott dıe uste hınaus DIie Wüste ber

ST das ıld der Leere des Nıcht- Vorhandenseıins VO Wiıssen Wenn
Augustinus also VO  —_ sıch gab ass den Antonıius nıcht annte dann
hat dıe atsacne eigentlıch umgedreht Kr 1st der wiıirklıch Unwiıs-
sende obwohl me1nnte 1e] WISSCH uch musste WIC Antonıius

dıe W üste gehen und dort leer bzw demütigt werden Uurc dıe
Anton1ıus rzählung des Ponticı1anus wurde Augustinus Nun SCIINCT
nwıssenheit getroffen und dıe Bastıon SCIINCS Stolzes wurde Urcn-
brochen So S1INS nunmehr für Augustinus nıcht mehr alleın dıe
ıcherung des Wiıssens sondern vielmehr auch C1MN Stabıilisıerung
SCINCS Lebens dıie Jjedoch 11UT Urc dıe Bereıitschaft ZUT „„1mM1talıo ad
humılıtatem hrıstı““ gewährleistet werden kann ‚„„Meın Wunsch WAar

N1ıC deıner sondern dır fester sein  <620 Nun W al

Augustinus bereıt dıe „angustıas dıe och ängstlıc und
unsıcher verme1ı1den versuchte auf sıch nehmen und diese
durchlaufen da Jesus Chrıistus auch diesen Weg sıegreich nde

War „Der Heıland der selbst der Weg Ist gefıiel ber
uUurc dıe CHNLC wandeln cheute ich mich‘‘2! Wıe ott sıch

heata (CC: 2 E 6 9 1sq „„ad phılosophıae m, qUO 1a1l beatae
1tae solumque proceditur‘“‘.

conf. V, (L, 2 E La 11) „NCC certior de Ie, sed stabılıor ı SS5C

cupıebam“.
27 1bıd (CCL 113 13sq „er placebat ula 1DSC saluator el PCI 1US aNgUS-

t1as adhuc pıgebat
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verdemütigt hat, Mensch werden, damıt dıe Menschen sıch
ıhm erheben können, sollte Augustinus gleichfalls in Demut dıe
Taufe annehmen und eıl werden. Damıt hat 19108  am das Drama se1-
CT Selbst für diıesen Augenblıck eın nde gefunden DiIie FEinheit der
aturen im Gottmenschen Jesus Chrıstus erwIıies sıch für Augustinus
als dıe höchste Gnadengabe, dıe den sıch wıderstreıtenden ensch
auch ZUT Einheıit zwıschen Gelst und e1b führen wiıird. Die Rıchtig-
keıt der Stelle aus Röm T wurde Augustinus Nun deutlich VOT

ugen gestellt.

Augustinus verstand 19108  —_ seıne Taufe als eın Bekenntnis ZU

demütigen Gott?2 Die arnatıon ist ein Akt der erdemütiıgung (jot-
tes  3 Somıit wurde Chrıistus für Augustinus ZU Fundament eiıner
demütigen 1e Dem Zweıfel ahe iragte der suchende Augustinus:
„Denn Jene 1ebe., auferbaut auf dem rund der Demut, der
stus ist  24 Letztlich konnte für Augustinus gemäß der ehre des
Völkerapostels Paulus dıe rlösung NUur uUurc dıe Person Jesus Chrıs-
{uUus garantıert werden?>. Deshalb hat uch sehr häufig auf dıe paulı-
nısche Stelle Röm ÜE 74-7526 zurückgegriffen, wobe1l diese zugle1ic
als eıne Antwort auf die Stelle Röm 3% 1 227 verwendete.

Halten WIT also fest Das zentrale OLLV der Bekehrung des
ugustinus, WIe diese ZUT eıt der Abfassung der Confessions, also

400, retrospektiv sah, WaT dıe identitätsstiftende Inkarnatıon (Got-
tes Seine In den Confessiones geschilderte Entscheidung ZUT Taufe
gng and in and mıt der Annahme der katholischen Lehrformel
eiıner vollständiıgen Vereinigung zwıschen ott und Menschen In der
Person Jesus Chrıistus

conf. VII, (aD 2 E 108, 8) „deum IMNECUM lesum humıilıs humılem‘°.
Vgl SCHAFFNER, Christliche Demut. Des hl Augustinus Lehre VoNn der Humlt-

litas, Würzburg, 1959, 107 „In seiner manıchälischen und neuplatonıischern eıt
hätte das Augustinus nıcht verstehen können, ber Je mehr der christliıche Glaube ihm
aufgıng und erfaßte, desto tiefer drang eın dieses Mysterium. In Christus
steht ıhm dıie Humailıtas De1 siıchtbar VOI Augen ottes Hoheit in menschlıcher Nıe-
drıgkeıt und das nıcht AUS Notwendigkeiıt, sondern aUsSs freler Liebe AL gefallenen
Geschöpf, das reiten galt“

conf. VII, CCr 2 E} 1710; Sq. „ubı enım rat Jla aedıfıcans carıtas fun-
damento humlullıtatıs, quod est Chrıistus lesus ?**.

Vgl D3 HOMBERT, Gloria Gratiae. Se glorifier Dieu, princıpe et fin de
la theologie augustinienne de la gräce, Parıs, 1996, „En decouvrant VOIT o  \
hlıbere miraculeusement, Augustin fıt de plus plus humble. Sa delıvrance
lu1 OuvVrTIt definıtivement les VYCUX du SUur le mystere du Christ, Verbe incarne,
SAaUVEUT uUunc mi1isericorde quı laısse I’homme debıiteur®“.

Augustinus hat insgesamt 164mal diese paulınısche Stelle herangezogen.
Im Corpus Augustinianum kommt dieses Zıtat 1 74mal VO  Z
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7wischen der Taufe und der Abfassungszeıt der Confessiones
jedoch 1eg eıne Zeıtspanne VO  - beinahe 15 ahren Der Verfasser der
Confessiones SC 1er bereıts als anerkannter Theologe des ate1-
nıschen Westen. Im folgenden wollen WITr versuchen, dıe Evolution
des augustinıschen Christus-Glaubens innerhalb dieses Zeitabschnuitts

eruijleren:  28  .

Die „incarnatıo®® In den Schriften des Augustinus
ach CAG? hat Augustinus 1 54mal den ortstamm VO  - 1NCar-

are  c seinen Werken benutzt Zum ersten Mal erscheıint diıesen in
CAD DFOD Rm 84, 31, 2) das der NeuprIiester ugustinus
im Jahre 94/395 verfasst hat Die me1ıste Verwendun dieses Fach-
termını fındet sıch jedoch In den Schrıiıften ach 400, also In se1iner
Bischofszeıit. In den Frü  1alogen fehlt dieser theologische Fachbe-
or11T. Parallel azu wurde dort auch der Name stus““ NUT ınımal
erwähnt. Augustinus hat zwıschen 38R /T-388 1Ur s1ebenmal diıesen
Namen benutzt Davon kommt dieser alleın sechsmal In ord. VO  —

Jedoch würde INnan völlıg der Absıcht des Augustinus verfehlen, WC

aANSCHOMIM wiırd, dıe Menschwerdung Jesu s{u spiele in dieser
Periode keine Augustinus hat Z W al den theologıschen Fachbe-
griff „Incarnatıo“ VOT 390 och nıcht verwendet, obwohl diese
siıcherlich be1 der Taufkatechese in Maıland gekann en musste
Schließlich kommt dieses Wort Maıländer Glaubenssymbolum VOT,
das en wesentlicher Bestandteıl der Liturgie und der Katechese bıldete

Während dıe griechıschen Väter bereıts ber dıe entsprechenden
technıschen us  TtTucKe ZUT Bezeiıchnung der Menschwerdung (Gottes
(EVavOpONTNOLS, 8vVOdpKOO16)*” verfügten, trat dıe lateinısche Ent-

DÖNT, Aufbau Un Glaubwürdigkeit der Konfessionen un dıe ( ass1lıCLAa-
cumgespräche des Augustinus, WSt (1969), 181-197, sıeht im theologıschen
Programm der Confess1iones ıne Weiterentwıcklung der Cassıc1acum noch offenen
theologıschen Problemen.

‚AMPE (e&.). Patrıstic greek Lexicon, Oxford, 1961, 462-463 481
19702 EKs g1bt dazu keine Entsprechungen der antıken pagancn I ıteratur. Lediglıch
HELIODORUS, Aethiopica, 27 51 RATTENBURY LUMB MAILLON,
arls, 1935-1943) verwendete den Begriff EVOAVOpONNOAOO, wobe1l dieser mıt der
WOXT in Verbindung gebracht wurde. Beım Begrıiff „incarnatı1o0*“ handelt Iso
ınen Neolog1ismus, der ausschlıießlich VO  e den christlıchen Schriftstellern verwendet
wurde. MOHRMANN, Sondersprache des hl Augustinus (Latinitas Christianorum
Prıimaeva, Fasc 111), Teıl, Amsterdam: Adolf Hakkert, zählt dıe-
SCS Wort den „„unmıttelbaren Christianısmen‘“.
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sprechung des Verbums „Incarnare‘‘ Zu ersten Mal be1 Novatıanus
auf, erst in der des drıtten Jahrhunderts*®. Im Wınter
358/359 hat Hılarıus VonNn Poitiers auf des gallıschen und briti-
schen Ep1iskopats hın das Glaubensbekenntnis VO  —; Nizäa?! 1INs ate1-
nısche übersetzt, indem dıe beıden griechischen W örter [08  W-
OEvta und EVAVOPONTNOAVTA mıt „Incarnatus est eft OMO factus est  ..
übersetzte Das Nıcaenum sanktıonıierte diesen egr für den late1-
nıschen Westen.

Wenn der bekehrte Augustinus In seinen Frühdıalogen keinen
eDrauc VOoO  —_ dieser Fachterminologıe machte, ann hıng ohl
damıt ZUSaAIMIMCNH, ass seıne chrıstologische ehre dieser eıt och
unfertig Wa obwohl dıe spiırıtuelle Dımens1ıon der Menschwer-
dung Gottes wohl riıchtig erahnt hatte Sta:  essen benutzte dıe für
diese Lebensperiode typıschen Verben ‚„procedere  <<33 und „gignere  “34.
Ferner sprach auch davon, ass der So  SB Gottes zad 1105 uenıt eft

635deo MI1ISSUS eıne Stelle, dıe Augustinus aus dem olog des
Johannes Evangelıums en Darüber hınaus findet INan für diese
eıt auch dıe Verben ‚„‚assumere  << 36 und ‚„‚declinare  cz37. Den Hervor-
Salıs aUuUs dem Vater verstand Augustinus in dieser rühperiode als
eiıinen Zeugungsakt der Wahrheıit Uurc das höchste Maß modus) Der
Sohn wurde darum auch als „„sSumm1ı de1 ırtus el sapıientia  <<38 bezeıch-
netT, da der us immer schon dıe ahrheıt inkludiert. Dieser Befund
pass uch dıe gesamte enkstruktur Augustins dieser Zeıt Schließ-
iıch verfolgen dıe Dıaloge das 1e] der ‚„„beatıtudo Da diese aus-

Vgl OVATIANUS, De I rınıtate AAXI 7’ 138 (CCL I 5 E 41sg.) „Princıpa-
lıter autem fiılıum SSC verbum de1 incarnatum PCI iıllum spırıtum““. Vgl den Befund
VO!  S MOHRMANN, Sondersprache des hl Augustinus (Latıinıtas Christianorum
Primaeva, Fasc II), Teıul, Amsterdam: Adolf Hakkert, 119, me1ıint
aber, dass der Substantıv „Incarnatıo““ bZw das Verbum „incarnarı“ erstmals be1
Fiılastrıus (  0-3 festgestellt worden ist.

31 DENZINGER, Enchiridion symbolorum definitionum declarationum de rehus
el el 174  ‚9 hrsg. VO  —_ HÜNERMANN, Freiburg Br.. 1991?”, 62-

Vgl ELDMANN, Der Einfluß 17
heata MN (CCL 2 ’ 8 E} 254/257 260sg.) „et1am hoc enım dictum est

CRO SUu uerıtas. uerıtas autem ut sıt, fıt PCI alıquem SUMMUmM modum, qUO OCC-
dıt et in qUuUem perfecta conuertit. 1ps1 autem modo nullus alıus modus InpO-
nıtur. ut 1g1tur uerıtas modo g1gnitur, iıta modus uerıtate cognoscıtur””.

sol. E 8 E 77 19) „nıhıl redundat, ubı quı g1gnit ef quem g1gnıt unum
est

Oord. I7 6 C 140, Sq. „ad NOS uenıt el deo m1issum SsSse  ..
MMUS XL (L, 3 E 1166, 56)
Ccad. I'H’ (L 29, 6 E 16)
Cad. II? (SIGL 29, 1 9 26) „SUmMm1 de1 ulrtutem sapıentiam“.
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schliıeßliıch In der Unsterblichkeıit 1eg denn dort exıstiert als unab-
dingbares Kriterium der Glückseligkeıit keın angel und keın Man-
ge]l ist, dort ist uch das richtige Maß vorhanden benötigt der STerD-
IC ensch Hılfe, anlls 1e] gelangen können. Der ervorgang
des es hat dıe Funktion der Offenbarung der OCcNsten und selh-
SCH Wahrheıt erfüllen Darum ermahnte Augustinus seınen Lesern,
ass S1€e sıch N1ICcC ”a s{u auctorıtate‘‘ entfernen sollten®  Ea  F

Als Zusammenfassung können WIT für diese Periode Zz7wel lex-
ten ausfindıg machen, welche dıe augustinısche De  Struktur charak-
teristisch beschreıiben Der erste ext ist entnommen aUuUs ‚„„de musı1ıca‘‘‘:
„qU amı plagam de1 sapıent1a, mirabılı el ineffabilı sacramento
dıgnata est9CU homınem sıne peCcCcalo, NON SINE peccatorI1s
condıtione suscepI1t. Na eft nascC1ı humanıtus, el patı el morT1 uoluıt.
nıhıl Oorum merI1to, sed excellentissıma bonitate  “40 DiIie Bereılitschaft
Gottes, den ensch in eiıner unaussprechlıchen Weıse anzunehmen
und In seinem Sohn Jesus Chrıstus für dıe In der Sünden sıch eI1n-
denden Menschen leıden, ist das esulta der freiıen üte (Gottes
(„escellentissıma bonıitate‘‘). Und der zweıte ext SLamMmM AUS cad.
1L, (L 29, 60, 10/19) ‚„NON enım est ista hulus mundı ph1loso-
phıa, QUam nostra merıtissıme detestantur, sed alterıus intelleg1-
1lıs, CUul anımas multiıformıbus erITOTIS tenebrıs CcCaecCcCa ef altıssımıs

COTDOIC sordıbus oblıtas NUMY Ua ista ratiıo subtilıssıma reuocaretl,
1S1 SUMMUS eus popuları quadam clementıa dıuinı intellectus AaUCLO-
rıtatem ad 1psum humanum dechnaret summıiıtte-
ret: CU1US 1910)81 solum praecepti1s sed et1am factıs excıtatae anımae redire
in seme 1psas el res1ıp1scere patrıam et1am sıne disputationum CONCOI-

atıone potu1issent‘‘. Augustinus machte dieser Stelle deutlıch, ass
dıe Menschen NUur durch dıe Menschwerdung Gottes („declinaret‘”)
ZUT ehr VO  — den ‚„‚multiformıbus eITOFIS tenebrIıs. eit sordıbus“
dieser Welt bewegen und dıe Seelen Urc ehre („praecept1s” und

Cad. H. (CCL 29, 61, Sq. ‚„„mıh1 CISO Certum est NUSqUaAM PTOTSUS
Chrısti auctorıtate discedere‘‘. Dazu G7 Auctorıiıtas heı Tertullian, Cyprian und
Ambrosius, Würzburg, 1975, AD DD ‚„„auctorıtas ist daher nıe VOI der Persön-
iıchkeıit ihres Inhabers lösen. Be1l Augustin fand dıe Idee VO]  - der göttlıchen AUC -

torıtas tiefere Begründung und reichere Ausdeutung. ET bezeichnete mıt der Wendung
uch den göttlıchen Befehl und dıe Autorisierung durch Gott, doch verwendete S1e
me1nst Blıck auf die Person Jesu Christ1. ıhm hat sıch nach Augustın dıe aucCtiO-
rıtas Gottes vollkommener Weıse geoffenbart, ist dıe göttlıche auctorıtas schlecht-
hın Für eine auctorıtas ist aber auch der helfende Wıiılle unerlässlıch: dieser besteht
ın der clement1a Gottes, dıe sıch der humıilıtas Chriıstı Ifenbart. dem sich Gott

menschgewordenen ‚Og0S ZU Menschen herabne1gt, erwelst siıch seine Macht
als eine hılfreiche, cdıie das Wohl des Menschen ZU) 1el hat‘‘

MÜ VI, (PL 3 E 1166, 55/60)
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aten („factıs‘) ZUT Rückkehr konnten, und ZW. „„sıne dıs-
putatıonem concertatione‘‘. der Zentralıtä der Menschwerdung der
eI1shnel (Giottes ass sıch ach den aufgeführten Stellen N1IC mehr
abstreıten. Schließlich geht auch In den auch antımanıchäisch
onzıplerten 1alogen arum, en Ollwer. dıe he1ıdnısch-philo-
sophische“ und manıchäische eugnung der Menschwerdung sUu
aufzustellen“?. Dennoch 1€ dıe augustinısche Reflex1ion ber dıe
nkarnatıon Gottes während dieser TUNze1 och unterentwickelt.
Seine Chrıistologie ging N1ıC ber eiıne Verweılisungsfunktion hinaus®.

300 hat Augustinus jedoch eindeutige ortschriıtte In seiInem
en ber dıe Inkarnatıon erzielt In seinem antımanıchäischen
Werk MO  - ® 19, 90, 40, 13/1 8)4 verwendete dıe Wör-
ter „Susc1ıpere“ und ‚„„sacramentum ” Verbindung mıt dem egen-
Satzpaar ‚alter ensch Mensch‘‘ ZUT Qualifizierung der
und Funktion der Menschwerdung des Gottessohnes ‚dıicıt CISO Pau-
lus radıcem omn1ıum malorum SCSSC cupıdıtatem, PCI qU am et1am lex
ue prımum homınem lapsum sıgnıficat. mMOone Paulus, ut CXUammus
NOS ueterem homınem el Induamus uult autem intelleg1 dam
quı peccauıt ueterem homınem, um em qUCHM suscepıt in a_

MeENLO de1 tılıus ad 1910 lıberandos  .. („Paulus sagt also, ass dıe Begıier-
iıchkeıt der Ursprung en Übels sSe1 ach dem bewirkte diese
uch den Fall des ersten Menschen. Darum erma| uns Paulus, ass
WIT den en ensch ausziehen und den ensch anzıehen sol-
len Ks soll eıßen, ass der alte ensch dam sel, der gesündigt hat,
un ass der eCu«ec ensch derjJen1ıge sel, den der Sohn Gottes auf
geheimnısvoller Weıse aNSCHOMUNCH hat, uUuns befreien“). Eın-

41 Vgl MADEC, Le Christ des palens d’apres le De euangelista-
rum  . de saıint Augustin, in RechAug. 76 (1993), 36  <

Vgl MAYER, Die Zeichen In der geistigen Entwicklung und In der 'heo-
logie Augustins. Die antımanichdische Epoche, Würzburg, „Dem Kenner
entgeht nıcht, bereıts dıe Frü  oge dıie Manıchäer konzıpiert sind“‘.
So hat Augustinus se1InNn Werk Acad. iınem gewl1ssen Romanı1lanus, der durch Augus-
tinus Maniıchäer wurde und den Augustinus Nun ZUT Annahme der chrıstlıch katholi1-
schen Relıgıon bewegen versuchte, gew1ldmet.

Vgl MAYER, Die Zeichen der geıistigen Entwicklung und In der T’heolo-
Q21€e Augustins. 'eıl Die antimanıchdische Epoche, Würzburg, 1974, 202 „Bıs
dahın erscheıint allerdings dıie Funktion des menschgewordenen Chrıistus schon immer
unfer dem Aspekt der Verweılsung. Das 1e] der Menschwerdung wird der He1ımfüh-
rTung der eiıner materellen Welt vertfallenen Seelen gesehen. /7/u dıiıesem Zweck mußte
(GJott selne auctorıtas bıs ZUT Fleischwerdung beugen und sıch dem humanum unter-
wertfen“‘

OYLE, Augustine s ABDE moribus ecclesiae catholicae A Study of the
Work, 1Es Composition and 1fs SourCes, 197/5,
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deutig wurde J1er bereıts auf dıe negatıve Adams der e1ls-
geschichte hıngewılesen. Der Einfluss des Völkerapostels Paulus ist
1eTr nıcht verleugnen“. Es wırd ANSCHOMIMACH, ass Augustinus
schon VOT selner Bekehrung, schon während se1lner manıchäli-
schen Zeıt, mıt den Schrıften des Völkerapostels Paulus In Berührung
kam Eıne intensıve Beschäftigung mıt ihnen geschah Jedoch erst In
der zweıten Hälfte se1Ines priesterlıchen Dienstes*/. Miıt der Festigung
der paulınıschen Theologıe und dıe daraus resultıierende Schärfe und
Diıchte der Gnadenlehre, W1IEeE Augustinus diese der Auslegung des
Röm ad Simplicianum f VO  - entwiıickelt hatte, trat zugle1c
dıe Dringlichkeit der Menschwerdung (jottes Jesus Chrıistus ZUT Ret-
(ung der den Sünden verfallenen Menschen och mehr den Vorder-
grund Deshalb erscheımnt dıe Junktur ‚fıdes incarnationis  49 häufig In
den enach 410 egen dıe pelagıanısche Chrıistologıe, welche
dıe „„Incarnatıo hrıst1ı“ lediglıch als eiıne „„lustiıtiae forma NON prıma,
sed maxima  650 sah, wurde dıe fides dıe Menschwerdung Gottes be1
Augustinus einem nıcht mehr wegzudenkenden Fachbegriff inner-
halb selner Gnadenlehre und ZU unverzıchtbaren Instrument der TIö-
SUNg („necessarla fıdes incarnationis‘‘)>! durch Gott, wobel der Anfang
des aubDbens bereıts auf einen naden zurückzuführen ist°2 Der
Glaube hält somıt fest, ass Jesus Chrıstus derjen1ige ist, „qUu1l uenıt In
sımılıtudine Carnıs peccatı, uft euacuaret peccati  “53. Uurc den

Vgl dazu LOF, Die Autorıitat des Apostels Paulus ach Augustin, ın
Aug(L) (1980), 10=28

Vgl FERRARI,; Augustine s „Discovery “ of aul (Confess1ons WZUZEX
AugStud (1991), 37-61; Agostino la polemica antımanıchea:

ı] ruolo dı Paolo del AW//  S epistolarıio, Aug(R) (1992), 119-143
Sıehe DRECOLL, Die Entstehung der Gnadenlehre Augustins, Tübıngen,

1999, 144  —
Siıehe RECOLL, Die Entstehung der Gnadenlehre Augustins, Tübıngen,

1999, 218250
SE el DeECC 1, 31 4 ’ 5° @A 191, 28);

Tul ımp 1, 188 85/1, 306, I: 449 461, 16);
ACC, 5 E 143, 16); CCLAXÄIV, (PL 3 ’ 1216, 58Sg.)

Tul ımp IL, 188 85/1, 306, 3sg.)
51 CCLAÄILV, (PL 3 E 121 %£ 15)

Vgl ARAFIOTI, Il problema dell’ ‚, Initiuum Fidei In sant Agostino fino al
39%“: ın Aug(R) DA} (1981), 541-565; ROZ REIA, La 2racCia inicıial el „Inıtıuum
el ‘i‘ seguün SUuan Agustin, FLETEREN SCHNAUBELT REINO S
Collectanea Augustiniana. Augustine, Mystıc an Mystagogue, New ork 1994,

231-249; RING, Der Anfang des Glaubens: Verdienst oder Gnade?, ın
Aug(L) (2004) Melanges offerts VQ  \ Bavel [’0occasıon de SoON S0e ANnnl-
versalre, Leuven 202

DeCcC mMer. I, 6 C} 148; Sq.
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Glauben hat sıch der Sünder bereıts einem spiırıtuellen Menschen
entwiıckelt, da der In den Versuchungen wohnenden un! nıcht
mehr seıne Zustimmung g1bt DIie uferstehung des Menschen hat
somıt 7Jer bereıts begonnen, obwohl dıe leibliche Auferstehung och
ausste Denn dıiesem OMO spiritalis hat bereıts der Geilst des Jau-
bens, ‚„„hoc est incarnatıon1s hrıistı“‘ regleren angefangen?“. Diese
‚Tıdes incarnatıon1s“ ırkt aber auch rückwirkend, ass dıe ‚„„antı-
quı iust1“‘ des aufgrund dieser ‚fTıdes futura‘‘ gerechtfertig und
„membrıs hrıistı“ gezählt wurden°°.

Der innere TUnN! der Menschwerdung Christı

Augustinus WaTrT sıch bewusst, ass der innertrinıtarısche Her-
VOrTSang des es dem menschlıchen en STETS eın Geheimnıis
bleiben wird. Er versuchte daher lediglıch darzulegen, ass dıe Zeu-
SUNg des es eıne trinıtarısche Pluralıtät erforderte DiIie Men-
schwerdun es seizte ach Augustinus innertrinıtarısche Prozes-
s1onen VOTaus Dies wıederum würde bedeuten, ass das Wesen es
nıcht monistisch ist; enn ott ist wesentlıch trinıtarısch. Deshalb
beabsıchtigte Augustinus In De Irınıtate nıcht prımär, dıe Einheıt
ott beweılsen als vielmehr dıe Gleichheıt („aequalıtas‘”) der TE1I
göttlıchen Personen aufzuzeigen”®. Da ott wesentlich trinıtarısch Ist,
ist der ater In ezug auf sıch selbst schon Immer der Sendende, wäh-
rend der So  — wesentlich schon immer sendbar ist Da in ott alle
göttlıchen Personen gleich sınd, entsprechen Ss1e sıch auch WwIillentilic
Darum Onnte Augustinus auch VON Chrıistus9ass dıeser, In der
gleichen Weıse WIe der Vater und der HI Geıist, sıch selbst gesandt hat,
insofern gleicher Weiıse ott ist Entscheidend für dıe augustin1-
csche Theologıie WaTr aber dıe und Weıse, WIe ott ensch wurde.
Sehr häufig hat Augustinus dıesen Vorgang mıt den reflexiven Verben
WIE ‚ 5C exinanıre“, aa 90 humıliare“ der ; humıilıs enıre  6 beschrıie-

CE 447 462, 9/1 ‚„„NON cAiceret eundem spirıtum fiıde1 PZ COr
4,13|] Nn1s1ı admonens et1am ant1quos 1ustos 1pPSsum habulsse spırıtum fıde1, hoc est INCAar-
natl1on1s Christi‘®

el DEeECC. N 31 4 E 191, 20sg.)
Anders EERLINGS, Christus Exemplum, 33 .50.51 „Der besondere

Nachdruck, den Augustin hler WIeE ın der Trinıtätslehre auf den Begrıff der Einheıit
(Gjottes legt, Augustins Trinıtätslehre nımmt anders als dıe der nachn1izänısche
Orthodoxı1e des stens ihren Ausgangspunkt beım Gedanken der FEinheit es
Leıtend be1 der Ausbildung dAieser Trimitätsliehre ist für Augustıin, WwIe bereıts erwähnt,
der Gedanke der Einheıt Gottes‘®‘. Der Autor sıeht seine Meınung der mangelnden
Vertrautheit Augustins mıt dem Begriff .Person“ gerechtfertigt.
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ben der Patrıstik IHNan Z W gewohnt, ass dieses erabKom-
ImMeNn des Gottessohnes VO  - den atern in ‚„„antıthetischer Weinse‘“‘ (Z
der Zeıtlose, Unsıc  are, Unbegreıiflıche, Leidensunfähige wurde
sıchtbar und leidensfähig‘‘) beschrieben wurde., be1l Ignatıus Antı-
ochien?’, be1l Irenäus-® der be1 Tertullian>?. Lediglıch be1 Augustinus
wurde dıe me des Menschen Uurc den Sohn (jottes als einen
Akt der EemMu aufgefasst. Die ‚„‚humilıtas lesu hrıisti“‘ ist also der
Oberbegritf für dıe Heilsgeschichte®.

Die soteriologischen Funktionen der Incarnatıo lesu Christı

Während dıe Menschwerdung Jesu sS{Uu im Gegensatz ZU

Leıden Jesu Christi der Theologıe des Völkerapostels Paulus keıine
große Bedeutung spielte, hat Augustinus der Inkarnatıon Jesu s{ı
eine wichtige Rolle zugewlesen. uıunacAs beobachtete der Bischof VOoNn

1ppoO, ass innerhalb der synoptischen Evangelıen Unstimmigkeı1-
ten gab So hest INan im Evangelıum des as und atthaus jeweıls
eıne andere ersion bzgl der Genealogıie Jesu siı Diese Unstim-
migkeıt nahmen dıe Manıchäer als einen wıllkommenen ass auf,

auf dıe Unverzulässigkeıt bzw Korruptheıt der HI Schrift hınzu-
welsen. Die Unstimmigkeıt des Evangelıums unterstreicht dıe iıch-
tigkeıt ihrer ehnung der Menschwerdung Gottes Augustinus dage-
SCH wlederlegte diese Behauptung mıt der Erklärung, ass der
Unterschied zwıschen as und Matthäus in der unterschiedlichen
Heilsperspektive 1eg Deshalb wıdersprachen as und aus
sıch nıcht, Augustinus weiıter. Wenn atthaus jedoch dıe Genealo-
gie („ıtaque ılle descendentem s1gn1ıfıcans ad portanda peccalta,
generatiıones enumerat‘) Za also beginnend mıt Abraham, und
as aber aufwärts waste autem ascendens s1ıgnıfıcans purgatiıonem
peccatorum NON utı1ıque E} sed nNnOSs ascendens SCNCIA-
tiones enumerat‘‘)°*, mıt Jesus Chrıstus als Ausgangspunkt, dann
wollte ersterTt! dıe Heilsgeschichte VO  — oben und letzterer VO  —_ unter her

GNATIUS AÄNTIOCHIEN, Polyc UL, The Apostolic Fathers 1L, ed
LIGHTFOOT, 343 3
NAUS LYON, adv haer. VIL, 2 E (ed.W RVEY 1, 216)
TERTULLIAN, de Chrıstı (PL; 2, 805-808).
diu LAIX: (CCL 193, 199sgqg.) „sed PCI humilıtatem salu1ı fiunt

credentes eum‘”; id. XAÄX, (CCE 233 29/31) ‚„„PIo nobıs dilectionem
humuilıtatıs de1 quı SSC humilıauerit, eit qUOSQqUC humiliauerıt eXprimens, uerbum
NCMUC nomiıinauıt‘‘.

61 Ln 31 (RB 91, 4 E
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betrachten e1 en er dıe Heıilsgeschichte VOT ugen
ugustinus W ar fest davon überzeugt, ass das Evangelıum dıe Men-
schwerdung (ottes gele [Daran INan nıcht im Geringsten
zweıfeln. Schließlich annn hne dıe InCarnatıo eın eıl für dıe
Menschen geben

Im nachfolgenden wollen WIT Uurz dıe verschıedenen Heıils-
unktionen der Menschwerdung Jesu ST{ beschreiben

Jesus TISLIUS als mediator Del et hominum

Wenn INan dıe wiıchtigste Funktion der Inkarnatıon herausstel-
len wıll, ann kann INnan diese in der Miıttlerschaft Jesu S{ sehen.
Für Augustinus können weder dıe Engeln och der Teufel Miıttler ZWI1-
schen ott und dıe Menschen se1In. KErstere sınd rein geistige Wesen
und letzterer kann zusätzlıch dıe Gestalt eines Menschen annehmen.
Jedoch ist dieser Ur Miıttler eines zweıfachen odes, nämlıch der des
Leıbes und der eeile Darum hat der Satan mıt den Menschen auch dıe
Unglückselıgkeıt gemeınsam. Sowohl dıe Engeln als auch der Teufel
befinden sıch nıcht in der Miıtte Eın Miıttler INUSS er dem gOött-
lıchen und dem menschlıchen Bereich gleichermaßen angehören kön-
18(%)  - SOo wırd deutlıch, ass 1UT Jesus Chrıstus Urc dıe Inkarnatıon
ZU ‚„„‚mediator De1l eft homiıinıs“ wurde. Hıerin 1eg die eilsmög-
ichkeıit für dıe Menschen überhaupt: ‚„propter incarnatıonem uerbı
De1l, QUaC PTO salute nOostra reparanda facta est ut mediator De1l eft OM1-
Nnu esSse OMO stus lesus  “62. Auf dıe rage, WAaTUum ott ensch
werden musste, da ott doch auch alleın durch se1in achtwo dıe
Welt beifrelen könnte, WIeS ugustinus auf dıe vollkommene Liebe
Gottes für dıe Welt hın Und diese Liebe bewegt Gott, ass fre1-
wiıllıg ensch wurde. IC also hat ott Möglıchkeıiten gefehlt,
sondern wollte Urc dıe freiwıllıge nna der „Torma seru1“”“
dıe sündıgen Menschen wıieder „1mago De1n‘ werden lassen. Für
Augustinus ann außer der Miıttlerschaft Jesu sS{u er eın
anderes eı1l geben®?. In diıesem iınne ist der Geilst nıcht media-

trın I’ (CCEL 50. 44, Xn
trın A, (CCL 5 C} 414, 39/46) „qUu1 nım ulctus est homo erat, ef

ideo ulctus est qula superbe deus SS5C cuplebat; quı autem ulcıt eft homo el deus eral,
el ideo S1IC ulcıt natus uırgıne qul1a deus humaiulıter, 1910)8| quomodo al108 SAanCTIOs IC8C-
bat iıllum homıinem, sed gerebat. Haec tanta de1 dona eit S1 quUa 1ıa Sunt qUa«C de hac

nobıs ei NUNC el disserere longum est N1ısS1 uverbum CaT‘ 110 1,14] fıeret, nulla
essent‘‘.
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OF da nıcht ensch wurde  6664, obwohl are  er g1bt, dıe Jesus
Chrıstus für den Gelst hıelten. Nur we1l das Wort Gottes ensch
wurde, kann den der Uun: verfallenden Menschen dıe Auferste-
hung der C216 und des Le1ibes bringen. Der e1b INUSS nde NIC.
mehr VO  > der eeie zertrennt werden, sondern Jener wırd nde der
Tage mıt der eele verwandelt ZU „„homo spirıtalıs", den August1-
NUSs als eın großes Gnadengenschenk betrachtete. Darın sah dıe
Lösung für den inneren Wıderstrei zwıschen e1s und Leı1b, der
Augustinus VON frühester eıt beschäftigt hatte „D50 entste der
geistliıche ensch, der alles riıchtet, selbst aber VO  e n]1ıemand gerichtet
wird, der Gott, selinen Herrn, SaNZCM Herzen, VO  —_ SaNZCI eei€e
und VOoN SanzZcCh Gemüte» 1€e und auch selnen acNAsten N1IC fleisch-
lıch, sondern wI1Ie sıch selbst 1e€ Sıch selbst aber 1e€ geistlıch,
WEeNNn mıt all dem, W ds$s ıIn ıhm lebt, ott liebt‘‘®>.

Die Menschwerdung un! dıe Gnadenlehre

Augustinus sah also dıe Inkarnatıon nıcht losgelöst VO  —- der VO  >
ott planmäßıg ZUT Ausführung gebrachten zeıtlıchen „dıspensat1io ad
alutem nostram  “66. Freıilich g1bt verschıiedenen ‚„„mOodı1  e6 und Dıchte
dieser OLKOVOHLO. Für ugustinus erreichte dıe dieser dispen-
Satiıo temporalis der Herabkunft des Gottessohnes Die Vereinigung
der beiıden aturen betrachtete Augustinus als en Moment der VO  —
(jott den Menschen eschenkten OCNANStiIeEN Gnade®’, da ott 1er selbst
direkt in den Verlauf der Geschichte eingrI1, und 7, WaT ohne eiıne Ver-
wendung anderer Vermittlungsfiguren®®. [Da dıe Inkarnatıon also en
zeıtlıches Heı1ilsgeschehen WAaTr, wobel dıe Menschwerdung zugle1c
auch dessen Fülle®? W Onnte Augustinus auch diıese mıt der empha-
tischen Junktur fides InCarnationlis temporalis”” gleichzetzen, bewirkt

frın 1L, „„talıs 19(0)  —; factus est  ..
erd rel. K AT (CUL 3 '% 202, 22727 „1ta lı homo spirıtalıs Oomn1]a ludıcans,

ut 1pse nemıne ludıicetur, dılıgens domınum deum SUUM In LOLO corde, tOfLa anıma,
In tota mente el dılıgens proximum SUUTN NON carnalıter, sed tlamquam 1pSum.
autem spırıtalıter dılıgıt, quı L{OLO quod In uluılt deum dılıgıt  ..

1bıd (GEL 3 E} 298 61)
|AM ONG Die Menschheit Jesu Christi In den Werken des Augustinus,

Bıschof VO:  S Hıppo, Roma, 2007; 1d., Incarnatıo, AL, Vol 39 Basel, 2004ssg., col
A

ULLER < SCHWARTE, Dispensatio, AL, Vol 2, Basel,
col.487-498%

LAM ONG Hodie, 1ın AL, Vol 37 Basel, 2004ssg., col. 377-379
I7 (CCL 2 E 23)
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der Glaube dıe Menschwerdung es doch dıe Rechtfertigung des
Menschen. Wıe sah diese CHSC Bezıehung VO  —; dispensatio temporaliıs
und fides INCarnationls temporalis qaus”? unacns machte
Augustinus eıne Unterscheidung zwıschen dem FVESNUM In aelernum
und dem FESNHUM INn lempore bzw ÜNC. Ersteres ‚sermt sıne fine  .
‚„ PACC perpetua perfruemur‘‘. IDa dıe Menschen jedoch In der eıt VCI-
strickt sınd, ist unablässıg, ass Chrıistus N1ICcC NUr In mıt
seinem ater herrscht, sondern ass 1er und Jjetzt „NUnC’") schon
regjıeren INUSS 55 Dementsprechend reglert Jetz der Herr Urc dıe
Heılsveranstaltung seines Geheimnisses der Menschwerdung und des
Leıidens. Als Wort (ottes hat se1in Könıgtum weder ein Ende, einen
ang och eıne Unterbrechung. Als ensch jedoch begınnt
den Gläubigen Urc den Glauben selner Menschwerdung herrT-
schen  “71. Durch den Glauben selner Menschwerdung hat stus
Iso ın den Gläubigen herrschen angefangen ach Augustinus
onnte dieses NUTrT erfolgen, WE Jesus Chrıistus den OIz der Men-
schen Uurc dıe Demut selner Menschwerdung bricht Nur in der
demütıigen Annahme des aubens kann das eıl erreicht werden:
‚„„hıinc autem euacuauıt princıpatum et potestatem eft
em; dum NOMN PCI clarıtatem e1us, sed PCI humıiılıtatem salu1 fıiunt
credentes in eum  6‘72. Die Inkarnatıon hat nıcht etwa den ew1gen Plan
der dispensatio der Sal den des aubDbens geändert, sondern
S1e hat nominell und expliciter den Glauben ausgerıchtet. Für Augus-
tinus bewirkt diesen Glauben die Menschwerdung damıt uch das
merıtumfidei”?, das in der Mitauferstehung der Jesus stus Ver-
storbenen siıch verwirklıchen soll So werden alle Menschen nıcht NUur

filis del, sondern auch 1terben su diesem iınne hat
Paulus auch gele ass Christus „primogenıtus dıicıtur CUu adıunc-
tione fratrum‘©. Darum onnte Augustinus dıe SuSCepti0 hominıs auch
als dispensationem INCAFrNatLionls auffassen, ‚„„PCI qUam NON naturalıter
tılı0s In adoptionem fılıorum UOCare dıgnatus est  « Diese Urc dıe
Menschwerdung sS{u erfolgte Berufungsgnade durchbricht SOZUSa-

SCH dıe CHNSC Heilsauffassung des und wird anschlıeßend auf en

dıu (CCE 192. „secundum qu1d NUNC dom1-
NUs dıspensatıone sacrament!] SU1 PCI incarnat1ıonem passıonem. secundum
1d, quod verbum de1 est, tam SIiNe fine quam SINEe inıt10 ef SINE interm1issione est ICcS-
1U} e1us; secundum 1d autem quod uerbum Cal‘ factum estT, coepit in cred-
entibus PCI fıdem incarnatı1ıon1s suae*“*.

1bıd (CCE 92
I‚ (CUÜL 2 E „1d est PCI mer1ıtum fıdel, qua credıtur fılıus

de1 ef natus homo eit asSSus propter NnOSs  ..
CAD DFOD Rm 1L.VI 8 9 58: 3sq.)
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Menschen u  rtragen, insofern alle Nnun ZU) eıl berufen sınd („uocatı
unt‘‘) Dıie endgültige resurrectio MOrtuorum jedoch wırd NUur den
Auserwählten zelect1)) gewäl und ZWAar „secundum proposiıtum ”
Gottes: ‚„ Wenn in der Tat VOT ıhm och keıine Auferstehung g1bt,
damıt nıemand mehr sterben bräuchte, g1bt ach dıe Auf-
erstehung vieler eılıgen, dıe ohne eu auch Brüder Nannte und
ZW. der geme1ınsame Teılhabe der Menschennatur  u75. ber
dıe Inkarnatıon hat den Weg für dıe resurrectio geebnet

Wır fassen ZUusammen ott ist also der eigentliıche Nıllator des
aubDbens („ımıtıum 1'  el  9 der aber in der Inkarnatıon, in der Passıon
und zuletzt In der Auferstehung Jesu Christı sıch vollendet.

Den usammenhang zwıschen der nkarnatıon Chrıistı und der
na sSTe somıt seı1ıt der Abfassung VO  b EXD DFOD Rm bereıts fest
und bleibt auch In den spateren eDatten mıt den Pelagıanern weıtes-
gehend unverändert: ‚„propter incarnatıonem uerbIı Deı, QUaC PTO salute
nOstIra reparanda facta est uft mediator De1 el homınum esse OMO
Christus lesus (1 T1ım 2i 5]  76

Die Menschwerdung und die au Gottes

Die gegenseıt1ige Bındung VO  > Menschwerdung und nade, WIE
diese VOT em 400 erfolgt W ermöglıchte eıne sehr kon-
krete Beschreibung der Gnadenwirkung und verhinderte zugle1ıc eiıne
leere und nutzlose spekulatıve Betrachtungsweıse derselben Damıt
richtete Augustinus eiıne konkrete Speerspitze dıe platonıschen
und manıchäischen kosmischen Vorstellungen VO  z der Gnade!/. Die
selıgmachende au (ijottes verwirklıchte sıch be1 Augustinus NUur

Urc dıe INdıvıduelle humanıltas Tesu Christi, las der Kırchenvater
doch im dıe Stelle, ach der INan NUuTr uUurc Jesus Christus 7U

Vater kommen könne. DIie Erleuchtung geschah er N1C Uurc

ıbıd. 8 E} 31. „resurrect10 Nnım MOrtuorum, ut 1am NON morlan-
(ur, ante iıllum nulla, pOstL iıllum autem multorum sSsanctorum est, qUOS fratres 1ON COINl-

fundıtur appellare propter 1psam communıcatiıonem humanıtatıs‘‘.
trın I7 F(CCE 5 E} 44’ 5/7)
In el Symb. VIII warnte Augustinus seinen Lesern VOT solche Leute, dıe aUus

Furcht VOT iıner möglıchen Vermischung und dıe dadurch entstehende Kontamıiınatıon
der Reinheit ottes eine Menschwerdung desselben ablehnten. Dagegen ver1wes
Augustinus die hıistorische Realıtät der Inkarnatıion. Z7um Beweils nannte Augus-
tinus dıie Person des Pontius Pılatus
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irgendwelche IUlumination eiInes unbestimmten Lichts In der eeile der
Menschen, sondern diese konnte NUur Urc die Betrachtung der
A humanıtas Tesu Christi erfolgen. So hat Augustinus cht selten dıe
ıhm e1igentümlıche Redenwendung „„PCI homınem Chrıistum ad eum
Christum“‘ benutzt, in der Predigt 261 (SPM I4 92, 16sg.):
„„PCTI homınem Christum tendis ad eum Christum“‘‘ Ahnlich lesen WIT

der 298 „„sed OLUS eus eft OMO eus lıberator,
OMO mediator; ut PCT iıllum ad ıllum, NON PCI alıum, NCC NON ad ıllum;
sed DCI 1d quod illo 1900 ad ıllum PCI qJUCM factı sumus‘‘ ®
So W ar dıe humuilıtas lesu Christi für Augustinus „„ula ad patrıam““.
Die COMMUNILCaAatLO humanlitatis Jesu s{ı bereıtete dıe Gläubigen für
dıe definıtive aues VOTL, WCe) Jesus Christus nde der Tage
selbst se1in e1IC das durch den Glauben in den Herzen der Men-
schen errichtet atte, seiInem ater übergeben wiırd, gemeınsam
mıt ıhm herrschen wird’?. Uurc dıe Menschheit Jesu s{uı sehen
WIT ott zunächst och uUurc ein Spiegelbild, ber dann werden WIT

vollends „Tacıe ad facıem“ erblıicken können. Deshalb zıtit1erte
Augustinus aUs dem meılsten dıe paulınısche Stelle Kor _3ı
1 280 Dort wırd das Leben vollkommen se1n, weiıl der ensch dort
ott eın genießen WIT: Dort WIT! dıe beatitudo finden,
weıl dort LUsSELLa, DAaX el gaudıum ist Dort WIT: INan keıinerle1 Mangel
erleıden. Ja: IHNan WIT: sıcher sSeEIN können, ass WIT dort Chrıstus
lıch sSeEIN werden.

Joseph LAM CONG
Ihe Broken Bay Institute

Universıty of Newcastle us  a

/8 CEXCH: (PE 3 E L332: 47/50)
LAM ONG Die Menschheit Jesu Christi Un die Gottesschau In AUug2us-

NS erk De I rinitate, Aug(L) (2004), 41 /-430
Insgesamt 105mal kommt diese Stelle dort VO  -



THE SENTENCES MMENTAR GERARD
SIENA, .E  ‚AMANUSCRIPTS AND

erar‘ of Sıena belongs the second generatıon of Augustin-
1lan theologıans, C NCIUdE: John of Lana of Bologna, Dıonysıus
of Orgo San Sepolcro, and Henry of Friemar the Younger.‘ In hıs
ground-breakıng 1956 artıcle Tourteenth-century Augustinian the-
ologıans, amasus rapp began hıs account ıth thıs generatıon, SKIp-
ping VT the immediıate followers of 1168 of Rome, such AS James
of Vıterbo, Henry of Friıemar the er, ugustine of Ancona and Pros-
PCI of Regg10 Emilia.* rapp W as selective, examınınz in SUCCESSION
Dıonysıus of Org20, (Gjerard of Sıena, and Michael of Massa, 1ıle
mentioning others, such Alexander of San Elp1dıio, 1ıllıam of
Cremona, Jo  z0 of Lana, and James of Pamuıiers, all of whom figured

Mentioned here and the followıng sentfence only those ıth sufficıent
theological ‚UV) (Sentences commentarıes and/or quodlıbetal disputed questions),
Ouft of larger SroOUp whose opIn10ns cıted SUrVIve fragments in the collec-
t1ons of others, such that of Prosper of Regg10 Emilıa. On Gerard, SCC Perıin1,
Bıbliographia Augustiniang, vol I1{ (Fiırenze, 18/7-189, which includes
references the older lıterature; Glorieux, La litterature quodlibetique, vol I1
(Parıs, 97/7-98; Irapp, ‘ Augustinian Theology of the 14 entury oftes

1t10ns, Margınalıa, Opıniıons and Book-Lore,” Augustinianda, (1956), 146-274,
at Pacetti, “Un trattato sulle le restituzione Pıetro dı (HNO-
vannı Olıv1, falsamente attrıbu1lto Hr. Gerardo da Sıena, ” Archivum Francıscanum
Hıstoricum, (1953), Casado, “ (Gerardo de Sena, i,representante de
ideas agustin1anas? ” La Ciudad de Dios, 166 (1954), 17 Auber, C  erar‘ de
Sıenne, ” Dictionnaltre d’histoire eft de geographie ecclesiastiques, (1984), ols
799-801 (bıography based Trapp); Cilark; ‘‘ Authorshıp in Ms Balhol
College, Oxford, 63,” Analecta Augustiniana (henceforth cıted (1991),
81-11 Langholm, Economıics In the edieva Schools. Wealth, Exchange, Value,
Money and Usury, according the Parıs Theological Tradıtion, (Leıden,
r 549-560; Zumkeller, T’heology and Hıstory of the Augustinian School
In the Middle Ages, ed Rotelle (  anoOVa, 35-36, B Tans-
lated and revised TOM Zumkeller, ° ! IIie Augustinerschule des Miıttelalters: Vertreter
und phılosophische-theologıische Lehre, ” AA, (1964), 67-262); Schabel,
° Parısıan Commentarıes from eter Auriol Gregory of Rımin1i, and the Problem of
Predestination, ” Mediaeval Commentaries the Sentences of Peter Lombard, vol
I9 ed Evans (Leiden-Boston-Köln, 2002), 221-265, al 249-252; Ceccarellı,
.Whatever’ Economics: Economic Thought in OQuodlibeta,” Theological OQuodli-
heta INn the Middle Ages. The Thirteenth Century, ed Schabel (Leıden-Boston,

475-505, al 493-494; Schabel and ourtenay, ‘ Augustinian
Quodlibeta after Giıles of Rome,  27 iın Theological OQuodlibeta In the Miıddle Ages. The
Fourteenth Century, ed Schabel (Leiıden-Boston, 545-568, al 557-562;

Courtenay, ‘“ Balhol and Parısıan Theology around 1320. * Vivarıum,
(2009), 3'75-406

Trapp, ‘ Augustinian Theology, ” B
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in hıs narratıve. For rapp Gerard W as theologıan of the mıd-1320s
who, lıke Dıionysius earlıer, adhered closely 18 the VIEWS of 1168 of
Rome, eriticızed the Op1In10Ns of eier ur10l, James of Vıterbo, and
Alexander of San Elp1idio, and W as attacKe: in turn by Michael of
Massa, who interested rapp INOIC nlıke hıs treatment of Dıonysıus
of Orgo, Michael of Massa and INan y of the others discussed that
iıcle, however, rapp WTrofte separate icle erar The
maın PUTDOSC of the present artıcle 1S to provıde up-to-date ist of
manuscrıpts of Gerard’s Sentences cCommentarYy, hıst of those he cıted,
and full lıst of questions.

The pıcture of eTar‘ presented by rapp 1S the ONMNC that has
een repeated in subsequent hlıterature. erar‘ played central role
Irapp  S narratıve of the development of the Augustinian School In
the early fourteenth tury Despite the mandates ıthın the
er adhere and defend the teachıng of Giles of Rome, the
Augustinıan Hermiuits, Just ıth Dominıican adherence Thomas,
experienced doctrinal Currents that moved in dıfferent dırection
Varıous 1SSUeES, beyond pos1itions assoc1lated ıth the princıpal doctor
of the order. Among ose who went beyond ıles, abeled Dy rapp

‘“ultra-Aegı1dıians, ” rapp placed James of Vıterbo (sententiarıus
1288, and Alexander of San Elpidio (sententiarıus 1299-
1300:; Thıs supposedly led the ext generatıon
conftfhet between ose who, the intensıficatıon of debate brought
Dy the approaches and Op1nıons of John Duns Scotus, Durand of
St Pourcaıin and Peter Aurıiol, wıshed 18 remaın al the teach-
Ings of IThomas and Gıles, and ose who wıshed IHNOVC dıffer-
ent and dırection. Among the Augustinıan antıqul who wıshed

follow Gıles, rapp placed Dionysıus of orgzo and erar‘ of Sıena.
mong the Augustinıan modernl, al least ose them he
abeled Ultra-Aegı1dıans, rapp placed James of Vıterbo, eXander of
San Elpıidıio, and Michael of Massa.

Irapp  S narratıve thıs diıvısıon took polıtical dimens1ıon in
the mıd that enflamed academıc n Vvalry between [WO Augustin-
1an bachelors of eology from the reg10n of Sıena: eTrTalr‘ of Sıena and
Michael of Massa. rapp described Massa aASs protege of exander of
San Elpıdıo, who W dsS Prior General from 13 until hıs appomntment
1326 A bıshop of Supposedly ıt Was Alexander who al the
appomntment of Massa sententiarıus al Parıs for 1325-26 The IIC  S

Prior General, Wıllıam of Cremona, alledgedly supported closer adher-
wl 1les and consequently avored eTrTar‘ of Sıena, who W das PTO-
Mote the doctorate the latter half of 1329 whıle Michael of Massa
Janguıished LIICIC acNnelor of theology uniı hıs eal 1337
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As dramatıc thıs narratıve 1S, ıts evıdential foundatıon 15 weak
Although ave ıteral Sentences commentary Dy James of Vıterbo

all four 00 along ıth quodlıbetal questions, ave
SUrVIVINg Sentences cCommentary irom eıther Alexander of San

Elpıdio ıllıam of Cremona, and only three and half quodlıbetal
quest1ons from Alexander and {[WO irom ıllıam, along ıth cıtatiıons

theır Op1n10Ns In Gerard of Sıena and others.} Certamly for ıllıam
of Cremona that 15 LOO lıttle place hım in partıcular school
current of thought untiıl the cıtatıons of Alexander of San Elpıdio

assembled and analyzed, which has 197811 yelLl een done, ıt 15 PIC-
mature place hım ell Particular dıfficulties ATC caused Dy
ITrapp’s allure fo spe ouft prec1isely hat he mean bDy ““ultra-Aeg1d-
1an  29 er than dıfferent approach than that taken by ose who
wıshed follow 1i1es INOTC closely. Furthermore, pominted ouft else-
where, the role Alexander of San Elpıdio supposedly played In the
Ca GGT of Miıchael of Massa 1S undercut by the fact that Massa’s cıta-
tion of the opınıon of the Current T10T General of the er aAaDDCALS

be reference 1ıll1ıam of Cremona, not Alexander, rapp
thought.“ And 111e rapp dated erard’s baccalaureate al arıs
around 1329 poss1ıbly the grounds that four-year waltıng perT10:
between readıng the Sentences and rece1ving the 1cense Was st1pu-
ate' the sStatutes of the faculty of eology al Parıs, closer CX amMll-

inatıon of the manuscrıpts of erard’s questi1ons the 1IrSs book of
the Sentences places hıs baccalureate In-nOotLt in the mıddle
of the thır: decade.? Thıs, affects the supposed paralle]l between

T here 15 only ONC opinıon of ıllıam of TemMmONa cıted and rejected Dy Gerard
of Sıena (Prol., 29 d. 29 the subject of sclence and metaphysıcs), but OpIn10ns
of Alexander aATC cıted bDy Gerard and other Augustinlans: Prosper of
Regg10 mılıa, Dıonysıius of Borgo, Gerard of Sıena, an! Augustinian bach-
Jlor In Balhol 63, Miıchael of Massa, IThomas of Strasbourg, Alphonsus argas of
Toledo, and John Hıltalınger of Basel, although several of these later fourteenth-
century theologıans sımply recyclıng earhıer cıtatlons.

See ourtenay, ‘T he Ouaestiones In Sententias of Michael de Massa,
ESA Redatıng, ” Augustiniana, (1995), 191-207, al 197-200

Gdansk, Bıblhıoteka Gdanska Polskıe] Akademı Nauk, Mar 199, 1/1r
“ Explicıt ectura prımı hıbrı sententiarum edıta fratre Gerrando C de Sen1s
pagıne baccelarıo ordınıs sanctı Augustinı dominı XVIL  27 L ectures
book WeIiIC usually completed in January, which INncCcanls thıs date would correspond

1320 accordıng the modern calendar. Vat. lat. 4291, /9ra “Exphcıit ectura
prim1ı hıbrı sententiarum edıta fratre Gerardo de Sen1s, pagıne bacellarıo, ordı1-
N1Ss fratrum heremiıitarum sanctı augustin!. Deo gratlas. Anno domını millesımo 88
Vicesimo prımo. ” 'Ihıs latter manuscr1pt iıtself dates after 1329, SINCEe 8Ovb in the
Sarmne hanı the scr1ıbe of the text “Explicıt ectura prımı lıbrı sententiarum edıta
Iratre Gerardo de Sen1s, pagıne baccellarıo ordinıs firatrum erem1ıitarum sanctı
Augustini. Deo gratlas. Nunc magıster theologıa. ”
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hıs biography and that of Michael of Massa that Was central {o JIrapp  S
narratıve.

erard’s baccalaureate colıncıdes ıth partıcularly actıve
per10d the faculty of eology al Parıs Peter Uur1ıo0 had read the
Sentences in 13 16-1318 and Was regent master in 13 18-1320 10NY-
SIUS of Orgo San epolcro read In the followıng YCAl,
1319 In Henry of Friemar the Y ounger, S AL: and
Landulph Caracc1olo, O.F read the Sentences, and those readıng
the Samııec yCal VCAaIs erar‘ of Sıena WEeIC Francıs of archıa,
©r Jo  S Baconthorp, O.Carm.., and the ollowıng yCal O-

Francıs of Meyronnes, O.F and Pıerre Oger, 0O.5 the
future Pope Clement VI oug eTrTar‘ o€es not cıte hıs immedi-
ate SOCIL, he oes refer contemporary theolog1ı1ans actıve al arlıs al
the Sarmııec time hımself the prev10us decade. In fact erard’s
questi1ons books and I1 of the Sentences aAIc the riıchest
SOUTCECS describing and reacting the opınıons of early fourteenth-
CeNTLUTY Parısıan doctors wıde aITaYy of theologıca. an phılo-
sophıca. topıcs of interest around 1320 includıng especılally oOse of
eier Aurıol And recent work, ıt ADDCAaIS that OxfTford,
Ballıol College 63 contaıns version of certaın questions that date
back theır or1gıinal ral presentatıon, before Gerard undertook the
PTOCCSS of edıting them for publication.®

Almost decade separales the baccalaureate Irom the OCIOra
inception of (Gerard of Sıena. hıs Was not unusual for Augustinians
In thıs perT10: sımılar hıatus between the baccalaureate and doctor-
ate 1s evıdent the Ca of Gregory of Lucea. Augustine of Ancona,
Jo  S agnotta, and Jo  S of Rome,/ which ONC 0O€ESs not ave
hypothesıze CONSPITaCY o explaın why Michael of Massa W as ST1
only bachelor of eology al the time of hıs death 133 7/ ome of
that time Gerard spent preparıng hıs questions for circulatıon ordınatıo
form.® Whıle he MaYy ave g1ven hıs lectures the order 1, 1 1L, and
I IC W ds the tıme, he Was intending publısh them

Clark, ‘ Authorshıip, ” and Courtenay, ‘“ Balhol 63 ”
Zumkeller, eology and Hıstory, 15 Pagnotta, who incepted 13174 W ds

appoılnted ead the Sentences al Parıs Dy the General Chapter al Bologna 306
and thus read In S(OIN thereafter; AA, (1909), 55: AA, (149158),; 705
John of ome W ds appomnted nexft iın Iıne al the SAaImnc time but dıd not incept untıl
1319; AA, (1909), 54-55; AA, (1913), 205-206

ven though the term ‘edita’ 15 used, the dates Gdansk Mar. 199 and Vat.
lat. 4291, 1319 and 1321 respectively, refer Gerard’s readıng of the Sentences, not

the date of the manuscrI1pt hıs completion of the edıtıng PTOCCSS, SCC above,
note
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In the tradıtional order: K IL, 1 and He completed the edıtıng of all
hıs questi1ons book 1, but he only got ASs far dıstinction book
I1 The only manuscrıpt contamnıng questions from 1078) 1{11 and 1
albeıt pre-edıted vers10n, 1S Oxford, Balhıol College 63 The remaımn-
ng portion of hıs questions book I1 and all of those 10710) 111 and

WeTC edıted for ciırculation.
(Gerard W as stil] acnNnelor of eology when he W ds present al

meeting arc 28 132 al which the NDNCW T10T General of the
Tder, ıllıam of Cremona, named asters Lanfranc of ı1lan and
(GGerard of Bergamo procura(tors for the er In ıts negotlat1ons
ıth the CanonNs of San Pıetro 1e]1 TO In Pavıa ACCC”cSsS$S that
church and the tomb of St Augustine.” He W ds> ST only achelor
when he served definıtor for the proviınce of Sıena al the General
Chapter al Parıs In June 1329.10 urıng the followıng academıc YCAL,
-he became regent master al Parıs, presumably havıng een
lıcensed the autumn of 1329.!! He Was eferred A master when
he took in the General Chapter al Veniıce June 1332.12 The date
for hIs ea 1S gıven 1336

Gerard continued be C1Ite: Dy ugustinı1ans In the fourteenth
NtUTY, but not by CVETYONC, and not necessarıly favorably. He W as

CIte: Dy Michael of Massa, Ihomas of Strasbourg, ONSUS Vargas,
and John Hıltalınger. Hıs fame increased in the fiıfteenth CeNturY,
perhaps LNOTC Onservatıve tradıtıonal eology became OM1-
ant In INan y circles. Gerard’s QOuestiones In Sententias W as made
eXtIDOoO In eology for the studia generalia of the ugustinıan er
al the General Chapter al Pamıiers 146515 hat IMNaYy explaın why
everal manuscrıpts of erard’s In prımum Ilıhrum Sententiarum WCIC

copled SOON thereafter: Angelıca 5: Chıcago 22 and Sıena

Perin1, ıbl August. III’ 187
AA, (191 1 9 l *“ frater Gıirardus de Sen1s bachelarıus dıffinıtor provincle

SenensI1s
11 Livre des Contracts du Grand Couvent de Parıs de l’Ordre des Freres

Hermutes de Augustın (Parıs, Arch Nat., /3640), DV, summarılzıng document
of May 26, 1330 included ın I ıvre (NOW lost), 34-35 ‘“ FIrere ] Andre de Perus1o0
malstre Theologıe de l’ordre saılnct Augustin, le maYy 1330 obtient de la aculte
de theologıe de Parıs selze Regents estants assembler salnct Mathurın, Firere|
Gerard de Sıenne regent de 10108  ’ qUuU«C leur acheleurs Augustines peuvent
lıre leur sentences S all: ste obliıger de lıre de philosophie.”; Chartulariıum
Unitversitatis Paristiensis, vols., ed Deniuiftfle and Chätelaıln (Parıs, 1889-1897),
vol 1, 339,

Perıin1, ıbl August., L 187
AA, (1917-1918), 110
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What 1S needed 15 full study of Gerard, particularly In the COIMN-

texti of debates In the per10d of Gerard W as the
earhest cCrItics of eCier Uur10 al Parıs alongs1ide Ihomas Wylton and
others, equaliy Strong of Durand of St Pourcaın, and ON

of the maJor VO1ICEes in debates al arılıs around 1320 As such he 1S
deserving of the in-depth TeVIEW of hıs ıfe and works that has een
accorded 118 er Augustinian theologıans. The fırst section of thıs
article ll the manuscrI1pts, MmMoOost of which ave examıned
personally. Thıs 11l be followed Dy hıst of those cıted and full hıst
of questions for 1078} and IL, along ıth the chance Survıval of few
questions from books 1801 and 'That section 111 Iso contaın wıthın
each question the Structiure of the artıcle ruDrıicate the margıns

text of the manuscrI1pts, 16 111 provıde better gu1ılde ose
cıted and the context In 1C they WeIiIC being cıted

The Manuscrıipts of Gerard’s Commentary the Sentences

erlın, Staatsbibl., eo Fol 35 OSe 482), it. Ira-1/79vb [070) 1
ft. 1 8SOra-180Ovb |tabula questionum)|], dated al London.!*

Bologna, Collegı1o0 dı Spagna, 38, ff. ra-/6vb 00 } Incom-
plete through dıst 12 14 cent. !>

Bordeaux, ıbl MUnN., 161 {t. Ira-251vb 00. I Incom-
plete] 16

Chicago, Uniıiv. ıbrary (Regensteın), 22 {1: 1lra-146vb 00.
ff 14 7/ra-148ra |tabula questionum|, ate' al
ua17

Paper manuscrI1pt; 180vb “ tinıtus est iste 1ber london. In anglıa
die francı1scı PCI fratrum matheum de prussya. ” Discription Rose, Verzeich-

NLSS der Lateinischen Handschriften der Königlichen Bibliothek Berlin, Die
Handschriften der Kurfürstlichen Bibliothek und der Kurfürstlichen Lande, erste

Abteilung (Berlın, 228
Parchment manuscrI1pt of the 14 Cen(turYy, ıttera parisıensis, accordıng

Codicı del olleg10 dı Spagna dı Bologna, ed Maffe1 elt Miılan “{}
51

Paper manuscr1pt of the late 14© early 15 CeNtUurY, according Catalogue
Generale des Manuscriıts des Bibliotheques de France. Departments, vol
Bordeaux, ed. Couderc (Parıs, , 8188

Goodspeed, Descriptive Catalogue of Manuscripts In the Lihbraries of
the University of Chicag2o Chıcago, 20-23 the COUISC of identifyıng
fly-leaf from the earher bındıng of Ms for address the Modern
Language Assoclatıon, Ranı collected informatıon the Bordeaux, Padua,
Sıena, and Toulouse manuscrI1pts of Gerard’s work: hıs unpublished nOotes for that
ecture held Specılal Collections al the Universıty of Chıicago 1brary
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Coimmbra, ıbl Unıiv. Tr f Ira-186vb 00. {t. 186vb-18/vb
|tabula questionum|'®

Gdansk, Bıblıoteka Gdanska Polskıe] ademı1 auk ormerly adt-
bıblıothek), Mar 199, ff I1lra-169vb 00. it. JAOr-1/1r
tabula questionum)|, ate 1319.?”

Napolı, ıbl Naz., it. Ta- [070) L, incomplete: PIO-
ogue dıst [3 1} 3}20

Napolı, ıbl Naz., ILCi8, T TAa- 00 1r-Dr, 1-209v
tabula questionum early modern hand]*

Oxford, Balhol College I; ft. 1r-339v [princıpıial and book
ff .3 |tabula questionum, incomplete]““

Oxford, Ballhıol College 63 ff 60ra-66rb 00 L Proil Z 4:
Proil B 1"9 Prol A 8 Prol 5i 6 dıst
1, Z 9 dist [ DE 3 dıst Zr Ü 3: dıst.
3 1, D dıst &. Z 4: dıst. 64 S 4: and qUCS-
tıon from book H1, it. Va-  Tra two questions from book I1
and {[WO questions from book ]23

Noted by Doucet, Commentaıtres SUr les Sentences. Supplement Reper-
toıre de Frederic Stegmueller (Firenze-Quaracchin, grateful OoSse
Meirinhos of the Universıity of 'orto for proviıding the informatıon thıs manuscrI1pt,
incorrectly identified the Coimbre catalogue.

Parchment manuscrıpt of the J4 centurYy, according Katalog der Danziıger
Stadtbiıbliothek, Vol (Danzıg, tto Günther, ed.; Die Handschriften der
Kırchenbibliothek VO.  \ SE Marıen In Danzıg, pt. 5, 187-188 On LAIr “ Explhicıit
lectura prımı hıbrı sententiarum edıta 'atre Gerrando (!) de Sen1s pagıne bacce-
larıo ordınıs sanctı Augustinı domiını M°CCC°XV 11L Gerard completed hıs
lectures January, would normal, thıs date would correspond 1320 accordıng

the modern calendar. Adolar Zumkeller, Manuskripte Von Werken der Autoren des
Augustiner-Eremitenordens In mitteleuropdischen Bibliotheken (Würzburg,
L/ doubted the of thıs explicıt because Gerard stil] only bachelor of

theology in 1327/ and dıd nOoL incept until 1329 1330 But, already noted, such
long per10d formed bachelor not unusual AINONS the Augustinians thıs per10d.

Parchment manuscri1pt of the 14 CenturYy, double column, careful but small
hand, wıthout margınal identifications of authors cıted; colored rubrıcatıon; D
eft for inıtlals, but noTl filled 1n.

21 Paper manuscrı1pt of the 1 5° turYy, rubricated in alternatıng red and blue
Parchment manuscrI1pt, two-column Orma: and in careful large hand,

bequeathed Balhol College along ıth other manuscrıpts by Wıllı1ıam Gray, bıshop
of EIy, alfter h1s death in 14/8 Thought by R.A Mynors, Catalogue of the Manu-
SCr1pts of Balliol College xfor. (Oxford 3 E be mid-15% TUrYy (*“prob-
ably wriıtten the Rhineland, durıng the donor’s soJourn Cologne, 442-4),
but ıt looks INOTC lıke m1ıd-to-late 14 tury French hand (not German), poss1ıbly
acquıred by Gray whıle al Padua eilsewhere Italy alfter It aDPCALS be the
only manuscrıpt that contaıns Gerard’s princ1ıplal g1ven before lecturıng
book of the Sentences.

For detaıils, SCC Clark, ‘‘ Authorship, ” and Courtenay, ‘“Ballıol 63,” cıted above
note
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Padova, ıbl Unıiv. 2229 { I1ra-160rb [070) ff 160rb-161va 1a
hula questionum)|, 14© CCt24

Parıs, ıbl Nat lat OUV aACY 1431 ff 151ra3:175rB 00 E but only
through dıst 6, que { 7A4 ff 175rb-176rb |tabula QUECS-
fionum|, 15 cent.?>

Perugıa, ıbl Comunale S4 ft. Ira-132vb 00 14© cent.?26®
Rome, ıbl Angelıca Ew Ilra-19/rb [070) 197rb-198vb

|tabula questionum)|, 1 5th cent.?’
Rome, ıbl Angelıca 101 (A.8.13), ff I1Ira-23/rb [070) Va-

va |tabula questionum|, ıth pPOSSCSSOT notes 239v
240r, ate 14 15© cent2®

Parchment manuscrI1ipt of the fourteenth CEeNLUTY, but wrıtten after 1324, SsInce
TIThomas 18 cıted ‘hbeatus IThomas’ "sanctus Thomas Double column, rubricated

red and blue, wıth cıtations red the TexXT. ext faded al beginniıng and end due
molsture amage No indıcatıon of or1ginal PTOVCNANCC date, NOT of author and

tıtle of work, eXcept for tıtle of tabula 160rb ° Artıculı Up' proem10 primı hıbrı
sententiarum. ” Last folıo 1S palımpsest.

The last question 15 complete and nds 1 /5rb wıth ..  Cum allıs angelıs caden-
tiıbus 11O  - appetit H6C potuılt pPCI el diırecte equalitatem de1. ” TIhe index of
question tıtles begıns immediately 175rb and hısts only those in thıs manuscrI1pt.

According Belluc11 in Mazzatint1, Inventarı del Manoscrıiıtti Bıb-
lioteche alıa, vol. (1895) 7 C it 15 parchment manuscrıpt of the 14 Cen(turYy,
double column, small but leg1ible han:ı of {[WO scr1ıbes; rubricated red and blue,
wıth Op1In10NSs identified the margıns.

Paper manuscrI1pt, double-column format emall Italıan han!ı
28 Double-column format DPapcCTI, wıth illuminated inıtlals and SOMMEC margınal

notes 160 17 LUrYy han: Manuscrıipt dated Dy Henricus Narducc1, Catalo-
N codıcum manuscriptorum praeter TAaAeCOS el Orientales INn Bibliotheca Angelica,
olım coenobu sanctı Augustini de urbe, vol ome, 3 E} late 14© cent(.,
but INOITIC lıkely 1 5 ent. On va “Explıicıit lectura primı hbrı sententiarum edıta
fratre Gerardo de Sen1s pagıne bacallarıo ordıinıs fratrum hermıtarum sanctı
Augustin. Deo trıbuatur honor, laus ei gratiarum actY0. Hıc propter SUC doectrine excel-
lentiam IMOTTIUUS magıistratus Mr ” 'Thıs last phrase mMaYy be the SOUTCEC TOmM whiıich
early of the manuscrI1pt, Ambros1ıius de Cora, believed Gerard died hıle still

bachelor of theology and W ds> g1ven the tıtle of master by the Order after hıs death.
Ambrosıus mentioned the STOTY ın hıs Chronica, but Perın1, ıbl August. HL, IOT:
who repeated the STOTY, acknowledged that Gerard W ds master of theology before
h1is death, dıd Trapp, ‘ Augustinian Theology, ” Pr At the bottom of
239vb three statements of ownership, all struck through and therefore difficult
read. Ihe earhest reads: * Iste hıber est ad USUM fratrıs Ambros1i de Cora, qUCIM emıi1ıt
Parısıus dum 1bı erat ectorla. ” The OTMIC immediately above it reads: ** Iste hlıber est

fratrıs Angelı de tO10, qUCIMN mıt Bonon1 dum ıbı predicator”? die? octobrıs?
quınque the ONMNC immediately above that reads: * Iste hlıber est fratrıs Paulı
de Nepe, qUCIN emıiıt Sen1s dum ıbi erat lector magı1stro Angelo de Corto10, tunc

provincılalı, OCIO ducatıs largı. 1453 _]lllll 27 According note al the end of Sıena
C311 V. 1 Angelo de Corto10 W as stil] regent al Sıena when he died there June 2 9
1467 Zdekauer, LO studio dı Sıena nel Rinascımento (Miılan, assumıng that
“ Bratrıs Angelı de Corton10o, theologie ei divinıtatis magıstrı sublimissımı ” in
OCUmen! of 1364 p 144) W as the Sarmnec Eerson mentioned the explicıt in Sıena
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Rome, ıbl Angelıca 3738 6 ff Ta- 00 Va-
tabula questionum, ıncomplete], 14° cent.

Rome, ıbl Angelıca 554 {t. Ta-00 280ra-289ra
tabula questionum|, dated 1469.*?

Rome, ıbl Angelıca 625 (©:1)12), f Ta- [070) IL, through
dıst. 9, art. 9 15© cent.°%

Rome, ıbl ngelıca 920 ff 1r-385v 00 1L, through dıst.
9, 9 I'_ tabula questionum | 17© cent.

suggested p 146) that the date of hıs death the S1ıena manuscrı1ıpt should
corrected 136 / 'The problem ıth that solution, however, 15 that Sıena

15 fiıfteenth-century manuscrI1pt, and the CISON who pald for ıts production, Ugolino
de Corto10, student of Angelo, who provıde the ONCY and who thus belongs

the mı1d-fifteenth tu: Angelo 15 presumably identical ıth the magıster Angelus
de Corton1o mentioned Tulianı de Salem 6S A Registrum Generalatus 1451 -1459,
ed C(nonta oma, 340, 346, 351, 359 and the records of the
General Chapter of the Augustinian Order al Pamiers 1465, when he W as designated

thir: be lector at Sıena (1917-1918), 114] Ihe date of that
appomıntment 15 consıistent wıth hıs havıng diıed al Sıena 1367 whıle lector. Ihıs Iso
INCcAans that Ugolino de Corto10 annot be Hugolino fferiını de Cortona, who diıed
1367 accordıng Gutlerrez, The Augustinians In the Midädle Ages,
(Vıllanova, FT ıf Zefferini’s dates COTTECL. grateful Karl (Gjers-
bach for bringing the Salem register attention.

Ihıs 1S double-column Juxury edıtion, 1 5° GENT.; hıgh quality PapcCTI,
clear gothıic hanı sımılar ittera parısliensisS; wıthout margınalıa, a  0Ug few
references cıted OopInı10ns dIiCcC inserted In red In the texXT. Folıo Ir iıllumınated ıth
cCres of Nicolaus Machıinensıs, bıshop of Modrus On 279vb “Exphceıit lectura prımı
lıbrı Sententiarum edıta fratre Gerardo de Sen1s pagıne baccalarıo, ordıinıs
fratrum heremiıitarum sanctı Augustinı. Scrıiptum PCTI Hugonem eck de Hollandıa,
Iralecten. dio0c., ad instantı1ıam reverendissim1ı domiıinı Nlıcolai] ep1scop1l Modrustıien.
Clvıtatis Asculıque gubernatorIis dominı M.CCCC.Ix1x%x. decıma OCLiave die INECMN-
SIS octobrıs dıe sanctı Luce.”

Parchment INS, probably 1 5% gent., although catalogue dates it the 14 CENt:;
from the i N CONVvent Rımin1i ext nds 15 /ra wıth dıst. 99 9’ whose
exphcıt 1s: “Et PCI CONSCHGUCNHNS appareit omnıbus istis quıd sıt diıcendum tum ad
istum artıculum. Restat CISO videndum.x.” [meanıng dıst. 10] Fohos 158r-225v
orıginally Ssepar: ate manuscrıpt containıng 158ra-208vb Gerard’s OQuodlibeta,
wıth tabula questionum 208vb-209ra:; and 209ra-225ra Gerard’s I ractatus
de USUFLS el de prescriptionibus, ıth hıst of those questi1ons 7725rb On Ir at
top d 5 CONVENLUS [ancti] Joan[nıs] Evangl[elıstae de Arımlını] ad usu(m] {[ratrıs ]
Sanctis Arıml|nensıis], sed magıstro Angelo Vancıo Romam m1ıssum PTo bıb-
1oteca s| anctorum | platrum| n[ostrorum | Augustini. 638.” Thıs corresponds noftfe

fir of Rome, Angelıca 920 “ch hıber est Maglıstrı Angelı Vancıl UguSs-
tinlanı, quem postea omını 1638, omam 1pse misıt PTO Bıbhıotheca
Augustini, Impressione dıgnum.  27 Santos of InNay iıdentical wıth the Augustinian
frıar of that Narmnec who helped PICDAILC Gerard’s questions book I of the Sentences for
the Padua edition of 1598 “In prımum lıbrum Sententiarum doctissımae quaestiones,
N1NUNC priımum D Fr. Sanctıs |Guicclardıu ]} Arıminensıi1s Ilucem edıitae. ”

31 Also TOmM the Augustinıan CONvent ın Rımini. It 1S CODY of Angelıca O23 PIC-

vent in Rome
pare Dy for Angelo Vancıo 1638, before the latter sent Angelıca 6725 the COIMN-
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Rome, ıbl Angelıca 1088 S.442) ff. Ira-158vb [070) I 158vb-
|tabula questionum)|, 14© cent

Rome, ıbl Angelıca 1089 (S:.LI5X {t. 1ra-136ra |book I 3’/ra-vb
|tabula questionum, incomplete], 14© cent.?°

Sıena, ıbl Comunale {t. r_ 00 I 15© cent.““
Toulouse, ıbl IU  - 2571 (H1.51), {it. ra-133v |book I 14© cent.°
Tübıngen, Universitätsbibl. Mc 129, ft. 1r 10y [Prologue], dated

Vatıcan City, ıbl pOos Nät:: Vat lat 059, {T. Ira-166va 00 IL,
through dıst. i 14° cent.

Vatıcan Cıty, ıbl pOos Vat., Vat lat 4291, ff ra-/9ra 00 1,
incomplete: dıst. S, D through dıst. 48|1, F /9ra-
XOvb |tabula questionum|, 14© cent.?

Vatıcan City, ıbl pOS Vat., Vat lat. 10452, Ora-18vb !book L,
fragment: dıst. I1 Z through dıst. 14, L

atıcan CIity, ıbl pos Vat., Chıg la ff ra-156r 00.
it. 156v-15/V |tabula questionum)]
Friedrich Stegmüller lısted several other manuscrI1pts that ave

not een ocated, poss1bly result of erTror.  38 He hısted manscrıpt

Large formal parchment manuscrI1pt, almost certainly 1 5% tu: SAarmnıc explicıt
1089 Like 338, and unlıke 1089, I1lls5. 1088 15 sparsely rubricated 1ts last

few quest1ons.
Large formal parchment manuscrI1pt of late 14 INOTC lıkely 15% Cen(turY,

undated; double column wıth ıde marg1ns; rubricated in margın and DOXT,: Ir dec-
orated. Explicıt of question dıst. . CUP1O dissolvı eft essentla CU Chrısto,
CUu1 Christo Cu SUO ei spirıtu Sancto sıt honor eit glorıa in secula seculorum, ei

istl1us hıbrı benedictus sıt POSSCSSOTL. AMEN ater damaged beginning and end-
ing fol10s Ormal and spelling ‘ Auriolus’ ‘Or10olus  ? sıimılar the Chıicago

aper manuscr1pt, which, accordıing the hand-written catalogue, concludes,
*“ Iste 1ber est fratrıs Ugolinı de Corto10, O0.S QqUCIN CO fecı1 scribere de

quıbusdam pecunils dimissı1ıs miıh1 ab egreg10 SAaCTarUunll ıterarum doctor1 eit preceptor1
INCO magıstro Angelo de Corto10, qUCIMN obılt 1467, die mens1s Junii, tunc

regente Sen1s.
Parchment manuscr1pt of the 14° U:
aper manuscrI1pt, single-column format, contamıng only the prologue qUCS-

t10ns. ograteful Karl Ubl for consulting the manuscr1pt CrSON.
Parchment manuscrI1ipt In iıttera parisiensiSs, acquıred al Parıs Dy Augustine of

rent, K..A.,; who loaned the early quıires of the manuscrıpt Gerard of Padua,
OKSA. who dıd not return them. Vat. lat. 4291, 8OvV ‘“ Ista ectura est fratrıs
Augustinı de Irıdento studentis parısıus ordıinıs fratrum heremiıtarum sanctı Augustin1.
Princıpium hulus lecture CcConcess1 est rel1g10 VITrO fratrı Gerardo de Padua, lector1;: quı
potest recuperet. ” More iımportant 15 the colophon 79ra “Explicıt
lectura prımı hıbrı sententiarum edıta fratre Gerardo de Sen1s, pagıne bacellarıo,
ordinıs firatrum herem1itarum sanctı augustini. Deo gratlas. Anno dominı millesimo
( V1icesimo prımo [13Z4

Stegmüller, Repertorium Commentariıorum INn Sententias Petrı ombardı,
vol (Würzburg, 115-116, *2553
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from the 1CKENITS hıbrary Chicago, 111S 185 but the manuscrIipts
from that prıvate collection WeTC sold dıspersed after the ea of

Rıcketts, and the 1brarıes that POSSCSS Rıcketts’ manuscrI1pts Oday,
such the 111y 1brary al the Universıity of Indıana, do 191011 ave
possess1oN of owledge ou that partıcular manuscript.”” It 15
poss1ıble that ıt MaYy resurface In the future

Stegmüller’s ıstıng of Orleans, ıbl 1991080818 161, 15 in CI1OT

W as nOL the manuscrI1pts of erard’s In prımum liıhrum
Sententiarum lısted by Perini.“© rleans 161 15 nın en!  -Cen-

CODY of Augustine’s Homaulies the Gospel of John, ıth SOTIIC

addıtional tenth-century pleces elated that work. Nothıng In the
manuscrIıpt 15 ater than the en CEeNTtUrY. It 1S, of COUTSC, possıble that
only the number 1S incorrect, but search through the catalogue of
manuscrI1pts al Orleans dıd nNnOoTLt reveal anı y that held looked ıf they
miıght hold all even portions of Gerard’s work 4}

As for Stegmüller’s lısting of Oxford, Bodle1an 1br. 218 PIC-
sumably contamıng Gerard’s questions book of the Sentences,
tegmüller probably derıved hıs informatıon from Perinit, who described
ıt ‘Oxonlens1ı Cod Stegmüller interpreted thıs 111CcCall

odle1an 247 but Gerard’s Questiones nOoL OUuUnN! under that NUumı-

ber, NOT er manuscrI1pt in that ser1es the odle1an ıbrary
Oxford search through manuscrıpts XTIOT! colleges ıth the

number 217 also dıd not locate the manuscrıpt Perinı mentiloned. Agaın,
ıt 1S5 possible that thıs manuscrIipt 1ll ocated the future

As rapp already noted, the ua edıtıon of 1598 1S nOot rel-
able gu1lde 18 erard’s questi1ons of book L, inıtially dissemiıinated.
Changes ave een made the text, and althoug rapp dıd not notice

mention 1t, SOUTCCS C1te aATC sometimes attrıbuted incorrectly. For
example, in the rologue, que D, 1 posıtıon attrıbuted the
manuscrI1pts Peter Aurıol 1s identified the ua edition ASs Oong-
ıng to Landulph of Caraccı1olo. Sımilarly, rologue, D 4,

posıtıon identified In the manuscrI1pts AS that of Godfrey of Fontaılnes
1s attrıbuted Landulph of Caracc1ıolo in the ua edıtıon 'The
printed edıtiıon also cıtes Bonaventure and Sımon of Tournaıl ECVCIM

though ese authors not cıted the manuscrı1pts. Moreover, the
wordıing of in the text somet1imes dıffers between the four-
teenth- and fiıfteenth-century manuscrı1pts, and dıffers agaln in the

grateful Davıd Pavelıch of Specılal Collections al the Universıty of
Chicago Lıbrary for helping ıth thıs search, and Becky Cape of the Lilly L1ıbrary
for provıdıng thıs informatıon.

Perıin1i, zıbl. August. 1L, 8
41 Catalogue general des MANUuSCFLItS des bibliotheques publiques de France.

Departements, vol Orleans, ed Culssard (Parıs,
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ua edıtıon Consequently, when cıtıng erard’s work inıtially
edıted and dissemmated by Gerard, ıt 1S best Uusec fourteenth-cen-
LUr Yy manuscrI1pt, 1C adua, Unıv 2229 Rome, Angelıca
338, and atıcan, Chıg1 L: partiıcularly good

The locatıon of OpIn10ns of contemporary and earher scholastıc
authors CIfe: Dy Gerard of Sıena 15 provided In the hıst of quest1ons
elow, drawn from the rubricated identificatiıons and COMMENTIS inset
into the texti occasıonally In the margın. These insets, usually In
red, dIicC In the thırd PCISON and provıde subject headıng for each
section of question (called ‘artıcles’ in Gerard’s StirucLure In Bal-
101 63, 1C contaıns selected quest1ons from hat 15 probably the
earhest version of erard’s work, authors ATC named in the text
iıdentified In the margın. In the er manuscrI1pts, IC contaın the
text edıted Dy Gerard for circulatıon, CVOIN in the earlhıest of these
manuscrı1pts, scholastıc authors cıted the texti “quı1dam ”
sımılar PrONOUN and identified Dy anlec in rubricated inset. I,
rapp maımntained, cıtatıons IMOVC from the margın into the texti In the
COUTSC of the fourteenth CenNturY, the UsSCcC of insets 15 already ere by
1320.“%

1Io provıde OVEerVIeEW of scholastıc authors CHeE Dy Gerard in
hıs quest1ons 00 and 11 of the Sentences, the ollowıng hıst 1S
included Ihe form sed by Gerard 1S gıven brackets, along ıth the
book 00 of erard’s commentar In which they ATC cıted
0Ug Gerard cıtes Arıstotle, Augustine, Avıcenna, and the Com-
mentator | Averroes], the only T pre-thırteenth-century author he
mentions 15 oachım of Fiore In hIs attack the aster of the
Sentences. Gerard princıpally OpPOSCS the oOpInı10ns of ur10l1, cotus,
Ihomas, Henry of ent, Durand, Godfrey of Fontaıines, James of
Vıterbo, and Herveus Natalıs (n order of IrequencYy), whiıle he favors
and defends the arguments of 11€e6S of Rome, whom he somet1imes
ınks ıth Ihomas.

Alexander of St Elpıdıio de archıa, KES A | Alexander de Marchıa;
and 11]

Durand of St Pourcaın, |Durandus; and 11]
erar‘ of Bologna, (O).Carm |Carmelhlıta, Gerardus de Carmello:; and
CGiles of Rome., ESA Eg1dıius; and 11]
Godirey of Fontaıines |Godefredus; and 11|

Tapp, Hıltalınger's Augustinıan Quotations, ” Augustiniand, (1954), 41°2-
44 E alv ‘ Augustinıan Theology,” s
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Henry of en Henricus de Gandavo:;: and 11 ]
Henry of Harclay Henrıicus nglıcus;
Herveus Natalıs, | Herveus: and H]
James of Vıterbo, E.S.A aCODUS de Vıterbio; and 11|
John Duns Scotus, O.F | Scotus; and 11]
John of Pouilly ı Johannes de Pulı1aco; and 11|
etier ur10l, O.F urlolus, Orılolus; and 11]
Peter of Auvergne | Petrus de Alvernıa:;
Preposıitinus of Cremona | Preposıtinus; and 11]

Cowton, O.F |Coton;
Grosseteste |Lincolniensıis; ]]

Ihomas Aquınas, | Thomas, frater Ihomas: and 11 ]
Wıllıiam of Cremona,K |Guillelmus CremonensI1s;
ıllıam of Ware, O.F |Guarro; and 11]

IT eTrar:‘ of Sıena, rologue Sent L, dıst _-
Rome, ıbl Angelıca 336: Chıcago, Uniiv. ıbr

TuDrıicate: cıtations and section tıtles inserted into the text+*

Prologus, quest. trum cogniıt10 dıvıne verıtatıs acquısıta theolo-
g1a possıt erı PCI sclentlas phılosophıs adınventas. Ira;

Ira|]
aärt. 1 trum 1981819 scl1entlie speculatıve intendant Nam verıtatem.

Ira: Ira| <Movet dubıium Confira dıctam: dubıum:
instantıa Conftira solutionem; olutıo instantıe; prima conclusı1o;
secunda conclus1o; oftfa quod de sıgnıfıcando NON est sclentia>
trum verıtas consıderata eologo contineatur sub verıtate
consıderata metaphysıco. 3vb; 3ra | ul <1b1 videtur
dıcendum: instantıa Contra dıctam: ota querıitur NON Sunt 1851
tres scıentie 1ın margin reales]; respons10 ad questionem; CONMN-
ira Thomam>

Ihe wording of the tıtles of the artıcles ollows that of the L(EXL, which dıffers
slıghtly TOmM the tıtle announced al the beginnıng of the question gıven the
tabula questionum.

Citations and section tiıtles have Iso been confirmed ın Vatıican, Chıgı1
B.V1.117 but SAaVC D the fohatıon for that manuscrı1ipt has NOT been nNncliude:

the lıst of questions. those few instances where cıtatıon in Angelıca 338 dıf-
ers TOM that found In eıther the Vatıcan Chıicago manuscr1pts for example,
° Henricus’ where ° Herveus’ 1S intended), preference has been g1ven Angelıca, which
1s earher than Chicago and found be LNOTC rehable than Chig1
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1E 8 trum de eadem verıtate possıt consıderare theologus eft me+ta-

physıcus sıne et1am UCCUNGUC he sc]lentıe dıverse, stante
diversıtate sc]lentlarum. STb: 4ra | <Op1n10 Ihome:; COIMN-

ira Thomam ; quıd <1b1 videtur dicendum>

q Tum verıtas theologıe contineatur Su objlecto adequato
nostre potentie intellectıive 6vb; 4vb|

ait 1 trum oblectum adequatum nostrı1 intellectus sıt quıddıtas rel
materlalıs. J1a STa| <Op1n10 Ihome:; contra Ihomam ;:
Op1n10 Scotl; Contra Scotum: quıd <ıb1 videtur dicendum>
trum sublectum metaphysice sıt equalıs ambıtus CU obilecto
nostre potentie intellective. SVa; 6ra| <Op1n10 Guillelm1
CremonensISs; cContra Guillelmum : qu1ıd s1b1 videtur dicen-
um>

. 3 trum eus subh absoluta ratione e1ıtalls sıt infinıtus, eft tirum
sub ratione sıt subriectum theologıa. lOra:; 6vb| <Hen-
TICUS, qUO( 2 1 Op1In10 domiını Eg1di; OPIN10 IThome
prima parte; cotus scr1pto; contra Scotum;: Henrıicus, quodl.
I2 k ad rationes Thome: confirmatıo OpIn10N1S Eg1di; ad
rationes Thome: contra Scotum>
trum verıtas qUam SCIMUS de deo pCI theolog1am contineatur
sub obiecto nostrı intellectus 12rb; STra | <Opin10 Scot1
9 distinctione scr1pto; Conftra cotum; quı1d <1b1 vide-
tur dicendum: Scotus; cConftra Scotum; Henricus in E}

ar|tıculı| 4M in solutione priım1ı argument!; quıd <1b1 vide-
{ur diıcendum>

trum cogniıt10 verıtatıs theologıce habeat tantam cert1-
tudınem cogniıti0 verıtatıis sclentiarum humanı-
{us inventarum. 13vb; Ora|
trum artıculı el sınt princıpla istı1us sclentlie. 13vb;

Orb| <Op1n10 Aurıoli; Contra Aurıolum; quıd <1b1 videtur
diıcendum>
trum certitudo verıtatis ista sclentla dependeat superlor1
scıentila sıcut subalternante 14vb; Ovbl <Op1ın10 Thome,
parte prıma, r I cContra Thomam ;: instantıa Contra dicta;
url1olus: cContra url1olum; quıd <1bı videtur dicendum ; Op1In10
Eg1d1u>

art. 3 trum ertitudo verıtatıs in ista sciıentla alıquid CCI-

ıtudınem e1 ratıone CU1US ertitudıinıs facıat adhesionem fide1
firmıorem. lOra; <Auriolus; contra url1olum; quıd
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S 19)| videtur dicendum; Durandus; Aurıolus;: quıd s1ıb1 videtur
diıcendum >
trum ista sclentlia habeat tantam certitudınem quantam habent
alıe sclentie humanıtus adınvente. 1 /va; <Opin10
Guarron1s; Contra Guarronem;: Scotus, TO SM 44; cContra
Scotum; OpPIN10 Henriıcı de Gandavo; OPIN10 Godfredi:;: Contra
Godfredum; MOVE dubıium CcContra Se1pPSUm; quıd sıb1 Vvidetur
diıcendum >

Utrum cognitio verıtatıs theologıce compacıatur enı1gma
fıde1 el evıdentiam sclentie. 19ra; va

art. I trum fiıdes habeat opposıtionem ad sc1ıent1am ratione SU1 en1g-
matıs vel UOCUMIYUC alıomodo. 1Orb:; <Op1n10
Durandı; Confira Durandum : quıd N19)| videtur diıcendum: MOVE
instantıas Contra S olutıo ratıonum alterıus opIn1on1s>
trum sStante Ilumıne fıde1 sıt dare alıud lumen in qUO verıtates
theologıce sc]lentifice videantur el COgnoscantur. 20vb;
va <Op1in10 Henrıic1; contra enricum>

trum eus possıt are vlatorı scı1enti1am abstractıvam de vVer1-
tate SUC essentie qUC sSımul CUu fıde, ıta quod 1ION traheret
viatorem exIira statum VIeE 21vb; T <Op1n10 Scot1 In
quolibe ei tert10 sententiarum; Aurıolus NTr Scotum“®:
dictum Aurıolı de intuıtıva eft abstractiva; Contra urıolum:
prımum Inconvenlens; secundum Inconvenlens; tertium Incon-
venlens; cContra secundum punctum; contra descriptionem Aurı-
olı de intuıtıve el abstractiva; Herveus Confira cotum; contra
Herveum;: quıd S19)| videtur dıcendum; OPIN1O cotl; descriptio
intuıtıve ef abstractive secundum propriam opinıonem; respons10
argumenta>

trum cognıt1o verıtatis theologıce sıt finıs Istıus scJlentlie,
vel iIrum habeat alıquem alıum finem. 25ra; T

A title trum dıstinctio0 inter speculatıvum ef practiıcum SUumMatftur
oblecto fext trum dıstinctio speculatıvı pract1co Sumatur

abh oblecto 25rb; 16rb] <Op1in10 Scotil: Onftra Scotum;:
prımus defectus through quıntus defectus; ponıt speculatıvum eft
practicum NON 68SSe essentiales dıfferentias scjıentie; Auriolus;
Conftra urlıolum: OP1N10 odfredi; Confira Godfredum: quıd
19)| videtur dicendum>

Chıicago adds ‘11Dro, 37 2„
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TUum finıs theologıe sıt speculatıo verıtatıs. 29a;
<Op1n10 Henricı1; (Contra enricum>
Utrum finıs theologıe sıt prax1s vel operatıo quod idem estT, PCI
CONSCYUCHNS iIrum sıt diıcenda practica. 29vb:;: Tra SCO-
{Us el plures alıı; contra Scotum; url1olus; contra Aurıolum>
trum complectatur ambos 1stos Iines, scılıcet praxım ei SPC-
culatıonem, PCI CONSCYUCHSzpossıt denom1ınarı utroque
mOodo, scılıcet practica el speculatıva. jlra; C19va] <Op1n10
Oome; cContra I1homam ;: Godfredus; contra Godfredum>

arfı) trum dilectio sıt sımplıcıter ei princıpalıter finıs theologıe.
31vb; Tra <Op1in10 Eg1di; impugnatıiones qUC 1un COIMN-

tra Eg1dıum ab alıs:;: Auriolus: Guarro; confirmatıo OpIn10N1s
Eg1di; ad ratıones factas cContra g1d1um:
trum talıs 1leCl10 debeat reducı ad speculatiıonem vel ad
praxXım, vel sıt collocanda in quodam tert10 SCHCIC diıstiıncetum
ab 1pSI1S, el PCI CONSCQUCNS trum sIıt denomınanda dılectiva
SIve affectiva. 33ra; ra <Eg1dıus; dubitationes contra

Eg1ıdium; confirmatıo OpIn10n1s Eg1di1; Godfredus; solut1io ad
rationes contrarıum cConfira g1dı1um:

1st. LL trum fruntio sıt essentialıter NUS AC 34va;
1a

trum fruntio sıt omnıum CETSONATUM. 34va:; ra—{ CN  - Utrum fruntio sıt CtIus intellectus ei voluntatıs. 35ra; T
<Modus ponendı Ihome In prıma secunde, X1, e Conftira
1stum modum ponendi1; quıd <1b1 videtur dıcendum>

art. 3 trum fruntio AaTINOTCIN eft dilectionem. 35va;
<Modus dicendı1 quorundam; contra istum modum

dıcendi; quıd s1bı videtur dıcendum: olutıo quorundam; 1mpro-
batıo solution1s; olut1ıo proprla; olutıo argumentorum>

trum objiectum fruntionıs ordınate eit proprie dıicte sıt NUm

tantum 36va; 23va
Utrum obiıectum fruıtionıs ordınate possıt CSSC alıquod bonum
creatum 36vb; <Op1in10 Avıcen.; contra vicen.>
trum voluntas tTuatur SUTLI11O ONO immediate vel mediante
alıquo al10. 3 /rb; Ta <Op1n10 Durandı:; Confira Duran-
dum; quı1d <1b1 videtur diıcendum>
Utrum SUTMIMMNUM bonum plures rationes frubiles 38va;

<Op1n10 cotl; Confira Co  m; quıd s1ıbı videtur;
solutio argumentorum; solutio cotl; improbatıio icte solutioni1s;
quıd S 19)| videtur dicendum>
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que trum oblıectum fruıtionis obıcıat intellectu1 ad videndum
vel cCognoscendum eadem ratione sub JUuUa obıcıt voluntatı
ad Tuendum 41rb; 26va|]

art. 4 trum intellectus ei voluntas sınt potentie CqUEC immaterıales
el abstracte. 1A 41rb; va
Utrum dıstinctio0 actuum sıt potent1s vel ab oblectis. 41vb:;

ul S 19)| videtur dicendum>
art. 3 trum oblectum fruıtionis obıcıat voluntatı ad tTuendum eft

intellectu1 ad videndum sub eadem ratione. 42va;
<Op1n10 COMMUNIS; ımprobatıio OPIN1ONIS; ımprobatıo secunde
OPIN1ONIS; Op1n10 Godfredi: improbatio dıcte OPIN1ONIS; OPIN10
cotl; Contra Scotum; quıd S19)| videtur dıcendum; dubitationes
el respons10nes>

Utrum oblectum fruntionıs possıt INOVETE voluntatem ad actum
fruendi NON movendo intellectum ad actum vidend1 44va:
va

art. I trum fantasıa S1IC habeat essentialem ordınem ad intellectum.,
Ssıcut intellectus ad voluntatem. 44va; ul 19)|
videtur diıcendum >
trum iste Ordo, quı est In essent1a actum intellectus eft volun-
atıs, sıt ıta essentialıs, quod aC voluntatıs actum
intellectus, quası sıt de intrınseca ratıone SU1 oblect1, puta:
TUum Tu1t10 ıta Vvis1ıonem JUam sıt de intrınseca
ratiıone oblect1 frubilis. 45ra; Ta <Op1n10 quorundam;
OPIN10 Henri1c1; | contra Henricum]: OPIN10 Jacobı1 de Vıterbilo;
Conftra acobum de 1terbD10; quıd sS1b1 videtur diıcendum >

A trum In fruıtione beata oblectum rubıle possıt INOVETEC Nam
istarum potentiarum ad actum SUUuUM SINE alıa. 45va; T
<Op1n10 Eg1d11; ımprobatio OdIredil; OP1N10 Godofredi:
ımprobatıo Godefredi cContra Eg1dium; confirmatıo OPIN10NIS
Eg1di1; solut1o Godfredi>

trum utı sıt neCcessarıo0 dıstinctus AaCTIUS abh 1DSO frun 4 /va;
va

art. 1 trum utı ei fru1 sınt AaCTIUS eı1usdem potentie. 4 /vb:;
DIN1O Ihome: exXxposı1t10 Durandı:; cContra 1homam:;: quıd s1b1
videtur dıcendum>
trum ut1ı el fru1 sınt iıdem (A 48ra; raz  art Utrum Omnıa que SuUunt cıtra eum sınt utiıbılıa 48va;
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ıst. 2 trum sıt tantum NUS eus 48va; Tr
al 1 trum sıt dare NUM princıp1um malum PCI CU1US pPal-

tiıcıpatıonem omn1a alıa mala sınt mala. 48vb; va
Utrum PIINC1p10 ONO quod est eus plurıfi-
Carı ratione qua C115 independens. 49ra:
<Op1n10 Guarron1s;: contra (uarronem>

art. 3 Utrum repugnet <1b1 plurıficarı ratiıone SUC perfection1s. 49va;
ra <Instantıa contra ratıonem; remot1o instantıe; Scotus;:

cContra Scotum>
trum CSSC plures eos ratıone perfect1on1s eft ordıinıs
unıversı. 50vb; ra ul <1ıb1ı viıdetur diıcendum;:
instantıa Contra ratiıones; solut1ıo instantıe; instantıa Contra
ratiıonem; olutıo instantıe>

quest. trum CU) unıtate dıivine essentlie stet pluralıtas perfectionum
attrıbutalium. IA 52ra; Tra
trum perfectiones attrıbutales acceptas pPCI SUas proprlas el
intrinsıcas rationes realıter sınt dıstiıncte 52rb; ra
<Modus dicendı Henrıcı1; Conftra Henricum; quı1d <1b1 videtur
dicendum.46>
trum pluralıtas istarum perfectionum sıt in deo realıter CIr-
cumscrıpta mnı operatıone ntellectus 53ra; va
<Op1n10 Scotl: improbatıo qUC fıt contra istam opinionem; “
solutio ratiıonum que fıiunt cContra Scotum; olutıo prıme rat10-
NIS; solut1io secunde ration1s; olutıo 1e€ rat1on1s; olutıo 4°
solut1io 5 improbatıo solutionum;  48 Contra cotum; solut1o0 ad
rationes Scoti1>
trum ista distincti0 attrıbutorum secundum ratıonem sıt COIN-

el sumpta ab intra vel ab exira. 56rb; I} <Opın10
Henricı de Gandavo; contra Henricum; OPIN10 magıstrı Alexan-
drı de Marchıa, prımo quodl., Q:2; contra Alexandrum; *” OPIN10
Godfredi; Conftra Godfredum; Op1In10 fratrıs ome el fratrıs
Eg1d11; quıd sS1b1 videtur diıcendum ; MOVEe 1a cContra lcta;
olutıo ratiıonum princıpalıum>

Chıicago adds ““Op1IN10 Orol1”
Chıicago adds “ rati1o Aura. ”

4® Chıcago adds ‘“<solutio Got. ”
Only in Chıcago. Angelıca 338, teXL, reads: ‘“ ısta Op1n10 satıs mıh1 placeret

S1 CRO OSSCHI CaDCIC
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Utrum CU) unıtate essentie steft plur: PETSONATUM. 59va;

trum suppos1ıtum eft natura in rebus creatıs ıta sint>9 adequata
quod NUum NON possıt plurıfıcarı sıne altero. 59vb;
trum dıyvına supposıta vel divıine PCISONC dıstınguantur realıter,
ıta quod sınt plures C 60ra 40rb|
trum ista realıs pluralıtas PCISONATUM unıtatı trını-
tatıs  51 6Orb;: 40rb|] </ Scotus ın| scr1ptis; Conftira Scotum:
quıd sıbı videtur diıcendum: solutio ad ratıones rincıpales>

ıst. D trum eus COgnOoscatur nobıs alıquo Commun1ı CON-

ceptu CU) creaturIıs. 61vb:;: va
trum ratıo entis dicta de deo eit creaturIıs sıt una CommunIıls
ratıo. O2ra: va <Scotus in scr1pto eft
85 Contra Scotum>
Utrum, dato quod enMNs 1101 habeat alıquam Nam ratiıonem deter-
mınatam secundum QUamM dicatur Uun1voce, habeat NUMmMm COM-

conceptum. 63ra; va <Op1n10 Petr1 Aureolıi;
Conftira Auriıolum>

art. 3 trum C118 in SUua latıtudine plures rationes et plures COIMN-

cCeplus. 64ra: ra <Op1n10 Jacobıi de ıterbilo: modus
Cotonıis; contra Cotonem;: Conftira acobum de 1terD10 el COMN-
ira opınıonem mMmIMUNEM >

art. trum eus concıplatur nobıs In alıquo COINMINUNEC
Cu creaturIs. 64va: va

Utrum eus sıt prımum cognıtum ab intellectu NOSIro 66rb;
44vb|

trum eus sıt nobıs pr1Imo cognıtum. 66va; ra
<Henricus de (GjJandavo In arltıculı| IMSS! 301>
trum CORNOSCAMUS de deo in vıa quıd est 5 /rb; va
<Op1n10 Eg1di; ratıones qUue 1un contra Eg1dı1um; confirma-
t10 conclusıonIıs Eg1diu eft quıd s1bı videtur dicendum->?>

arl 3 trum eum Na sıt PCT NO 68ra; 46ra ] <Op1ın10
Thome In prıma parte; Contira Thomam : OP1N10 Henricı in

Vat. Chıg1, 42rb, and 1598 edıtıon have sıt".
51 Padua Univ. 2229, 46rb, and Chıicago 2 ‘9 40rb, read: ° Utrum talıs pluralıtas

AaTU)! unıtatı dıvine essentle”.
“Contra Godefredum ” Balhol 63 and in margın of Angelıca 338
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‚9 ar[tıculı| 22 Contra Henriıcum; Op1N10 cotl; COIMN-

ira Scotum: Op1n10 fratrıs Eg1di; declaratıo Op1n10N1s Egıdıl el

quıd <1bı videtur dicendum>
Utrum eum BSNSCEC possıt demonstrarı1. 69rb; ra <Op1n10
Henricı de Gandavo In artıculı Z cContra Hen-
T1CUM; Op1n10 Eg1di; declaratıo OpIn10N1s Egı1dıl ei quıd <1b1
videtur dicendum>

q Utrum, dato quod prımum cognıtum ab intellectu nNOSTIro NO  —_

sıt deus, ur sıt alıquod unıversale. 69vb; T
artı ] trum prımum cognıtum ab intellectu NOStLro sıt alıqua specles

speclalıssıma in men el abstracta ab indıvıduls. ra:
va <Op1n10 Scotl; Contra Scotum: olutıo ad rationes

Op1In10nN1sS>
trum de ratione unıversalıs sıt CSSC abstractum ab hıc et UuUncC

/Ora; <Qu1 <1bı videtur dıiıcendum>
art. 3 Utrum unıversale sıt an rat1on1s vel N reale. /1VEA:

48va <Qui1d s1bı videtur dicendum>
art. trum prımum cognıtum ab intellectu nOSTIro sıt alıquod un1-

versale. /2va; ul <1b1 videtur dicendum>

que trum trinıtas ETSONATUMI In deo representetur in cCreatura

PCTI vestig1um Q Ua PCTI ymagınem. T3VA: 5Ora|
qUO dıfferat representatio trinıtatıs pPCI vestig1um ab qUC

est PCI ymagınem. 73Va; 5Ora| <Op1n10 Auroli1; Contra

url1olum; qu1d <1b1 videtur diceendum>
art trum partes vestig11 sınt dıistincte inter realıter vel csola

ratıone. /4va:; va <Scotus:;: CONTrTr. cotum; Op1nN10 Petrı1
Aurıoli:; Contra Aurıolum: quıd <1bı videtur dicendum>

art. 3 trum Imagınıs sınt anıma realıter dıstincte. 7ORD:
ra Opın10 Aurıolı; contra url1olum; Godofredus;: COIN-

ira Godfredum>
trum PCI ymagınem que est anıma nostra possıt demonstrarı
trınıtas aTU: 7TT7rb; va <Auriolus; contra Aurı-
olum>

ıst 4, trum dıvınıs sıt G1a generatıo. 7TTvb:
trum CTa generat1o secundum quod reperıtur in creaturIıs sıt
CTa act1ıo de SCHCIC act1onIı1s. 77vb; <Op1n10
Henrıcı1: Conftra Henricum;: Op1N10 propria>
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Quot condıtiıones sunt necessarıo0 requısıte ad SCHNCIA-
tionem .° /8rb; r
trum in dıvınıs sıt era generat1io que sıt de SCHCIC actlonIıs.

/8vb; 53va| <5Ccotus; quıd s1b1 Vvidetur diıcendum; Eg1-
dıus: contra probatiıonem aliorum:  54>

1ıst D es trum dıvına essentla sıt S Irb; 54va
art. I Utrum actus, quı debetur SUupposI1to hıc in creaturI1s, possıt

attrıbul 1ps1 forme. S Irb; va
trum duobus ex1istentibus iıdem possıt alıquid attrıbul unı quod
1ON attrıbuatur alter1 S1vb; <Op1n10 quorundam;
iımprobatıo q Uam facıt Eg1dius; quıd <1bı videtur diıcendum;
remot1io duorum dubiorum >
trum generat1ıon1s possıt attrıbu1l essentie dıvine Cd
denomiıinando ıta quod dicatur generat1on1s. Sö2ra;
ul <1b1 videtur diıcendum; prıima dubitatıo Conftra dıctam;
solutio; Contra solutiıonem: olutıo Scotl: Conftra solutionem
cotl; solvıt 1pSe; Op1In10 Henricı in artıculı
IMSS! 54]1; Contra solutionem Henric1; solvıt ıpse alıo mOdo:
olutıo ad argumenta princıpalıa>

trum dıvyına essentla sıt ormalıs ermınus generatıon1s.
S3ra; T'

trum dıvına essentla generetur alıquomodo SIve PCI S1ve
PCI accıdens. SSra;: va <Controversıa qUC fuınt inter
agıstrum el aba ohachum; OP1IN1O quorundum; Contra dic-
tam opinıonem et quıd 19)! videtur dıcendum: instantıa Contra
solutionem>
Tum dıyına essentl1a sıt Oormalıs ermıinus generatıion1s.

84ra; ra uı <1b1 videtur dicendum; remot1o dubı-
tatıonum >

trum dıvına essentia sıt subiectum generatıon1s. 8ITra;
va

art: 1 est videndum que et quod Ssunt de ratione sublect. 8Ira;

The manuscrı1pts adı “ secundum quod de determiıinat Philosophus, ” which
the edıtıon reads “secundum mentem Arıstotelis”.

Chicago adds ‘“solutio ad Contra Durandı”.
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trum subiectum [ generation1s] eit ermıinus possınt colincıdere
in ıdem SITD; <Dubitatıo contra dıctam: solu-
t10 dubitationis>

art. 3 Tum divına essentla sıt subiectum generation1s. 85vb;
r <Op1n10 Henricı in SUua, artıculı IMSS!

14]1; contra Henricum; OPpIN10 cotl; contra Scotum el quıd s1ıbi
videtur dicendum : dubıitationes>

quest. 4, trum tılıus generetur de substantıa patrıs. 8OÖVa;
60rb| <Ratıo cotl; cContra Scotum; Op1In10 Henric1; Conitira

Henricum: quı1d <1bl videtur dicendum>

ıst. 6, Utrum generet fılıum naturalı necessiıtate. SIrb:;:

trum in sıt ita naturale quod precedat intel-
lıgere eft ve 89va; ra <Opin10 Scot1 eft plurıum al10-
Tu: cContra Scotum eit al10s8 quı videntur tenere dıctam Op1-
nıonem; Op1IN10 alıorum opposıta; improbatıo istı1us OpIn10n1s;
quı1d <1bı videtur dicendum : olutıo ad ratiıonem uarum Op1-
n1onum precedentium; soluti1o ratıonum secunde opin10n1s>
trum deo sIıt alıquıs modus necessıtatıs respectu istı1us CIus

O2ra:; <Qu1 <1b1 videtur diıcendum secundum COIMN-

clusıonem>

q trump generet fılıum voluntate. 92rb; ra
trump generet fılıım volens. 92vb; <Op1n10
quorundam; Contra prefatam opinıonem; olutıo ad rationes
prefate opını1ones>
trum voluntas CONCUTTaAa generatiıone fılu ratione prın-
CIpN. 63rb; announced, but not separate 1CcCie in Ange-
lıca 338|]

ıst B quest. trum potent1a generandı in deo sıt alıquıid absolu-
i{u  z} 93va: Ta
11MoO0 videndum est designatıo nomın1s ‘potentia . O3va:;:

64ra| <Aurıiolus; Confira Aurı:olum et quıd S1b1 videtur dıcen-
dum; S5cotus; Conftra cotum; frater Egidius; quıd <1b1ı videtur
dicendum>

art trum potent1a generandı sıt deo patre. 94va; Va
<Opın10 Auriol1i1:; Conftra urlolum, el quıd <1bı videtur dicen-
dum; olutıo ad ratiıones alterıus opin10n1s>
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Utrum talıs potent1a 1Cal alıquıd absolutum JY6ra; va
<Op1n10 antıqua quorundam; Scotus Conftra 1stam opınıonem;
Conftira Scotum quod ratiıones SUC NON concludant; alıe rationes
qUas facıt ıpse Contra opinıonem prefatam; OPIN10 ome In
quolıbet |de potent1a de1]; Durandus:;: Contra opınıonem
Thome:;: Op1n10 Henricı SUMMAI, artıculı 3 Scotus COIMN-
tra Henrıcum; olutıo ratıonum COMl UJUaS facıt Confira Hen-
T1CUM; Confira Henricum alıe rationes qUas facıt 1pSe; OP1IN10
cotl;: Contra Scotum; Op1n10 Eg1di1; confirmatıo Op1In10N1S
Kg1d1; olut1ıo ad ratiıones alıarum OpIn1onNUum; olut1io Scotl:
Contra solutionem cotl; olutıo Durandı; Confira solutionem
Durandı; ad ratiıones secunde OPIN1ONIS; ad rationes tertie OopIn-
ic_>nis E ad ratiıones OPIN1ONIS; ad rationes quınte OPIN10-
NnısS>

ıst Ö, trum In deo sıt alıqua realıs composı1t1o0. ra;:

art 1 trum sıt composıtus materı1a el forma. 100Orb; j
<Ymagınatıo plurıum; Contra dıctam ymagınatıonem eft quıd
19)| videtur dicendum >
trum sıt composıtus partıbus quantıtativIis.

69ra] <Dubiıitatıo; una respOons10; olutıo CommentatorIs;
instantıa TIThome contra Commentatorem;: alıa olutıo Thome;
cContra Ihomam>

art. 3 trum Componatur alıcul sıcut substantıa accıdentI!.
va

UtrumturCUu alıquo sıcut MOLOT mobiılı. Vva:
<Opmn10 plurıum; cConftra dıctam opınıonem el quıd S1bI

videtur dıcendum>
trum eus Componatur CU un1verso. Va;

Utrum deo sıt alıqua Composıt1o secundum ratıonem. 104ra;

art2 d trum Composıt1o generI1s et dıfferentie sıt in intellectu ntellı-
vel in intellecta < 1IN10 plurıum;

Conftira dıctam opin1ıonem; OPIN10 alıa; contra 1stam opin1onem;
quıd s1b1 videtur diıcendum >
trum deo quod de 1PSO habeamus uUos CONCceptus,
NUum confusum, alterum etermınatum Vva;
<Op1n10 quorundam; procedi contra diıctam opinıonem enendo
viam COMMMNUNCIN; instantıa ntra probatiıonem; cotus; contra
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Scotum;: alıa instantıa; olutı1o alıorum; cContra dıctam solu-
tiıonem; olutıo qU amı dat 1pse>

art. 3 trum CIrca eum pPOSSIMUS COMIPDONCIC enunc1latiıonem.
108rb: ul s1b1 videtur dicendum>

trum pPOSSIMUS COMPONCIC CIrca eum eTITUNMN ordınem S1110-
g1st1cum. 108vb; <Quı1d s1ıbı videtur dicendum>

que Tum anıma sıt ıta sımplex quod possıt ESSC in LOLO COI -

DOIC eft in SU1S partıbus sıne alıqua SU1 extensione el dıvisıone.
[A Ü /4ra

art. I TUum quelıbet substantıa corporalıs anımata vel ıinanımata
habeat ESSC SCHCIC substantıe PCI SUanmnıl formam
substantıalem iM Ta <Op1in10 ÄAviıcen.; Confira Avı-
CCH. , qu1d <1bı videtur dicendum 1uxta intentionem Commen-
tatorI1s; modus dicendı plurıum quı NON possunt vıtare 1111CUl-

de extensione anıme intellective; modus dicend1 proprı1us
secundum qQUCIM vıtat dıfficultatem de extensione anıme intel-
lective; prıma dubitatıo contra dıctam; solut10>
trum quelıbe alıa anıma ab anıma intellectiva extendatur CU

COTPOIC. Tr va <Op1n10 Ihome: contra opınıonem
Ihome: quıd <1b1 videtur dicendum ; rat1ıo Eg1di; impugnatıo
quorundam contra Eg1ıdıium; declaratıo rat1on1s Eg1di11; solut1o
ratiıonum qUC fHebant Contra Eg1dıium; prıma dubitatıo contra
dıctam; solut10; solut1o ad ratıones qUC eran PTO OP1IN10
TIThome>

art. 3 Utrum anıma intellectıva sıt ıta sımplex quod nullo modo exien-
datur ra; <Opin10 1rardı de armello;
CONTT. Girardum de Carmello; quıd <1b1 videtur dicendum:
respons10 ad rationes alterıus opin1on1s>

1st. 9, trum generat1o in dıvınıs dıstinguat fılıum
Ta; va

ar 1 trum generat1o divınıs sıt assımılıtıva vel distinctiva, el S1
utrumque ıllorum s1ıb1 competat, prıus s1b1
assımılare qU am dıstinguere, vel econtrarlo. Ta;
<Qui1d s1bı videtur dicendum>
trum fılıus pPCI generatiıonem SIC dıstınguatur quod sıt
alıus ab C quası specıfice vel quası numeralıter. T
ra <Qui <1b1 videtur diıcendum; ratiıones alıorum Contr. dic-
tam conclusiıonem; ratiıones quorundam ad dıctas rationes
et1am Eearum in probationes; quıd <1b1 videtur dicendum ad dic-
tas ratıones>
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Utrum sıt alıquıs ordo inter patrem ei fılıum In dıvıinıs.
Va;

art. 1 trum inter patrem elt fılıum sıt alıquıs rdo 115va;
trum, talı ordıne, sıt necessarıum concedere quod

sıt prıor fiılıo 1A ra <Op1n10 COl Cu
ratiıonıbus COTUMmM quı wrl SeEquuUnNLUT; cContra dıctam opınıonem
eit quıd <1b1ı videtur dicendum>

1st 10, trum spırıtus Sanctus proceda PCI modum volun-
alıs ra; va
trum spiırıtus Ssanctus proceda ut 4091078 PCTI modum voluntatis.

Tra; <Op1in10 Durandı:;: cContra Durandum ; OPIN10
COMMUNIS; Scotus declarat opin1ıonem C  M; Confira
Scotum; Henricus declarat opınıonem m; Conftira
Henricum; Egıdıl declarantıis opinıonem COMMUNCM; Durandus
Conftira Eg1dıum; declaratıo ei con{firmatıio Op1In10nN1s Eg1di11;
Auriolus Confira lcta; ratiıo Aurioli; contra Auriıolum>
Utrum, talı modo procedendi1, POSSIMUS salvare quod
dıvına natura CommuUuUnIcetur spırıtul Sanctio ra
<Henricus ubı9 Contra Henriıcum;: Scotus ubı9 COMN-
ira S5Scotum; quıd <1b1 videtur dicendum>

art. 3 trum POSSIMUS salvare quod producti0 sanctı spırıtus sıt
necessarla, NON obstante quod 1PS1US princ1p1um est voluntas.

Va <Henricus ıbıdem: contra Henricum: SCO-
LUS; Confira Scotum; quıd sS1b1 videtur dicendum; prımum
dubıium;: secundum dubium >

1ist 1 1, trum spırıtus Sanctus proceda tılıo
Tra

Utrum spırıtus SaAancCctus proceda 1110 Vva; ra
<Ratıo Eg1di; impugnatio YJUamMm facıt Aurıolus: cContra ImMpug-
natıonem Aurlol1; iımpugnat1o prefate rat1on1s; remot1o prefate
ration1s>
Utrum, quod procederet fılı0, dıstingueretur ab
duplıcı relatione. Ta; 8SITra] <Op1n10 Aurıol1i; Confira
Aurıolum: OP1IN10 Henrıic1, qUO! D 9; Conftira enricum>

Utrum, SI spırıtus NON proceda! fılı0, distifiguitur ab
Va; ra

trum sıt PCI el essentiale, prımo modo dicendi PCT }
1ps1 Sancto Sspirıtul, quod proceda fılıo Vva; T'
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<Opin10 plurıum; contra dıctam opinıonem, ef quı1d <1b1 vide-
{ur dicendum>
trum eodem moOodo sıt essentlale el pCI fiılıum spırare SpI1-
rıtum sanctum, vel sıt hoc e1l quası adventitium ei accıdentale.
T va <Petrus urlolus; contra eirum Aurıolum;

quı1d s1b1 videtur dicendum ; olut1io ad ratiıones alterıus OPIN10-
n1ıs>

art. 3 text trum spirıtus Sanctus dıstıngueretur fılıo0, dato quod ab
1910)81 procederet. ra; T' <Opin10 quarundam COIN-

ira Eg1dium; OpIN10 Ihome prima parte, quest. 36, Z el

Egı1dıus pr1ımo lıb., 11 dıst., eft God([efredus], quodl.; ponıt
rationes SCOTUMN sustenendo Ccas cContra impugnatıones; OP1In10
Henric1, quodl. S 9, eft Scotl; Henricus;: urı1olus; cContra
Aurıolum et quıd <1b1 vıdetur dicendum ; olutıo ad ratiıones
alterıus Oop1n10n1s>

1ıst 12 trum spirıtus SanCctus procedat ei 1110
V

art. I trum concordlia et mutultas aMOTIS sıt de intrınseca ratione
voluntatıs, est princıpı1um productivum spırıtus sanctı.

130ra; va <Opin10 Henricı1; Scotus Contra Henriıcum;
quıd <1b1 videtur dicendum contra opınıonem Henricı1; quıd <1b1
videtur dicendum cContra opınıonem Scotl; postmuittit alıqua ad
ıd quod intendit dicere; quı1ıd <1b1 videtur dicendum ad princ1-
pale ques1itum; solut1io ad ratiıones Henricı eit Scot1>
Utrum, hoc, sequatur quod eft fiılıus spırent Sp1-
rıtum sanctum inquantum plures vel inquantum NUum

V r <Op1in10 Henrıcı; Op1N10 Scotl; Contra Hen-
MNCUMmM: cContra cotum; confirmatıo Op1n10N1s Eg1d1n>

art. 3 trum hoc ulter1us sequatur quod sınt plures spıratores.
T <Ihomas prıma parte; SCotus COMNCOI-

ans CUu 'IThoma in questione; contra conclusıonem Ihome el

Scotl: Contra modum ponendı1 Scot1 specılalıter; OpInN10 Eg1di;
confirmatıo OpIn10oN1S Eg1d11>

ıst. 15 Utrum process10 spirıtus sanctı ef generat10 1111 sınt
processiones distincte realıter el alterıus ration1is. T3A
T

art I Utrum process10 spiırıtus sanctı ei generat1o fılı dıstinguantur
termIınıs. Ta; 92rb| <Op1n10 quorundam; instantıe facte
ah allıs CONTr: 1cLam opin1onem; contra dictas instantlas>
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Utrum prefate processiones dıstinguantur SuUI1s princ1ıpus.
<Op1n10 Henric1, qUO! D 1,55 Contra

enricum>
Tum dicte processiones dıstınguantur se1ps1s. ra;
ra <Op1in10 cotl; Conftira Scotum>

trum dıcte processiones dıstinguantur supposıta PIO-ducta quıbus sun(t, vel supposıta producta In quıbusex1ıstunt, vel UOCUMUE alı10 modo. ra; va <Op1n10IThome: cContra IThomam ; OpIN10 Eg1di; con{firmatıo OpIn1on1sEg1di1; solvıt quedam dubıa solutione apparet quıd<1bı videtur dicendum de dıstinctione intellectus el voluntatis In
deo; respons10 ad motiva alıarum opın1ıonum>

ıst 14, es trum sıt gemina PrOCESS10 spırıtus sanctı, scılıcet
erna eft temporalıs.

art. 1 Utrum spırıtus Sanctus proceda temporalıter.
<Quı1d s1b1ı viıdetur diıcendum secundum

vliam.>
art trum In talı process1ione temporalı donetur 1psemet spırıtus

SAancCctus vel solum donum SUC gratie 95rb| <tenet
COIMMUNEM viam>

art. 3 trum In collatione talıum donorum S1IC geminetur process10
spiırıtus sanctı quod sınt due process1iones dıstincte PCI qUas
spırıtus Sanctus acquırat duo dıstincta CSSC Va; T
<Opın10 COommuUnIS;: Conftra opınıonem COMUNUNCM; quıd <1ıb1
videtur decendum >

1st 15 trum M1SS10 sıt COommunIıs totı triınıtatı Tra;
va

Quıid sıt mI1ss10 el quomodo ponenda et1am in dıvınıs est viden-
dum Ta; ul <1ıbı videtur dicendum 1uxta
COMMUNE viam>
trum MmM1SS10 sıt quıd essentlale vel quıd notlonale. T

95vb
art. 3 trum quelıbe PCISONA muıttat se1psam. Vva;: ra

ul <1bı videtur diıcendum 19(0)8| obstantıbus modiıs diıcendiı
alıorum >

Angelıca 338 has only OopIn10 Henrıi1c1, 1,” whıiıle Chicago has “Op1n10Henrici, qluodl. ] 8 &. whiıich corresponds Henry of Ghent, Quodl VI,
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Utrum MI1SSIO fılu separetur miıissıone spiırıtus sanctı. va;

1ıst 1 trum in dıvınıs sıt are m1ıssıonem visıbılem.
Tra:

an Quıid sıt mM1SS10 visıbılıis, el quale 1TIiera visıbılıs M1SS1O Sp1-
rntus sanctı 1111 mI1ss1ıone. ra; T
trum M1SS10 visıbılıs spiırıtus sanctı debuerit Nerı UOCUMIYUC
tempore eft quıbuscumque personı1s. 140rb; va

art. 3 Utrum lle specles In quıbus spiırıtus SANCLIUS apparuıt
chrıistum el apostolos fuerımint ia Nar 6N va;

1st. 1/ trum carıtas sıt habıtus Creatus In anıma CcS-

Sarılıus ad elıc1ıendum aC merıtor1ıum el ad dandum SCSSC S1d-
tuıtum. V ra
Utrum OPIN1O Magıstrı de spırıtu SAanCLO sıt sustinenda. Ta;

O7/ra <Modus dicendı domiını Eg1di; Durandus Contra

Eg1dıum; contra Durandum eft PIO Eg1d10; respons1oNes Thome,
secunda secunde, SN n
trum diılectionıs mer1torius possıt ehcı voluntate Sıne
habıtu carıtatıs creato va <Op1n10 CQU: COIMN-

ira Scotum;: OPp1IN10 Henrıcı1; Contira Henricum;: Durandus;
CcContra Durandum : quı1d S1bI videtur diıcendum>

art. 3 trum CSsSSC gratuıtum, quod videtur GSSC AaCTIUS prımus, possıt
erı sıne abıtu carıtatıs creato Ta va <Op1n10
Scotl: contra cotum: Op1In10 Thome, prıma secunde, 110,
1B Aurıolus;: Contra urıolum; quıd <1b1 viıdetur dıiıcendum>

trum carıtas possıt auger. 144rb; va
art. I trum carıtas augeatur PCT extentionem un1us gradus perfec-

t10T1S de potentıia alterıus [gradus] imperfectiorI1s. V
<Op1n10 Henric1, qUO: IMSS! 4| contra Hen-

rıicum>
trum |carıtas ] augeatur PCI inductionem gradus poster10r1s eit

corruptionem pr10TI1S. Ta; 100ra | <Op1n10 Godefredi:
Confira Godefredum>

art. 3 trum carıtas augeatur PCTI addıtiıonem alıcunus gradus, qu1 sıt
carıtas addıta ad gradum precedentem. 100va|
<Op1n10 ScoUu: CONnTfra Scotum>
trum carıtas au geatur PCI alıquem oradum vel realıtatem, qUC
sıt amen carıtas. Va; 1Olra| <Op1n10 Aurıoli; contra
Aurıolum>



COMMENTARY GERARD SIENA 275

art. trum carıtas augeatur PCI alıquam realıtatem, JUC sıt e1lus
Pars materıjalıs. Va; 101vb| <Op1n10 Guarron1s;: COMN-
ira Guarronem>
trum carıtas a  T PCI alıquam realıtatem, JUC sıt e1us
gradus indıyvıdualıs. Ta; 102ra| <Op1n10 quorundam;
cContra dictam opInıonem>
trum |carıtas augeatur In SUua essentla. Va; 102rb]
<Op1n10 COMMUNIS; Conftira opinıonem C  IN} OPIN10
ome, secunda secunde; Contira modum ponendı1 ome:
Contira Durandum : olutıo ad rationes JUC eran PTO contrarıa

art Utrum carıtas augeatur PCI alıquem modum quantıtativum
intrınsecum SUC essentle. 103rb] <Op1in10 Jacobıi
de Vıterbilo;: contra acobum de Vıterbilo>
trum carıtas augeatur secundum CSSC, quod dat sublecto.

15Orb; 103vb|] <Op1n10 Egı1dı1 Cu SUu  D modo ponendı
el GE Sul1s ratıon1ıbus; confirmatıo OpIN10N1S Eg1di; Incon-
venlentlia qUC inducuntur quıbusdam cContra fundamentum
OP1n10N1S Eg1di; respons10 ad ılla Inconvenlentia qUC indu-
cuntur Contra Eg1dı1um; OPIN1O de modiıs qUOS ponıt Egı1dıius;
ratiıones qUC fiunt specılalıter Contra conclus1iıonem fratrıs
Eg1d11; solut1io ad ratiıones>

art. 10 trum carıtas possıt augerI1 infinıtum. 105rb]
<Op1n10 Thome in scr1pto eft In secundo sententiarum: contra
opınıonem Ihome: Op1IN10 Eg1di1; instantıa JUCIM quıdam facı-
unt Conftra Eg1ıdıum; 1a contra conclusıiıonem princıpalem
question1s; olut1o qUC datur communıter ad dubıum;
instantıa cContra solutionem: solvıt ıpse alteri1us; solut1o COIMN-

MUnNIS; solvıt ille alterıus>
11 Utrum carıtas possıt MINUNL. ra 106va] <Op1in10

Godefredi eit Petr1 de Alvernıa:; ratiıones alıe QUas superaddıt
PTO ista OpInl1one; contra Godefredum el eirum de Alvernla:
OP1IN10 contrarıa in UUa plures concordant: confirmat conclu-
SsS1o0nem PCTI alıas ratiıones: olutıo ad ratiıones alterıus>

ıst 18, trum quod sıgnıfıcatur nomıne °donı in 1VI-
N1ıS sıt quıd essentiale. va; 10/va]|
TUum °don1ı sıgnıfıcet quı1d essentlale. 155vb;

107vb| <Op1n10 urandı:; CcContra Durandum ; modus dıcendı
Eg1di; confirmatio Op1n10N1s Eg1d1un>
Utrum quod s1gnıfıcatur PCI 1STIU: convenılat solum
spiırıtul T 108ra | <Durandus:; Confira Duran-
dum; quıd 19)| videtur dıcendum >
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1ıst 19, Utrum divıne PETSONC sınt equales V
108rb|

trum dıviıne PEISONC sınt equales 108va|
<Respons10 Scotl; cContra Scotum;: quıd <1b1 videtur diıcendum
ad prımum dubium; remotl1o secundı uDIl; remot1o tert11 ubı;
respons10 Aurioli1; contra Aurıolum; qu1d <1b1 videtur dıcen-
dum admdubium>
trum una dıvına pCeTSONA sıt alıa. V 109rb|
<Op1n10 Auriol1i; cContra urıolum: Op1In10 Scotl; cContra SCO-
{um; Op1In10 Durandı; contra Durandum ; Op1n10 Henricı in
SUMIMA, contra Henricum: Op1n10 IThome eit Egıdı; quıd <1b1
videtur dicendum>

art. 3 Utrum dıvine PETSONC sınt partes essentlales ve]l integrales NIUS
essentle. V 110va| ul <1bı videtur dicendum;:
Durandus:; cContra Durandum ei quı1d <1bı videtur dicendum>

Utrum sıt are alıquam verıtatem preiter verıtatem dıyınam.
va; 111rb|

Art: } trum verıtas sıt formalıter In rebus secundum 6CSSC quod
habent e XIr anımam. ra; 11lva|l <Op1n10 Ihome in
prıma parte; quı1d <1b1 videtur dicendum ; dubitatıo contra dic-
tam; olut1o dubitation1is>
Utrum verıtas sıt formalıter in intellectu. Va; 112ra|
<Opin10 Egı1d11 in pr1ımo sententiarum eft quodlıbet; ode-
fredus, secundo quodlıbet; impugnatı1o qUamı facıt Durandus;
declaratıo Eg1di; solutio ad ratiıones Durandı>

art. 3 Utrum verıtas sıt formalıter in rebus secundum BNSE cognıtum
ei abstractum quod habunt. IA ra; 112rb| <Op1in10 Aurı-
olı:; contra urıolum: quıd s1ıbı videtur dicendum>
Utrum verıtas sıt formalıter alıquıd CONSCQUCNS vel derelictum
CIrca 16 intellectas NOSTT modo intelligendı eas ra;

113ra| <Op1n10 Henricı ef Durandı; contra Henricum eft

Durandum ; quı1d <1b1 videtur dicendum;: dubıitationes contra
dıctam; olutıo prıme dubitationıs; solutio secundı dubitationi1s;
solutio tert1 dubitation1s; probat hıc quod enunclatıo NON 1Cal
alıquam naturam posit1vam; conclus1o ISt1us articulı; conclus1o0
totius princıpalıs quest1on1s>

1st. 2U; quest. trum fiıllus sıt equalıs patrı in potentla.
114rb|

trum contineatur Su omnipotentl1a patrıs.
164vb; 114va| <Op1n10 Aurıiolıi; contra urıolum;: Op1IN10
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Durandı:; cContra Durandum ; Op1n10 cotl; contra Scotum;
OpIn10 TIThome in prıma parte; contra I1homam ;: OP1IN10 Egı1dıl
in prımo SUO; Scotus Contra Eg1ıdium; confirmatıo OpIn10N1s
Eg1d1; solutio ad rationes Colu qUas facıebat cConftra g1d1um>
trum contineatur sub omn1potentla fiıhn ra; 115rb]
<Up1n10 Eg1d11; Scotus Conftira Eg1idıum; Aurıiolus Confira Eg1-
dıum; confirmatıo Op1n10N1s Eg1di; olutıo ad ratiıones Scot1
qUas aCcı contra Eg1dıum; olutıo ad rationes Aurıoli qUC erant
Contra Eg1dıum>

1ıst Zu trum dıctio exclusıva addıta patrı exciuda: fiılıum
vel CCONVEISO 115vb| <Qu1 <1ıbı videtur dicen-
um>

ıst Z Utrum eus possıt nobıs viatorıbus nomıiınarı alıquo
nomıne sıgnıfıcante SU am essentiam. Va; 116rb|]
trum pOSSIMUS nomınare eum alıquo nomiıne 1mMo0 s1gn1ıf1-
cante SU amn essenti1am. va;: 116rb| <Op1ın10 cotl; COMN-
ira Scotum: respons10 ad motiva cotl: OPIN10 Aurioli:; Conftira
Aurıolum: Op1n10 Henricı ® Confira Henricum: quıd
<1bı videtur dıcendum ;: ponıt Nan dıstıncetionem CGu duabus
conclusionıbus; conclusıo tot1us artıculı>
trum pOSSIMUS eum nomınare plurıbus nomınıbus UJUC NO  —_
sınt sınonyma. 169rb; 11/va| <Op1n10 Aurıol1; cConfira
Aurıolum; quıd <1bı videtur diıcendum>

ıst 2
trum persone’ vel quodcumque allu: vel
ponatur ad sıgnıfıcandum intentionem reı intellecte vel 1psam
ICN intellectam 1 /Ora; 118ra| <Aurıolus: cContra Ayın-
olum  .96 quıd 19)! videtur dıcendum; dubium cContra el solvıt;
olut1ıo prımı ubı; olut1ıo secundı; solutio 11; conclusıo
princıpalıs CUu quatuor ratiıonıbus>

art trum prıma intent1o eft secunda cadant eca|n|dem IC

intellectam. ra; 118vb| <Op1n10 Aurıolı: cContra Aurı-
olum; quıd <sıbı videtur diıcendum>
trum ‘persone’ sıt prıme vel secunde intent10-
N1ıSsS ra: 119rb| Op1ın10 Aurıol1i1:; Confira ur1olum:
Op1IN10 Henricı In SUMMA; COnftfra Henricum;: quıd <1b1ı viıdetur
dıcendum

Chıicago has ‘Durandus’ and "contra Durandum)’.
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1st. 24,
trum In deo sıt unıtas. V Ora
Utrum unıtas in deo vel In OCUMYUC alıo ente 1Cal PI1Va-
tivum vel alıquıid posıtıvum. ra;: Or <Op1n10 Scotl:
Contra Scotum eft quıd <1bı videtur dıcendum; ponıt Nam dıs-
tinctionem de prıma conclusione qua postea solvıt ratiıones
contrarıe OpIN1ONIS; solvıt ad ratiıones Scotl: 11S qUC 1cCia
Sunt arguit Contra opınıonem Avıcen. de uUunO quod convertitur
CUu entfe.

ayt. . 3 trum UNUuM, quod est princıp1um numer|, sıt ıdem CUu uUunNnO

quod convertitur CIr ente ra; 120vb| <Op1n10 Aurı-
olı; Contra Aurıolum;: solut1o ad rationes OpIN10NIS; CcContra dic-
tam opInıonem; Op1nN10 Ihome:;: Herveus el Durandus declar-
Nte opınıonem ome: Contra opınıonem ome el contra
Herveum el Durandum SuUustenentes diıctam opınıonem; Op1InN10
Eg1di11; ratiıones qUas facıunt Durandus eft Herveus Confira Egı1-
dıum: declaratıo Op1n10N1s Eg1du; confirmatıo prıme conclu-
S10N1S; confirmatıo secunde conclusıion1is: confirmatıo 1e
conclusıon1s; olutıo ad ratiıones Herve1ı eft Durandı NTr. Eg1d-
1um >

trum deo sıt alıquıs NUIMMETUS 176va: 122vb|
Utrum 1NUTINECTIUS quod est multitudo transcendens sıt in deo

Vva; 122vb| <Op1n10 ome prıma parte, 30,
3: Contra Thomam : Op1n10 Durandı; Conftra Durandum ;

OP1IN10 E.g1d11; confıiırmatıo opınıon1s Eg1di; dubıitatıo utiılıs>

ıst 29 trum plurıfiıcetur dıvınıs Gr 1C0O personas’.
T 123ra|

trum quod sıgnıfıcatur nomıne ‘persone’ S1Ve in dıvınıs
SIVe In creaturIıs sıt alıquod COTNINUNC abstrahıbile ab e1s

rb| <Op1n10 cotl; cConftra Scotum: quıd <1bı
videtur diıcendum >
trum ‘persone’ sıgnıfıcet determıinate SUDSLantı am vel
relatıonem. 123va]| <Op1n10 Aurıol1i; cContra AuUTI-
olum; OPIN10 Hervelı:; Confira Herveum ; Op1IN10 IThome prıma
parte, 30, 4: COnfira Thomam ; OP1IN10 Eg1di; confirmatıo
opIn10n1s Eg1di1; dubitatıo Conftira opinıonem; solutio eiusdem>

ıst 26, trum dıvyıne PCTISONC habeant alıquas proprietates
PCI qUas constıituantur in CSSC personalı ei dıstınguantur ab
invicem. V 124rb|
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art. I Utrum dıvıne PCISONC habeant alıquas proprietates PCI qUas
constituantur In SU  ® CSSC personalı el ab Inv1icem dıstinguantur.

124rb| <Op1in10 Preposıtini; Contra Preposıtinum>
trum ales proprietates PCI QJUaS constituuntur eit dıstiınguun-
tur sınt alıquiı modı absolut1 124va| <Op1n10
I ıncolnıen. |text: quedam Op1nN10 antıqua]; cConftra opinıonem
Lincolnien.: olutıo ad rationes alterıus Op1In10nN1s>

art. 3 Utrum i1ctie proprietates sınt relatıve. Ta;: 125ra|
<Op1n10 Auriol1i1; Conftra Auriıolum;: Op1IN10 Scoti: CcContra SOO:-
tum; Op1N10 ome In prıma parte, 40, Z in solutione
ultımı argument!; Contra Thomam ;: quıd <1bı videtur dicendum >
trum CUu us supposıt1ıs relatıvıs possıt Stare alıquod SUD-
posıtum absolutum. 180vb; 125va] <Opın10 quedam antı-
qUa, impugnatıo dıcte Op1In10N1s, qUue sıt plurıbus; quıd <1bı
Videtur diıcendum Conftra dıctam opın1ıonem>

1ıst Z trum verbum mentis nostre habeat alıquam sımıl-
ıtudınem CUu verbo increato. 181rb:; Ta |

art. I Utrum verbum mentis nostre sıt Ipsamet ICcs intellec 18 Lva;
126rb| <Op1n10 Petr1i de Alverna; Contra eirum de Ver-

nla; Op1IN10 Aurıoli; NTr. Auriolum>
trum verbum mentis nNnOsIre sıt alıquıd inherens intellectu1
exIistens in subiective, sıcut specı1es vel sıcut AaCTIUS vel sıcut
Conceptus formatus PCTI aC ra; 126va| <Op1n10
quorundam; Confira dıctam opınıonem; OP1N10 Godefredi;
Op1In10 Scotl;: Conftira Godfredum eft Scotum; Op1n10 Henriıcı1;
Contra Henricum;: Op1n10 Thome eft Eg1di; intellectus OP1IN10-
N1IıSs quU am dat Herveus el plures alıı: CcContra intellectLum YUCIN
dat Herveus el plures 11 ad prefatam opınıonem; quıd s1b1
videtur dıiıcendum quantum ad opin1ıonem ome ef Eg1d11,
premittendo quedam ad intellectLum 1CIe Op1In10nN1Ss; pon1
quatuor conclusıiones, qUarum due super1us sunt probate; PIO-
batıo tertie conclusıion1s; probatıo quartı conclusıon1s>

art. 3 trum verbum dıvınıs dıcatur tantum notionalıter.
12/7vbl] <Op1n10 Durandı: Contra Durandum : Op1n10 cotl;

Contra Scotum;: OPIN10 Aurıoli; Conftra Aurıolum>

1st 28 Utrum innascıbılıtas In dıvınıs dıcat alıquam
ratiıonem posıtıvam. Va; 128rb|
trum innascıbılıtas in dıvınıs 1Ca alıquam ratıonem posıtı-
Va Va; 128rb| <Op1n10 quorundam; contra dıctam
opınıonem>
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trum ılla ratıo que ımportatur nomiıine “innascıbilıtatis’ fun-
detur essentiam vel alıquam PCETSONAM.

128va]| <  1IN10 Aurioli; contra uriıolum: OP1IN10 Hervelı:;
Contra Herveum : quıd <1b1 vıidetur dicendum>
Utrum innascıbılıtas sıt proprietas constitutiva PETISONC patrıs.
[ A Va; 129ra| <Op1n10 quorundam; contra istam Op1-
n1ıonem et confirmatiıonem Oopin10on1s cCcCommun1s>

1ıst. 29, que trum hoc “princıpium'’ dıcatur secundum
Nan ratiıonem de PITINC1P10 dıyınarum aru eft de prın-
C1p10 creaturaru 129rb|
trum hoc ‘princıpi1um'’ dicatur de PTINC1p10 dıvyinarum
aruel PrINC1p10 Creal secundum Nam ratıonem.

Ta; 129rb| <  1IN10 Henricı anglıcı; contra Henricum
anglıcum; Op1n10 urandı:; Contra Durandum;: Op1n10 Egıdı1
qU am sequuntur IMSS! sequıtur cotus eit plures alıı: confir-
matıo OpIn10N1S Eg1d11>
trum princıpium 11, quod est generatıo actıva act10], el

princıpıum spiırıtus sanctı, quod est actıva spıratıo, realıter dıs-
tinguantur. 129vb| <Op1n10 quorundam ; CcConftra
dıctam opınıonem; modus dicendıi contra Thomam : Egıdıus COIMN-

Thomam : Op1n10 Eg1di; confirmatıo Op1in10n1s Eg1d11>
ıst 30, trum les relatıones dıicte de deo tempore sınt

reales. Va; Or
Utrum relatiıones dıcte de deo temporalıter sınt reales. V

<Op1n10 Jacobi de 1terD10 quodlıbet de predica-
mentiI1s, 1 contra acobum de Vıterbio: Op1InN10 CommunIs;
urandus; Contra urandum : OP1IN10 Aurioli; COntr.: urlıolum;
OPIN10 Scoti; contra cotum; OpIn10 Henrıcı, quodl 1]XÄ ‚B
cContra Henricum; Op1N10 IThome in prıma parte et scr1pto;
exposıtio0 1616 OpIn10N1s QUam facıt Herveus: contra opınıonem
Ihome el exposıtionem Hervelı; Op1n10 fratrıs Eg1di; confiırma-
t10 OpIN1ONIS Eg1di1; quıd <1ıb1i videtur dicendum>
Utrum, dato quod relatıones de1 ad creaturam NON sınt reales,
sınt in deo secundum ratiıonem. va: 131va]| <Op1n10
Henrıcı, quo' O, [l CcConfira Henriıcum: Op1InN10 Jacobı de
1terDI10 ubı9 Contra acobum de Viterbio; qu1d <1b1 vide-
ur dıcendum>

ıst 51. trum equalıtas el simılıltudo sınt nomına rela-
t10num realıum. 131vb|



OMMENTARY RA SIENA 281

Tum ydemptitas sıt relatıo ration1ıs. 132ra|
<Op1n10 quorundam; Conftra dıctam opın1ıonem>
trum sımılıtudo efi equalıtas In creaturIıs fundentur un1-
tate specıfica. 132rb] <Op1n10 Durandı; Contra
Durandum ; quıd s1b1ı videtur diıcendum>

art trum sımılıtudo eit equalıtas sınt relatıones reales In deo vel
dıcatur solum prıvatıve. va; 132va| <Op1n10 Jacobi1i de
Vıterbio YJUam et1am sequıtur Co  S; Conftira acobum el COIMN-
ira Scotum; Op1n10 Eg1di; Durandus Contra Eg1dıium; Contra
Durandum eit olut1ıo ad ratiıones qUas acıt; confirmatıo CON-
clusi0on1s princ1palıs qUam ene Eg1dius; olut1ıo ad ratıones
Op1INn10N1S>

ıst Z Utrum el fılıus dılıgant spırıtu Sancio
133Ta]>” <Opin10 quorundam, contra diıctam OP1-

nıonem; OP1IN10 Aurı1oli, cContra Aurıolum; OP1InN10 Ihome eit
eXposı1t1o Hervel; cConftra Herveum; Op1In10 Egı1di; confirmatıo
OP1IN10N1S Eg1di; solutio secundı 11 dat Eg1dius; Herveus
Contra Eg1dium; confirmatıo VIe Eg1di; solut1io tert1 11 el
quıd <1bı videtur dıcendum>

1st. 33 trum proprietates relatıve sınt 1idem quod CNMN-
t1a. T va|

arı ı trum alıqua elatıo sıt in creaturIıs qUC sıt CcIUM CI15 reale.
133vb| <Opin10 Aurıol1i1; contra Auriolum el quıd

sıbı videtur ad 1stum artıculum ; solut1io ad rationes alterıus
OpIn10n1s>
trum talıs relatıo, JUC Supponatur 6CSSC CIa 1CS5 eEXIra anımam,
sıt realıter dıstincta SUÜ!:  ® fundamento ve]l sıt iıdem realıter CUu

Va; 134va| <Op1in10 Godefredi ef COU ef al10-
TU Confira Godefredum el Scotum: OP1IN10 Durandı: Contra
Durandum ; OPIN10 Jacobıi de ıterbio; Conftira Jacobum; OP1N10
TIThome el Eg1d1; confirmatıo OPIN10N1S Ihome ef Eg1di1; CADO-
S1t10 istıus OPIN10N1S sıcut sıb1 videtur>

art. 3 trum, stante ydemptitate realı inter relatıonem eit fundamen-
possıt sustinerı quod relatıo constıituat dıstiınctum predica-

The printed edıtıon hısts three artıcles here qua habıtudine constitu-
atur ablativus CU) dicıtur ‘pater eft tiılıus dılıgunt spırıtu sancto’; Utrum
dılıgere accıplatur proposıto essentlalıter vel notlonalıter; Utrum magıs
concedenda sıt ista "pater el filıus dılıgunt spirıtu sancto’ qUuUam ista ,  pater sapıt S
ve]l intelligit S verbo’. the manuscrı1pts it 15 all OMNC questlion.
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mentum SUO fundamento V 135va|l ul <1b1
videtur dicendum : prıma conclusıo ist1us artıculı>

trum proprietates personales sınt relatıones reales dıistincte
alıquo modo ab essentla. T 136ra|
trum proprietates personales sınt relatıones reales. Va;

136ra| <Dubila CcContra conclusionem; solut1ıo ad prefata
ubıa; OpIN10 Jacobıi de Vıterbio; OPIN10 Eg1d11>

art T1um dıcte proprietates relatıve sınt dıstincte ab essentla
realıter. V 136rb| <Op1n10 Durandı:; cContra Duran-
um>
Utrum inter essentiam ef proprietates relatıvas sıt alıqua NON-

ydemptitas quantum ad proprlas rationes ormales.
|A T 136vb| <Op1in10 Jacobı1i de Vıterbio: Op1IN10 Scotl:
contra acobum ei Contra Scotum ;: contra Scotum speclalıter
trıa inconvenilentla; eXposı1t10 qUamn quıdam acıunt de Op1-
nıone Scotl: cContra dictam exposiıtionem>
trum inter essentiam el proprietates relatıvas sıt alıqua NOMN-

ydemptitas secundum proprlas unıtates eft indıv1ısıones.
8 137rb| <Op1n10 Aurioli; contra Aurıolum>

art. 5 trum inter essentiam el proprietates relatıvas sıt ponenda
CesSsarıo alıqua distincti0 rationis. Ta; 137vbl| <Op1in10
oOme;: Op1InN10 Hervelı:; Contra Herveum; qu1d <1b1 videtur
|dicendum] ei premuittitur 1bı uos modis ydemptitatis;
duplıicı ydemptitate concludıt duplicıter distinctionem rat1on1sS;
ostendit quod est uUunad distinctio0 rat1on1s qUC equıvalet dıstınc-
ti1on1 realı; dubla Conftra conclusıiıonem: olut1o ad dubıum;
olutıo ad rationes Durandı: solutıo ad ratiıones Jacobi; olutıo
ad rationes Scot1>

quest. trum proprietates relatıve sınt iıdem quod orlg1nes. 200ra;
139rb|

trum proprietates relatıve sınt idem quod or1g1nes. 200rb;
139rb| <  1N10 Auriol1i1; cContra urlıolum; quıd <1b1 videtur

dicendum>
trum dıcte proprietates constıtuant inquantum OT1-
gines vel ınquantum proprietates relatıve. V 139va|
<[Opin10] Auriol1i; contra uri1olum; quı1d sıbı videtur |dıcen-
um |>

art. 3 trum abstractis proprietatıbus relatıvıs pCT intellectum
remaneant pETSONC constitute. T Ora
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1st. 34, PCISONA sıt ıta sımplex sıcut essentla.
140ra uı S19)| videtur diıcendum luxta iıllud quod dıixıt

precedentibus>
ıst. 35,

Utrum eus habeat scıenti1am de hırs YJUC z exIira (A
Or' <Op1n10 Aurıioli; ontra Aurıiolum: quıd sıbı videtur

|dıcendum |>
trum CoOgnoscat qUC sunt exIira dıstincte.

141ra|] ul s1ıbı videtur dıcendum >
Utrum COoOgnoscat sıngularıa. Ta; 141rb] <Opin10 Aurı-
olı; CcConftra Aurıolum; OP1N10 Ihome:; contra IThomam ; Op1In10
Eg1di; confirmatıo OpIn10N1s Eg1dn>

1st. 36, trum deo sınt ydee 141vb]
trum deo sınt ydee Ta; 141vb|] <Op1n10 COo({1 eit
Petr1 de Alvernia; Conftira cotum ef eirum de Alvernia; Op1n10
Johannı de Pulıaco; Confira ohannem de Pulıaco; OPp1IN10
TIThome ei Eg1di; quıd sS1ıb1 videtur diıcendum >
Utrum inter ydeas sıt alıqua dıstinctio. Va; 142rb]
uı <1bı videtur diıcendum>
trum ydee deo sınt princıpi1um cognoscendı vel operandı.
V 142va| <Op1n10 Thome:;: Op1n10 Eg1d11; confir-

matıo OPpIN10NIS Eg1d1n>
1st. 37 trum eus sıt ubiıque. Ta: 142va|

Utrum eus sıt ubique. Ta; 142va| <Op1in10 cotl; COMN-
ira cotum et quıd s1b1 videtur dicendum >
trum convenlenter assıgnentur ıllı tres modı essendı generales
qu1 deo attrıbuuntur, videlicet PCI essentiam, presentiam, eft
potentiam. 142vb| <qu1 19)| videtur dıcendum >

ıst 38, trum futura contingentia dıvına essenti1a Immu-
tabılıter represententur. 143ra|

art. I trum futura contingentla dıvına essent1a immutabiıliter ICD-
resententur. 143ra| <Op1n10 quorundam ; IMpTrO-
batıo qUam facıt cotus; Op1In10 cotl; contra cotum; quıd s1ıbı
videtur dicendum >
trum futura contingentl1a In dıyına essentıia immutabilıter ICD-
resentata sınt dıvyvıno intellectu1 presentia. 143rb]
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<Op1n10 Gothofredi:; contra dıctam OpInıonem; OpIn10 Aurıoli1;
contra urlıolum; OpIN10 ome eft Eg1di; impugnatıo quC fıt
ab allıs CoOonftira 1stam opinıonem; confirmatıo OpIn10N1S I home
eit Eg1di; dubitatıo Contra conclusionem; olutıo dubıitation1s>

ist 39, Utrum dıyına provıdentia ad omn1a extenda!
T! 143vb]

Utrum dıvına providentl1a ad Oomn1a extendat r
143vb| ul <1b1 videtur diıcendum>

Utrum dıvyına providentia sıt iıdem quod atum va;
144rb| ul <1bı videtur diıcendum>

ıst 40, trum deo convenıat alıquos predestinare ef alıquos
reprobarı. V 144rb
Utrum deo convenılat alıquos predestinare eft alıquos reprobarı.
|AV 144rb| ul s1ıbı videtur dicendum>
Utrum predestinatus neCcessarıo et infallıbılıter salvetur el O_
batus nNeCESSAaTrIO el infallıbılıter damnetur. T va
<Qu1 19)| videtur diıcendum>

ıst 41, Utrum sIıt alıquod merıtum predestination1s eft 10-
batıon1is, eit ideo° Tum predestinatiıo habeat alıquam
Causam Vva;

art. I trum possıt redd1 parte nOostra alıqua 1PS1US predes-
tinatiıonıs. Va:
trum predestinat1ıo possıt erl pCI nOstra ona vel pCI
PICCCS Sanctorum. 145ra| <Qui s1ıb1ı viıdetur dicen-
um>

ıst 42, trum deo sıt potentia. T! 145rb] ul
<1b1 videtur dicendum>

ıst 43 trum eus sıt omn1ıpotens. 145rb|]
trum eus sıt omn1potens. 145rb| ul <1b1
videtur diıcendum>

art. trum eus secundum SU am omni1potentiam agal necess1-
tate nature 21Ora; 145va| <Quiı1d <1b1 videtur dicendum>

art. 3 trum agal necessı1tate iustitle. 210rb: 145va| ul
sıb1ı videtur dicendum>
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1st 44, trum eus possıt facere unıyversum mehus quamfecıt 210va; 145vb| ul sıbı videtur diıcendum >

ıst trum dıvina voluntas convenlenter distinguatur in
voluntatem S1gN1 el beneplaciti. 146ra] ul sıbı
videtur dıcendum >

1ıst 46, €eSs trum voluntas de1 sıt ıta efficax quod SCHAPECTCessarıo impleatur. ra; 146ra] ul sıb1ı videtur
diıcendum>

ıst 4 T, Utrum quod sıt Contra voluntatem de1 unO modo
sıt secundum e1us voluntatem alıo modo. Va; 146rb]
Utrum quod sıt contra voluntatem de1 antecedentem obse-
quatur voluntatı consequenti. Va;: 146rb] <Op1ın10pluriıum; contra 1stam opinıonem; quıd sS1b1 Vvidetur dıcendum >
trum quod est Contra voluntatem de1 UOCUMUE modo
possıt cadere Su 146va] <Op1n10Eg1di; Herveus->® Conftra Eg1ıdium: confirmatio Op1n10n1sEg1du>

1ıst. 48, trum voluntas nOostra debeat RS conformis volun-
tatı dıvıne. ra; 146vb] ul S1bı videtur dıcendum>

I1 eTrar of S1ı1ena, Sent I} dıst 1_959
Rome, ıbl Angelıca 625; Parıs. OUV ACQY lat 1431;

Vat lat
rubricated cıtations and section tıtles inserted into the text

Sent H. dıst L, es Ira; 1öra: 1ra| Circa prımam dıs-
tinctionem secundı hıbrı In qua agıtur de tTeaturarum produc-tiıone in generalı prımo Utrum unıversıitas creature habet

° Henricus’ in Angelica 089
Agaın, the wording of the tıtles of the artıcles follows that of the texXtT, whiıichdıffers slıghtly from the tıtle announced al the beginning of the question g1venthe tahbula questionum In the manuscrI1pts.
It 1s poss1ble that Vat. lat. 059 15 CODPY of Angelıca 625 similai INanu-Sscr1pt, since SOINC remarks that the margın Angelıca 625 In the textVat lat 959
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alıquod NneCESSC SSC formalıter qUO deo creante 1910) 81

dependeat.
L1rb; 15 rb:; 1rb| Utrum unıversıtas creature ante aC

SUC creation1s habueriıt formalıter BSSC intellıg1ıbile oblec-
tivum PCI quod dıvine intelligentie obıceretur. <Opin10 Auriol1,
contra urlolum; cCommunIls OPINI1O; cContra COMMUNECIN opın-
lonem;: quı1d <1bı videtur dicendum ; prıma conclusı1o; secunda
conclusı1o0; tertia conclus1o; quarta conclusı10; quınta conclu-
S10} Op1In10 Aurioli; CcContra url1olum; Op1n10 COomMMmuUunIS; qUO-
modo discordat ab opinıone cCommun1ı eft ab opinıone Aurıolı>

5Svb; 2276; Ora| trum unıversıtas Creal ante AaC

SUC creationis habuerıt formalıter alıquod BSSE COgNOSCI-
bıle possibile terminatıyum ad quod respectus dıvıne potentie
productive terminaretur. <Op1in10 Jacobıi de Vıterbio; eXan-
der de Marchıa | San Elpidio]; cContra acobum ei Alexandrum:
qu1d <1bı videtur dicendum>

art. 3 SVa; 25vb: Ora | trum unıversıtas crea) nte actum

SUC creation1s habueriıt formalıter eTUNN 6CSSC essentie COIMN-

stitutivum PCI quod determinato SCNCIC eft determınata specı1e
constitueretur. <Op1ın10 Henricı1: CcContra Henricum: quı1ıd <1b1
videtur dicendum>

Sent I, dıst. 1 Ova: 27ra; 1Orb| Supposıto quod un1-
versıtas Crea) nullum habet ESSC qUO deo creante NOMN

dependeat, tirum dependeat ab alıquo SCNCIC C6 Sa-

ıtatıs

art. 1 lOra; ZIVD: trum universıtas Creatur‘ epen-
deat deo siıcut eIa finalı amata eft des1iderata. <Qu1
<1b1 videtur dicendum>

10vb; 2O9ra; trum dependentıia deo sıcut
fınalı sıt idem quod inclinatıo 1pS1us eum, eft hoc

1DSO irum eus sıt finalıs creature quod erm1Inus 1cte
SUC inclination1s. <Op1n10 Auriol1i1; contra urıolum;: Op1n10
Henrıc1; contra Henricum: quı1d <1bı videtur dicendum>

art. 3 12rb; 3lra; va trum unıversıtas Crea) epen-
deat deo sıcut era efficıente. <Op1in10 urandı,
Carmelıite ef ohannıs de Pulıaco, Aurıiolı1 eit plurıum alıorum:
Herveus Conftra Gerardum carmelıtam eit contra quı
tenent prefatam opinıonem; cContra Aureolum el Gerardum
carmelıtam: Conftra Herveum;  61 quı1d <1b1 videtur dicendum>

Chıicago: ‘“Henricum/.
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15va; 36ra; va trum unıversıtas Te depen-
deat deo sıcut era formalı mensurante el CSSC COMN-
servante <Qui1d <1bı videtur diıcendum >

16va:; 3 /rb:; va Utrum sıt eadem dependentia quaunıversıtas TE dependet deo sıcut ecTa efficıente
et qUa dependet ab eodem sıcut cra forma Conservante

Sent 1L, dıst L, 1 /ra; 3Sra; 19ra|] Supposıto CC-
dentibus quod unıversıtas creature deo dependeat sıcut
efficıente eft OoOnservante secundum viam phılosophorum, utru
possıt demonstrarı quod uer1 producta ab eferno vel tem-
POTC

art. I 1 /rb; 38va: va trum sınt alıque rationes ArIıs-
otelıs vel Commentatoris ad probandum unıversalıs TE
eternıtatem ıta efficaces, quod 19(0)8! Carum olutıo
hulusmodiı DUrI1S naturalıbus constituto vel trum INNES tales
rationes purı1s naturalıbus possınt solvı. DIN1O Arıstotelıs
el CommentatoriIis: quıd sıbı videtur dıcendum;: ad rationes
Arıstotelis eft Commentatoris>

20rb; 42rb; va trum unıversıtati CICA-
ture quod sıt eterna ratione infıinıtı emporI1s preterit1. <Op1in10
Aurıol1i1:; Contra Aurıiolum el quıd sıb1ı videtur dıcendum: ad
rationes contrarıe OopIn10N1s>

art. 3 21vb; 44rb: T trum unıversıtati CICA-
ture quod sıt etierna quod producta deo in dıversıtate
substantıie. <Op1in10 Aurıioli:; ira Aurıiıolum: quıd <1ıbı vide-
tur dıcendum>

23rb; 46va; ra Utrum unıversıtatiı creature repugnet
quod sıt erna quod producta deo hlıbere el contingenter.
<Contra Henricum et] plures alıı; Auriolus contra Henricum,
tenens opın1ıonem contrarıam: Conftira Aurıolum: contra Hen-
NCUmM; quıd S1b1 videtur dıcendum >

art. 5 24rb: 4 /va; trum unıversıtatiı CICA-
ture quod sıt ab eterno quod producta de nıhılo, SIVe quod
idem esT, tIrum producti0 de nıhılo, qUC theologıs appellatur
creat1o, fueriıt possı1bılıs ab erno <Aurlolus; contra Aurıolum:
quıd s1ıbı videtur dıiıcendum >

Sent IL, dıst E 25rb; 48Vb; trum creat10 ISCCUI'I-
dum quod nomiıinat productionem de nıhılo fuerıt possıbılıs
tempore A

25va: 49va: ra trum creat1o0 SIVe product10 de
nıhılo ncludat repugnantıam contradıctionıs propter YJUam
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videatur NO  ; fulsse poss1bilıs tempore. <Op1in10 Aurioli1;
Contra urıolum; quıd <ıb1 videtur dicendum>

2/ra; 5SIrb; va trum possı1bılıtas creation1is arguat
necessarıo0 In creata realem differentiam inter ESSC eit CIMN-

t1am  62 <Opin10 Auriol1i1; cContra Auriıolum: Op1In10 Henricı de
Gandavo:;: cContra Henricum: op1n10 Jacobıi de Vıterbio: cContra
acobum de Vıterbio; Op1n10 Eg1di1; confirmatıo Op1n10n1s

1d11>
29vb; 54va; va trum possı1bılıtas creation1s arg

quod neCcessarıo0 creantem virtutem infinıtı V1gorI1s. <Op1n10
Durandı:;: Conftra urandum ; Op1In10 Aurıolı; contra urlıolum;
quıd <1bı videtur dicendum

31rb; 56va:;: Ta trum eum 6CSSC infinıte vırtutis in
vigore sıt poss1ıbıle demonstrarı pPCI alıquam 1am que NOMN PTO-
cedat, supposıta possibilıtate creation1ıs vel quıibusdam alııs qUC
SUnt fıde1, eft iIrum Arıstoteles hoc demonstraverıt in physı-
COTUMmM <Qu1 <1b1 videtur dicendum>

Sent. IL, dıst. 1, 331a 5SSVb; ra trum creat1o sıt EXIr.
eum alıqua 165 de alıquo determıinato SECNCIC.

33va:;: 59rb: Tum creat1o sıt era act10 de
SCHNCIC act10onIs. <(C’ontra Thomam ; quıd <1b1 videtur dicendum>

34va:; 60va:; va trum actı1o transıens de SCHNCIC
actı1on1s sıt agente, PCI CONSCYUCNS, tirum creat1o act1o sıt
In deo creante <Op1n10 Scotl: contra Scotum: quıd <1b1 vide-
{ur diıcendum; olutıo ad rationes alterıus opin1on1s>

art. 3/ra:; 63rb; Utrum eTa act1o transıens de SCHNCIC
act1on1s SCINPDCI undetur in MOLU, PCI CONSCQUCNS, irum
creat1o0 hoc 1PSO quod est actıo de SCNCIC actıon1ıs ad exIira
neCcessarı1o sıt quedam mutatıo. <Quı1d <1b1 videtur dicendum;
Op1n10 Durandı: cContra Durandum>

38rb; 64vb: T Utrum act1o et pass10 acıunt
distincta SCNCIA sınt NUus mOtUS, PCI CONSCQUCNS, irum CIC-

at10 act10 ef creat1o passıo sınt una mutatıo vel NUusSs aC

<[Opmn10] Gothefredi eft plurıum alıorum; contra Gothofredum :
OP1IN10 Aurıolı; contra ur1ıolum; quıd s1b1 videtur dicendum>

39vb; 66va; Utrum creati1o sıt idem realıter NUus

ACTIUS quod creatura, vel iIrum addat alıquıd SUDCI TCeIN creatam

<Opin10 Aurıiol1; contra urliolum; quıd <1b1l videtur dicendum>

Article edıited by Davıd Gutilerrez, ‘“ Magıstrı Gerardı SenensI1is O.E.S.A
(T ıculus de ealı distincectione inter SSC el essentiam, ” Analecta Augustint-
UANd, 22 (194 7), 766-281
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art 41va; 69ra; 44va| trum creat1o0 sıt 1idem quod CON-
servatıo. <Op1n10 Aurloli; CcContra Auriıolum: OP1IN10 Jacobı de
Vıterbio: CcContra Jacobum;: alıa OpIN10 antıqua plurıum; Confira
1stam opın1ıonem; quıd s1b1ı videtur diıcendum : conclusıo
prima; conclusıo secunda; conclus1ıo 1a; conclusıo ua  a;
conclusıo quınta; conclusıo exXta; olutio ad rationes Aurıioli>

Sent IL, dıst Z 43vb; /1vb: trum angelı fuerint
creatı sub alıqua durationis CNSUTa

art. 1 44va; /2va:; va Utrum angelIı in SU1 creatione
acceperıint alıquam durationem propter quUam sıt neCcessarıo
ponenda alıqua durationis CMNSUuTa prefer tempus. <Op1in10
Aurliol1; Conf{ira Aurliolum; quıd S19)| videtur dicendum>

45va; J3V6:; va Utrum tempus Sıif 1ıdem quod
IMOLUS ul S1b1 videtur dıcendum;: solutio ad rationes CC-
dentes>

4 /rb; 75vb; JOra] Utrum tempus sıt SUCCESSIO MOLUS
<Op1in10 Aurioli; cContra Auriolum;: quıd sıbı videtur dicen-
um>

48ra; /77rb; 50vb] trum tempus sıt NUMMETUS
<Op1n10 Aurlol1; Confira Or10olum: quıd s1ıb1ı videtur dicen-
um>

49rb; /8öva; 52ra] trum LemMpus sıt NUmMMNETUS PrIOT1S
el poster10r1s In MOtiu <quıd sSıbI1 videtur diıcendum>

art 5SOvb: SÜUrb; 53va] trum tempus sıt NUMmMeTUuS In
Terum natura CIrCcUumMSsCrIpto AaCTIUu anıme numerantıs. ul <1ıbı
videtur dıcendum; prıma dubiıtatıo; secunda dubiıtatıio; olutıo
ad secundam dubıtationem>

5S2rb; S1vb; ra trum temMpus sıt NUMETUS eT-
tius ul 19)| videtur diıcendum>

5S3rb; S31a; ra trum tempus sıt NUIMMNETUS funda-
tus in solo MOLUu prImı mobilıs <Op1n10 Aurıoli:;: Contra Aurı-
olum; OP1N10 fratrıs Jacobı de Vıterbio IMSS! Egıdı1 de 1ter-
blo]; Conftra Jacobum; quıd s1b1 videtur dıcendum >

art. 9 5JVDb: SIVb; trum tempus sıt CNSUuTa
omnıum temporalıum immediate PCI se1lpsum vel mediante SUOo
"nunc). ul <1b1 videtur diıcendum>

56va; SOvb; va trum "nunc’ temporIıs SEqUaLuUr
ıta utatum 6CSSC sıcut tempus sequıtur mMotum <Op1in10
Eg1d11; Contra Eg1dium; declaratıo OPIN1ONIS Eg1dı el quıd S1b1
videtur diıcendum; conclusıo prıma; conclusıo secunda: COIMN-
clusıo tertia: solutıio ad rationes alterıus Op1In10N1s>
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11 59rb; 89vb; va Utrum sıt NUum °“nunc’ tOfO tem-

POITC <Op1n10 Aurioli; cContftra url1olum; quı1ıd <1bı videtur
dicendum>

Sent. 1, dıst. Z 60vb; 91rb; 64ra|] Utrum levum] habeat
alıquam simılıtudınem CUu tempore Ss1ve et1am Cu 1PSO
‘quando’ quod derelinquıtur tempore.

6lra; 91vb; 64va| trum EVO sıt alıqua SUCCESSIO
PCI qUalmn ad modum temporIıs habeat in Se1pso dıfformiter.
<Op1in10 antıqua Cu apprehension1bus; cContra prefatam Op1-
n1ıonem: OP1IN10 Aurioli1; cContra Aurıolum; quı1ıd s1b1ı videtur
diıcendum: conclusıo0 prıma; secunda conclus10; solutio ad
ratıones alterıus Op1in10n1s>

63rb; 94vb; ra trum EVUMM ad modum temporI1s
sıt iıdem CUu SÜl!  ® fundamento realıter. <Op1n10 Henric1;: cContra
enr1ıcum>

64rb; D6ra:; ra trum CVUM ad modum temporIs
habeat proprıium °nunc’ temporI1s qUO dıstinguatur realıter.
<Op1n10 Durandı:; cContra urandum; quıd s1bı videtur dicen-
um; ad questionem; conclusı1o prima; conclusıo secunda; COIN-

clusı0 tert1a>
66va:; 98vb; TuUum CVUMNl ad modum 1DS1US

‘quando’ agebatur, contineatur eit claudatur sub alıqua CeNSUuTa

termınabiıtur. ul <1b1 videtur dicendum: eclara:| quıd sıt
1ps1; ponıit uos intellectus de i1sto artıculo el 1uxta prımum
intellectum ponıt Nanl conclusiıonem; 1uxta secundum intel-
lectum ponıt secundam conclusionem>

68Ta; Va; T trum sıcut quando in quanda-
1bus, ıta EeVUum In evıtern1is multiplicetur realıter. <Up1n10 Aurı-
olı; contra urıolum; OPIN10 IThome el Gothofredi eft plurıum
alıorum: cContra Ihomam ei Gothofredum el plures alıorum;
OP1N10 Henrıcı1; OP1IN10 fratrıs Eg1di; confirmatıo Opin1o0n1s
fratrıs Egı1di; ad rationes que CONSUEVETUN! Jer1 contra Eg1-
dıum>

/1ra; V va trum sıcut EeVUumm mensSsura|l ESSC

angelorum, ıta oporteat PONCIC neCcessarıo0 alıquod tempus quod
mensure COTUMN operatiıones conformiıter. <Op1n10 quorundam;
Contra dıctam opınıonem; quı1d <1b1 videtur dicendum>

T218: V va Tum tempus quod mensura
operatiıones angelorum sıt continuum vel dıscretum distiınctum

tempore NOSTIro totalıter. <Qu1 <1b1 videtur dicendum>
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Sent I, dıst Z T2wb: r Utrum locus sıt Ics
de alıquo determinato SCHNCTIC.

art . ] /ära: ra; trum locus secundum SUuum for-
male sıt posıt1o0 <Contra Auriolum>

/3vb:; Va;: T trum locus secundum SUUMmM
formale sıt rdo secundum determinatam distantiam vel propiın-quıtatem ad celum. DIN1O que Vvidetur CSsSsSe u_
NIS: Confira prefatam opınıonem que Vvidetur 6CSSC CommunIs;
quıd sıbı videtur dıcendum: prıma conclus10; conclusıo
secunda; conclusıo 1a; conclusıo quarta>

/IrD: V Utrum locus secundum SUUM for-
male sıt qualıtas locatı conservatıva. ul sıbı videtur dicen-
dum; conclusıo prıma; conclusıo secunda>

/75vb; T trum locus secundum SUUM
formale sıt quantıitas locatı cırcumscriptiva. uı sıbı videtur
dıcendum : conclusıo prıma; conclusıo secunda>

art 76va; r Utrum locus secundum SUUM
formale sıt distincta specles quantıtatis superficle. ul <1ıbı
videtur dıcendum; conclusıo prima; conclusıo secunda>

Sent. I, dıst 2 77va; F F trum angel] fuerint
creatı alıquo loco.

/8öva; T' T' Utrum angelus sıt loco dıffinıtive.
<Op1in10 Durandı; contra randum ;: quıd 19)| V1dıcendum >

SÜra; V trum angelus sıt dıffinıtive
loco ratiıone SU«C essentlile. <Opin10 antıqua quorundam;: cContra
opinıonem prefatam ei quıd sıbı videtur diıcendum >

SOvb:; va trum angelus sıt dıffinıtive
loco ratione SUC operatıon1s. <Op1n10 multorum;: Conftira dictam
opinionem; Aurıiolus SCqQUCNS dıctam opınıonem; Contra Aurı-
olum: quıd <1ıb1 videtur dıcendum: removetl Nam dubiıita-
1o0nem>

art ö2ra; ra; trum angelus sıt dıffinıtive in
loco ratiıone alıculus virtutis quantıtative. ul sıbı videtur
dicendum >

S2Vb; V va trum NUuSs angelus possıt CSSC
sımul In dıversıs locıs. uı <1bı videtur dicendum >

SSra; ra trum plures angelı possıint sımul
6SC eodem loco. ul s1bı videtur dıcendum;: conclusıo
prima; conclusıo secunda>
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84ra: T Tra trum angelus possıt mover]1
localıter. <Qu1 <1ıbı videtur dıcendum>

art. S4vb; Tra; trum angelus quando OVefltur
localıter MOVE. motu continuo. <Op1n10 TIThome in prıma
parte; cContra opinıonem Thome: quıd <1b1 videtur dicendum>

85vb:;: 120ra; Utrum angelus quando mMoOovefltur
localıter mMmoveatur mO discontinuo SIVe discreto quı Compont-
tur mutatıs CSSC indıvisıbiılıbus. uln bl videtur dicendum>

SOrb: va; T Utrum angelus possıt moverI1
localıter de extremo ad extremum NON transeundo PCT mediıum.
<Op1n10 ome in prıma parte; Contra opin1ıonem ome:;:
quıd <1b1 vıdetur diıcendum : Op1N10 fratrıs Eg1di1 In prımo SCI1-

tentiarum;: declaratıo et confirmatıo OpIN10N1S fratrıs Eg1d11>
art. I  a S /vb; V trum angelus Oveatur de loco

ad locum in instantı. <Op1in10 Guarron1s;: Contra Guarronem;:
quıd <1b1 viıdetur dicendum>

art 1 |A SIra: va trum plurıbus instantıbus mMO

angelıcı correspondeat NUM instans temporıs nostr1. <Quı1d
<1b1 videtur dicendum prem1ssa una distinctione; conclusıo
prıma; conclusıo secunda>

Sent I1 > dıst Z 90vb: va TuUum celum
empıreum sıt locus approprlatus angelıs eft hominıbus beatıs.

art::1 O1lrb;: 125rb; ra trum propter locatıonem angelo-
TU ef alıorum beatorum celum empıreum neCcessarı10 sıt in
TeTIUIMN potentı1a ponendum. ul S19)| videtur diıcendum>

art 91vb; ra; va trum celum empıreum sıt COT-

PUS alterıus generI1s eft alterıus nature ab omnıbus corpor1ıbus
naturalıbus. ul <1bı videtur diıcendum;: conclusı1o0 prıma;
conclusı1o0 secunda:; Aurıiolus; Contra Aurıolum>

art. 3 Ö3ra; ra; trum celum empıreum sıt lucı1-
1US allıs corpor1ıbus celestibus. <Respons10 Durandı et PetrI1
Aurıol1; Conftra Durandum el urıolum; respons10 fratrıs
Eg1d1; confirmatıo iıllıus vIie tamquam tangıt frater Eg1dius;
conclusıo prıma; conclusı1o0 secunda>

93vb; Ta; va trum celum empıreum influat
in ılla infer10ra quemadmodum alıa celestia COTPOTA. <Op1n10
Thome:; contra opinıonem Ihome: Op1n10 fratrıs Eg1di; CON-

firmatıo Op1n10N1S fratrıs Eg1d11>
Sent 1L, dıst 3, O4va: V 99rb| trum natura aNSC-

lıca sıt ıta sımplıcıter quod Carealt Oomn1ı composıtione realı.
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94vb; Tra;: trum substantia angelı sıt COMM-
posıta plurıbus PrInCIpUS alterum sıt DOSSI1-bıle In SCHNCIC intellı1g1bilıum. <Op1in10 Aurioli; Contra Aurı1-
olum: quıd s1ıb1 videtur diıcendum prem1ssa una de dıstinctione;
conclusıo prıma; conclusıo secunda; conclusıo 19; conclu-
S10 ua  a; conclus1ıo0 quınta; conclusıo exXtTa; respons10 ad
rationes et fundamenta alterıus Op1n10n1s>

98va: 103rbl: trum substantıa angelı sıt COIMN-
posıta plurıbus PIINCIPNUS alterum sıt materıa prıma,
JUC est PUurum possı1ıbıle NON solum In SCNECIC substantialium

sens1bılıum ] sed et1am LOLO SCHNCIC entium. <Op1n10 antı-
QqUua plurıum; contra opınıonem prefatam eit quıd 199 videtur
diıcendum : ratiıones Durandı ad opposıtam conclusiıonem; COIMN-
ira rationes Durandı>

100rb; Va; 104vbl: trum substantıa angelı SSE
composıta plurıbus princ1ıpils alterum se materı1a
prıma, UU est PUurum possı1ıbıle In SCHNCIC substantıalıium
sens1bılıum], el ıIn LOLO SCHNCIC entium SEqUereETLUT quod dicta
substantıa angelı COIDOICA., ul s1b1 videtur dicendum >

Sent 1L, dıst. 3, V 106ra]: trum substantıa
spiırıtualıs angelıca sıt ıta sımplex quod Careat composıtione
secundum rationem generIs.

ra; 136rb; 106vbl]: Utrum substantıa spırıtualıs
angelıca sıt SCHCIC. ul s1ıb1ı videtur diıcendum>

Va; V 1O08ra]: Utrum substantia spırıtualıs
angelıca sıt In eodem SCNCIC Cu substantıa corporalı. ul
sıb1ı videtur dıcendum >

ra; 108rbl: trum substantıe UunNn-
dum quod est substantıe corporalı el spırıtualı sıt atu-
rale vel logıcum vel quoddam alılu: <Op1n10 Henric1;
cContra Henricum; OP1InN10 Gothofredi; cContra Gothofredum:
Op1InN10 fratrıs Jacobi de Vıterbio; ntra Jacobum; OPIN10 fratrıs
Eg1di; quıd sıbı videtur dıcendum: conclusıo0 prıma; conclu-
S10 secunda; conclusıo 1a; conclusıo

106ra; 140ra; Or trum substantıe spırıtu-
alıs angelıce dıfferenti1am CUu qua possıt COmponl, qUuUeC
Ssumatur ab eadem sımplıcı realıtate Cu dicto SCNCIC. <Op1ın10
coll; contra cotum; OP1IN10 Aurloli:; Con{ira Aurıolum:; OpIn10
Gothofredi; contra Gothofredum;: OP1IN10 Jacobı1i de Vıterbilo:
ntra Jacobum: OPIN1O fratrıs Eg1di; Gothofredus cContra Eg1d-
1Uum; olut1o ratıonum qUC fiunt contra Eg1dium; quıd S1b1 vide-
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t{ur dicendum ; conclus1ıo0 prima; conclus1o0 secunda; conclusıo
tertla; solutio ad responsiones alıorum opınıonum>

va; 144ra; 114rbl: Utrum composIıtio generI1s CUu

differentia qUuUC sıt pPCI AaC ration1ıs CIrca substantiam spir1-
tualem angelıcam sıt 1PSO aC  — ration1ıs vel 1psa substantıa
spirıtualı angelıca CUul aC rati1on1s dıctam compositionem
attrıbult. ul SIbI videtur dicendum: prima conclus1io0 1uxta PI1-
INa acceptionem; secunda conclusıo juxta secundam p..
tiıonem;: due conclusıones juxta terti1am acceptionem; prıma COIMN-

clusı0 1uxta terti1am acceptionem; secunda conclusıo0 luxta terti1am
acceptionem; dubla contra dıcta; olutıo ad dubija>

va;: 146ra:; 116ra| Utrum differentia CU) qua COIMN-

ponıtur substantıe spirıtualıs debeat ponı in rectia lınea
predicamentalı sıcut specıles, eft pCT CONSCQHUCNS, utru predice-
{ur quı1d sıcut specıles. <Quıid <1b1 videtur dicendum ; due CON-

clusiones juxta primam acceptionem; prıma conclusıo 1uxta pPTI1-
acceptionem; secunda conclusıo0 1uxta prımam acceptionem;

due conclusıones CIrca secundam acceptionem; prıma conclusıo0
1uxta secundam acceptionem; secunda conclusıo0 1uxta secundam
acceptionem>

x 117/rb| trum substantıls spirıtual-
1bus descendatur SCNCIC nobıiıl1ıorem specıem pPCI Compos!1-
t1ionem ei aggregatıonem plurıum differentiarum quemad-
modum in substantiıs corporalıbus. <Opin10 Henric1; conftra

Henricum: quıd <1b1 videtur dicendum>

Sent. IL, dıst. 3, T Vva; 118va|l trum angelus
turalı cogniıtione cognoscat se1psum ei quc sunt creata CUu

1pSO.
V Ta; 119ral: trum angelus SCHMLPCI intel-

1ga
V 119vbl: trum quando angelus intel-

lıgıt iıdem aC sıt in intelligendi Cu SUa substantıa qUC
intellıgıtur. <Op1in10 Aurıoli; contra urlolum; quıd <1b1 vide-
{ur dicendum>
T V 120vbl: trum quando angelus intelligıt

se1psum He AaC intelligendı Causetur SUa substantıa medi-
ante alıqua spec1e intellig1bilı. <Op1in10 COMMUNIS; contra Oop1n-
lonem COMMUNCH, qu1d <1b1 videtur dicendum>
V 121va| trum aC intelligendi qUO

angelus intelligıt se1psum Causetur immediıate SU.  © essentla.
<Contra opınıonem ef quı1d s1b1 videtur dicen-
um>
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Vva; ra; 122rals trum 1ıdem sınt in angelo intel-
lectus eft quod intellıgitur quando angelus intelligıt ICcs mater1-
ales. ul s1ıb1ı videtur dıcendum; respons10 ad prımum
dubium; respons10 ad secundum dubıium >

153rb; 123räls trum 1idem sınt angelo intel-
lectus eft quod intellıgıtur quando angelus intellıgıt ICS iImma-
erlales ul s1ıbI videtur dıcendum; respons10 ad quesitum
1uxta prımum intellectum; respons10 ad quesitum 1uxta n_
dum intellectum: probatıo pPr1Im1ı modiı idemptitatis; probatıo
secundı modı iıdemptitatis; probatıo tert11 modı ıdemptitatis>

Sent. IL, dıst Tr ra: 124vbl: trum INDECSs angelı
fuerint creatı In eodem vel cons1ımıilı quantum ad eatı-
tudınem ef gratiam S1ve et1am quantum ad alıam perfectionem.

aıt 1 V Va; 125rbl: trum INNES angelı generalıter
vel saltem alıquı specılalıter fuerıint creatı beatı <Quı1d s1ıb1 vide-
tur diıcendum; conclusıo prıma; conclusıo secunda:;: conclusıo
tertla; conclusıo0 quarta>

art. Ta; 126val: trum INNeEeSs angelı vel saltem
alıquı specılalıter fuerıint creatı iın gratia <Durandus SCQUCNS
opınıonem ome:;: Contra Durandum ei opıin1ıonem qUam
sequıtur; Op1In10 QUam frater Egıdıus; eft 1pse eandem
conclusiıonem eft onfırmat wrel duplıcıter>

Tra; 12/vbl: trum onı angelı
prescıre SUam iınalem beatıtudinem. Quı1 s1ıbı videtur dicen-
dum 1uxta conclusiıonem

art. 128rD]: trum malı angelı potuerun
prescıre SUam finalem 1serlam. ul sıbI videtur dıcendum
1uxta conclusıiıonem

Sent 1L, dıst I: Va; 129ra| Utrum alıquı angelı
potuerınt deo dıvertere PCT peCCcalum.

art. 1 129val: trum in angelıs potuerıt NC

peCccatlum. ul sS1ıb1ı videtur dicendum>
129vbl: Utrum ca  m malorum

angelorum habueriıt rtum vel 1gnorantıa vel alı-
qua alıa <Op1in10 Aurıloli; CcContra Aurıolum: OP1IN10
Durandı; Conftra Durandum: quıd s1b1 videtur dicendum ; COMN-
clusıo prıma; conclusıo secunda; conclus1o 1a; dubitatio
cContra terti1am conclusionem; solut1io>

art. 3 Vva; 131rbl]: trum malı angelı quı a_
PCCCATC In Pr1mo instantı SUC creatlı1on1s.

<Op1n10 cotl; Conftira Scotum ef quıd s1ıb1 videtur diıcendum>
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T 5 131vbl: trum qUaIC angelus PCC-
Cans NO  > potult PCECCALC in prımo instantı SUC creation1s sıt

acciıplenda parte angelı peccantıs. <op1n10 Auriol1i1; contra

Aurıolum;: quıd <1b1 videtur dicendum>
|A 130rb; ra; 132vbil: trum QqUaIC angelus PCC-
Cans NO  x potuılt PCCCATIC in pr1mo instantı SUC creationiıs sıt

accıplenda parte de1 creantıs. <Opin10 Thome; cContra op1n-
1onem Ihome:; quı1d <1b1 videtur dicendum>
V Va; 133rbl: trum angelus 19(0)81

potuilt PCCCAIC in prımo instantı SUC creat1on1s sıt acciplenda
parte illıus primı instantıs. <Op1n10 COMMUNIS plurıum; contra

COMMUNCIN opinıonem plurıum; quıd <1b1 videtur dicendum :
conclus1io0 prima; conclus1ıo secunda; conclusıo tertlia; conclu-
S10 a  A; conclusıo quıinta; conclus1io0 sSe

Sent 1L, dıst. O V 165ra; 134val: trum Onı angelı
in SU1 conversiıone ad eum receperunt gratiam.

za T! 134vbl: trum bonıiıs angelıs |actus|
convers1ion1s ad eum precessıt alıqua disposıt1o ad gratiam.
<Op1n10 IThome; Contra opinıonem OoOme; Op1N10 Tatrıs
Eg1di; declaratıo eit confirmatıo opin10n1s Eg1d11>

133rb; V 136rb| trum onı angelı receperunt
gratiam ante actum SUC convers1on1s eum <Qu1 <1bı1 vide-
tur dicendum; conclusıo priıma; conclusıo secunda; tertia COIMN-

clus10>
V T! 136vb| trum bon1 angelı pPCI gratiam

meruerınt glori1am. <Facıt tres ratiıones pPro conclusıone COIMNN-

munı qUuUC ab omnıbus credentur>
Ta; V 137rb| trum bon1 angelı eruerunt

glorı1am vel ultımam SU am beatıtudınem pCI NUI solum
aC <Facıt et1am hıc ires rationes>
T ra; 137/7va| trum in bonı1s angelıs mer1ıtum

precesserıt prem1um. <Opin10 Magıstrı sententiarum et1am

Preposıitini; ratiıones qUC fiunt communıiter contra opinıonem
Magıstrı sententiarum et Prepositini; addıt trıa alıa inconven1l1-
entla Conftra dıctam opinıonem Magıstrı; Op1n10 ome in

prıma parte; confirmatıo qUam fecıt Durandus:;: contra Op1-
nıonem Ihome eft contra Durandum quı wrl Sequltur; Op1In10
Scotil:; contra Scotum; Op1In10 antıqua qUamMı recıtat Magıster in
ıttera; contra dıctam opinıonem; OpIn10 qUamı ene frater Eg1-
dıus; quıd <1b1 videtur dicendum PIO declaratiıone el confirma-
tione CLE Op1n10N1s QUaI ene frater Eg1dius; concludıt hıc
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conclusionem princıpalem confirmando Ca PCTI quatuor
rationes; solut1io ad ratiıones contrarıe opin1on1s>

Sent IL, dıst Ora trum inter angelos
cadentes fuerıt alıquıis pPrımus.

140val: trum inter angelos cadentes
fuerıt alıquıs prımus CUI1US OCCaslone alıı peccando cecıderiınt.
ul s1ıbı Videtur diıcendum >

141ral: Utrum prımus angelus inter
cadentes fuerıit de SUPTeMO ordıne. <Quı1d sıbı videtur dicen-
um>
[A ra; ra;: 141rbl: trum de quolibe ordıne angelo-

alıquı cecıderiınt.
141val: Utrum prımus angelus inter

cadentes una Cu allıs angelıs cadentibus peccaverıt peCCalLo
superbıe. <Op1n10 CommunIls qUam ene Ihomas: Scotus CON-
ira opınıonem m; Auriolus cConcordans opin1ıonem
COl Contra opınıonemm; contra Petrum eft cotum;:
quıd sıbı videtur diıcendum PTO Commun1ı opınıone quam
sustinet: solutio ad rationes Scot1>

ra; Ta; 143rbl: Utrum prımus angelus inter
cadentes una CUu alııs angelıs cadentibus appetierıt de1 equal-
iıtatem pCTI el diırecte <Opın10 Aurioli:; Conftira Auriıolum:
Op1InN10 Scoti; contra cotum; quıd sSıbı videtur dıiıcendum Uun-
dum opinıonemm, qUam sustinet>

Vva; 145ral]: trum 1001805 angelı cadentes fuerint Uun1-
formes In appetendo de1 equalıtatem PCT accıdens eft indıirecte.
<Ponıt tres moOodos quıbus malı angelı potuerunt unıformiter
|appetere| de1 equalıtatem |secundum ] opın-
lonem]; Contira opinıonem IN; quıd <1b1 videtur dicen-
dum : educıt otum quod ntendit de isto artıculo ad uas CON-
clus1iıones>

Va; 146ral]: trum inter angelos cadentes sıt rdo
prelatıonıs.

Sent I, diıst e 146rbl]: trum angelı beatı ıta
sınt confirmatı In ONO quod 1ON possınt PCCCATC.

ra; 146val: trum angelı ealı ıta sınt confirmati
ONO quod NON possınt PECCATC.

ra;: 146vbl: trum NO  - PCCCATC in angelıs bea-
tıtudinıs provenılat Visione summ1 onı <Opın10
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Thome |MSS: Scoti] prima parte; CONTr.: IThomam |MSS: SCO-
tum]; Op1n10 urandı; Conftira Durandum; quıd <1b1 videtur
dicendum: conclusıo prıma; conclusıo secunda>

14 7val: Utrum 18(0) 81 angelıs beatıs
provenı1at satıetate appetitus. <Modus Ihome el plurıum
alıorum; contra modum prefatum; quıd <1bı videtur dicendum ;
conclusıo prima; conclusıo secunda>

144rb; 148ra]: trum 19(0)81 PCECCALC angelıs beatıs
provenıat immutabiılıtate frultioniıs. <Op1in10 fratrıs Eg1di;
confirmatıo opin10n1s Eg1d11>

Sent IL, dıst f 144vb;: 148vbl: trum malı angelı sınt
ıta obstinatı malıcıa quod penitere NOn possınt.

ra: 149ral: trum malı angelı vel demones sınt ıta
obstinatı malıcıa quod penıtere nNnonNn possınt.

145rb; 149rbl]: trum obstinatıo demonum trtum
ab alıquo habıtu deo infuso. <Opin10 Jacobıi; CONTr. op1n-
1ionem Jacobıi; olutıo ad ratiıones alterıus opin10n1s>

ra; Or trum obstinatıo demonum habet 1tum
ab alıqua naturalı intrınseca. <Op1n10 IThome:; cContra

opinıonem IThome:; Op1nN10 Henricı 111 quodlıbet, |q. 109 1: COIMN-

ira enr1cum: Op1n10 fratrıs Eg1di1; confirmatıo opin1ion1s
Egıdıl eft quıd s1b1 videtur dicendum>

151vb| Utrum obstinatıo demonum habet OTTU:
ab 1PSO deo subtrahente SU aml influentiam. <Op1n10 fratrıs
Eg1di; declaratıo eft confirmatıo OpIn10n1s fratrıs Egı1dı1 eft quıd
<1bı videtur dicendum>

Sent IL, dıst. V 152vbil: trum angelı possınt
COrpOoTra«a.

Ta; 153ral]: trum angelı SIVe bon1 S1ve malı possınt
COTPOTA. <Collıigıt qu1d <1b1 videtur dicendum in i1sto

artıculo sub quınque conclusi:onıbus>
Va; 153vbI: trum angelı in corporıbus assumpt1s

possınt vıte.
art. 3 V 154rbl: trum angelı malı possıint in corpor1ıbus

assumpti1s vel NOMN assumpt1s ludıficare SENSUS <Quı1d <1ıbı vide-
tur dicendum; conclusıo prima; conclusıo secunda:; conclusıo
tertla; conclusıo quarta>

art. V 155va| trum angelı onı ve] malı moveant COI-

POTA assumpta vel UCCUMYUC alıa COrpoTr«a pCI solum intellec-
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tum eft voluntatem <Op1n10 pluriıum; contra opınıonem prefa-
tam; Op1n10 magıs cCommunIs; contra dıctam opınıonem magıs
C  IN; respons10 Durandı sustinentis opin1ıonem COIMN-

conftra responsionem Durandı; Op1n10 Jacobı de Vıter-
bıo; Confira acobum de ıterbio; quıd 19)| Videtur dıcendum;
conclusıo prima; conclusıo secunda; olutiıo ad rationes acobı>

Sent IL, dıst Va; 158rb]: trum inter ordınes a.ngelofum
sıt distincti0 secundum naturam vel solum secundum officıa.

ra; ra| trum distinctio0 inter ordınes angelorum
sıt secundum gradus spec1f1cos qUOS in SU1 natura SUe CIC-
at1on1s princ1p10 abDbuerTrun! vel solum secundum dıversıtatem
officıorum. uı s1b1 videtur dicendum; conclusıo prima;
conclusıo0 secunda; conclusıo 1a; conclusıo quarta>

160ra]: trum natura specıfica angelıs S1ve in
alııs ntıbus materj1alıbus propri1am ef realem unıtatem
dıstınctam ab unıtate numeralı. <Op1n10 cotl; Confira Op1-
n1ıonem cotl; quıd <1bı videtur dıcendum ; olutiıo ad ratiıones
Scot1>

Ta;: 161vbl: trum unıtas nature specıfice Ta intel-
ectum sıt unıtas alıcumus indıfferentie <Op1n10 cotl; Aurı1o-
lus Conftra Scotum: Confira Auriıolum;: Conftra Scotum; quıd <1b1ı
videtur dicendum >

Va; 162val: trum natura specıfica intellectum
sıt se1psa indıvıdua. <Op1in10 Aurioli; Confra Aurıolum eft
quıd <1b1 videtur dıcendum>
V 162vbl: trum natura specıfica contrahatur ad

CSSC ind1ıv1duale PCT alıquıid prıvatıvum. <Op1n10 Henrıcı1: COIMN-
ira enricum>

Ta; 163ra]: trum princıpı1um indıvı1iduationIis PCI
quod natura specıfica entibus mater1alıbus contrahıtur ad CSSC
indıvıduale sıt materıa. <Op1n10 ıllorum quı volunt SeqUI
Ihomam ;: Confira opınıonem iıllorum quı sequuntur IThomam>

Va; 164ra]: trum princıpı1um indıvıduationıs PCI
quod Ta specıfica entibus Mater1alıbus contrahıtur ad CSSC
indıvıduale sıt forma. <Op1n10 Gothofredi; Confira OthNoiIire-
um>
V va princıpium indıvıduationi1is PCI quod

atura specıfica ntıbus materj1alıbus contrahı ad CSSC indı-
viduale sıt quantıtas. <Opin10 Tal g1d11; SCcCotus CcContra Eg1-
dıum;: confirmatıo opinı10n1s Egı1dıi; solutio ad rationes Scot1>
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ra; 166ra]: trum indıyıduum princıpıum indıvıdua-
t10n1s PCI quod natura specıfica quıbuscumque entibus COIN-

Tahıtur ad ESSC indıvıduale sıt alıquıs gradus indıvıiduationıs.
<Op1n10 cotl; contra Scotum eft quıd sıbı videtur dıcendum>

fext ends T 166va| Et pCTI CONSCYUCNS apparet omnıbus
istis quıd sıt dıcendum quantum ad istum 1ıculum. Restat CTgO
videndum dast: X

Gerard of Sıena, Ouestiones In liıbros II Sententiarum
(Oxford, RBallıol College 63)

Balhıol Ö3. ff 65vb-66rb *Utrum sola pCersoN«a 1111 sıne allıs person1s
otueriıt incarnarı. ”

Ballıol 63, p Va-  Ta ““ Quest10 Gerardı in PITINCIP1O terti1. ”
it. 8R 7va-8S/7vb ° Utrum una PCISONA possıt incarnarı absque hoc

quod alıa incarnetur. ” (2T. prev10us question.
8 /vb ‘“ Utrum funt NECCCSSC stum patı Pro redemptione generI1s

humanı. 5°

8ra Gerard of Sıena? ], ent.
&Sra ° Utrum su possıt ESSC <sub sacramento altarıs

SINe SU1 mutatıone. ”
&Sra ° Utrum anıma beata appetat reuniIrı COrpOTL. ”

ıllıam OURTENAY
epartmen of Hıstory

Universıty of Wiısconsın, Madıson



DER PROLOG ZU  Z SENTENZENKOMMENTA
DES AUGUSTINUS TRIUMPHUS)

Be1l den Kennern des Miıttelalters ist Augustinus Irıumphus
hauptsächlıch als ertreier des polıtıschen Augustinismus bekannt.
Man verweilst dafür auf se1in Werk Summa de potestate ecclesiastica,

dem dıe Oberhoheıit der päpstliıchen ber die kaıiserliche aCcC
verteidigt.‘ eın schrıiftstellerischer Nachlaß umfasst aber och zahl-
reiche andere er ach se1lner Grabinschrift sınd Sıe behan-
deln rTeCc unterschiedliche Thematiken: publızıstısch-moralische WIEe
der I ractatus CONILra divinatores el somnlatores, eiıne usammenstel-
Jung VOoONn Zıtaten In den Flores beatı Augustini SCuUu Milleloqguium
SCFIpfLS Augustinl, eiıne Auswahl VO  — Sentenzen des heılıgen Augus-
tinus unter tiıchworten zusammengestellt, bıs hın ZUuU Sentenzen-
kommentar * Das uletzt erwähnte Werk ist übriıgens wenılgsten
bekannt Es ist bıslang NUur In Te1 Beıträgen analysıert worden. S1e
enthalten zugle1ic dıe Edıtionen VoNn einzelnen Quästionen.”

Dieser Beıtrag WaT zuerst Dezember 2009 als Lect1o Aegıdıana der
Forschungsstelle mittelalterliche Augustinerschule Bıographie- und Zeıitgeschichte
präsentiert. Ich möchte mich hler nochmals be1l Tol. Wılligis Eckermann für die Eın-
ladung, hilfreichen Bemerkungen und historische SOWIe sprachliche Korrekturen me1-
NS JTextes bedanken.

Siıehe dazu WILKS, The Problem of Sovere1gnty In the Later Middle Ages.
The Papal Monarchy wıth Augustinus Irıumphus and the Publıcists, Cambridge 963
Für dıe Bıographie des Augustinus’ vgl MINISTERI, De Augustin1ı de Ancona
E.S.A *1328) viıta ef oper1bus, Analecta Augustinlana (195 7-56, 1E
262 Für generelle Informationen und bıblıographische Inwelse vgl NER,
Bıbhlıographie hıstorıque de 1’Ordre de Saılnt Augustin Augustiniıana
(1976) 163-164 für dıe Kontinuation sıehe: http://www.augustiniana/net/
ir/index.htm) und ECKERMANN, Augustinus Irıumphus, in 4’ Ber-
lın New York 1979,

Augustinus Trıumphus A wurde 124/0//3 Ancona gebo-
ICI Kr hlelt als Augustiner nach 1 300 selne Sentenzenvorlesung Parıs Der Senten-
zenkommentar ist NUur ınen Manuskrıipt erhalten: Troyes, Bıblıotheque Munıicıpale,
296 Das ManuskrıIipt ist VO  - Y Bouchot und S Genest beschrieben: La Bıbho-
theque de 1’Abbaye de Clalrvaux du M1° sıecles. I1 Les manuscrI1pts CON-
Serves. Premiere partıe. Manuscrı1pts bıbliques, patrıst1ques el theolog1iques, Parıs
Turnhout 1997, 640-641 dem Kolophon dieses Manuskrıpts, das UTr das uch
des Kommentars enthält, hest 988 die Koplerung Junıi 1303 beendet

CHMAUS, DIe Gotteslehre des Augustinus Irıumphus nach seinem Senten-
zenkommentar, in Aus der Geisteswelt des Miıttelalters. Festschriuft Martın Grabmann
(Beiträge ZUT Geschichte der Phılosophie und Theologıie des Mittelalters, Supplem-
mentband 5.2) Üünster 1935, 896-953 RANDI, Talpe ed extraterrestr1: Un inedito
dı Agostino Irıonfo dı Ancona sulla pluralıtä de1 mondi, Rıvısta dı stor1a della 1lo-
sofla 44/2 (1989) 311-326 LSZEWSKI, Augustine of Ancona the subject of
theology, Acta Mediaevalıa (2005) 3/71-398
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Die vier Ursachen der Theologie
ahmen dieses Beıtrags möchte ich seine IC der Theologıe

darstellen, dıe olog seinem Sentenzenkommentar vortrug
Bevor ich das ema angehe, werde ich ZU besseren Ver-

ständnıs meıner Ausführungen ein1ge Informatiıonen ZU historıschen
und theologıschen Kontext, in dem Augustinus Trıumphus Ww1Issen-
schaftlıch tätıg W: vorausschicken.

Se1in Sentenzenkommentar entstand Anfang des ahrhunderts
in Parıs Z/u dieser eıt W al dıie Seinestadt der Schauplatz einer bereıts
ein1ge Jahrzehnte dauernden Dıskussıon, dıe mehrere Etappen ber
eıne eıhe VON Fragen ZUT Natur der Theologıe durchlaufen hatte.*
Am wichtigsten und regsten diskutiert dıe Fragen ach dem
Objekt und dem 1e] der Theologıe. Die eologen strıtten darüber, ob
dıe Theologıie eiıne spekulatıve der eiıne praktısche Wissenschaft sel,
welcher wıissenschaftliıche Status zustehe, WI1Ie notwendıig sS1e sel,
welche Uur‘ S1e nnehabe und In welcher Bezıehung s1e ZU

Glauben stehe, der als eiıne Auswiırkung der Gnade verstehen ist.
Ferner wurde auch dıe rage der Subalternatıion, der Unterord-
NUuNns der Theologıe nNnie dıe natürlıchen Wissenschaften der UumMSC-
kehrt iıhre Vorrangstellung den letzteren gegenüber besprochen. All
diese Themen auchen uch Prolog des Augustinus Trıumphus
seinem Sentenzenkommentar auf.

der Hälfte des Jahrhunderts versuchten alle wichtige-
ICN scholastıschen eologen alle der manche VON diesen Fragen
eantworten Die interessantesten und uch VOIN den Zeıtgenossen
me1lsten gelesenen LÖsungen stammen VON Bonaventura, Ihomas VO  —_

Aquın, Heıinrıich VO  —_ Gent, Gottfried VON Fontalnes und, ast hut not

least, eg1dıus Romanus. Die spateren utoren chufen iıhre ıcht-
welsen VO  - der atur der Theologıe 1Im Dıalog mıt den Entwürfen
dieser eologen.

Manche, darunter berühmte Mediävıisten schrıeben über cdiese Diıskussıon,
muß aber wen1gstens dıe folgenden Werke erwähnen: M.- (CCHENU, La theologıe
(0)901881-= sclence sıccle, Parıs 1943; (GRABMANN, Die theologısche Erkennt-
N1S- und Einleitungslehre des Ihomas VOIN Aquın auf Grund selner Schrift In Boe-
thıum De I rınıtate. Zusammenhang der Scholastık des und beginnenden
Jahrhunderts dargestellt (Thomistische Studien 4), Freiıburg iın der Schweilz 1948;

KÖPF, Die Anfänge der theologıschen Wissenschaftstheorie 1m. un!
(Beıträge ZUT hıstorıschen Theologıe 49), Tübıingen 1974: IT ROTTMANN, Theolo-
g1ie el noet1que sıecle. la recherche d’un (Etudes de philosophıe medi-
evale 78) Parıs 1999 und LIVA, Les debuts de l’ense1ignement de IThomas
d’Aquın ei conception de la doctrina. Avec ]’edition du Prologue de s()  —_

commentaıre des Sentences, Parıs 2006



DER PROLOG ZU  z SENTENZE.  MENTAR DES AU  © IRIUMPHUS 3023

Dies trıfft auch auf Augustinus Irıumphus Die Bındung
dıe Vorgänger, se1 durch Polemik, se1 Urc schöpferische Anre-
SUNg und Umuinterpretierung, ist der Scholastık dıe en ZU

Jahrhundert stark, daß der Versuch, dıe Posıtiıon eiınes Autors
verstehen, dıe Kenntnis der Von ihm gelesenen Werke ZL.

Man kann davon ausgehen, daß Ss1e als posıtıven Ausgangspunkt
der als Gegenstand der ä  tık benutzte

Miıt allen erwähnten Autoren setfzte sıch ugustinus Irıumphus
auf verschledene Weiıse und unterschiedlichem Umfang auselnan-
der Dies gılt insbesondere für Aeg1dıus Romanus. Denn selne ehre

1287 VO Augustinerorden ZUT offizıellen Ordensdoktrin erklärt
worden.? Diese Entscheidung auch für dıe Parıser Vorlesungen
des Augustinus Irıumphus verbindliıch Er nahm deshalb dessen Sen-
tenzenkommentar ZUT Grundlage für selıne Ausführungen.

ntier Berücksichtigung der soeben dargestellten spezıfıschen
Sıtuation des theologıschen Schaffens dıe en! ZUm Jahr-
hundert halte ich für notwendig, den hıstorıschen und polemischen
Kontext der Vorlesung ZU Sentenzenprolog VO|  —; Augustinus Irıum-
phus aufzuze1gen.

Meın Beıtrag orlentiert sıch der inneren TUKLIuUur des Sen-
tenzenkommentars uUuNseres Autors Sıe ist Urc dıe Arıstotelische
Vierteilung der Ursachen tınal-, formal-, mater1al- und Wiırkursache
bestimmt Zugleıich möchte ich darstellen, WI1Ie Augustinus Irıumphus
den WeC den Gegenstand, dıe Form und den Autor der Theologie
auffaßte Es ist dieser Stelle bemerkenswert, daß das auf Vlierte1-
lung gestützte Schema CS mıt der Tradıtion der Theologıie des 13
Jahrhunderts zusammenhängt. uch Bonaventura und Aegı1dıus Roma-
NUS verwendeten

Contemplatio das 1e] der Theologıie
der des 13 ahrhunderts dominıerte nNtier den Theo-

logen insbesondere meılne ich hler den heılıgen Bonaventura®, da selne
Eınführung ZU Sentenzenkommenta.g ein Ausdruck der amals herr-
schenden OpInLO COMMUNLS dıe Überzeugung, dıe Theologie

/UMKELLER, Die Augustinerschule des Mittelalters. Vertreter und phıloso-phisch-theologische ehre Übersicht nach dem heut1
Analecta Augustiniana 169—171

SCH Stand der Forschqu,
Bonaventura, Liber DFImMmUus Sententiarum, 1OOCHIN., 37 COTP., stud10o ef UTa

Colleg11 Bonaventura, Quaracchi 18872 Opera OmMNLA L 13b Vgl auch
Alexander de Hales, Summa theologica, PaIs, 18815} 1: Cap COID., studıo ei
‚UTa Collegıu1 Bonaventura, Quaracchı 1924 L,
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eiıne Wissenschaft ist, die sıch Z7Wel unktionen, dıe theoretische und
praktısche, vereingt. Sıe ste fest, Was ber (‚ott kann,
und macht deutlıch, WIeE sıch dıe Welt und der Mensch verhal-
ten sollen. Dies deutet, dıe Theologıe dem Menschen ein gEeWIS-
SCS theoretisches Wıssen vermittelt und zugleich arubDer belehrt, wı1ıe

handeln soll, sıch moralısch vervollkommnen und die Selıg-
keıt erlangen Dieser Aspekt MmMacCc aUus eıne höchst praktısche
Wissenschaft. uberdem behaupteten die eologen einstimm1g, daß
dıe theoretische Funktion der praktischen untergeordnet ist.

Die eologen jener eıt WAarTeln sıch allerdings ber dıe rage
nıcht ein1g, ob dıe Theologıie VO  —_ vornhereın als praktısche Wiıssen-
cschaft bezeıchnet werden kann Sıe WarenNn sich bewußt, der ensch
außerstande ist, mıt eigenen Kräften und mıt den VON der philosophi-
schen thık empfohlenen natürlıchen dıe Selıgkeıt erlangen
Sıe etonten, daß azu der ber die natürliche Ordnung hinausge-
henden na bedarf. Angesichts der Tatsache, daß Arıstoteles den
Begrıiff der praktıschen Wissenschaft seiner Klassıfıkatıiıon der philo-
sophıschen Wissenschaften verwendete, dieser nämlıch starke
philosophische Konnotatıiıonen. aher ne1gten dıe Diskussionsteilneh-
1991538 vielmehr dazu, dıe Theologıe als affektive Wissenschaft
bezeıchnen, als eine, die in der Ordnung der praktischen and-
Jungen des Menschen dıe abe der Gnade der Form der 3€ (cart-
{aS) berücksichtigen habe, welche dıe Seligkeıt ermöglıcht.

Diese Entscheidung stieß auf dıe tık des Ihomas VON Aquin.’
ach ıhm ist der Gegenstand der Theologıe Gott, auf den der Mensch
keınen Zugriff hat, auf den nıcht einwırken kann, während dıe
Definıtion des Gegenstandes der praktischen Wissenschaft voraussetze,
der Mensch vermöge auf eınen olchen Gegenstand einzuwırken: folg-
ıch se1 dıe Theologıe grundsätzlıch eiıne praktısche Wissenschaft,
we1l der Mensch nıcht auf ott einwırken kann Dieser Gedankengang
führte Ihomas der These, daß dıe Theologı1e eiıine in 1e] größerem
Grade theoretische als praktische Wissenschaft se1 FEr sah natürlıch
1im Hınblick auf dıe Gebote auch dıe praktische e1te der Theologıe.
Kr tellte S1e aber zurück. Die Theologie bleibt praktısch, weıl s1e auch
diejenı1gen Dınge umfaßt, dıe sıch auf (ott bezıehen, beispielsweıse dıe
Gebote, dıe selbstverständlıch praktisch Ssind.

Die Lösung des TIThomas SeIzZ VOTAaUS, daß sıch dıe Arıstotelı1-
sche Eınteijlung der Wissenschaften in theoretische und praktısche
nıcht eindeut1ig auf dıie Theologıie anwenden 1äßt Eıne äahnliche OSs1-

Ihomas de Aquıno, Summa theologiae, Pars I’ M 47 aurını Roma
197/4,
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tıon vertrat auch TIE: VO  — Fontaines ® Stärker als TIhomas betonte
das Gleichgewicht zwıschen der praktıschen und theoretischen

Funktion der Theologıe, indem behauptete, daß Gegenstand
sowochl dıie unreduzıerbar praktıschen als auch dıe unreduzıerbar
theoretischen umfaßt Er tat 1€6S auf Kosten der Einheıit der
Theologıie, indem sS1e der Tat in Zwel parallele Wiıssenschaften mıt
ZwWwel parallelen Gegenständen zertfiel Ihre Eıinheıit und ihren stärker
theoretischen als praktıschen Charakter erlangt Ss1e erst in der Per-
spektive ihres endgültigen 1els, der als VLSLO DeLl verstandenen
Vollendung.

Unter den Autoren, die unmittelbar ach Ihomas wirkten, CTITal-
e1lteten Aegıdıus Romanus und Heıinrich VO  ; ent dıe bedeutendsten
Posıtionen. Der erstere? betonte, dıie Theologıie eine übernatürliche
Wıssenschaft sel: daher onne Hand der Arıstotelischen Kateg-
TrT1IeN ‚praktısch‘ ‚theoretisch‘ ıhr Wesen nıcht erfassen und
wledergeben, weıl jene alleın für dıe Beschreibung Von Naturwissen-
schaften maßgeblıch selen. Daher behauptet Aegıdıus, sıch auf dıie
Autoriıität des hl Augustinus berufend, daß dıe eologıe eiıne affek-
tive Wıssenschaft sel, weıl 1e] in der Carıtas bestehe Allerdings
wıdersetze sıch dıe Affektivıtät der Praxıs WI1Ie sıch das Übernatür-
lıche dem Natürliıchen wıdersetzt

eEINTIC Von Gent!© spıtzt den Theorieanspruch der Theologıie
och tärker Er behauptet nämlıch, sS1e sSe1 NUTr eine theoretische
Wıssenschaft, weıl s1e (Gott ursprünglıch und prımär, dıe Handlungen
dagegen NUur ekundär behandle

einem Artıkel, der der WO auf dıe Frage ach dem the-
oretischen bzw praktıschen Charakter der Theologie gew1dmet ist,
und der den Prolog eröffnet, spricht Augustinus Irıumphus ber dıe
Zweckursache (Causa finalis) der eologıe.

Er zunächst dıe Posıtiıonen Von Ihomas, Gottfried, Heinrich
und Aegıdıus an, ihnen änge aufzuwelsen. Gottiried lrre, WC

Godefridus de Fontibus, OQuodlibetAI el de odejJrol de Fontalines, XL,
19 ed HOFFMANS (Phılosophes Belges, /3-4), OUVaın 1935, 69—1 Sıehe dazu

IIHON, Fo1l el theologie selon Godefro1i1d de Fontaıines (Museum Less1anum, section
theolog1ique, Parıs Bruges 1966, 208-278

Aegıdıus Romanus, Super prımo Sententiarum ODUS, prol., 49 UN1CUs,
Venetils 521 fol IN-SC Für ausführlıchen Deutung der These des Aegıdıus sıehe

SSEL, Das Theologieverständnis des Agidius KRomanus O.E.S.A-1
(Europäische Hochschulschriften, eıhe Theologıie), Trankfurt Maın Bern
1983, 69-79 und SCHRAMA, I heologia affectiva. Iraces of monastıc theology the
theological prolegomena of Gıiles of Rome, 1n ; Bıjdragen (1996) 38 1-404

Henricus de Gandavo, Summa quaestionum ordinariarum, 87 37 Parı-
S1118 1521 (Nac St. Bonaventure fol 65R -667.
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behauptet, irgendeıiıne Wissenschaft gleichen Grade theore-
tisch WIeE praktısch se1n onne Die Posıtion Heinrıchs setize wıederum
VOTAaUS, das 1e1 der Theologıe das Wıssen VOoN ott auch Von

einem Urc un: durch unmoralıschen Menschen vollkommenem
TA| erworben werden onne

Aegı1dıus nımmt all, das Hauptzıel der Theologıe dıe 1e
Carıtas ist. Dıesem 1e1 sınd in der Theologıe sowohl sıttlıche

Unterweısungen als uch theoretische Betrachtungen unterordnet.
Wenn jedoch der ensch dıe Carıtas durch eigene Handlungen nıcht
erlangen kann, dann kann INan dıe eologıe nıcht als praktısche Wiı1s-
senschaft bestimmen Schließlich Aegı1dıus VOTauUuS, daß dıe Liebe
(carıtas) eiıne Fertigkeıt sel, welche dıe Eınteulung einen theoreti-
schen und einen praktıschen Bereich transzendiere, und darum dıe The-
ologıe als eine affektive Wissenschaft bestimmt se1ın müsse.!!

Unmittelbar ach der Vorstellung der Posıtion des Aegı1dıus
wendet ugustinus rıumphus s1e eın eın Einwand hat einen
formalen Charakter ugustinus weılst darauf hın, Aegı1dıus fälsch-
licherweise voraussetzt, der übernatürliche Ursprung der Liebe s1e
begründet ach seıner Ansıcht den affektiven Charakter der Theologıe

bewiırke, daß dıe Theologıe dıe Eıinteilung der Wissenschaften in
theoretische und praktische Diszıplınen SpreN$SC. Wirklichkeıt aber
fallen alle Fertigkeıiten un eın und dieselbe Eıinteijlung. eıne Stel-
Jungnahme deute also etzten Endes dıe ausschließliche Praxısbezo-
genheıt der Theologıe d da dıe 1ebe, ahnlıch WI1IeE der Glaube, eiıne
praktısche Fertigkeıit ist. !®

Augustinus Trıumphus schlägt dagegen VOT, die Theologie als
kontemplatıve Wissenschaft einzustufen. Mıt se1ıner Posıtion 11l
erreichen, daß dıe Theologıe einerseılts das beibehält, W ds für s1e

11 Augustinus de Ancona, In lıhrum Sententiarum, prol., pars k 17 Iroyes,
Bıblıotheque Municıpale 296), fol Ara-vb

Augustinus de Ancona, In lıhrum Sententiarum, prol., pars } 1‚ fol Avb-
5ra „Sed NEC istud dıctum nOs intellectum quietare, quı1a NO  —; magıs est abstracta
ista sclentla, qU amı sıt lumen fide1, CUu1 innıtıtur tamquam princ1p10, el qU am sıt 1psa
carıtas, qUa, ut dıcunt, denominatur fiıne. Sed fıdes el carıtas NO  —_ un!
exIira praediıcamentum virtutum naturalıum hoc, quod sunt habıtus nobıs SUPCINA-
turalıter infusı. Sunt enım fiıdes el carıtas in ECNCIC qualitatıis, sicut alıae virtutes natu-
ales Ergo simiılıter ista doctrina, qua.ntumcumque habeat PTro princ1p10 1psam fidem
ef PTro fine habeat carıtatem, NO  — etur extra NU: sclentlae practicae vel specula-
tıvae, sed collocabıtur <sub negot10 practico vel speculatıvo, sub quıbus collocantur
INNCS sclentlae humanıtus acquısıtae; sıcut fiıdes eft carıtas, uantumcumque sınt VIT-

supernaturales, in eodem praedıcamento reponun(tur, qUO sunt virtutes natura-
hlıter acquisitae. ”
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wesentlich ist und W as ıhre atur ANSCMECSSCH ZU Ausdruck ringt,
nämlıch dıe VO  - Bonaventura, Ihomas und Gottfried betonte der
Theologıie als CIiN! zugleıc theoretische und praktısche Wiıssenschaft

dıe für Aegı1dıus wichtige Verknüpfung der Theologie mıf dem
Was übernatürlich 1st und SIC Von den Wiıssenschaften unterscheı1det
dıe mıt der natürlıchen Vernunft erworben werden Diese The-
SCMH Waren den referierten Meınungen mıt Schwierigkei-
ten verbunden dıe Doppelfunktion der Theologie tellte rage ıhre
Einheıt und ıhr affektiver Charakter bestimmte SIC zwangsläufig

praktıschen Wiıssenschaft Diesen Schwierigkeiten soll be1ı
Augustinus dıe Theologıie als Kontemplative Wiıssenschaft dıe Jjedoch
dıe beıden Aspekte ihrer atur bewahrt entgehen

SCIHNET Begründung beginnt mıiıt der Definition der Kon-
templatıon Diese SCI der dıe intellektuelle Spekulatıon und dıe
Entfachung des Gefühls C111 7€ da der ensch der der Kon-
templatıon iıhren Gegenstand erkennt dıesen uch heben anfängt
Diese These auf dıe Autoriıtät der Kırchenväter Ist ypısch
für dıe miıttelalterliche Theologıe 13

Weıter formuliert Augustinus Irıumphus Te1 Argumente dıe
SIC stutzen sollen Erstens SCI ott das 1e] der Theologie Dieses 1e1
onne Ian NUT dann erreichen WE INan Wıssen und Lieben C1INS
setize W as gerade durch dıe Kontemplatıon gesiche werde Zweıtens

der ensch den Zustand der Kontemplatıon erreichen
dıe spekulatıven Inhalte Uurc dıe 1ebe CTSANZCN Das drıtte Argument
geht VO  —; dem NtierscnNI1Ie: zwıschen natürlıchen Wıssenschaften und
der übernatürlichen Theologie aUuUs Die theoretischen natürlıchen

Augustinus de Ancona In 1 librum Sententiarum prol Pars fol 5ra
‚„ V1SO CISO nullum 1storum modorum perfecte intellectum quıietare volumus iıllum
modum OÖNCIC quem 8 credimus SS5C VCeIUM el dictis SAaNnCLOoTUumM
dicendo hanc SCIENTLaM 1ICC SSC princıpalıter speculatıvam elam ut dıcebat p -
INUS modus NC princıpalıter speculatıyam ef CONSeEqUEN practicam ut dicebat
mMoOodus secundus; NC simpliciter affectivam, ut dicebat modus tert1us; sed SC S1111-
pliciter contemplatıvam. T1IMO amen est intelliıgendum, quıd 1NOTIUNC contemplatıo-

intelligimus, 11 1NOIMNINE contemplatıon1s intell1g1mus NON solum intellectus 5SPC-
culatıonem, qUua alıquid cognoscıtur PDUIC speculatıve, sed et1am intell1ıg1ımus affectus
inflammationem, qUua inflammatione illud, quod cognoscıtur, vehementer dılıgıtur.
Quod autem PCI contemplatiıonem 191(0)  - PUra notıtıa vel speculatıo intellectus intellı-

PCI verbum Gregorl UD ıllo verbo Ezechielis ‚qUuattu: facıes unl eit
unl ubı aıt, ‚quod PCI facıem N1S1I notıitıa eft quod PCHNNAIM NIS1

volatus CXPI1IMI1LUr Et subdıt quod facıes lLaque ad notıtiam pertinet PCHNAa VCIO ad
contemplationem S1 CISO contemplatıo dıstingultur nottia vel speculatıone OPOT-
tet quod contemplatıon1s speculatıo NON UAaCCUMUEC sed talıs
qQUaC SIL iılluminatıva el inflammativa Ezech und Gregorius Magnus Homuliae

Hiezechielem prophetam, 111 CCL 1472 E
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Wiıissenschaften beschränken sıch auf eınen rein erkenntnısmäßıgen
Akt der Spekulatıon, der ausschließlich VO Intellekt VOTgSCHOMUNCH
werde. Die praktısche natürlıche Wissenschaft MUSSE dagegen ber
den hinausgehen und das Handeln umfassen, das bereıts ın
den Bereich des ıllens gehöre. Schließlich könne also keıne natürlı-
che Wissenschaft zugleich theoretisch und praktısch se1n, weıl Theo-
re und Praxıs verschledenen Bereichen gehören, dıe jeweıils Urc
den Intellekt und den Wıllen bestimmt sınd. ers verhalte sıch
mıt der eologıe. einz1ger Akt ist dıe Kontemplatıon. Sıe umfaßt
sowohl den Intellekt als auch den Wiıllen, dıe eiıne abe der göttlıchen
a darstellen.!*

Augustinus de Ancona, In liıbrum Sententiarum, prol., Pars { M 1’ fol 5Ta-
r'b „Prıma ratio S1C ostenditur. Nam finıs istlus sclentlae est 1pse Deus, sed Deus NON

potest specuları NC COgNOSCI uft finıs N1S1 PCI dilectionem el ATINOTCINL. Quamvıs nım
alıqua cognitione PUTC speculatıva ıpse possıt COgNOSCI Sine carıtate, ut inquantum est

princıp1um el entium ei AaCTIUS PUTUS vel MOTLOT prımus, cognitione tamen, qua alı-
qu1s praefigı1t <b1 ECU] finem, S1INEe dilectione SSC NO  —_ potest. Nec eti1am
potest dılıgı sıne cognitione, qula secundum beatum Augustinum NON dılıgıtur N1S1
cognıtum. KEt qula sub ista ratione Deus est finıs ista sclentla, inquantum quilıbet
PCI hanc doctrinam proponıit <1b1 1psum Deum tamquam SUUMmM finem, CU) hoc NON

possıt SSC pCI cognitionem PUTC speculatıvam, sed pCI speculatıonem inflammatıyam
ei diılectivam, oportet quod finıs ist1us sc]lentlae diıcatur contemplatıo Deıl, CU1US COIMN-

templatıo dicıt speculatıonem NON qualemcumque, sed inflammatıyam el aCCeNs1vam.
Et PCI CONSCQUCNHNS ista sclentla contemplatıva debet nom1narı. Haec autem ratio
gıtur pCI beatum Augustinum De Trinitate, capıtulo, ubı vult quod ‚Tınıs Oomnıum
actıonum NOsStrarum est contemplatıo De1‘:“ Augustinus, In TIohannıs Euangelium IraC-

9 ’ ( C4 3 D} 5/1. 9-10 „NoN enım dılıgıtur quod penıtus 1gnoratur‘ und De
Irınıtate M 8, 17 p al A 50, 5 C 80-81 ‚„haec nNnım nobıis contemplatıo promittitur
actıonum omn1ı1um finıs  ..

Secundo hoc p parte modı pervenlendi ad hunc finem. Nam modus COIN-

templandı 1psum Deum hac vıta eft illa, qUaC dicıtur de Deo ista sclentla, NO]  —

potest SSC PUTC speculatıvus. Quıia CU) ılla sınt improportionabilia NOSITO intellec-
tul, n1ıs1ı intellectus captıvaretur obsequi1um Christı, nullo modo assentiret e1s, sed

{ms pure } speculatıo NO  - habet intellectum captıvare oportet 1g1tur SSC >  ‚-
culatıonem talem, quacC sIit inflammatıva eft illuminatıva; ei hoc nomıne contemplation1s
intell1ıg1mus, ut dıctum est

Tertio hoc idem ostenditur parte I1st1us sclıentlae, ut dıffert ab alııs sclent1i1ls
humanıs. Nam habıtus sclentlae humanae PCI est speculatıvus solum eit AaCTIUSs PTO-
cedens talı habıtu directe eit PDCI solum debet dicı speculatıo. S1 autem intellec-
{[us NO]  —_ sistıt talı actu, sed intendat actıonem vel operatiıonem transeuntem X{e-
rlorem mater1am, hoc estT, PT' intellectus convertitur ad voluntatem el
extensione fıt practicus. Nam sıcut secundum doctrinam Philosophi intellectus directe
intelligit unıversale, PCI extensionem autem ei unıonem ad SCHSUM intellıgıt partıcu-
lare, uft 1{11 De anıma { 1L, 47 4729b seqgqg. }, ıta dırecte intellectus fertur ın SpPC-
culatıonem. S1 autem progrediatur actıonem, hoc est, PT' unıt voluntatı. Unde
hulus operat1o ab utraque potentia progreditur formalıter, qula quod speculatıon1s est
1b1, formalıter est ab intellectu, quod VCeIO est ıbi act1on1s, formalıter est voluntate.
Et qula impossı1bıle est duos AaCTIUS formalıter distinctos ef sub rationıbus ormalıbus
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DiIie Hauptidee der Von Augustinus Irıumphus vorgelegten
Lösung ist klar dıe Theologie muß auf eine logısch korrekte Weılse
dıe theoretische und dıe praktısche Funktion mıt einander verbinden.
ugleıc muß übernatürlicher Charakter als Spezifisches berück-
sıchtigt werden. Diese Zwel Gesıichtspunkte bılden der Stellungnahme
des Augustinus Irıumphus eiınen unveräußerlichgen Bestandteil ach
ugustinus Irıumphus kann Ian die erstere Übereinstimmung mıt
Bonaventura und Ihomas und dıe letztere in Anlehnung Aegıdıus
Romanus verteidigen und überzeugend begründen, WenNnn INan dıe
Theologie als contemplatio auffaßt Dıie Begründung des Augustinus
Irıumphus lautet, dıe Kontemplation eın Ge1lsteszustand ist, der
seiıne Quelle Gottes Gnade hat, und der das Volitive mıt dem Intel-
lektuellen verbindet Auf diese Weılse äßt dıe Kontemplation dıe
Theologıie gleichrangig dıe theoretische und dıe praktısche Funktion
erfüllen, ohne daß ihre innere FEinheit beeinträchtigt WIT:

Deus magister Wiırkursache der Theologie
Keıiner der scholastıschen Theologen tellte grundsätzlıch dıe

These rage, Gott der eINZIg wiırklıche Lehrer der Theologie ist.
Dıie Menschen der ngel, dıe als ehrer bezeıichnet werden, ben
diese Tätıgkeıt NUTr behelfsmäßig au  N Sıe sınd ledigliıch erkzeuge
der göttlıchen Offenbarung. Die geltende Lösung wiıird auch Von

ugustinus Irıumphus akzeptiert.
en bleibt Jjedoch dıe rage, auf welche und Welse ott

den Menschen dıe Theologie vermiuttelt.
FEıne charakteristische, der gängigen Meınung zuwıderlaufende

Konzeption der Theologievermittlung den Theologen, wurde von
eEINTIC VO  —; ent vorgelegt.!” Er behauptete nämlıch, daß ausgebıil-
respiclentes oblectum SSC unum actum. Ideo impossibile est COS habere ratıonem
Uun1us finıs Fiınıs CI£O scl]lentlae humanae vel dicetur speculatıo vel operatıo NECEC
potest SSC Uun1us finıs utrıusque sclentlae humanae, videlıcet practicae el speculatıvae,
CUu formalıiter speculatıo sıt ab intellectu eft dılectio0 vel act1o formalıter s1ıt volun-
tate KEt duo AaC{IUs formalıter distinct1 110  - possunt SS5C qu princıpalıter intenti1 tam-
quam uUuNus finıs. Sed hac dıvina sclentla 1910)8| est SIC, qulia habıtus sclentlae istius
est Deo insplratus el infusus 1ps1 intellectu1 creato. Ideo CU: sıt formalıter intel-
lectu speculatıvo ei iıllumıinatıvo e1us, formalıter procedit in intellectum VeIrIUnN.). Quıia,
ut diıctum est, talıs habıtus est Deo infusus, quı est 12N1S CONSUMECNS, ideo effective
habet inflammare voluntatem. Et qula uUunus AaCTIUSs est. quı formalıter iıllumınat el eiffec-
tive inflammat, ideo NON est Inconvenlens quod contemplatıo Deı, qUaC utrumque 1sto-

complectitur, ON sub ratione distincta formalı, sed unum formalıter el alıud Ifec-
tiıve habeat ratiıonem unıus finıs  “

Henricus de Gandavo, Summa quaestionum ordinariarum, De modo
addıscendi theologiam, 2— 9 fol 911—95N.
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dete Theologen dıe Glaubenslehre auf eıne vollkommenere Weıise
erkennen als gewöhnlıche, einfache, ungebildete Gläubige. Heıinrich
behauptet dıes, weıl der Ansıcht ist, die eologen VO  —_ Gott ein
besonderes 16© erhalten aben, das andere N1ICcC empfingen. Die ent-
scheidende Begründung für dıe Ex1stenz Jenes besonderen theologı-
schen Lichtes 1eg in der Ausdifferenzierung des Wiıssens ber ott
Die eınen, und / Wal dıe gebildeten Theologen, erkennen dıe Jau-
bensinhalte klarer als dıe wen1ger theologısch gebildeten Gläubigen.
Dies ware nıcht möglıch, W den Theologen NUTr das allgemeıne
Glaubenslıicht zugänglıch ware Das in en Gläubigen gegenwärtige
Licht bekommt im Augenblıck der Taufe Das Wıssen ber sol-
che Begriffe W1e Gott, Dreifaltigkeıt der ber dıe mıt diıesen Begrıf-
fen zusammenhängenden alte, formuheert den Glaubensartıkeln,
se1 dagegen en Effekt des höheren theologischen Lichts. Dieses the-
ologısche 10 ist Miıttleres zwıschen dem 1C des Glaubens
und der VLSLO beatifica, dıe den Selıgen e1igen ist. Das Gottschauen
1imme ist dıe arste und offenbarste Form des Wiıssens ber Gott

Die Posıtion Heinrichs VO  — ent ZO£ schwer annehmbare Kon-
SCQUCNZCN ach sıch, weiıl s1e einen eigentümlıchen Elıtarısmus VOT-

aussetfzte Die eologen als mpfänger eines besonderen Lıichts, das
eiıne Form der göttlıchen na| W schlienen dadurch der Seligkeıt
näher sSein als gewöhnlıche äubıge. Andererseıts ist aber bekannt

und VON der alltäglıchenngbestätigt daß die Theologıe
der Universıtät W1Ie andere Wissenschaften unterrichtet wırd,
und daß dıe Fortschriutte in dieser Wissenschaft nıcht immer mıt der
moralıschen Vervollkommnung der Studenten der der Professo-
DU einhergehen. S o verletzte Heıinrichs Posıtion dıe für das Christen-
tum fundamentale Überzeugung VOINN der Gleichheıit der Gläubigen VOT

ott und VO der Undurchdringlichkeıt der Wırkung VO  = Gottes
na Deshalb stieß s1e auch auf harte Polemik. Kıner der Kritiker
W al Augustinus Trıumphus, der diese rage für die wichtigste ZUT

Bestimmung der Wiırkursache (Causa efficiens) der Theologıe hıelt
Die Überlegungen des Augustinus rıumphus en in dieser

rage einen rein kritischen Charakter Die ihnen gew1ıdmeten Ausfüh-
machen deutlıch, das Wıssen ber Gott, be1 einem eınfa-

cher Gläubigen anders ist als be1 einem gebildeten eologen. Sıe
unterscheıden sıch aber N1ıCcC im Glaubenslıicht. Für e1l ist das-
se 1C. das ihnen denselben Trad Gew1ißheıt verleiht uch
Stutztiten siıch der einfache Gläubige und der Theologe auf dıe gleichen
Prämissen, AUS denen S1E6 ihre Schlußfolgerungen ziehen. Sıe erken-
1ICH ott deshalb mıt derselben Gew1ißheıit. Miıt einer analogen 1tua-
t1on en WIT In den natürlıchen Wissenschaften tiun Wır
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können N1ICcC kraft des Lichtes der natürlıchen Vernunft dıe Schluß-
folgerungen aUuUs phılosophischen Gedankengängen mıt größererGew1ißheit als deren Prämissen erkennen. Die bloße Verwendung eıner
logısch korrekten, syllogistischen Form der Schlußfolgerung mache
dıe Gewıißheit der Schlüsse nıcht höher als dıe der Prämissen.!  6

Außerdem ist das 1C des Glaubens, mıt dem ott dıe Men-
schen beschenkt, AaUus der 1C des göttlıchen penders absolut hell
und klar und für alle gleıich. Die Unterschiede im theologischen WiIs-
SCH ergeben sıch also N1ıc aus dem unterschiedlichen IC sondern
aUus der nnahme durch den Empfänger Der eiıne nımmt voller, der

Augustinus de Ancona, In lıbrum Sententiarum, prol., Pars 2’ 1’ fol /va—
vb .„Prıma ratıo S1IC Nam tota certitudo conclusiıonum est certitudine prın-C1p1orum, qula tunc scIre opinamur unumquodque, CU) COZNOSCIMUS Causas ef prın-cC1pla e1us, ut dicıtur Physicorum {1 19 184a S1 CT SO alıqua concludimus
artıculis fide1 vel S1 uUunNnum artıculum contradıcımus alıo, tota certitudo praedıctarumconclusiıonum erıt certitudine princıp1orum eft qula princıpla fiıde1 19(0)  - COgNOSCIMUSN1Is1ı lumiıne fiıde1 eft inquantum sSunt Deo revelata, NON COZgNOSCIMUS 1pSsas COognI-ti1ones, qUacC elıcıuntur praedictis princ1ıpius praedicto lumine, immo CU: malor
sıt certitudo princıpiorum qUam conclusionum, 1ON poterıIt alıqua conclusıio certitudi1-
NemMmM alıquam habere, qUaC 1NON reducatur certitudinem princ1p1iorum cognıtorumlumıne fıde1 Nam S1 probamus Fılıum dıstingu1 Patre, ef Spiırıtum Sanctum ab utro-
qUEC PCI ICIn relatam, NON absolutam, hoc est, qula praesupponiımus Deum SSC unum

essentia ef trınum person1s. ota igıtur certitudo i1st1us conclusionis dependebiıtillo princ1pio0, quod quıdem 1ON probamus, sed SUppOoNImMUuUs PCT lumen fıde1 Nec
esf 1bı alıqualis cognitio vel certitudo speculation1s praeter cognıtionem fide1 ef S1 est
1bı alıqua speculatıo, hoc est inquantum arguendo procedimus talı princ1p10 ad
talem conclusionem. Numquam tamen ert1 de ista conclusione, quod in dıvı-
Nn1Is sıt distinctio PCT relata, n1ısS1 credimus sub lumine fide1 Deum SSC uUunNnum

substantia eit trınum person1s. SEeCcus autem est princ1puls naturalıter cognıitıs.Quıia conclusiones sclentificas COgNOSCIMUS PCI princıpla, qUaC SsSunt nobıs nota natu-
ralıter eft lumiıine naturalı, ideo in talıbus est Vera certitudo speculatıon1s el cognıt1io
propter quıid. Sed S1 praedıicta principla, qUaC Sunt nobıis naturalıter cognita, uft ‚de
quolıbet SSC vel 18{0)8| SSsSe  © eit ‚OINNE totum est malus SUa parte‘ excederent nNnOs
intellectum, ef NON haberemus certitudinem de e1s, n1ısı qula Deo dictum est ıta CSSC,
tunc nullam alıam certitudinem haberemus de conclusionibus, qUaC concluderentur
praedictis princ1piis, n1ıs1 qula tahlıa essent Deo revelata. Non 1gıtur COgNOSCIMUSDeum hac vıta N1ıSsS1 cogniıtione fıdel, NC alıo lumine nısı ın lumiıine fiıde1

Secunda ratıo S1IC ostenditur. Nam in naturalı cognıtione 19(0)981 ponımus nıs1ı unum
lumen intellectus agentI1s, qUO Cognoscuntur princıpla eit conclusiones naturales.
Nam S1 conclusiones COgNnNOsCUntur clarorı modo, ut Sunt elicıtae princ1pis, quamprinc1ipils continentur, antequam e1s deducantur, hoc est, magıs explı-
Cantur deductae princ1piis PCI syllog1ısmum demonstrativum YyUam In princ1piisexistentes, eodem tamen lumine intellectus agent1s COgNOSCUNTUr princıpla etiam hu1-
usmodı conclusiones. Multo CISO fortius NOoN erıt 1ud lumen supernaturale, ıIn qUO
COgNOSCUNTUr artıculı fıde1l, eft conclusiones, qUacC deducuntur e1s Maxıme CUu
nulla certitudo competat praedıctis conclusion1ibus, nısı ılla, qUaC competit praedictisartıculis, qUacC magıs est adhaesı1ıonI1is qU am speculatıon1s. Adhaesımus qUu| 1PS1Sartıculis solum, qula SUnNnt Deo revelatı.“‘
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andere UT teilweıse auf. Außerdem kann sıch dıe menschlıche atur,
dıe sıch auf iıhrer irdıschen Wanderschaft (In VIa) findet, nıcht der-
maßen ber den Glauben erheben, s1e sıch dıe der Offen-
barung als Wiıssen ane1gnet. Dies ware ein prung VO  —_ einem 1C
A anderen, der uch dıe Anderung der Gewı1ißheit unseTITes Wiıssens
ber ott ZUT Folge Er vollzıeht sıch erst be1 den Selıgen, dıe
ott VO Angesıcht Angesıcht schauen, ıhn Iso mıt größerer
Gew1ißheıt als dıe Menschen Diesseıts erkennen. Sıe verfügen dann
ber eın AC ber das 1C der Herrlichkeıit der Erlösung.*”

Am nde seiner ole Heıinrich verweıst Augustinus
rıumphus, dem Beıispiel seiner Zeıtgenossen folgend, auf eiıne zusatz-
1C Schwierigkeıit. Er macht geltend, daß dıe ertreter dieser Me1-
NUNg sıch ber dıe Heılıge Schrift erheben un! für sıch eın Wiıssen
reklamıeren, das s1e nıcht besıtzen. Wenn, schlıeßt Augustinus
rıumphus, dıe Exı1ıstenz des theologıischen Lichts Wahrheıt ware, soll-
ten die Theologen, dıe sıch in dessen Besıtz glauben seinetwegen kla-
1E wlg und überzeugender als andere se1in Da ber nıcht der Fall ist,
spricht dıe Prämissen dieser Position.!8

Augustinus de Ancona, In librum Sententiarum, prol., pPars 29 k fol 7vb-—
Sra ‚ Tertia rat1o S1IC declaratur: Nam lıcet lumen fıde1 parte De1 infundentis sıt lım-
pıdum eft clarum, ut tamen recıpıtur nobıs adhuc vlae, naturalıbus obscure
el aen1gmatıce 1pSsum recC1pımus. 1CcCemus CITQO, quod modus intellıgendı omnNıum Vl1a-
tOorum est obscurus ei aen1gmatıcus ON tamen praedıictus modus est <aequalis> {ms
punctalıs }, quıa uUunus vliator clarıus intellıgıt qUam 1USs eti1am artıculos fide1 ei illa,
qUaC sunt artıculıs, inquantum PCI alıquas simılıtudines eit manuductliones CIC-

aturarum clarıor1 modo intelligit ılla, qUaC Sunt nobıs Deo revelata, eit ılla, qUaC PCI
fiıdem COZNOSCIMUS |quam uUuNus alıus]. umquam tamen ista clarıtas tanta est, quod
facıat NOS recedere cognıtione aen1gmatıca fıde1; el quod facıat 11055 scıre de 1PS1S artı-
culıs fiıde1 quıd re1i secundum intellectum essentialem aggenerantem certam cogniıt10-
191 PCI Causam intrınsecam eit dıiıcentem propter quı1d, qulia 1sto modo cognoscunt
Deum el ılla, qUaC dicuntur de 1PSO, 1ps1 beatı ef 1ps1 comprehensores, quı
visiıone, qUamı habent de Deo, demonstratıve scıunt, quod NOS credimus.“”

Augustinus de Ancona, In lıbrum Sententiarum, prol., pPars Z }} fol 7vb—
&ra „Procedit CTgO ista posıt10 falsa imagıinatione, CUu pCTI hoc, quod uUunNnNus viıator
intellıgıt clarıus qU am alıus 1psa credıbıilıa, simplicıter SSC scıta, quod D
falsum SN Nec pCI hoc est commendare Sacram Scripturam, sed magıs est 1psam
vilıfıcare. Nam sicut S1 vlator dicat SSC comprehensorem 1psum vılıfıcat, quıla
dıicıt habere, quod NO  — habet. SIC S1 alıquıs Sacrae Scripturae doctor dıcat COB-
NOSCEIC Deum pCI dıvyvinam Scripturam 110 lumıne quam pPCT lumen fide1, praedıctam
Scripturam viılıfıcat, qulia dicıt <1b1 convenıre, quod NO  - convenıt. portet NamqU«C
praedıctum lumen habere doctrinam clarıorıbus clarıorem eft tradere 1psam
ordinatiorıbus ordinatıorem, CU: tamen 1ps1 magıs obscure ei magı1s inordıinate sclen-
t1am tradant qU am ıllı, quı solum pCT lumen fıde1 dicunt Deum hac praesenti vıta
COZNOSCCIC.
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Scientia eiıne Form der Theologie
Während des SaNzZCNH 13 Jahrhunderts dıskutierten dıe cholas-

iıschen Theologen ber die Wiıssenschaftlichkeit ihrer 1szıplın. der
anfänglichen Periode meımnten utoren WIE Alexander VO  — ales der
Bonaventura*”?, daß die Theologie ZWAaTr als Wissenschaft bezeichnet
werden könne, aber eher als Weısheit bezeichnet werden solle Es äßt
sıch Jedoch während der SaANZCNH ersten Hälfte des Jahrhunderts die
wachsende Tendenz beobachten, dıe Theologie doch als Wiıssenschaft

erklären. Als Höhepunkt dieses Prozesses gılt zume1ıst dıe Kon-
zeption des IThomas Von Aquin“”, der die Wiıssenschaftlichkeit der T he-
ologıe AUsSs der sogenannten Subalternationstheorie herleı1itete ema
dieser Theorie, die aus der Wiıssenstheorie des Arıstoteles geschluß-folgert wurde, Jegıtimiere eıne Wiıssenschaft entweder ihre TUnd-
prinzıpien selbst der S1IE entnehme S1E einer Wissenschaft höheren
Ranges. Im letzteren komme das Verhältnis der Subalternation
VOT Eıine Wiıssenschaft subalterniere eiıne andere, W S1e Jene mıt
Prinzıplen C; eiıne subalternierte Wissenschaft se1 daher eine
solche, dıie ihre Prinzipien aus eiıner ranghöheren Wiıssenschaft bezieht.
Eın olches Verhältnis komme beispielsweise dann VOT, WEeNN sıch die
Metaphysık dıe Naturphilosophie subalterniert DiIe Theologıe TauU-
che gew1ß nıcht ihre Prinzipien beweilsen, da S1Ie In der OÖffenbarung
gegeben selen, dıie den Gegenstand des Glaubens, nıcht des 1ssens
darstelle Dennoch gebe solche Arten Von Wiıssen, etwa das WiIs-
SCH der Selıgen der das Selbstwissen Gottes, In denen dıe Prinzıpilender irdiıschen Theologıie selbstverständlich selen. Iso Öönne INan dıe
Theologie als eıne VO Selbstwissen Gottes subalternierte WiIissen-
schaft bezeichnen SOWIe als Wiıssenschaft In dem Sınne, der VO  . ArTIs-
oteles dıesem Terminus zugeschrieben wurde.

Eıne ahnlıche Argumentatiıon zugunsten der Wiıssenschaftlich-
keıt der Theologıie besagt, daß für iıhre Wiıssenschaftlichkeit genüge,
WE die Theologie iıhre Schlußfolgerungen and vVon korrekt VOCOI-
faßten Syllogismen beweise *!

Beı1ide Argumentationstypen hält Augustinus Irıumphus für
unzureichend. ach seiner Meınung Nl mıt ihnen eher bewlesen, daß
dıe Theologie keıine Wiıssenschaft 1Im xakten Sınne sel; enn das

Bonaventura, ILıber DFIMUS Sententiarum, 1TOOCHN., 3’
de Hales, S5Summa theologica, pars, 17 INCMN.). E Cap L

1 E3D: Alexander
Ihomas de Aquıno, Summa theologiae, Pars I7 1’

21 Ganz ähnlıch be1 Peter VO!  - Auvergne, QuodlibetA, 14 vgl ‚ECLERCOQ,
La theologie .OINmMe sclence d’apres la hıtterature quodlıbetique, In: Recherches de
Theologıe Ancıenne elt Medievale 11 (1939) 351-374, 354-357
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menschlıche Wiıssen mUuUSSe, einen wissenschaftlıchen Charakter
aben, sıch auf dıe sinnlıche Erfahrung tutzen Dies gelte sowohl

für dıe subalternierte als auch für dıe subalternierende Wissenschaft.
Wenn Iso dıe Prinzıpien der Prämissen eiıner Wissenschaft VO

Standpunkt des Menschen aus nıcht offenkundıg bewılesen selen, WCCI-

den ıhre Schlußfolgerungen der dıe subalternierten Inhalte eben-
falls nıcht offenkundıg seIn und somıt eiıne Wissenschaft im exakten
Sınne darstellen.??

Augustinus Trıumphus macht deshalb den Vorschlag, INan sSo
dıe Theologıe als Weısheıt verstehen. Damıt würde INan der Argu-
mentatıon des heilıgen Augustinus folgen, der behauptete, daß dıe
Weıiısheıt den göttlıchen, dıe Wissenschaft dagegen den menschlıchen
ıngen gelte.“ Man würde uch dem Arıstoteles zustiımmen, ach des-
SCIH einung dıe Weısheıt iıhre eigenen Prinzıplen legıtımıere. Aber
uch dieser Vorschlag ist für Augustinus Trıumphus nıcht akzeptabel.
Denn exakten Arıstotelıschen Sınn muß dıe Weısheıt Üurc den-
selben Gewißheıitsgrad WIeE dıe Wissenschaft gekennzeıchnet se1n, Was

die Theologıe versteht sS1e ach dem heilıgen Augustinus als
Wiıssen VO  —; göttlıchen ıngen der ach Arıstoteles als Diszıplın, die
iıhre eigenen Prinziıpien unter Bewelıls stellt nıcht erfüllt24

Augustinus de Ancona, In liıbrum Sententiarum, prol., pPaIrs 39 1, fol 1O0va
„Diıcemus enım tum ad primam rat1ıonem Vverum CSSC, quod quaedam est sclen-
t1a praesuppONCNs princıpla pPCTI nota eadem sclentla. Quaedam autem PTracsup-
ponıt princ1ıpla sclentla superlorl. Quaelıbet tamen istarum habet certitudınem SDPC-
culatiıon1ıs. Nam sclentla subalternans iquıde speculatur SUa principla, sıicut
SSC malus SUa parte el cCetera talıa, qUuaC ad SCHSUMN sunt manıfesta. Siımilıter sc]len-
t1a osubalternata praesupponit talıa princıpla, qUaC Sunt PCI nota scJ1entla inventa
ab homıiıne. Et qul1a ab homiıne 1910)  - invenıtur sclentla n1ısı Vıa memorlae, SECNSUS ef

experlentlae, ideo SCIHNPDCI praesupponuntur princıpla ın utraque sclentla SSC nota SCI1-

SUu1 Propter quod utraque cognit10 potest proprıe sclentla appelları. Sed princıpla ist1us
doctrinae NC Sunt nota hac doctrina, NECC alıqua doctrina ab homiıne inventa, ideo
110]  - erıt proprıe sclentla quantum ad cognıtionem vlatorum, sed quantum ad COgNI-
tionem comprehensorum.

Sımiilıter alıa ratio 11011 concludıt, quıa NON potest S5C malor certitudo conclus10-
nıbus qUam PIINCIPUS. Et quıa princıpla istlus sclentlae 1910)8!1 sunt pPCTI NnO! COgNI-
t1one vlatorum, ut dictum est, 1deo NC conclusıones, qUaC talıbus princ1pus conclu-
duntur cognıtionem sclentificam, qUaC proprie scJlentla appelletur, habere NON poterunt. ”

Augustinus HipponensıIs, De Irinıtate, AJV, 1, (L 5 9
„„1sta definıtio diuldenda est ut TeTUMM dıuinarum sclentla saplentla proprie NUNCUDA-
Ü  n humanarum autem proprie sclentlae obtineat. ““

Augustinus de Ancona, In lıhrum Sententiarum, prol., pPars 37 17 fol 10vb
„Sed istud dıctum 1910)81 videtur sufficere, quı1a sicut ista doctrina NO  - proprıe dicıtur
sclentla, quı1a est de divinıs magıs qUamı de humanıs el qula NOMN habet certitudiınem
Ilam speculation1s, qUaC ad scıentiam humanam requirıtur, ıta potest dıc1, quod NO]  -

proprie dıcatur saplentla moOodo, qUO metaphysıca saplentla appellatur, qula NO  —

habet certitudinem iıllam de rebus dıvinıs, qUaC ad sapıentiam humanam requiritur.
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DIie Wiıssenschaftlichkeit der Theologie se1 och mıt der fol-
genden Argumentatıon reiten uch WC dıe enntniıs VO  . Inhal-
ten, dıe der Gegenstand des Glaubens alleın se1len, eıne Wıssenschaffi
1im exakten iınne darstelle, bewelse doch dıe natürlıche Vernunft
manche Glaubensinhalte der natürlıchen eologıe. Also onne INan
den eı1l der eologıe, der sıch mıt der natürlıchen eologıe eC
als völlıg wı1issenschaftlıch anerkennen. ugustinus Irıumphus bemerkt
jedoch, daß diese Z7WEe] Arten VON Theologıie, dıe geoffenbarte
und dıe natürliche keıine Eıinheıt darstellen, weıl dıe erstere es als Von
ott geoffenbart überlege, W as dıe eiztere nıcht tue

Die kritischen Überlegungen führen Augustinus rıumphus
eigenen Schlussfolgerungen.

rag INan ach der Wiıssenschaftlichkeit der Theologıie hın-
sıchtlich des Gegenstandes und der Wıssensquelle, ist dıe eoOl0-
gıe für Augustinus rıumphus sowohl Wıssenscha als auch WeIls-
heıt Hıer schhließt sıch dem heiligen Augustinus all, ach dessen
Ausführungen sıch dıe Theologıe mıt menschlichen WIeE göttlıchen
Angelegenheıten beschäftigt. Außerdem sSe1 iıhr ehrer Chrıstus, der
den Menschen sowohl Weısheıit WIEeE Wıssenschafi vermı

Untersucht INan die Vorgehensweıise der eologıe, annn
INnan weder VvVon Wıssenschaft och Von eIshnel sprechen. Die
der Überlegung geht in dieser Weılse VO  ; /7uerst erscheımint das natur-
lıche 1C schlıeßt sıch das1 des Glaubens d welches das
erstere nıcht beseıtigt, sondern vervollkommnet, WIE dıe na dıe
atur. So werden dıe natürliıche eıshel und dıe natürliche Wiı1ıssen-
schaft muıttels des Lichtes des auDens eIwas Höheres 7u dessen
Beschreibung bedient sıch ugustinus Irıumphus eines Wortes des
ohannes Von Damaskus. Br bezeichnet das orgehen als eiıne ber-
Wiıssenscha und Über-Weisheit. Er gesteht aber e1ın, daß dıe VCI-
tandene Theologı1e eıne Wiıssenscha: und Weısheıit im exakten Sınne
sınd. Ihre Erhabenheıt, dıe Von ıhr vermuiıttelte Vornehmhe1 und
Gew1ißheiıt selen unverkennbar, aber sS1eE sınd VO  z einer anderen als
dıe VO  - der Metaphysık des Arıstoteles der überhaupt VO  —_ der g_
samten Phılosophie geforderte Wissenschaftlichkeit.?>

Immo Cu scıre Omn1a PCI certitudinem speculatıon1s sıt proprla condıt1o saplentlae,
ut 1 Metaphysicae 41 2’ 082a 8—17} Kx qUO ista doctrina 1NON habet de dıvı-
Nn1ıSs n1ısı certitudınem adhaesı1on1s, videtur, quod NC sclentla, NECC sapıentla proprie POS-
sıt appelları; siıcut scıta NUMY Uaz proprie credita. Et S1 debet nomınarı alıquo 1sto-
TU magıs deberet nOom1ınarı sclentıja qUuU am sapıent1a C! quod de rebus humanıs, de
quıbus est sclıentla, potest haberı1 certitudo speculatıon1s, sed de rebus dıvınıs saltem

modo, qUO tractantur ın hac doctrina, NO  _ nısı certitudo adhaes1ıon1s habetur.“‘
Augustinus de Ancona, In lıhrum Sententiarum, prol., Dars 3’ 1’ fol TIra

1 Irb „ V1ıso CI £O, quomodo dıversiımode dıversı loquuntur de hac materI1a, volumus
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Deus revelator der Gegenstand der Theologie
Die Überlegungen ZU Gegenstand der eologıe hatten dem

Zeıtpunkt, als N VO  —_ Augustinus Triıumphus aufgenommen wurden,
bereıts eine reiche Geschichte. Es WIT: sowohl auf ott WI1Ie auf dıe
sıch HIC Chrıistus vollzıehende rlösung des Menschen verwliesen.
In der Summa theologica Alexanders Vomn Hales?2® lesen WIT, daß der
egens der Theologıe eıinen komplexen, sıch In der Formel „ gOött-
lıche uDstianz VO  > Chrıistus 1im Heıilswerk erkennbar‘“‘ wıderspiegeln-
den Charakter habe Fıne solche Definıiıtion des Gegenstands der The-
ologıe soll eine ynthese unterschiedlichster Bezeichnungen (meıst
patrıstıscher Provenıienz) dessen, W as der Interessenbereich des heo-
ogen umfaßt, und ZW. sowohl ott als dıe sıch Urc stus voll-
ziehende rlösung des Menschen. Be1l utoren aus der eıt ach
eXander macht sıch reıilich dıe Tendenz bemerkbar, den Gegenstand
der eologıe vereinheıtliıchen. Sıe zeichnet sich stark be1 Ihomas
VO  —_ Aquin*’ ab, der eindeutig auptet, der Gegenstand der eologıe

um modum ONCIC, qu1ı magıs nobıs rationabılıs vıdetur. Scıiendum est CISO <quod>
hanc doctrinam IN triplicıter consıderare. Prıimo quantum ad 1psas 1CS5 COIMN-

sıderatas; secundo qg  tum ad modum cons1iderandı; tert10 quantum ad docentem
SIve inspiırantem 1psam. Res autem, qUaC hac doctrina cons1ıderantur, Sunt duphıcı
CNCIC, qula quaedam sunt divinae el quaedam sSsunt humanae. Cognit10 CISO isti1us
doctrinae tum ad TES cons1ıderatas in 1psa proprie potest dicı sapıentia eit proprie
potest dıicı sclentla, qul1a cognitio Terum dıvyiınarum proprie VOCaTtur sapıentla, huma-
Nar u VETO proprie VOCatur sclentla secundum Augustinum XIV De Trinitate, Capl-
tulo

uantum VCTO ad modum considerandı haec doctrina NON proprie dicıtur sapıentia,
NC proprie cdicıtur sclentla modo, qUO cognit10 humana sc]l]entla eft sapıentia appel-
latur, sed nobıhori el excellentior1 modo dicıtur sapıentia el certliorı modo cdicıtur sclen-
t1a. Nam cognitio humana SIVe sıt de divınıs, S1ve de humanıs SCINPCI innıtıtur
lumını rat1o0n1s. 1 CI ZO hu1c lumiını addatur Ilumen dıyiınum, CUu1 innıtatur cognıt10
de rebus divınıs qUamı de humanıs, talıs cognitio erıt altıor ei certior cognıtione natu-
alı Nam CUu lumen fiıde1 NON tollat lumen naturale, sed perficlat 1PSUm, siıcut gratia
NON tollıt naturam, sed perficıt, oportel, quod ratıo naturalıs el lumen naturale subser-
vlat lumını fıde1l, 1ideo {ms prıma } ad Corinthios, 135 scribitur: ‚ın captıvıtate
redigentes OTINNCIH intellectum obsequi1um Christ1i“ Cognit1io0 CISO CcCTITUM divinarum,
qUaC innıtıtur lumiını fıde1, 1910) 81 dicetur sapıentla, sicut metaphysıca, qUaC est cognit1io
dıyınorum acquısıta PCI lumen rati1on1s, sed dicetur SSC ‚UD hanc sapıentiam; el COS-
nıt10 CIUM humanarum, qUaC innıtıtur eıdem lumiını fide1, NON dicetur sclentla siıcut COB-
nıt1o inventa PCI Iumen naturale, sed dicetur ‚UD hanc scıentiam, ut sicut secundum
Damascenum {De fide orthodoxa 17 Ö, ed UYTAERT, 2 E Deus NON

cdicıtur proprie SCIENS, sed supersciens; NC sapıens, sed supersaplens, SIC cogniti1o i1stlus
doctrinae, qUacC Oomn1]1a consıderat 165 dıvınas qUuU amı humanas, NON proprie dicıtur
sclentla, sed supersclentla, NC sapıentla, sed supersapılentla, loquendo de saplentia et

scıentla, ut dicunt cogntionem pCTI naturalem ratiıonem inventam.““
Alexander de Hales, Summa theologıca, pars, INCIIL. 1? CapD I’ 6a
Ihomas de Aquıno, Summa theologiae, Pars I’ l’ 77 CO!
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se1 Gott; es andere gehöre In ıhren Bereıch NUur insofern, als sıch
auf beziehe Die These des Ihomas, stark aber sehr SParsam for-
mulıert, provozıerte späatere Autoren weılteren Dıskussionen. Wle-
der haben in ihnen Heıinrich VO  — ent un Aegıdıus Romanus dıe
Hauptrollen gespielt.

seinem Sentenzenkommentar hält Aegidius“® dıe These des
Aquımaten aufrecht, Gott Nal der Gegenstand der Theologıe, behaup-
tet ber zugleıch, onne In nıcht absolute, WIEeE als olcher
der und für sıch exıstiert, betrachtet werden, sondern muüsse nier
dem besonderen CeQr des Erlösers gesehen werden. DiIie Theologie
se1 ach Aegı1dıus eiıne besondere Wıssenschaft, S1e musse er ott
ber eınen besonderen egr betrachten, sıch VO  — der Metaphy-
siık untersche1iden, dıe als allgemeine Wiıssenschaft ott auf eıne
allgemeıne und Weılse betrachtet Eın olcher egr uUurc des-
SCH Vermittlung WIT in der Theologie den Zugang ott haben, se1
der Erlöser ott se1 Iso der Gegenstand der Theologie als derjenige,
der dem Menschen Erlösung bringe.

Der Posıtion des Aegı1dıus wldersprachen Heıinrich Von ent und
TIE Von Fontaıines. Das egenargument Heinrichs?? lautet, daß
ott absolute, und für sıch der Gegenstand der Theologie se1
Er begründete se1ıne Meınung damaıt, daß das 1e] der Theologie dıe
Erkenntnis Gottes se1 und daß jede Wiıssenschaft ach der Erkenntnis
ihres Gegenstandes strebe ott werde der Theologıe Zuerst unvoll-
kommen erkannt, Je mehr Von seinen Attrıbuten jedoch erkannt WeT-
den, estiOo vollkommener werde das WiıIssen ber Ihn Außerdem
machte Heıinrich darauf aufmerksam, der Erlöser, Von Aegıdıus als
Begrıff vorgeschlagen, Ntier dem WIT ott In der Theologie erkennen.

der Tat elines der Attrıbute sel; WC WIT Iso dıe These VO  —_ Aegı-
1US anerkennen,nWITr den Gegenstand der Theologıe mıt
den ıhm zugeschriebenen Prädiıkaten eine ähnlıche Rıchtung Z1ng
auch dıe 3  tık, dıe TIE: VO  $ Fontaines*  Ü Aegıdıus übte;
nämlıch tellte fest, daß egı1dıus’ Behauptung sıch aktısch auf dıe
These zurückführen lasse, dıe rlösung und nıcht ott se1 der Gegen-
stand der eologıe.

28 Aegıdıus Romanus, Super prımo Sententiarum ODUS, prol., l’ 8 COITPD.,fol. S67 Sıehe uch SSEL, Das Theologieverständnis des Agıdıus OMAanus
E.S.A /7-1 30-40

Henricus de Gandavo, Summa quaestionum ordinariarum, 19,
A17  > 17 fol

Godefridus de Fontibus, Les qualtre premiers Ouodlibets de odejJ]roı de
Fontaines, Ouodlibetum I’ 5’ ed. WULF, LZER (Phılosophes Belges 23;
Louvaın 1904, alr Vgl dazu J IHON, Fol ef theologie selon Godefro1id de Fon-
taınes, 203-206
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Heıinrichs Polemik rief wlıederum dıe WO VO  — Aegidius*'
hervor, der darauf verwIles, daß dıe Posıtion des ersteren dıe nend-
iıchkeıt des menschlıchen Wiıssens VOraussetze: Wenn ott unendlıch
sel, onne als solcher NUr durch eın unendliıches Wiıssen erkannt
werden. Das menschlıche Wiıssen se1 dagegen, WIe es Erschaffene,
endlich aher vermöge die eologıe NıC Gott absolute erken-
11C  - Die Darlegung VO  am egıdıus ewog Heinrich®? ZUT WOo in
der beweisen versuchte, se1 dem Menschen möglıch, (jottes
Unendlichkeıt erkennen. Der Streıt, ob WIT Gott absolute, der ber
eınen besonderen Begriff erkennen, inıtnert Urc dıe Interpretation
der These des Ihomas VON Aquın Uurc eg1dius und eINTIC wurde
bıs ZU nde des Miıttelalters geführt, wobe1l dıe meılnsten Augustin1-
schen eologen dıe These ihres Meiısters konsequent verteidigten.

Selbstverständlich hat sıch auch Augustinus ITrıumphus die-
SCT rage geäußert Wıe InNan VON vornhereın vermuten konnte, 1e
seine Posıtiıon im Zusammenhang mıt dem Streıt zwis_phen
eg1d1us und Heıinrich SO egınn ugustinus rıumphus se1ıne Über-
egungen mıt der Analyse der Posıtıon, derzufolge ott als olcher der
Gegenstand der eologıe se1 Dıe komplexe, mehrsträng1ige und aus

mehreren Etappen bestehende Argumentatıon des Augustinus Irıum-
phus kann INan WIe o1g zusammenfTfassen: ott SE1 als olcher der
Gegenstand selines Selbstwıssens, weil se1ın Wesen, WIeE E

und für sıch ist, mıt dessen Unendlıchkeıt, enne. Eın
olches Wıssen se1 dem Menschen unzugänglıch, denn se dıe
Möglıichkeıit der rkenntniıs VO  —; (jottes Unendlichkeıit VOTaus Dıie
gumente Heıinrichs Von Gent, (n dessen Schriften AUS der zweıten
ase der Polemik eg1dıus formuhert), denen zufolge dıe end-
10 rkenntnis des unendlıchen es möglıch sel, selen ümlıch
Wıe nämlıch diese rage auch immer ormulıe lasse sS1e sıch
schlıeßlich auf cdıie folgende Dısjunktion zurückführen ntweder
erkenne der Mensch dıe Unendlichkeıit Gottes der erkenne sS1e
N1IC Der erstere Fall se1 faktısch unmöglıch, mıt dem letzteren se1
selbst Heıinrich nıcht einverstanden. Die VOoN Augustinus riıumphus
vorgelegten ıken zeigen auch, daß sıch die Wiıssenschaften nıcht
DUT hinsıchtlich des S1€e erkennenden ubjekts und des VonNn ihnen

41 Aegı1dıus Romanus, OQuodlıbet IN 37 Lovanıı 1646, 127a-133b
Henricı de Gandavo OQuodlibet AII, k ed. ECORTE Opera Oomnl1a 1 E A 3

Die Analyse der 38 Diskussion zwıschen Aeg1dıus und Heıinrich ist in den fol-
genden Texten ausgeführt: NASH, CGiles of Oome and the Subject of Theology, In
Medieval Studıes (1956) 61—99) und LUNA, Una UOV: questione dı Eg1d10
Romano „De sublecto theolog1ae“, Freiburger Zeitschrift für Philosophie und
Theologıie (1990) 39 7/—439, (1991) LO IES



DER PROLOG ZU  Z SENTENZEN  OMMENTAR DES AU  S 319

behandelten Gegenstandes, sondern auch hinsıichtlich der und
Weıse, WIE Ss1e sıch mıt diesem Gegenstand beschäftigen, untersche1-
den mussen. Diese Behauptung ist besonders wiıchtig alle, InNnan
dıe dem Menschen zugänglıche Theologie Von dem Selbstwissen Got-
tes untersche1iden hat, denn ott enne sıch selbst als solchen, abso-
[ute, also auf eıne unendliche und Weıse: der Mensch erkenne
dagegen ott auf eıne endlıche, Urc einen bestimmten egr
beschränkte Weise

Bısher werden dıe grundsätzlıchen Erkenntnisse des eg1dıus
Trıumphus durch dıe Hauptthesen Von Augustinus Irıumphus bestä-
tıgt Der Unterschied mac sıch bemerkbar, WenNnn der rage
kommt, Uurc welchen Begrıiff die menschliche Erkenntnis Gottes in
der Theologıie vermuittelt werde. Augustinus Irıumphus behauptet, der
Gegenstand der Theologıe se1 der sıch dem Menschen selbst offenba-
rende ott (ut InSspirator el revelator). Im Verlauf der weılteren
Begründung der Wahl VO  ; Offenbarung als des Begrılffs, durch den
ott der Theologie gegenwärtig sel, weılst Augustinus nach, daß der
Gegenstand eiıner Wiıssenschaft In ıhr prima facie erkannt werden und

proportionalen Verhältnıs den Vermögen des erkennenden
Subjekts stehen müuüsse. Es sSEe1 ott als Offenbarer, der e1 Bedin-
SUNSCH erfülle, denn die Offenbarung sSe1 dıe erste Quelle des WI1issens
ber ott und im proportionalen Verhältnis den Fähigkeiten des
menschlichen Intellekts bleibe Darüber hınaus mMuUusse dıe Theologie
genetisch mıt dem Glauben verbunden sSeIN und die Glaubensartikel
selen dem Menschen Ja geoffenbart worden. Außerdem müsse jede
Behauptung eıner Wıssenschaft durch denselben Begriff bekannt
se1n, uUurc dessen Vermittlung Hauptgegenstand betrachtet werde,
und geschehe eben In der Theologıe, deren alle Inhalte Ja geof-
fenbart worden seien.““

Augustinus de Ancona, Lectura D} primo Sententiarum. Prologus, Pars 4,
Utrum Deus iınquantum Deus sıt In hac sCLieNntLa subiectum, fol 13ra-1ldva, vglfol ra—  V uch UOLSZEWSKI, Augustine of Ancona the subject of the-

Ology, in Acta Mediaevalıa (2005) 384—-398, vgl 388—393
Augustinus de Ancona, Lectura U, primo Sententiarum. Prologus, Pars 4’

17 fol. 14vb-15ra 393-395 ‚„„‚Declarato Lg1itur Deum inquantum Deus NON SSC sub-
lectum in ista sclentla volumus ostendere, quod Deus inquantum inspirator el revela-
{Or ist1us doctrinae 1psa debet pon1 sublectum. Hoc autem IN} quantum ad

ratiıonıbus probare.
Priıma ratiıo S1IC declaratur. Nam sublectum debet pOonı sclentila secundum modum

ıllum, secundum qUucm est pr1mo cognıtum In ılla sclentla eft secundum qUCIM offert
intellectu1 cognoscentis, qul1a S1IC habet sublectum ad sclentiam, sıcut oblectum

ad potentiam. Oblectum autem potentiae est iıllud, In quod prımo potentl1a fertur. Sed
Deus est cognıtus hac doctrina pr1mo secundum quod inspirator ef revelator 1US
Nam lıcet secundum Damascenum prımo hlıbro ‚cognıt10 ex1istendiı Deum sıt ab 1PSO
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Dıie Überlegungen Augustinus’ enden mıt einer Bemerkung, dıe
seıine Einstellung ÄleE Konzeption VO Aegı1dıus erklärt Augustinus
behauptet ausweıichend, WalC nNn1ıc dıe Theorie VO  —; Aegıdıus
analysıeren, da ıhm dıe azu notwendıigen intellektuellen Fähigkeıten
abgehen, verwelst aber zugleıich darauf, Aeg1dıus’ These schließe
nıcht aUS, daß ott unter andern Begriffen der Gegenstand der Theo-
ogıe se1ın könne.° Wirklichkeıit unterscheiden sıch ber dıe Kon-
zeptionen beıder augustinischer Theologen grundsätzlıch. eg1dius
ze1g dıe Spezifik VO Verständnıiıs (jottes in der eologıe, indem
deren gegenständliıchen Umfang beschränkt:;: der Gegenstand der The-
ologıe selen ıhm zufolge nhalte dıe unmittelbar mıt der rlösung
zusammenhängen. Auf diese und Weiıse versucht Aegıdıus dıe Idee
der Verknüpfung VO  S Gott und rlösung der Theologie, dıe
charakterıstisch für dıe eologen VO Anfang des Jahrhunderts W
wıeder beleben Augustinus rıumphus ingegen, vermutlich VO  -

omnıbus naturalıter inserta‘ 41, 1’ ed. BUYTAERT, 1 D hac amen

cogniıtione supernaturalı Deus 1OMN cognoscıtur nobıs, n1s1 ut est praedictae COognI-
t1on1s insplrator eft revelator, Crg sub ista condıtione Deus hac doctrina debet pon1
sublectum.

Secunda ratiıo S1IC Nam sicut objlectum debet SSC proportionatum potentlae,
S1C sublectum debet SS5C proportionatum sclentlae Cl quod aCIUSs actıyorum SCIHNDCI
debent recC1p1 sublecto proportionato el disposıito. Sed Deus inquantum Deus est

improportionabılıs NOSITO intellectu1ı ad cognoscendum, qu1a hoc modo solum pTrO-
portionabilıs est SUÜl  ® intellectul, quı siıcut est infinıtus, ıta 1pse secundum quod Deus
el sub ratione infınıta potest <1bı 1ps1 repraesentare. Ergo nOstira sclentla 1pse
Deus erıt sublectum ut inspırator eit revelator cCognit1on1s SU1 1PS1US, qula secundum hOoc
conformabıt eit coaptabıt intellectu1ı CUlCUMqUE creaturae secundum proportionem
el capacıtatem recıplentium.

Tertia ratio SIC manıfestatur. Nam CU: tota ista sc]entla contineatur PIINCIPUS
ei artıculıs fıde1l, oportet, quod sicut Deus est subiectum artıculorum fide1 el prın-
c1p1orum ist1us sclentlae, S1IC sıt sublectum ın tota ista sclentla, sed Deus est sublec-
tum artıculorum eft princıp1orum ist1us doctrinae, uft est inspırator ei revelator 1psorum,
qula alıter praedicta princıpla NO  —_ sunt magıs cognita, nısı ut sunt Deo inspiırata.
Ergo <ub ista condıtione Deus erıt subiectum tota doctrina ista.

Quarta ratio SIC ostenditur. Nam <ub illa ratione subiectum debet pon1 in sclentla,
secundum qU am consıderantur omn1a, qUaC dicuntur eftp sclentla. Sed
omnla, qUaC cons1ıderantur hac doctrina S1IVe sınt simplıicıter credibilıa, SIvVe siınt pCI
humanam ratıonem investigabılıa, cons1ıderantur sub una ratione formalı obılectl, ut

inquantum sunt divinıtus revelata el divınıtus inspırata. Ergo <ub hac condiıtione for-
malı Deus hac doctrina debet pon1 sublectum.““

Augustinus de Ancona, Lectura U, DrImO Sententiarum. Prologus, Pars 49
1', fol 1 5ra-b 306 ‚„Illam autem positionem, qUuUa«C ponıt Deum uft redemptorem

el gloriıficatorem hac sclentla SSC sublectum 19(0)  —; reprobamus, quıa Ila pOSsI1-
110 NON quod sub ha condiıtione Deus 1NOMN possıt N z hıc subiectum, sed solum
N! quod eus inquantum eus 19(0)  —- deberet pon1 In praedicta sclentla subiectum,

qUO CU: e1s Conven1mus; qu1a ılla est Op1In10 doctorum ordınıs nostr1;
qulia ad 1psam reprobandam nOster intellectus NO  ; attıngıt. ”
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den Krıtiken Heıinrichs und Gottfrieds beemflußt, verlegt dıe Beschrän-
kung der Erkenntnis Gottes In den Bereıich der Methode, Urc dıe das
theologıische Wiıssen erlangt WIT! So gelıngt dıe deutliche Fun-
dıerung der spekulatıven Theologie In der Offenbarung.

Zusammenfassung
ugustinus Irıumphus entwickelt WIe das auf rund einer all-

gemeınen Charakterıistik der theologischen LAıiteratur jener eı1ıt
erwarten W al selne IC der Theologıe 1Im Dıalog mıt den vorauf-
SCHANSCHNCH und den zeıtgenössischen Theologen. Seine wichtigsten
intellektuellen Partner sınd Ihomas VON Aquın, Heıinrich VO  e ent und
Aeg1dıus VOoNnNn Rom, W as auch schon dıe Anzahl der Bezugnahmen in
seinem Prolog bestätigt. Uurc deren Vermittlung spielen hauptsäch-
iıch och dıe ertreier der franzıskanıschen OpPINLO COMMUNLS eiıne
Rolle Das Verhältnis des Augustinus rumphus Aeg1dıus er-
Ssche1de sıch dem VO|  —; Ihomas Von Aquın und eEINTIC VO  ; ent
Miıt den letzteren dıskutiert dırekt, indem se1ıne Posıtion in der
Auseinandersetzung mıt ihnen erarbeıtet. Miıt Aegı1dıus STITE1LE
schweıgend und implizıt: Er tisıert ihn nıcht unmıttelbar, sondern
stellt alternatıve Lösungen dar, dıe VO  =-, den Lösungen des Meiısters

wurden.
abweıchen und VO  —; den Zeıtgenossen durchaus als A  tık verstanden

Die polemiısche Verwiıcklung verursacht, daß 1Im ext VON

Augustinus Irıumphus dıe kritischen 1eN ber dıe posıtıven über-
wlegen und vermiuttelt den Eındruck, daß VOT allem eın geschıckter
Polemiker Es bleibt doch dıe rage, ob Augustinus rıumphus
gelungen Ist, außer der Wiıderlegung der Konzeption Heıinrichs Von
ent und der anspilelungsreichen Polemik Aeg1dıus auch as
Originelles Schalitfen Die rage ist mehr begründet, als ın
der intellektuellen Auseinandersetzung die en! ZU

hundert, als Augustinus Irıumphus als Theologe ätıg WAäTLI, sehr viele
konkurrierende Entwürfe der eologıe gab, dıe das Feld der präsen-
tierbaren Lösungen einengten.

Eıne WO auf diese rage wırd muiıttels seiner Hauptthesen
gegeben Augustinus Trıumphus ennt dıe Kontemplatıon als 1e1 der
Theologıe. Er läßt keiınen Zweıfel daran, daß zwıschen dem Glauben
des Theologen und dem des einfachen Gläubigen eın nNtersch1e:
besteht Die eologıe ist für ıhn eıne Wıssenschaft 1Im eingeschränk-
ten iınne Gegenstand ist Gott als Offenbarer. Die erste und dıe
letzte These tellen or1ginelle een des Augustinus Irıumphus dar:;
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alle Thesen vermıitteln das 1ld der Theologı1e als eiıner
Dıszıplın, dıe dıe gesamte Exı1ıstenz des Menschen und deren
verschliedene Aspekte verein1gt, weiıl sS1e auf dıe VOT em Urc dıe
Vermittlung der 1ıbel zugänglıche enbarung gestützt ist. EKs scheımnt
MIT also, daß Augustinus Trıumphus gelungen ist, eine verglichen
mıt den Entwürfen anderer mittelalterlıcher Theologen recht or1ginelle
1C der Theologıe erarbeıten, die uch für den heutigen Rezı1-
plenten VON ntellektueller Attraktıvıtät NAlal kann

1kola) LSZEWSKI
Polısh Academy of Sciences

Department of the Story of Medieval Philosophy
W arsaw Poland)
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publication des el FF volumes de edition
hbenedictine des UVIes de saınt Augustin

PCNSCC theolog1ıque davantage le atholı-
de ADC classıque qUC ce de Saın Augustin‘ Au firmament

de la catholı la constellatıon augustunıenNNe brille ntense
eclat la conclusıon du concıle de Irente elle Sarl efe le

de ICDCIC alde duquel Orl1entLaljent les innombrables auteurs
de ermıiner uUune querelle de la dont le questionnement

al ete sıngulıerement revıivıfıe installatıon Chretient des
protestantısmes utherien eft calviniste“ Au predestinati1anısme AYSTAVC
des theologıens reformes les trıdentins avalent repondu Par le
quatrıeme Canon du decret de iustificatione promulgue le 13 Jan v1Cr
1547 la SIA1CI11C SCSSION du concıle: «S1 quelqgu dıt qUEC le Tre
arbıtre eft excıte de Diıeu, donnant SO  —_ consentement ä Dieu,
qUı excıte eft qUul appelle COODCIC I1leN PICDAICI el

] Sur saınt Augustin CPDOQqUEC moderne Oufre le maitre hıvre UBAC
Augustinisme el theologie moderne Parıs 7008 (1965) VOIT Augustinus der
Neuzeıt Colloque de la Herzog August Bıbliothek de Wolfenbüttel octobre
1996 dır ASCH et (COURCELLES {Iurnhout 1998 et Augustin XVII“ sıecle
Actes du Colloque Dar Carlo Ossola College de France les septembre
et Ier octobre 2004 DEVILLAIRS Florence 2007 nt * ® (QUANTIN
«L Augustin du X VIIS siecle? Questions deu ef de CanNnonNnN > 377 Consulter
ensuıte STELLA « Augustinisme el orthodoxie des Congregations de Auxıliis la
Bulle Vıneam Domuini>» XVII® Sıecle 135 082 169 189 EVEU «Le statut
theolog1ıque de saınt Augustıin sıecle», T roisieme Centenaıtre de edition INaAU-
rıste de SALN. Augustin. Communications presentees colloque des el A avrıl
1990, Collection des Etudes augustiniennes, SCTIC Antıquıite, Z Parıs, 1990, 150
2 E D dans L Erudıition el religion XVII“ el XVII7I“ siecles, pref. FUMAROLI,
Parıs 994 473-490 KOLAKOWSKI God OWEeEes nothing brief remark
Pascal’ religion and the Spırıt of jJansenism, Chıicago, 1995, Dieu N1LOUS doit zıen
Breve SUr la religion de Pascal el esprit du JANSENLSME , trad irancalse,
Parıs, 1997, partiıculıer «Pourquoi Eglıse catholıque a-t-elle condamne 115S5C1-

gnement de saınt Augustin? » -148; B 3 QUANTIN, Le catholicisme Classique el
les Peres de L’Eglise. Un retfour SOUFCEes Parıs, 1999, partiıculıer
« Augustin, docteur de la SIACC>», 126-138:; eft ] HIROUIN, «A la recherche du VI:  S
saınt ugustin», Les ecoles de EHNSEE religieuse EDOQUE moderne. Actes de la
Journee '’Etudes de Lyon (14 Janyvtier UMENACKER el ] HIROUIN,
Chretiens el Societes, Documents el Memoires, 5’ 2006, -64

OUr une IN1SC perspeclıve synthetique el recente VO UILLIET (A-
charnement theologique Histoitre de laa Occident II“ siecle Parıs 2007
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meitre etfat obtenır la de la Justification, ei 11 peut
refuser s{0)  S cConNnsentement l le eut 111als l est COTINMNMEC quelque
chose Nanımece Samnls I11ICNHN faıre ei puremen passıf 11 SOIL ana-

hem! >> Respectueux du recent onne concılhaire le esulte espagnO
Lu1s de olına developpant des intuıti1ons l {TOU-
DBEs chez SOM maiıtre eft confrere portugaıs TO da Fonseca-

publıe 1588 celebre Concordia liberı arbitruıl CI Qrallee
donts eia1l affırmee 1d  ee uUunc suffisante generalement
conferee aUX hommes eit dont la suffisance:  S aboutissant UuUnc pleıne
efficacıte ertu du CONsentement du Tre arbıtre efaı evaluee DOst

une SCICI1ICE INOYCHNCmer1ıla DPFAULSA DIieu
en media qUl Iu1 donnaıt CO  1E des futurs contingents®
Defendue la Compagnıe de Jesus la doctrine molınıste est pas

rapıdement suspecte de pelagıanısme de SCI11-

elagıanısme el ttıre la tres 1VE hostilıte de ordre de Salnt-Domi-

DENZINGER SCHÖNMETZER Enchiridion symbolorum definitionum et declara-
lonum de rebhusel el OÜ 36° ed Frıbourg en-Brisgau-Kome 976 1554

378 «51 qULS dixerit liıberum homints arbıtrıum ‚x  ‚x Deo motum el excCcıLatum nıhıl
COODEFAaF assentiendo Deo exCLıLanlı HMOCAaNIlI QUO ad obtinendam Iustificationis
gratiam disponat dO, dissentire Y uelit sed uelut NaANLIMe

quoddam nıhıl INNLENO 44 METEQUE DAaASSiIUE habere anathema S1f >>

OLINA Concordia liberi arbitril CUM Z2raliee donts diuina DPFesCLieNNad
prouldentia predestinatione el reprobatione ad nonnullos Dartlıs Thome
artiıculos Lısbonne, 1588 Sur Molına ei le molınısme VO ENTRICH Gregor
VO.:  _- Valencia und der Molinismus Eın Beıtrag ZUYF Geschichte des ramoliniısmus mııt

Benützung ungedruckter Quellen Innsbruck 1928 V ANSTEENBERGHE «Moli-
N1SIMe > Dictionnaltre de theologıe catholique IDThAC] X72 Parıs 929 coll 7094-
2187 LURZ Adam Tanner und die Gnadenstreitigkeiten des Jahrhunderts
Eın Beıitrag ZUYF Geschichte des Molinismus, Breslau 1932 Fr STEGMÜLLER (rJeS-
chichte des Molinısmus vol Neue Molinaschriften, ünster 1935 eft plus
ment KNEBEL «Scı1entlıa media Eın diskursarchäologischer eıl]Jaden durch das

Jahrhundert>» Archiv für Begriffsgeschichte, 1991 262 294 NA|!
«Banez1anisme-molinisme-balanısme » Dictionnaitre de theologie dır

I_ACOSTE Parıs 998 133 136 Die scholastische Theologie im Zeitalter der
Gnadenstreitigkeiten vol Neue Texte Von Diego Paez 71582) Diego del Marmol
(T71664) und Gregor VO:  - Valencıa (T71603) ed EHNER Nordhausen, 2007

Sur la notiıon theolog1ıque el philosophıque de suffisance VO HENU
«Sufficıens Notes de lex1icographıe phılosophıique medievale» Revue des SCLIeENCES
philosophiques ef theologiques 1933 251 259

Sur les CNJCUA philosophıiques de la question de la SCICNCE MO YyYCHNC VO1T

CRAIG, The Problem of Divine Foreknowledge and Future Contingents from Aristotle
Sudrez, Leyde, 1988 Consulter aussı 17etude classıque BONET, filosofia de

la 1ıDerta las CONLrOoOVvVers1as teolOög1iCas del sigL0 DFIMETda mitad del XVIIJ,
Barcelone, 1932

Sur le terme de SCI1N-pelagıanısme, VOIT la COUTTfe I11a1ls precleuse e  tude de
ACQUIN, «AÄ quelle date apparailt le terme semipelagien 2» RSPhTh, I/39 1907,
506-508
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nıque. Protecteurs attıtres des ense1gnements de saınt TIhomas d’Aquın
eit de SCS dıscıples, les dominıcaıns, emmenes leur conftrere CSPa-
gnol Domingo ane7z  V M (1528-1604)®, entendalent S en tenır plus strıct
thomısme de gratia, pourtant definı de fraiche date, el preserver
systeme quı maımntint intang1ıblement I’ıdee une gräce efficace par
elle-meme el la these de la predestination gratuıte, so1mıt nlie mer1ıta
DFreuisa?. 11Ss admettalent, NON Samlls restriction, L’ex1istence une
gräce suffısante, les thomıiıstes affırmaljent aussı la necessıte une STU-
f1a LDSa efficax POUT la realısatıon de chaque actfe de plete, ad
el SInZulOs pietatis SCCOUTS dont la nature etaıt celle une pre-
motı1on, predetermination*”, physique*' ef NON pas morale
notion par qUOI ıls caracterisalent, respectant ”’ax10me thomasıen

Q  x  x Sur Bänez, VOIT ' ARCIA UADRADO, «La obra filosöfica teolögica de
Domingo anez (15286-1604)», NANUAaAFLO de historia de la Iglesia, 7’ 1998, 209-
Z eft ID Domingo anez (1526-1604) Introducciöon obra filosöfica teolögica,
Pampelune, 1999 Consulter aussı les iTavauxX classıque de ELTRAN REDIA,
«Actuacion del aestro Domingo Banez la Uniıversidad de Salamanca», La ( 1en-
C1a Tomista NT 2 $ 1YZZ. 64-78 ef 208-240, 26, 1922, 63-73 eif 199-
225 2 E} 1923, 40-51 el 361-374, eft 2 ’ 1923, 36-47; BD.G «Banez Felipe
II», C E} 3 E 1927, 1-29; m’ «R{ aestro Fray Domingo Ba  nez la Inquisicion
espanola>», C 9 3 E 1928, 289-309, el 3 9 1928, 35-58 el 171-186; rD E} «F1
aestro Domingo Banez», CL 4 9 19533 26-39 ef 162-179; eft H3, Domingo
Ba  Nnez las Controversias sobre la 2FraCla. Textos documentos, Madrıd, 968 Voir
egalement CARRO, «De Pedro de Soto Domingo Banez», GE 3 E 1928,

1495178
Sur la fortune du thomısme 1’Epoque moderne, consulter ESSARIO, Tho-

mısm and the T’homists, Miılan, 1998, Le thomisme el les thomistes, trad francalse,
arls, 1999, eit BERGER, Thomismus. (Gırosse Leitmotive der Thomuistischen Synthese
und ihre Aktualıität für die Gegenwart, Cologne, 2001 Voıir aussı les m1lses point
de SCHMUTZ, « Bulletin de scolastıque moderne Revue thomiste RThom), G/2,
2000, 270-341, eit 9 «Bellum scholasticum. Thomisme ef antıthomısme dans les
debats doctrinaux modernes», RThom, CVITI. 2008, 1314189 Consulter auUss]

LECRIVAIN, «La Somme theologique de IThomas d’Aquın a4UX KT s1ıecles»,
Recherches de SCLENCE religieuse, X3 2003, 397-427, el DE FRANCESCHI,
« Thomisme ef thomistes dans le debat theologique 1  25  äge classıque. Jalons h1isto-
MqueSs POUT une caracterisation doctrinale», Les ecoles de pensee religieuse L’epoque
moderne.

Sur la notion thomasıienne de predeterminatıon, VOIT NN ONGAR, «Prede-
termuınare eft Predeterminatio chez saılnt Thomas», RSPhAIAN, 37 1934, 363-37/1

11 Pour une presentation synthetique du debat theologıque aufour de la notion de
premotion physiıque, VOIT ARRIGOU-LAGRANGE, « Premotıion phys1ıque», DINC,
XIn/1, Parıs, 1936, coll 31-77:; « 1 homısme», DIhC, XV/1, arls, 1946, coll
823-1023; ef ICHEL, «Sclence de Dıeu», DITIhC, XIV/2, Parıs, 1941, coll
98-16 Consulter aussı ARZAGHI, «Analıisı teoretica del di O-
zione fisica secondo DFinCIpL dı T1 ommaso d’Aquino», Divus Thomas, XE 1993,

195-206, el, naturellement, IL:  tude desormaıls classıque de LONERGAN, Grace
and Freedom. Operative Grace In the IT’hought of Wa Thomas Aquinas, Londres-New
Y ork, 19/1 (1941)
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quı faısaılt de Dieu la premi16€ere, L’ıntervention dıvıne permettant
la volonte humaıne de pPasSscCI de l’acte premıier, so1mt la sımple DU1S-

SanNncCc, l’acte second, so1ıt ”’action meme.
On salt qUC, Sa1S1 par les euxX partıs, le magıstere romaın

refuse de trancher en CX terme des Congregations de AauUXLLILS
(1598-1607), spec1alement reunles Rome SUT ordre du Papc Clement

POUT au  S domiıinıcaıns ef a4UX Jesultes de s’accorder
de debats contradictoires!?. Indecısıon quı OUITI une immense

stratıon parmı les theologıens catholıques, log1quement places evan
la necessıte d’un reftour A4UX textes fondateurs de saınt Augustin POUT
eclaırcır UuUnc discuss1ion dont le Saınt-Sıege avalt formellement inter-
dıt la poursuıte. FEn redigeant SOM hıtıgieux Augustinus, {iinalement publıe

Louvaın 1640, Corneıille Jansen (1585-1638)", eveque d’ Ypres
plus COMNMNU SOUS le 1O latınıse de Jansen1us, esperaılt brosser le tres
EKa portrait de la doctrine du glorieux eveque d’Hippone!*. (OQuver-
tement antımolıinıste, recusant la valıdıte theolog1ıque des COoncepts de
gratia sufficiens ei de SCLeNtLA media, refusant l’ıdee qu’1 püt VOITr
predestination post mert1ita DF@uUlSd, le prelat nıaıt qu’1 eut, INn
NALlure LApse, de SECOUTS suffisants autres QUC les seuls efficaces, eft ı]
aCccusalıt SO  — fOur les Jesultes de vouloır restaurer catholıicıte les
ETITEUTS du pelagıanısme.

Face OUVIASC quı laissaıt debout des fondements
doctrinaux esquels ı] appuyaıt defense, le partı molınıste ıte
reag]l ef obtenu du magıstere qu’'1 condamnäat 1’Augustinus”. Souscrıte

OUur une hıstoire des Congregations de auxiliis, consulter SCORRAILLE,
Francots Suarez, de la Compagnıe de Jesus, d’apres AYEAN ettres, Ses autres ecrıts
Inedits, el grand nombre de documents HNOUVEUAUAX, vol., Parıs, el
M LE BACHELET, Predestination el gräce efficace. Controverses dans la Compa-
gnle de Jesus M d’AquaVvıiıva (1610-1615), vol., Louvaıln, 931 Voir auUss1ı

BROGGIO, «Ordini religiosi Ira cattedra dispute teologiche: nole Der MN  - ettura
SOCLo-politica della Controversia de auxıl1s (15862-1614)», Religione, conflittualita
Cultura. Il clero regolare nell’Europa d’antıco regıme, GIANNINI, Cheiron.
Matertalı strument. di aggıornamento storiografico, XX1u/43-44, 2005, 53-806;
HI teologia la politica. Controversie dottrinalı, Cur1ia Nnd Monarchia SPaA-
gnola Ira Cinque Seicento, Florence, 2009; el FORLIVESI, «Cl sCotistl secCenles-
chı dı fronte al dıibattito Ira hanezıianıl molinisti: un ’introduzione UN  S notla>»,
Conoscenza contingenza nella tradızıone aristotelica medievale, ed. PERFETTI,
Pıse, 2008, 743-7285

'OUr UuUnc introduction 1’histoire de la querelle Janseniste, consulter l’ouvrage
classıque de ‚OGNET, Le Janseniısme, arls, 961 Sur Jansenıius, VOITr RCIBAL,
Jansenius d ’ Ypres (1585-16568), Parıs, 989

ANSENIUS, Augustinus, SECU Doctrina Augustini de humand NAaAturae sanıtate,
ggritudine, medicina, aduersus Pelagianos el Massılıenses, vol., Louvaın, 164

Sur les proscr1ptions SUCCESSIVES de L’Augustinus el de doctrine, VOIT l’artı-
cle fondamental de NEVEU, «Juge supreme eft docteur infaıllıble: le pontificat



OR IHODOXIE SECOURS AUGUSTINISME 3727

le I1aTrs 16472 aın 11 INals fulmınee seulement le JUum
164 la In proscrıvaıt le lıvre du defunt CVECQUC pres
POUTF AVOLT etfe HNDIHNC cContravention AVCC les interdictions CINISCS
Paul qU1 avaı sılence aUX pro  es de la querelle de la
SIACC lacl des Congregatıions de AUXILILS Le 31 Ial 1653 le
Papc Innocent publıar la Cum OCCASLONeEe Par qUOI 1l CenNnsuraıt
CIM proposıt1ons dont chacun Savaıt elles etajent CeNsemMent exIiral-
tes du lıvre de Jansenıius Salls qUC le pontife eut toutefo1s PI15S5 la PCHIC
de le explıcıtemen Maladroıite ambıguite qUuUC venaıt lever la

SANCLIAM Beatı Petri sedem SOUSCTItEe eXandre VII le
octobre 1656 1 ’orthodoxıe catholıque de la doctrine aNSCHICHNEC

etaıt ormellement eft irremediablement s  SC la plus haute
autorıte magısterielle de la COMMUNaAUTfE eccles1iale

OUr CSSaVyCI tant Jen qUe mal d’effacer les fletrissures qUıl leur
etaılent SUCCESSIVEMENT inflıgees les defenseurs de la CINOIITIC de
Jansenıius rapıdement des1ignes SOUS le 19{0) de Jansenıstes ont dü cher-
cher des allıes cathol}1: ei ont POUV OM les TOUVeET PaLII les
domiıinicaıns irreductibles adversalres du molınısme FEn de
Oonne volonte les adeptes du JANSCHASIMNC Ont fını CONseNr de

accoMmmodements de leur doctrine, acceptant progressıivement,
eft NON Samlls douleur, de reduırre au  S ense1gnements dehvres les
thomistes espagnols 1eg0 Alvarez ef Tomäs de Lemos

629)!° les euX champıi0ons de 1°ordre de aınt-Dominique lors
des Congregatıions de auxiliis!}” Definıtivement enterıine de

de la RBulle In eminent. (1643) : la Bulle Auctoremel (1794)», Melanges
de I’Ecole francaise de Rome, Moyen Age-I emps modernes, CH/1, 1981, 2150
213 P} dans BD Erudition el religion XVII“ el XVIII“ siecles.. 38 5-450

Sur Lemos, VOILIT HERNÄNDEZ TIN, << To:  MAS de Lemos InterpretaCıion
a2usinıana de la eficacia de l0s divinos AauxXLLLOS>» Augustinus XXVI/101 102 1981

138 Voir les {TavauX de (CREVOLA «La interpretlacCıion dada San
Agustin las disputas de aux1ıl1ı1s>» Archivo teolOg1CO granadino 1950

171 eit «CONCUFrSO divino predeterminacion fisica SUunNn San Agustin
Ias disputas de aux1ıl11s>» ATG 1951 41 K

Sur les rapports entre thomısme el aNSCHUSINC VO MESNARD «Thomısme
espagnol ei aNSCHISINC irancals>» ase de influence espagnole La France el

Espagne EDOQUE Anne d’Autriche 1615 7666 Cies du Colloque de Bordeaux
PE JAanvVier 1990 ed MA7ZOUER Mont-de Marsan 1991 415 4725 el

FERREYROLLES «Les C1tatı1ıons de saınt Ihomas dans les Ecrits SUur la SraCe>» Pas-
cal auteur spirituel DESCOTES Parıs 2006 143 159 On egale-
ment de DE FRANCESCHI «Le thomısme SCCOUTS du J  MUSIM dans
la querelle de la Vrals el faux thomıiıstes m de la Bulle Vnigenitus
» RThom, CVI/3 2007 375-418 «Les In Jansenıstes ace la
doectrine omıste Jansenisme el thomısme la veılle de la CAaMpaSnec des Provinclıla-
les» La des Provıncılales Actes du colloque de Parıs 2] septembre
2007 Chroniques de Port-Royal 2008 3()/ AD «La doectrine thomıiste



378

la des Provincıales 1657)!® le de phiılothomıiste
des dıscıples de Jansenıius Taıt qUEC confiırmer la fın du
MIT- siecle brillammen iıllustre pPar de OTatlorıen Pasquıier
Quesnel le SUCCESSCUT Antomne au
la tetfe du partı Jansenıiste Quant au  >< domiıinıcaıns ils ont prefere
tenır cCoNstamment SUT la defensıive I1Nals ils ont evıter d’e CCa-

s1ıonnellement SOUPDPCONNCS de sympathıes Jansenıstes Les Jesulntes ont
aılleurs pas de SalsS1ır_r S1 opportun POUT ten-

ter de discredıiıter des theologıens qUul opposaıent CUX Samnls relaäche
depu1s plusıeurs decennı1es assable confrontatıon polem1que dont
les perıpeles qUul ont entoure la publıcatıon tournant des SVaTS eft
XVII s1ecles des 10° el A p© volumes de 1’edıtion benedictine des (£UV-
1CS de Saın Augustın iıllustrent la partısane intensıte la CONLroverse
qUu1 est alors deroulee montre qUC chacun entendaıt fermement
PCTI SUT SCS pOoS1l10NS

Les difficultes de l’entreprise augustinıenne des benedictins

Obsedes le desır de emporter SUT leurs adversalres les
molhnıstes ont fını par TOUVeEeT du JANSCHISMEC partout ef auUuxX
endroıts les plus imprevısıbles Leur attention est particulıer

SUT entreprıse edıtoriale des benedictins de aın Maur qUul
de 1679 publıent UuUune nouvelle edıtıon des O2UVICS de Saın

perıl du Jansenisme. affaıre du domiıinıcaıln francals Jean-Pıerre 100 6-
17/43)», Melanges de l’Ecole francaise de Rome Italie eft Mediterranee, CX/L: 2008,

133- 167% ID., «Thomısme el Jansenısme dans la querelle de la SIACC J Les OMNSCc-

QUECNCCS des CII Artıcles de 663 SUT le debat AautOur du Jansenısme » Bulletin de Iıt-
eraltlure ecclesiastique BLE| E  . 2009 << Thomısme el JaANSCHISINC
dans la querelle de la BIACEC (1) des CHI Artıcles de 1663 mm de All-

t1jJansenısSmMe trıomphant» CX{  N 2009 179 706 «Le JANSCHISINC ace
la tentatıon homiste Antoılne Arnauld eft le thomısme de gratiia D les CI Artı
Jles de 1663 » RThom CIX/1 2009 eft ntre Saln ugustın el Saln
Thomas Les Jansentstes et le refuge thomuiste DYODOS3 des Ire f el 18°
Provıncıales pref FERREYROLLES Parıs 2009

Sur la CamMpagne des Provincliales, VO JAMES «The Problem of Suffi
en Grace and the Lettres Provıncılales >> French Studies XXI/3 967 705-219

PLAINEMAISON «Blaise Pascal ei la dl suffisante des thomıiıstes dans les Provın-
C1lales» RTIhom LXXX/4 1981 515385 CD dans Blatse Pascal polemiste

« Pourquoi les Provincliales UuUNc ulClermont-Ferrand 2003 69
perdue aAaVance>», Revue historique, CCLXXXVM/1, 1992, i8 E} P dans ID 9
Blalise Pascal polemuiste.. Dhe56; el la magıstrale e  tude JOUSLIN, Cam-

des Provıncılales de Pascal. tude dialogue polemique, vol., Clermont-
Ferrand, 2007
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Augustin”” ils entendaılent remedier aUX defauts de la lecon o_
SCC Erasme fn529)2 eft SUTrTOout AaUX acunes de celle des lova-
nıstes- pourtant plus fiable?! La catholicıte de la fo1 des
Maurıstes de abbaye PAaMS1IiCHNNEC de alınt-Germaımin des TES PU1ISqU l

eCuX etiaı OFrS de SOUDPCON Le chapıtre general de 1654
al formellement nNterdı de lıre Salls PCITNISS1ON rıte du

L’Augustinus de Jansenıius celu1ı de 1660 avaı faıt publıer
la Bulle SANCLIAM Beatı Petrı sedem ans chaque monastere de la
CO  10N Pu de doctrine illustree par la saınte el erudıte f1gure
du celebre Jean abıllon 707)“ La inıtıatıve une
nouvelle edıtiıon des D de CVCQUC Hıppone CcE
de Louvaın eiaı du Papc 1X{ie Quint PCU Satıs-
faıt du ravaıl des lovanıstes INals le pontıfe etiaı mMO  a qUC

entrepr1ıse füt ParVeNUuC SO  —_ terme 1d:  ee de relancer le projet
SIxtin est auUuX mauristes Antomne au lorsqu’ m
de la alX de Eglis9, le docteur travaılle ä la redaction de La DE*+
tuıte de la fOoy de Eglise catholique etant rendu £ Salnt-

Sanctı Aurel Augustint post Louantensium theologorum Frec:

Castıgala denuo ad MANUSCF1IDLOS COdices Gallicanos Vatıiıcanos Belgicos etc eCcCNOoOnNn
ad editiones anlıqulores et INSISNLOFES el studio monachorum Ordintis Bene-
dıcti Congregatione Maurı 11 vol Parıs 679 1 700 Voıir M.- GOLD
Histoire de l’edition hbenedictine de SALN Augustin Parıs 903 Consulter
(CCHAUSSY Les henedictins de Saıint Maur vol Apercu historique SUr la Congrega-

«Tesfıon Parıs 1989 « Autour de L’edıition de Saın Augustin» 95 ei
maurıstes eft L’edıtion de Saın: Augustin» Troisieme Cenlenaıtre de edition MAUFLSTLe
de SALN. Augustin 29

Aureli Augustini Hipponensis ulgilantia Ur-
gala mendlis IANUMeENN. vol ale 15728 1529 Sur l’apport eTAaSTINIEN auxX etudes
augustinıennes VOIT BE!  Z Erasme el SALN. Augustin Influence de SALN. AUQ2UuS-
in SUur l’humanısme d’Erasme Geneve 969

21 Opera Aurelii Augustint Hipponensis el doctoris OMLS
decem comprehensa DEr theologos Louanienses MANUSCFKIDILS codicibus multo
labore emendata el ab NAUMETrLS errorıibus ulndicata ıllustrata erudıitis
CensSsSurıs el locupletata multis homulitis el aliquot epistolis eiusdem Augustin anltea
Aon editis 10t en / vol Anvers Sur I dıtıon lovanıste voIir L, CEYSSENS
«Le Saıint Augustin du x  =| s1ecle 1 ’edition de LOouvaın» XVIIS Sıecle 135
1982 103 120

Sur Mabillon la bıblıographie est evidemment ires abondante Voır PICIMECI
heu la bıographie classıque ‚ECLERCOQ, Mabiıllon, vol Parıs 1953 1957 D:
dans Dom Jean Mabiıllon OÖOLN el historien HUREL Parıs 2007 lus
recemment, consulter Erudıition el epistolaire: Jean Mabıllon el la tradi-
tion monastıque, - HUREL, Parıs, 2003 Sur les actıvıtes ediıtorlales des INaUu-
ristes, VO 8 HUREL, «JLes maurıistes, editeurs des Peres de Eglıse SIC-

cle», Les Peres de glise XVII“ sıecle. Actes du olloque de Lyon (2-5 octobre
dır. BURY et MEUNIER, Parıs, 1993, {134

AÄRNAULD, perpetulte de la JOY de l’Eglise catholique touchant "euCharts-
fle eJendue Conitre le Iıvre du Claude, miıinıstre de Charenton, vol., arls, 669
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ermaıin-des-Pres POUT consulter manuscriıt de saınt Augustin,
au avaıt vivement encourage le priıeur du monastere, Dom Vıic-
OTr Tıixıer (1617-1701), lancer SCS confreres ans uUunc publication
amendee eft corrıgee des UVTITCS du Docteur de la Gräce?+ Interesse,
Dom T1ıx1ier prend aCcCcord VEOC 1’un de SCS assıstants, Dom Claude
Martın (1619-1696) Le superieur general, Dom Bernard Audebert
(1600-1675), est rapıdement gagne proJet. Seul assıstant de Dom
] ixıer, Dom Benaoıit Brachet (1610-1687), manıfeste des reticences qUC
viennent appUuYCI, lors une reunıon 1670, les arguments develop-
pes Dom ıncent arsolles (1616-1681), quı craınt qu une
entreprise fasse rapıdement SOUPCONNCI les maurıstes de jansenısme.
Le princıpe une nouvelle edıtiıon de saınt Augustin n en est pas
mo1ns adopte. OUur evıter les polem1ques, le projet inıtial prevoıt
demment de n entrer dans partı theolog1que eft de donner PUTC-
ment eft sımplemen le de saınt Augustin Sall: autres notes qUC
textuelles el crit1ques. la direction de l’ouvrage est place Dom
Franco1s Delfau (1637-1676), eru!  dıt repute, quı s’adjoint aussıtöt Dom
Robert Guerard (1641-1715) Les euxX benedictins mettent ira-
vaıl el obtiennent l’assıstance du cardınal Gilovannı Bona (1609-16 /4),
quı leur faıt parveniır les mater1auxX meticuleusement reunıs les
Jesultes anue de Sa (1530-1596) el Jerönımo de Torres-

leur m charges S1ixte un de reflechır unc nouvelle -
tıon de saınt Augustin DOUT remplacer la ovanıste. La communicatıon
des documents romaıns etaıt gagc d’orthodoxı1e; le faıt na pourtant
Jamaıs ete Invoque par la suite®>. Le travaıl etaıt  U& tres avance quand
Dom Delfau et Dom uerard sont soudaınement exıles ettres de
cachet, Salls oute reclamees POUT rıposter la recente parution de la
premiıere partıe de L’abbe commendataıre (1673) OUVIASC pole&mıque
de Dom Delfau. OUr remplacer SCS euxX confreres, desormaıls empe-
ches de poursu1vre l’entreprise, Dom Marsolles, devenu superi1eur
general, desıgne Dom Ihomas Blampın (1641-1710), quı Ssont

adjoınts Dom Pierre Ooustian (1654-1721), Dom Claude uesn1€e
(1647-1722), Dom Sımon Bougıs (1630-1714), Dom Edmond
artene (1654-1739), Dom Robert Morel (1653-1731) eit Dom Jean
ele (1645-17 L’ouvrage pPrOgrcsSsC vıte, el SO  —_ impress1on, chez

Sur les rapports ntre jJansenistes el benedictins, VOIT L’ordre de Saint-Benaoit
el Port-Royal. Clies du Colloque de Parıs 9-2 septembre Chroniques de
Port-Royal, 5 C 2003, partiıculıer Ia HUREL, «Jansenısme ei generations dans la
Congregatıion de Saınt-Maur», 137158

Voir PINELLIL, «Contributi da  alıa all’edızıone maurına delle dı
sant Agostino», T roısıiıeme Centenalre de ]’eEdition maurtıste de saıint Augustin...,

103-:1273
Voir (GASNAULT, «Les artısans de 1’edıtion maurıste de saınt Augustin», Trot-

sıieme Centenalire de ]’edition maurtıste de saınt Augustıin. 37-69
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Franco1s uguet arls, COMNMMENCE le octobre 1677 Dom aD1ıllon
ete char de rediger la dedicace de l’ouvrage Lou1l1s XIV Le PTIC-

miler volume parait de 1’  annee 1680 Les maurıstes pouvaılent
etre satısfaıts de E  etat d’avancement de leur entreprise editoriale.

Le proJet augustinıen des benedictins 7  est naturellement pas
passe inapercu eft suscıte les acerbes crıt1iques du Jean (GGarnıer
(1612-1681), Jesulte ef ardent molınıste, professeur de theologıe
college parısıen de Clermont Deux capucıns, les Charles-Josep
de Iroyes 7 1685) eft Spr1 d’Eaubonne, ont aussı Teagı apres la
t1on des premiers volumes des maurıstes. Le a0ut 1681, ans une
lettre Jacques Boileau (1635-1716), le d’Eaubonne ACCUSC les
benedictins d’avoır altere le ex{ie el la doctrine de saınt Augustin « I1
s’est trouve quelqu ’un d’erudıtion eft de bon SCI15 quı dıt qu’1 est
fächeux qu apres qUC de ort-  oya. OUS ont chan le QOUVEAaU
Jestament, les Benedictins changent saınt Augustin Nn Y plus
apres cela D z  qu ä OUuS faıre changer de relıgı0n, maıls avan qUC OUS

changıons, fera changer saılnt Augustin NON seulement de dogmes,
maıls QaUSsSSs1 de profess1ion. Car blentöt saınt SCTIAa plus rel1g1eUX, eft

1’aura Jamaıs ete Maıs laıssons-l1ä CCUX quı veulent changer saınt
Augustın el la relıg10n ıls ont faıt le OUVEAU Testament?’.»
Ulceres, les euxX Capucıns appellent l’arbıtrage de L’antıjanse-
nıste archeve&que de Parıs, Franco1s de arlay de hampvallonE

Aux maurıstes, ils reprochent notammen d’avoır adopte, ans
leur 66 volume Paru 1685, uUunNnc lecture autive du fameux PAassasc
de L’Enchiridion saınt Augustın allırme que les Justes peuvent etre
SauUves ıls le veulent, possent saluı A S S1 uellent?® les benedictins
avalent prefere hıre uellet, quı sıgnıfaılt que le sSalu procedaıt SCU-
lement de la volonte de Dieu. Interpretation contre aquelle s’etalt eleve

1681 le Charles-Josep de JIroyes ans unec diıssertation de w{6)  —
Commentarıus hreuls el CoNntinuus In libros Augustini CONIra ela-
21anN0s  29  ° evenus des quUC l’on ourdıssaıt leur encontre,
les maurıstes deleguent Blampın el aDıllon POUT defendre leur
devant l’archeve&que de Parıs, quı finıt FreCeVOIT leurs ECXCUSECS Dom

ıte dans FA B INGOLD, Hıstotre de [’edition.
28 UGUSTIN, Enchiridion E, SDE el charıtate liher UNUS, S95 «Nec

utique Deus Inıuste noluıt saluos fiert, CÜU. possent AY S 7 uellent.»
( I1 ROYES, Commentarıius hreults el CONLINUMUS In lihros Augustini

CONILra Pelagianos Adrumetinos, el DFIMO INn librum De oratia el hlıbero arbıtrıo0, deinde
In liıbrum De correptione el oratla, ubi el obiter Inserıtur aliıqua dissertatio de QqUO-
dam celebhri I0C0O Enchirı1di, In QUO multimode probatur Augustinum dixLisse quod
Reprobı possent salu1 SSC S1 uellent, NOn eTO Reprobıi pOossent salu1 SSC S1 uellet Deus,
arls, 681 Sur les crit1ques de Charles-Joseph de Troyes, VOIT a ARMOGATHE,
«Arnauld traducteur», Teortie pratıiıche della traduzione nell’ambito del movımento
Port-Royaliste, Pıse, 1998, 9-30
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Blampın n en accepte pas mo1ns de faıre tırer POUT quelques amı1s des
feuılles OUu l’on irouve le lıtıg1eux uellet”. En depıt des obstacles, les
benedictins poursulvent leur TrTavaıl Le 10° volume des D Omnl1a
de saınt Augustıin, entierement Consacres AUX ecrtIts antıpelagıens,
paraiıt 1690 Les ennemI1s des maurıstes denoncent aussıtot l’insı-
NC maladresse de Dom ampın, qul, l’instigatiıon de conseıllers
malıcıeux inconsequents, Juge utile de faıre inserer dans certaıns
exemplaıres un1quement tete du De correptione el gratia, Uunlec

Analytica SYNODSILS qu’Arnauld avaıt dressee lorsqu en 1644, l
avalt publıe unec traduction®*. dıgne, de arlay Dom
Claude Boistard, superlieur general des benedictins depu1s 1687, quı
pretend qUu«C la chose s’est alıte SO  — Insu. Dom Blampın do1t a_
raıtre SO  —_ tOur POUT s’expliquer devant l’archeveque de Parıs Le
Jesulte Francoı1s de La Cha1ze (1624-1 /09), confesseur du rol, recla-
maıt V’exıl de 1’audacıeux maurıste, ma1ls de Harlay refuse unc

sanctıon S1 humilıante. Pour fuir les querelles qu on u suscıtalt Sans

aUCUNC E} Dom Blampın demande 1693 etre envoye ans
Aautr:‘ monastere; l est alors nomme priıeur de Saint-Nicaıise de Reıms,
OUu 1l demeure S1X ans, poursulvant inlassablement, mals desormaıs
dıstance, le travaıl commence.

1:a querelle autour de 1’edıtion benedicectine s’assoupıt pendant
plusıeurs annees avan de renaitre 1699, dans le cContextie de la
condamnatıon du quietisme el de la CENSUTC des Maxımes des Salints
(1697/) de Fenelon le ref Cum alıas ad apostolatus du INar

1699 la fın de l’  annee 1698 circule arıs pamphlet intıtule
Lettre de !’abbe D*** Benedictins®?. L’auteur aNONYMC,
quı presente COMMMEC abbe allemand, ACCUSC les maurıstes de
favorıser le Jansen1sme ans le 106 volume de leur edıtion des UVTICS

de saınt Augustıin. La paternite de ]’ouvrage ete immediatement
attrıbuee aUX Jesuıtes, el 1’on soupconne les Gabrıiel Danıel
(1649-1/728), Barthelemy Germon (1663-1718) eft Dominique Bou-
hours (1628-17/702), avan de NOIMMCI, plus vraisemblablement, le

Sur la querelle du uellet, VOITr 1 (QUANTIN, Le catholicısme classıque el les
Peres de l’Eglise..., «L’empreinte de l’augustinısme>», 267-279

31 RNA| Traduction du Iıvre de saıint Augustin De la correction el de la
gräce AaAveC des sommalres de la doctrine contenue chaque chapıtre, arls,
L’Analytıca SYNODSILS doctring lihrı Augustinı De correptione ef gratia est placee
vant le latın de saınt Augustin, quı precede la traduction d’Arnauld:; elle ete

reprise dans ID9 (Euvres, PAC BELLE' eit HAUTEFAGE,
vol., Parıs-Lausanne, XI7 1777 r

1J.-B ‚ANGLOIS , Lettre de l’abbe D*** aux RR Benedictins de la Congre-
gatıon de Saint-Maur S Ur le dernier fome de leur edition de saınt Augustin, l, 1699
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Jean-Baptiste anglo1s (1663-1706). La Lettre de ’abbhe D*+** atta-
quar frontalement le travaıl edıitorial des benedictins motif qu 1
rejo1gnaıt les posıtions Jansenistes sous-entendant qu’1 Y avaıt
pas de gräce suffisante: « Vous OSCZ, INCcsSs Peres, ans unec ote qu on
trouve ImMmMeEeNCEMENT du traıte De la Correction el de la gräcCce,
AaVanceTrT JUC lıvre presente aUX VCUX Ouftfe ”’economıie de la gräce
dıvıne. Le CIOVCZ-VOUS, INCcsSs Peres, qu ’un hıvre, Ou selon VOUS, parle
seulement de la grace efficace, eft OUu il est faıt nulle mention de la suf-
fısante, presente aUX VCUX oute ”’economıe de la gräce dıvıine? Et quelle
dıffe&rence OUVEZ-VOUS entre faıre ceite proposıtıon et soütenIır formel-
lement consequemment les nouvelles erreurs  339 Le Langlo1s
manquaıt pas de relever AVCC la plus viıbrante indıgnatıon la presence,
ans nombre d’exemplaires du fameux 10° volume, de l’Analytica
SYNOPSLS d’Antoıine au 11 n ’hesıtaılt pas dıre qUC les maurIıs-
tes avalent forme leur doctrine la ecture d’un exXtfe S1 hıtıg1eux:
« I1 est CONsiLaAnNn qUC l’abrege du JUC au donne du
lıvre De la Correction et de Ia gräCce, Cetl abrege qul, heu de la doc-
trıne de saınt ugustın, renferme le plus outre jJansen1ı1sme, este 1’ou-

ch!  erı SUTr lequel OUS AVC7Z toüuJours eu les yYCUA attachez POUT
tirer VOS reflexions SUT le TE arbıtre eft SUT la gräce*“. Les benedic-
tins avalent affaıre forte partıe; leur pardonnaı pas leur recente
passıon augustinıenne uUunc epoque Ou les Jesulntes esperalent tr1om-
pher du Jansenisme.

nquıets, les maurıstes ettent quete ”appu1s pohlıtiques
POUT preserver des attaques du partı molınıste. Ils ournent GCIS
Bossuet el Iu1 de  ent Dom aDıllon ul-meme afın de plaıder leur

Dans une lettre ws{O)  — Jacques-Benigne Bossuet-
du fevriıer 1699, l’eveque de Meaux oftfe impavıdement: On

s’avise, apres dıx ans, d’accuser de Jansenı1sme 1’edıition benedictine de
saınt Augustin des notes, des ettres majJuscules eft des renvoIls.
Certaines SCHS voudrolent Jlen faıre Uunlc dıversiıon quıietisme
reveıllant la querelle du Jansen1ısme, ma1ls prendra pas le
change”.» Lors d’un entretien AVCC Bossuet, LOuIs X I ul-meme
faıt SaVOIr qu’1 desapprouvaıt les dont les benedictins faı-
salent ’obJet. Entre-temps, la nouvelle <’est repandue JUC ’imprimeur
uguet vendaıt des exemplaıres du 10° volume des UVTICS de saınt
Augustin Comprenan! l’Analytıca SYNOPSILS d’Arnauld Alerte, le NOU-
vel archeveque de Parıs, Lou1s-Antoine de oaıllles (1651—1729),

1J.-B ‚ANGLOIS];, Lettre de l’abhe D*** 29
1J.-B ‚AANGLOIS], Lettre de l’abbe D***
ıte dans AA GOLD, Hıiıstoitre de l’Edition..., 62
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CONNU PDOUT SCS sympathıes Jansenistes, faıt enqueter. La polem1ıque est

definıtivement lancee lorsque le Langlo1s publıe anonymement
Lettre d’un abbe ommendataıre Benedictins
Ssulvie une Lettre d’un hbenedictin NO  - reforme Bene-
dıctins d’abord attrıbuees SOI confrere Gabriel Danıel,

l’avaıt d’aılleurs ete la Lettre de '"abhe DE Le Langloı1s
cherchaıt obtenır des maurıstes qu’’ıls descendissent leur tOuUur ans
]’arene el repondıssent SCS incessantes accusatıons de jansenısme.

Vıolemment mMI1Ss s les benedicetins decıdent de replıquer
leurs adversaıres. Le premier reagır est Dom Franco1s Lamy-

171 quı faıt paraıtre fevrıer 1699 Lettre d’un theologien
de AYEAN amis?  8  e Lu1 embaoıite le pas Dom Denis de Sainte-Marthe OÖ-

quı publıe SCS Reflexions SUur la lettre d’un abbe d’Allemagne
9a qO1 le Langloı1s repond aussıtot par SO  —_ emaoıre d’un
docteur theologıe La plus pu1ıssante replıque des maurI1s-
tes est Sanls cContes de Rome., OUu 1’ıllustre Dom Bernard de
Montfaucon (1655-1741) faıt paraitre SCS Vindicıe editionts Sanctı
Augustini L’ouvrage immense retentissement. OUr
contrarıer les desse1ins querelleurs du Langloı1s ei de SO  an emao\lLre
d’un docteur theologıe, les benedictins decıdent le aout 1699
d’ınserer, ans le 148 et dernier volume de leur edıtıon de saınt UguS-
tın, unc preface generale qUC Dom Mabiıllon est charge de rediger. Des
le aout, premier jet est couche SUT le papıer dont le extie est

commun1que theologıien Jacques-Joseph Duguet (1649-1733), qul,
apres aVOIF ete janseniste, PT1S SCS dıstances AVCC Port-Royal et quı
reclame abıllon des modificatıons. Le projJet de preface est ensulte
adresse DOUT relecture Jacques Boıuleau, Bossuet, PU1S Charles-
Maurıce Le Telher (1642-1710), archeveque de Reıms, quı font

d’exigences PCU significatıves. Peu auparavant avaılt ete mI1Ss CITrCU-

[J.-B ‚ANGLOIS], Lettre d’un abhe commendataıre Benedictins de
F 17 1699la Congregation de Saint-Mau

1J.-B ‚ANGLOIS], Lettre d’un benedictin NO  - reforme Benedictins
de la Congregation de Saint-Maur, l’ 699

[Fr. LAMY],; Lettre d’un theologı de AA Aamıs aar ibelle qul DOUF
tıtre Lettre de 1’abbe *xXx auX enedictins de la Congregation de Saint-Maur
SUT le dernier tome de leur edition de saınt Augustin, 17 1699

SAINTE-MARTHE], Reflexions SUr la lettre d’un abbhe ’Allemagne
Benedictins de la Congregation de Saint-Maur SUr le dernier fome de leur dtL-

tiıon de saınt Augustin, Rouen],;, 699
les DFE-1J.-B ‚ANGLOIS], Memoıitre d’un docteur theologıe adresse M5S

lats de France SUur la reponse d’un theologıen des Benedictins la lettre de l’abbe
allemand, l9 699

41 MONTFAUCON];, Vindicıe editionis Sanctı Augustini Benedictints ador-
nAaLlr aduersus epistolam Abhhbhatıs Germanl, Rome, 1699
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latıon IOUVCAaU pamphlet du Langlo1s intıtul La conduite ont
les Benedictins De leur cOte, les maurıstes reläa-

chent pas leur polem19que, eft Dom de Saınte-Marthe publıe une
Lettre docteur de Sorbonne (1699) dırıgee contre le emo\Lre
d’un docteur theologie du Langlois“. Lu1 font eCcC  ho SCS confre-
1C5S5 Dom Rene Massuet (1666-1716), ans Lettre d’un ecclesias-
fique 1699)*, eit Dom Franco1s LamYy, ans une Plainte de [’apolo-
giste des Benedictins Excedes, les Jesultes plaıgnent aupres
du rOol1, eft le 13 novembre 1699, SUT ordre de LouIls AILV, le NOUVEAU
chanceher de France, LouI1s Phelypeaux de Pontchartraın (1643-1727),
ecrtıt de Noaiılles POUT I demander de CONVOQUCTI le provıncıal
des Jesulntes, le Jean De7z (1643-1712), el le superleur general des
benedictins, Dom Boıinstard, afın de les eitre demeure de CEeSsSsScCI
leurs querelles. Des le 15 novembre, le Dez faıt part SCS confre-
ICS de la volonte du rol1; la cCırculaıire de Dom OlSTlar‘ date,
elle, du novembre. Non Salmlls visıbles reticences, les euxX famılles
acceptalent de faıre taıre leur dıscorde.

estaılt CINCOTEC resoudre le delicat probleme de la preface
generale me(itre tete du 11° volume preparatıon. Le -
bre, Dom abDıllon avaıt rendu visıte M' Le Tellhıer, de PasSSsasc
Parıs: chez l’archev&que de Reıms, il avalt CTrOI1sSe Bossuet, quı Iu avaılt
dıt n etre  &. plus satısfaıt de SO  — exie el Iu avaıt transmıs I'  S el
Correcti1ons reporter“®. D7  Ou necessamre remanıement quı couüte,
semble-t-1l, beaucoup de peıne aD1ıllon rapporte qUC le bene-
dietin pleure de decouragement. Une fOo1s la volonte royale
qUueE terme füt mI1s la polemi1i9que, Dom aDıllon s’est demande S  ]
allaıt persister ans I’intention de produire preface generale
deb du 141° volume des UVTES de saınt Augustin SOUMEeTL SCS dou-
tes Le Telher, quı s’obstine vouloır JUC le de aD1ıllon
so1mıt publıe, maIls SOUS une forme attenuee el sımplıfıee: le aurıste

[J.-B ‚ANGLOIS |, La condulite qu ont enue les Benedictins depuls qu ' on
attaque leur edition de salınt Augustin, 1’ 699

43 S AINTE-  THE], Lettre docteur de Sorbonne touchant le emoLre
d’un docteur theologie adresse Mr les prelats de France CONIre les benedictins,

l‚ 1699
ASSUET], Lettre d’un ecclesiastique SUur celle qu il

ecrite Benedictins de la Congregation de Saint-Maur : touchant le dernier
fome de leur edition de saıint Augustin, Osnabruck Rouen], 1699

|Fr. LAMY],; Plainte de 'apologiıste des Benedictins M5S les prelats de France,
S, 1, 1699

Voir A .-M.- NGOLD, Bossuet el le Jansenisme. Notices historiques, Parıs,
1904 11897), appendice V9 «Bossuet eit L’edıtion benedictine de saınt Augustin»,

S2044
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do1t derechef reVvOIr copIle, tandıs quUC les annotatıons de Bossuet
sont finalement pas retiten POUI etre trop ouvertement antımolıinıs-
tes Au deb de 1’  annee 1700 par enfin le 118 eft dernıer volume de
1’edıtiıon benedictine des D OmnLa de saınt Augustin. Le avrıl
1700, le Papc Clement y €| adresse bref de congratulatıon Dom
Boistard POUT remercıer les maurıistes de leur entreprise editoriale, eft le

Jumm sulvant, decret du Saint-Office, publıe Rome CING Jours plus
enetard, condamne la Lettre de ’abbe DA la Lettre d’un dıictin NO  _

reforme ei la Lettre d’un abbe commendataıre. Les maurıstes pouvalent
leur inden1ı1able triomphe SUT la OUVAaNCcC® molınıste.

On n’entend pas ICI rendre compte de l’ensemble des en]eux theo-
log1ıques quı ont contraınt 1’elaboratiıon de la preface generale redigee

Dom Mabiıllon On orne soulıgner qu’elle na satısfaıt les
jJansenistes, Nl, evidemment, les Jesuıntes, meme certaıns maurıstes,
COMMMNIC Franco1s esSVrTES (1662-1705), quı publıe 1700 Uunc Defen-
S10 Arnaldına POUT jJustifıer 1’orthodoxıe de l’Analytıca SYNODS7, a

Quand par le 11° volume de VW A  dıtıon benedictine de saınt Augustin,
quı contient la preefatio generalıs de Mabillon, Pasquıier Quesnel faıt
aussıtot connaıItre SO  — ressentiment. Le aurıste avalt releve qUC SCS

confreres, dans leurs annotatıons, n’avalent jJamaıs l’intention de CT1-

tıquer 1’ıdee une gräce interieure prıvee d’effet, effectu SUO Carens,
telle que 1’Ecole de saınt Ihomas L’avalt adoptee sulvant saınt Augus-
tın  48 quo1 Pasquıier Quesnel retorque queC abıllon est enu

allıer aUX theses molıinıstes les confondant VECC thomısme de
gratia sufficient. mal COMPTIS: Quand dıt absolument que la gräce
suffısante effectu SUO arel, c’est admettre Ccs gräces de PUTIC poss1b1-
hıte des Molinistes, eft ”’attrıbuer 1’Ecole de saınt Thomas contre oute
verıte. Car UuncC gräce GQUE NUNGUAM are: effectu proxXimo ad quem
intentione Dei datur, COMMIC esp  cole de saınt Ihomas la soutient,
peut etre appelee uUunc gräce GUÜ absolute effectu W//  S caret*.» Dans

preface, Mabillon Ataıtp Sanl ambiguite, affırmant claırement
qUC les maurıstes admettaijent AVOCC saınt Augustin de petites graces,
MINOFeES graliee, el suffisantes ın Sensu thomistico, chez les saınts COMMNINNIC

IFr GESVRES];, Defensio Arnaldına, 1uUe Analytıica SyYNOpPSIS lihrı De COITICD-
t1one ei gratia, GUN ab Arnaldo Doctore Sorbonico edita est 1644, ab omnibus
reprehensorum ulndıcata calumnıls, Anvers, 1700

MABILLON, In nNOULSSIMAM Sanctı Augustinl operum editiıonem prefatio ZENE-
ralıs, dans Sanctı Aurelil Augustinid XI‚ Parıs, 1700, VI-VIi «Hıec nım
el alıa hulusmodı UE gratiee efficacı maxıme conuenliunt dıcta unft absque detrı-
mento alterıus UMEeYiE el interLOrLSs gratiee, sed effectu SUO Carentis, qualem post

Augustinum Schola T’homuistarum propugnalt.»
ıte dans A .-M.-P. Histoire de l’eEdition..., 126
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che7z les pecheurs>®. Declaratıon dont satısfaıt pas Quesnel, qUı
estime derechef qUC Mabiıllon rejomt le CaMmp des molinistes: «Les
proposıtions indefinies matıere dogmatique sont CEMNSCCS unıversel-
les Aınsı est CNCOTE reconnaıtre uUune suffisante unıversellement
dans {OUS les hommes de dıre qUC el SANCLILS el peccatorıibus CUM
SANCLO Antıstıte INOFes 2ralias CASGQUE thomistico sufficientes
admuiıttimus Ces paroles thomistico sufficientes sont une PTC-
Caution inutile ef renversent tout ]’avantage peut Urer des 1a

declare que les suffisantes me AVCC cette Ecole
Ssont celles qUı sont PILVCCS de leur effectu \W//  S carentes) Partı-
San acharne rallıement du JANSCHSME aUX theses de Ecole de
saınt Ihomas Quesnel sSsoutenaıt qUC les Maurıstes avaılent appa-
remment reduıt leurs pOS1ıl10NS celles du thomısme

La} de l’augustinisme Omıilste des maurıstes

La strategıe benedietine replı SOUS la protection du systeme
thomiıste eut-etre INSDUCC du discours Jansen1ıiste CAÄUASPCICT des
esprıits ACYULS molinısme Dans les consıderations qUC u 1T la
preface generale de Mabiıllon Fenelon formule des objections qUul
refletent la fo1s w< 6)  - antıjJansenısme visceral eit discrete INals reelle
meflance egard du thomisme>? est egalement possıble UJUC d1-

cheve&que de Cambrai1 So1t fort ressentiment Con(tre
des benedictins PAaTrce ils taılent OPPDOSCS Iu dans affaıre des
axımes des Saints> Au demeurant Fenelon condamne pas gl0-
alemen la prefatio generalıs de Mabiıllon Nombre affırmations
Iu Sont parfaıtement ON VENUCS Aınsı releve t-ıl posıtıvement qUuU«C les
T1StES reconnaılıssent que 1n Augustın admıs eX1Iistence de
STACCS suffisantes°* De Taıt Mabiıllon avaıt-ıl T1 ans preface

MABILLON In OULSSLINAM Sanctı Augustint VII «In SANCLILS el DeC-

admuittimus >>

cCatoriıbus CUM SANCLO Antıistıte 1INOFres graliias CASGQUE T homistico sufficientes
51 ıte dans -M-p INGOLD, Hıstoitre de edition.. ‚P 126

Sur Fenelon el le thomısme, VO DE FRANCESCHIL,; «Fenelon ei la definıtion
du VTal thomısme. De la condamnatıon du (‚ as de CONSCLENCe (1704) la Bulle
Vnigenitus (I15)> RSPhINh, XCH/1,; 2008, 2676, et «Fenelon eft la recherche
du VTal thomısme. debat sur 1antıthomısme fenelonıen- » Revue ’Hıs-
toıre Ecclesiastique, CI  - 2008, 839-886

FENELON, De generalı prefatione Patrum Benedictinorum L OULSSLIMAd: Sanctı
Augustinı ODEFrum editionem epistola ad K  X ‚ (Euvres, X Parıs, 1823, Au109

NELON, De generalı prefatione.. ‚P 81 «Patres Benedictini fatentur Augus-
INUum doculsse quod dentur gratiee sufficientes. >>
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generale queC l’inspiration de Dieu pouvaıt etre tantoöt efficace, tantot
inefficace>  >5  - Davantage, le maurıste avaıt Pr1S la peıne de precıser qu’1
concevaılt la notion thomıiste de gratia sufficiens conformıiıte AVOCC les
ense1gnements augustiniens”®. OUr Fenelon, l faut pas douter quC
Mabillon aılt voulu signıfier qu äa chaque fOo1s qUC saınt Augustin soutient
qUC la ograce est pas donnee chacun, le saınt eveque ”Hıppone l’aıt
entendu de la seule gratia efficCax, de laquelle seule il disputalt AVCC SCS

adversalıres la gräce suffisante n’etaıt pas cause?/. prelat SCI1I-

al pret pardonner auX benedictins leur augustinısme outrancıer pUI1S-
qu’ıls avalent Pr1S la precaution de 1’accorder aAVCC les theses thomistes.

Le pomnt n ’etaıt pourtant pas S1 essentiel qu’1 düt valoır aAUX

maurıistes unc constante indulgence. Avec effro1, Fenelon ote qu en
Marsc du De natlur«a el gratia, les benedictins ont Ose ecrıre quC la
necessıte n’etaıt pas incompatıble AVOCC la hlıberte de l’arbitre  58 OUr le

prelat cambresıen, la phrase rappelle irresistiblement les theses de
Balus eft de Jansenius??. utre indıce de fo1 douteuse: les maurıstes
cessent de gloser, des qu’ıls le peuvent, la gräce efficace selon saınt
Augustıin, ma1ls quand L’eveque d’Hıppone evoque visıblement uUunec

graäce tantum sufficiens, iıls s’abstiennent so1gneusement d’annoter le

pasSascC, POUT indıquer l’insignifiance®. Autrement dıt, la

In nOULSSIMAM Sanctı Augustinl..., «Notauiımus ab Augus-
HNO gratiam dıcı inspirationem dilection1ı1s. Oui1s er° ıta N C U: OMNLS 27da-
f1a tendat ad dilectionem? Del inspiratio alıa efficax, alıa inefficax.»

MABILLON, In nNOULSSLIMAM Sanctı Augustinl..., «Ceterum, ul solam
gratiam ulctrıcem el uocabultis LSELS, quU—X proprie gratia est, hoc I0C0O el IM-
lıhus designarıit Augustinus, falso quls inde colligeret locum NO  s relinqulı ullis aliis
adiıutorils qualia unft inefficacıa el Thomistarum sufficientia. Hu1tus generts
gratias haud Adubie agnoscıt Sanctus Prasul NOSGQUE CU) LDSO el proprie diıctas

profitemur. >>

FENELON, De generalı prefatione..., «SIC declarant [PR Benedictint]
intellexisseAugustinum, quotiescumque dıcıt gratiam NO  — omnı1ıbus darı, hoc fantitum

de perfectissıma omnıum gratia, de GQUU ola disputabat, scılicet ulctrice el MAaXIMAd,
quam aduersarll negabant, salua SEMPET alıa gratia, sufficientt. Certe hec
confessio, modo SincCera sıt el modo hec gratia sufficıens ere sufficiat, diffi-
cultates amputalt.>»

Sanctı Aureli Augustini D  d X7 Opuscula polemica Conira Pelagıianos,
arls, 1690, De nalur«a el gratia CONILra Pelagium, C XL coll. 150 «Necesstitas NO  -

pugnal CUM arbıtrıo uoluntatıs.>»
NEL: De generalı prefatione..., «Crederes audıre Baıum aut

Jansenıiıum rediuiLuum. Multa alıee NOLA unft eiusdem farıne@.>»
FENELON, De generalı prefatione. «Preterea aucTLor: Ili NO  - fantum

INn quod dixerunt unl damnandı, sed eti.am In quod NO  > dixerunt el quod dicere
debuerant. Vbicumque gratiee apparelt efficaCcıs uel umbra, nNOLd.: multiplicant Ul STUa-
LO efficacissımde ONO lectorıs obdurescant. Contra UETO, INn omnıbus IOCLS ubı

Augustinus gratiam sufficıentem uel dırecte docet, uel ULS PFiNCIPUS indırecte
adstrult, ab omnl nOla esec cauillose abstinent.»
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conformite thomiste de l’augustinisme des benedictins suJjette
cautiıon, el par 1a contestable leur orthodoxie augustinıenne. Du re  e
quan ıls evoqualent la gräce efficace, les edıteurs benedictins
contentalent de l’appeler el sımplement gratia Christi,
CO S1, ans D,  etat de nature dechue, ı] n Yy avaıt selon CUX d’autre
gräce YJUC l’efficace elle-meme®!. Meticuleusement gu1de, le lec-
teur n avaıt plus d’autre cho1x que de faıre adepte d’un systeme
pretendument augustinıen quı reposaıt SUT L’affirmation de la necessIıte
el de Ll’invincıibilite de la gratia effibaxX. Fenelon s’emportaılt Contre
”’audace de COmMMEentateurs quı respectaıent pas plus la lettre des
textes de saınt Augustin qUEC les constıitutions du Samnt-Sıiege POUT recu-
SCT les fondements theolog1iques legıtimes de l’ıdee de gräce suffi-
sante®>. L’archeve&que de Cambra1i revenaıt plus precısement SUT le
cContenu de la preface generale de Mabiıllon I0} rappelaıt qu Y etaıt  4
declare que les benedictins S en etajent eNus aUX LDSLSSIMA uerba de
saınt Augustıin, el naturellement leur s1ıgnıfıcation PTODTIC, POUT
confectionner leurs es marginales®“*, D’ou le faıt, precıisalt Mabıllon,
YJUC Ja Ou ils avalent ICCOUTU terme de gratia dans leurs sommalıres
eft leurs annotatıons, iıls avalent toujJours entendu sıgnıfıer qUeC saınt
Augustin designaılt SOUS les vocables de gratia Christi de gratia
proprie dicta, so1mıt la gratia ULCEFLX el efficiens, CNCOTE gräce effi-
cace®>. Cons1ıderation de quo1 Fenelon faısaıt pas grand CaS, l’en
croıre, de tenır queE l’Eveque d’Hıppone n ’avaıt pas admıs d’autre gräce

61 FENELON, De generalı prefatione..., «Insuper, quotiescumque de gratiaefficaci agıtur, ıllam HOCAaNIi simpliciter el absolute gratiam Christi, quasıi INn
naAlure LApDPSE nulla 'C erd gratia Inter10r eft proprie dicta pPreeter hanc qU am cCla-
mitant gratiam Der efiwacem. »

NELON, De generalı prefatione. 88-89 «Hıs artıbus lector sensiım CC
assuefacit ad hoc Systema quod UHOCanNnili Augustinianum, ıta Ul nullam gratiam Christi
In Augustinlt libris InuenLat preeter efficacem. Hoc est HMenenum quod lector INCAULUS
propinat In legendo CUM ıllıs notLis.>»

NELON, De generalı prefatione..., «Liculitne gratiam efilCacem ul
solam, el proprie dictam gratiam Christi InCessanter inculcare, el gratiam Suf-
ficientem amandare, aul sılentio supprimere ul quid putidum el indiıenum quod FEDE-
rıiatur In Augustino? Hac ULa pontificiee deridentur.»

MABILLON, In NOULSSIMAM Sanctı Augustint. «Nemuinı obscurum AYYä
debet NOS, In edendo Augustino, SIC INn 1US doctrinam Intendisse anımum ul 1US$ uerba
el sententias Siıncere genulne representaremus. Atque, ul ad singula UENLAMUS, INn
contexendis mar ginalibus SUMMAFILS LDSLSSIUMGA passım uerba Augustinlt, el quidem
Augustiniano NSU, 1Dere CUFAULMUS .

ILLON, In NOULSSIMAM Sanctı Augustinlt. ME «Hinc est quod ubı gr-
t12 nomıne In ıllıs SUMMAFLLS USL U:  US, 1d intellectum uolumus LDSO CONLeXTIUS
el Augustinl, qul gratise hrıstı el gratise proprie dicta nomine, MaxXIıme post exortium
Pelagıl errorem, gratiam el Interiorem, qualem iıste negabat, In DFIMLS erı
ıllam GUNE ULCEFLX est el efficiens, designare solet.»
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qUC eificace revenaı CO Contresens STAaVISSUNMNGC inter-

pretation®® OUuUr archev&que de Cambraı1 il allaıt qUEC les
mal etaı1ent la1ssant seduırre les lubıies Oc(Ttr1ı-
nales des Jansenıstes

appTrTOUV CI le Tavaıl editorial des benedictins il pouvaıl
consequemment etre ques Non Sal perfidie Fenelon met rehef
la sıngulıere dılection qUC Dom Blampın eft SCS assıstants manıfesten

egard du De Correptione el graliia insatıablement cıte
les defenseurs de Jansenıius qUı le consıderent le traıte UuS-

le plus complet SUT le suJjet combıen delicat de la STACC. Dans
preface generale Mabiıllon avalı pas ESQUIVC la question pole-

de I’iınsertion dans Certaıiıns exemplaıres du 10° volume de
dıtıon aurıste de Saın Augustın de l’Analytıca oıne
Arnauld Le benedictin affırmaıt publıquemen l etiaı agl de

inıtıatıve personnelle de de SCS confreres qUu1ı al voulu COIMN-

plaıre aUX amıcales instances qUu1ı lu1 avaılent etfe faıtes l clamaıt
haut ei fort qUe le Jul eft le general avaıJjent Jamals ete
IN1S COUrant une intentiıon S 1 PCU conforme projet editorial UUl
aVal preside entrepr1ıse august1nnenne des maurıstes 1l gardaıt
toutefol1s de PTONONCCI SUT l’o  odoxı1e du An-
to1ıne au qUuı eiaı evidemment pas nomme®’ De qUO1 Fenelon
conclhuaıt qUuUeC les Maurı pouvaıent empcecher d’admırer
l’Analytıca et consequemment de SOUTteNIr les theses e_
nistes®® L’opuscule Arnauld aV al' POUTF but de Onftrer avaıt

SCCOUTS NALUF M lapsee qU«C le celebre adıutorium
GUO notion aquelle l’eveque Hıppone designe la

ENELON De generalı prefatione 90 «SIC INSINUAN: ZrFallee Christi OMLNe

intelligendam ANY SE Q2Ti atıam üu1lctirıcem NO  > tantium Augustint locutionibus sed etiam
SINCGCErc SENULNO Augustiniano At erı falsıssımum est hunc A O NCe-

FU el Augustini SECHSUM sciılicet ul nulla erd Christi graliia UNGUAM ASsSL-

gnelur preter ıllam QUE SUd nalura efficax est ad UuumM um producendum >>

ILLON In NOULSSLNMNMAM Sanctı Augustinı «Vbı el obiter ıllud pro-
fitemur opusculı eiusdem /De correptione el gratia/ Analytıcam SYNODSUN NSCLLS Pree-
DOSULLS NOSIFLS publicatam, QUO flagitantium am quorumdam uoluntatı
erereE O, arbıtratus est NUS nostriSs, CUM am neC ıllı, necC nobis, consılıum
Juisset particulam 1LSLam pPremultere, DFrODOSLLO alıenam AYY SE el
ad ıd quod agebatur MLINLILMeE pertinentem NO  > INULLI A8NOSCHNUS Neque Aum COM-

Mentiarıo0s aut analyticas edere anımus fult dSanctı Doctoris [Augus-
tinı] Ceterum de predicte analyseos, GU CUM olım prodierat utilitate
pretio0, fide ad NOSs dicere NO  > adtinet.

NELON, De generalı prefatione.. 0® «Hınc (} [Benedictinos],
am dum meliu NUMNMUmMmM dissimulare, ab ıllıus Operts aperta laude CC abstı-
nere NO  - [97 Atquı hoc ODUS Jansenianum dogma MOFdICUs SUuUsSsLiIne: >>
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efficace®? eft les benedictins avalent claırement rallıe la posıtıon du
premier des jansenistes’®. OUr ]’archeve&que de Cambral, ] ev1-
dent qUC l’entreprise edıtoriale des maurıstes favorısaıt Ssournolsement
le Jansenisme.

Les benedictins, S’ındıgnaıt le prelat cambresıien, pretendatient
s’abrıter derriere la doctrine thomıste, maIls leur thomısme n etaıt
realıte qu’affectation maladroıte. Revenant SUT les PTODOS de Mabillon
selon qUOI les maurıstes reconnalssent l’existence de gräces suffisan-
tes In thomistico chez les saınts chez les pecheurs el
1ennent POUT d’affirmer qu outre la gräce efficace, auUCUune place
est alssee d’autres adıutoria quı solent inefficacia ef Tho-
mıiıstarum sufficientia'*, Fenelon releve qUe les benedictins refusent
visıblement d’avouer qu ’1 alt des gräces ere sufficientes SIM-
pliciter sufficientes: ] leur faut touJours prec1ıser qu  ıls les evoquent
que selon une conception thomıiıste qu  ıls gardent de precIiser; TE -
ment dıt, iıls crojlent pas qu’’ıl alent In alu NnNaAlura lapse de gräce
verıtablement suffisante autre qUC L’efficace/2 SUulvre Fenelon, le
poımt etaıt  @ essentiel, ef peremptoıire: POUT les maurıstes, les thomistes
n etalent catholiques qu en ertu du SCHSUS thomisticus qu  ıls INVO-
quaıjent leur faveur:; les adeptes de 1’Ecole de saınt Ihomas
admettajent Samlls peıne qu’1 avaıt des gräces ere sufficientes ef qUC
leur suffisance plenıiere dogme de foi”® D’  ou la conclusıon de
l’archev&que de Cambra1i les benedictins pouvalent certaınement
pas accorder leur acceptatıon des theses developpees l’Analytica
SYNODSLS AVECC leur du rallıement thomisme *. Fenelon le

UGUSTIN, De cCorreptione el gratia, XI, S34 «Ipsa adıiıutoria distinguenda
'untft. aliud est adıutorium Ine GUO Liquid NO  - fit el alıud est adıutorium GUO alı-
quld fit.»

FENELON, De generali prefatione..., 908-99 «Ad hoc nım er uUos
Contendit [opusculum rnaldı ul Augustino demonstret nullum In present.
darıi auxilium pPreeter ıllud quod HWOCalur qUuo. Ac proinde editores, etiam In apologe-
t1Cca Praefatione, ubhı! Jansenismum abiurare uldentur, Janseniandge antesigna-
NUÜ: magıistri Sl Systema stabilientem, laudant.»

/1 Voıir Ü,  d, G ef
ENELON, De generali prefatione..., 99 «Non dicunt ueTrTe sufficıentia, necC

sımpliciter el Ine addıto sufficientia. Hc declaratio perspiCcua, candida, simplex et
plena eOSs ANLMLS grauaret. Addunt quid relatiuum ad SCHSUM Thomisticum, GUO eCL-
sionem DreCisam effugere pOossint.»

FENELON, De generalı prefatione..., «At UHENLAMUS ad DPuncIium N-
tiale el peremptorium. Creduntne Benedictini AA hunc SCHSUM Thomisticum
GUO olo Thomiste ul Catholicı In Ecclesia cCreduntur ? Sentiuntne has gratias SC
ere sufficientes EAMQUE sufficientiam RAY SS dogma de fide, ul er° T homiste hoc
expressissime docuerunt? >>

ENELON, De generalı prefatione. «Certe qul CU: elo laudant
Analyticam Arnaldı Synopsım NO  > pOossunt sSerLo amplecti SECNSUM Thomisticum.»
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rappelle vigoureusement: selon l’opuscule d’ Antoine Arnauld, 11 n Yy
d, ans KF  etat de nature dechue, d’autre SECOUTS qUC L’auxiılıum QUO,
soıt la gräce efficace:; 1’ auxiılium SInNe QUO NON, so1lt la gräce suffisante,
est qu ’un adıutorıum uersatile place entre les maıns du TE arbıtre,
quı dıspose O]  ; QTC, ei il na ete confere qu ’ın STAl NnNAtlur«a inte-

Qr  S D’ou 11 s’ensult qu aucune gräce na ete octroyee POUT les actes
surnaturels quı sont pas effectu&s’®. Fenelon n’estimaılt pas que les
maurıstes pussent s’abrıter derriere la specleuse EquU1voqUe, aquelle
avalent communement TEeECOUTS les thomıistes devoyes, quı consıistalt
soutenIir qUC ’ auxılıum qUO confere POUT acte MINOF etaıt auxılıum
sıne qUO NON ad malorem de 1’admettre impliquaıit qUC les
benedictins reconnussent qu’etaılt octroye INn SIalu nalure AaAPDSE
verıitable adıutorıum sSIne QUO NOTL, so1lnt unc gratia uersatilis, quı

contradıction dırecte AVCC le systeme qu’’ıls adoptaient‘”. S1
1’on Sulvaıt mn goureusement les prescr1ptions doctrinales des benedic-
tins. uUunNnc grace efficace respecCtu MINOFLS pouvaıt etre suff1-
sante respeCtu MALOFLS ei les maurıistes devalent avouecerxr qu  ıls
nıalent franchement qu/’’ıl eut ans DL  etat de nature dechue authen-
1que auxılıum SINE qUO NON, POUI CUX, le Juste pr1ve d’adiutorıum QUO
etaıt entierement depourvu de l’assıstance de la gräce, ei le pecheur quı
n’observaıt pas les commandements de Dıieu n’avaıt agsur\ément pas
beneficıe du SECCOUTIS 1V1N necessamre leur observance’®. crolre
le prelat cambresıen, ]l’augustinısme aurıste etaıt de PUIC obedience
janseniste.

FENELON, De generaliı prefatione..., ü «Secundum ıllam Analysım,
nullum In NALlura lLapse datur auxılıum 151 auxilium qUO ad singulos ACIUS

supernaturales. Auxıiılıum er° Sine qUO 1910)8| est gratia uersatılis In INaANnu liber. arbı-
fril GQUE darı Nn potult 151 In NALlur e inte2r@.>»

FENELON, De generalı prefatione. 100 «Vnde euidentissıme sequlitur nul-
lam darı gratiam ad singulos supernaturales qul NO  > emuittuntur.>»

FENELON, De generalı prefatione..., 100 «Neque dicant editores auxilium
Ullud, quod est qUO respeCtu UNIUS MINOFLS AaACIus, SC sSine qUO NOIN, 1ue€e triıbuere DFO-
xiımum Ö,  ’ealtus UusSs ALOFLS. S Z hoc essel, daretur In NnNALUFr? lapse

auxılıum Siıne qUO NOIN, 1uUe gratia, ul alunt, uersatilis, quod ıllorum SYS-
fema funditus euerteret.>»

FENELON, De generalı prefatione..., 100 «LIgitur auxıiılium quod est qUO
respeCtu INOFLS USs NO  - potest CSSE, In ıllorum [Benedictinorum] systemale, AUXL-
liuum S1INe qUO 1910)81 MALOFLS USs Vnde ri2g0ro0se el absque ulla exceptione
Cogunltur pronuntiare quod nullum detur auxıiılıum sine qUO NO  >; ad ullum OMNINO
um In NnNAtlure— lapse, 1ta ul qul NO  - habet auxıiılium qUO ad num DFeCIse
aı  um, hıc et AUNC perseuerantiee necessarıum, nullum OmnınoO habeat auxilium STUd-
L Christi DFeCise ad ıllum um, proinde sequitur quod quicumque NO  \ implet
pre£ceptum UuFrSeNnsS, nullum hic el UNCcC habet auxilium Uuere sufficiens erga hunc um

precepti urgentis.
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Le refuge protecteur du thomısme etaıt  T A refuse auUuX benedictins,
quı avalent faıre MontTtre d’habılete reprenant leur compte la
tactıque valnement empruntee pPar les dıscıples de Jansenıius depu1s
plusıeurs decennies. Les maurIistes, poursu1vaıt Fenelon, estiment
s’etre  HAT Justif1es declarant qu  ıls admettent unec gräce suffisante In

thomistico, ma1ıls les PUrs thomistes sont 1a POUTF les detromper
quı affırment UJUC la gratia sufficiens est pleinement suffisante el qUC

suffisance est de fide credenda'? he dont les 1ı1deles dıscıples
de 1’Aquinate faısalent crıtere d’orthodoxe catholicıte face au X
6CITEUTS lutheriennes el calvınıstes, alnsı JUC Fenelon alsaıt fort de
le Ontrer partır des princıpes memes des thomistes®% L’Ecole de
saınt Ihomas, rappelaıt l’archev&que de Cambral, ense1gne Invarıa-
blement qu in NALUr e lapse est octroye I’homme verıtable
auxılıium SINe QUO NO so1lıt SCCOUTS pleinement suffisant quı confere
unec pu1ssance prochaıne, proxXima, el Co  1\  9 necessaımre
POUT agır pu1squ/elle apporte le DOUVOIr de Taıre quelque chose, Sdalls
toutefols comporter le PaAsSsSasc l’acte ul-meme®! Que le substrat phı1-
losophique SUT qUOI reposaıt le thomısme püt etre errone, Fenelon n ’en-
endaıt pas examıner la possıbılıte. Iu1 suffisaıt de relever qUC les
thomistes restalent indefectiblement attaches leurs posıtions PTODIC-
ment theologıques eft qu  ıls etajent d1sposes abandonner leurs pPrınN-
CIpes phılosophiques N  ] s’averaıt qu  ıls ussent incompatıbles AVEC la
fo1 catholique®*. L/’archeve&que de Cambraı1 n ’hesıte pas les
mauristes la ecture du octeur Angelıque, quı faıt resiıder l’essence

FENELON, De generalı prefatione..., 100-101 «OQuid ad hoc respondent
editores nostrIi, qul Analytıcam Synopsım admıiırantur ? Dicunt gratiam hanc SE Suf-
ficıentem 1SUu Thomistico. Ver1 T homiste SerL0 credunt hanc ANAY < ere sufficientem,
el credunt hanc sufficientiam ad dem pertinere.>»

NELON, De generalı prefatione. 101 «Vnde 1DSOS NO  > credunt Catho-
[1COS, ALSL hanc gratiee sufficientiam, erd fide el intıma ConscClentla, CONIra
Lutheranos et Caluinistas profitentur. Facıllımum P SSE| Ld demonstrare LDSLS Schole
T homistice princıpibus. >>

81 NELON, De generalı prefatione. 101 «Vnde heec Schola palam el aperte
docet darı In NALlure [ADSE auxılium el proprie dictum SINEe qUO NON, SC
ere sufficiens el dans potentiam proxiıme completam INn ENEFE Merde potentuee ad SINM-
2ulos US ErSa qU OS Yceptum urgel.>»

FENELON, De generalı prefatione. 101 «Vtrum Thomiste INn hoc ıbl LDSLS
cohereant, LDS1 ulderint. Princıpium philosophicum ıllıus Schole potest A S falsum:
hic 1LAM [0Cus NO  - est hanc questionem dıscutere. At saltem conclusio theologica hulus
Schole catholıica esl, dum plenam gratiee sufficientiam, NO  _ fantum OYTe

confitentur, sed corde Credunt. Conclusionem UaAM theologicam SUO PFINCIPLO philo-
SophiCco, ul debent, OMNINO preefferunt; el ad saluandam nC fıdel conclusionem SIN-
ere paratı essent UUM princıpıum abıurare 7 CUM Ila conclusione Incompatibile
foret >>
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de la hlıberte ans le faıt qUC l’arbıtre determıne Ilu1-meme agır
SOUS la motion de la gräce®, el Fenelon s’etonne qu’’ıls puılssent
pretendre thomistes alors qu  ıls contreviıennent Samns la doc-
trıne de saınt Thomas®  4 Les benedictins avajent egalement dü lıre les
texties de 1eg0 Alvarez: ils pouvaıent ouVver l’expression du PUT
thomısme auquel s’etalt rallıe l’ensemble des thomıistes, COMPTIS les
plus recents el Jusqu au Jean Nıcolai (1594-1673)°, pourtant
denonce COMMEC philomolinıste les jJansenistes de la Caml-

des Provinciales®. Le thomısme alvarıste avouaıt inden1able-
ment L’ex1istence de ogräces verıtablement suffisantes.

L’objectif de la demonstration fenelonıenne etaıt de PrOUVCI qUEC
les maurıistes n’avalent pas plus le droıit de presenter COTMNIINC tho-
mıstes qUEC les dıscıples de Jansenius. Au demeurant, pouvaıt
attendre d’auteurs quı approuvalent Sarl fremiır l’Analytıca SYNODSIS
d’Arnauld qu  ıls soutinssent uUunc autre doctrine qUC celle quı nıalt
l’ex1istence d’un auxılıum SInNe qQUO NO  - dans ”t‚a de nature dechue?®”.
OUr Fenelon, les benedictins n’avalent plus qu ä proclamer leur
accord AVOCC les raılleries adressees aUX thomistes par Pascal, ans
la deux1ieme Provinciale, SUT le suJe de la gräce suffisante. Les INaU-

rıstes avaljent adopte UNcCc conception S1 restreinte de la gratia sufficıens
qu  ıls faisalent Unc gräce verıtablement insuffisante ei qu  ıls

FENELON, De generalı prefatione. 101 «Quod 1 quls dubıitet GQUAM dico
erd sınt, legat diligenter fexium Doctoris Angelict; uldebit quod heec est essentia
hıhertatis Ul secunda, DOSILELS Oomnıbus nNeCESSAFLLS ad agendum, 1ıpsam deter-
minet el sub LDSLUS gratiee motione contingenter operetur.>»

FENELON, De generalı prefatione..., 101 «Vnde mirabitur quod alıqul
audeant DA< Thomuistas appellare, dum SanCLO Thome aperte contradıicunt.>»

85 FENELON, De generalı prefatione. iQl-102 «Legat etiam Aluaresium, qul
In disputatione de auxılıus, nomıne tOtLUSs Thomistice Scholee, Jesultas impugnabat.
Hıc erlte plus qUAM Ceter. T’homıste audiendus esl, Ndd: Jacıt Sede
Apostolica authenticam Thomistice doctring expositionem. Non solum LDSE, sed el

duriores alıır, gratiee sufficientiam el potentiam, completam el proxime
expeditam admuttunt ul dogma fideli, QUO olo discrepant Protestantibus. SIC en-

ti0res etiam U: ad patrem Nicolati.»
Sur le Nıcolai, VOIT N ORCE, «Nıcolai eit les jJansenistes la gräce

actuelle suffisante», RThom, 36° annee, Des AIl 6 E juillet-novembre 1931,
76157 P el 31° annee, Dis X  % A4; mal1-Juimn 1932, ei r pr ARMOGA-
1) nalure du monde. Science nouvelle el exegese XVII“ sıiecle, Parıs, 2007, «Le
m de la gräce Jansenıius el Nıcolai», 2022

FENELON, De generalı prefatione..., 102 «At CONLIra editores nostrL, qul
eti.am In apologia Analytıcam synopsım aperte laudant el seCLlanltur, enentur neEQUaTre
OMNe OMNINO auxılıum SINe qUO NO In NALlure& lapse@; proinde oportel, uxta
LDSOS, quod homo qul hic el ANAUNC NO  \ habet auxılıum qUO, Seu efficax PFecise ad
actum precepti urgent1sS, nullum habeat hıc el UNC reale auxılıum gratiee quod sıt UHere

sufficiıens ad ıllum DFeCise faciendum.>»
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ecartajent finalement du PUr thomısme pretendant CCI-
tiıfıer leur catholhec1 par degulsement thomiste Ul devaıt abu-
SCT personne®®, En admettant, disalent-ils ans leur preface generale,
une STACE suffisante iıls admettaljent une rıdicule »  ıls tenaıjent

realıte POUT une parfaıte ineptie®” cCommMmente Fenelon e_
tajent-ıls accord AVCC les thomistes qUEC SUT la forme SUT le fond
ils recCcusalent manıfestement iıdee une pleinement suffisante.
Comme Luther el alvın, ils ’accordaljent AVCC les
phılosophiques de CcCole de saınt Ihomas, INals ils rejetaıent la
conclusıon theologıque qU1l etaıt  A seule de fide credenda”® Du restie

besomin d’aller chercher loın OÖOT1SINC des NnLiımes CONVIC-
10NS doctrinales des benedictins Fenelon appelaıt temo1gNage
de Mabillon ul-meme Ul dans preface generale explıque la
anleTe dont les edıteurs de 1n Augustin avalent dresse leurs SOTN-
INalıTtTes ef leurs notfes margınales ils avalent le plus SOUVENnNtT qJUC
redige une phrase synthetique Aınsı orsque saınt Augustin deman-
daıt Dıieu concedaıt pas chacun 1901 INEINE LOUJOUTS auUuX
saınts la delectatio ULCEFLX avalJlent-ils porte MAaArSe « Pourquoi la
STACEC est-elle pas donnee ä LOUS el est-elle pas touJours donnee
aUX saints?!“ Sur qUOI Fenelon mettaıt le ecteur garde les auteurs
des mar ginalia de edıition benedictine de saınt Augustin avajlent fran-
chement le gout qUuı les portaıt CIS 1’Analytica Ar-
nau ils avalent pas craınt d’affırmer quUE la necessıte n etaıt pas
incompatıble AVCC la lıberte de arbitre”? Lomn tre ils le

NELON De generalı prefatione 102 103 «Hac est Ila ridicula STa-
IL ere Insufficientis sufficientia QUAM solam professione fidei pProponunt ad ese

purgandos OFa fotla Ecclesia catholica Hanc ridiculam ANAY S4 T homistis credunt
OGQU' amen pallıo comedorum legQ1 uolunt Ul Catholicı abeantur >>

FENELON De generalı prefatione 103 «Idem est GQUAM Y dicerent Admut-
IUMUS gratiiam, GUZ sufficiens est sententia I homistarum, sufficientiam ere

Insufficientiam ul ridiculam exstibilamus. Hanc admittimus Ul sufficientem, NSÜu qUl
menlte nOSIra SECNSUS NO  \ est, sed manifestum delirium. >>

FENELON, De generali preefatione.. 103 «SIC el NO alıter CUM T’homis-
[LS CONSeNLiuNTt SIC Unl Catholıicı deridentes doctrinam Q2raliee sufficientis Ul
solius C’atholicı appelları pPOoSSsunt Consentiunt CUM T’homistis DFINCLIDLO philoso-
phico QUO el Lutherus el Caluinus CONSeNLiuNnLf conclusione GQUE est de
fide quanium abest ul CUi Thomuistis Consentiant! Imo ıllos derident >>

Yl MABILLON In HNOULSSLIMAM Sanctıi Augustin Vl «Cum Sanctus Doctor
INQULFL CUr ULCLIrıcem delectationem NO  \ omnibus uel O:  - SECEMDEF SANCLLS det Deus
hreulori forte compendio sentfentiam MArZine SIC ECADFTESSIUMUS Gratıa CUT 1NON -0)90188|
bus uel NON SCINPCTI Sancdıs detur >>

NELON De generali prefatione 108 «Fatentur EFSO breulori forte COM-
pendio sententiam UAam EXDFIMIL sed aduerte Ö UINam Int qUul adeo breuiter
Sententiam UaAam exprımunlt Hı unt qUl dıcunt quod Analysıs Arnaldına CUu auCtO-

olım prodierıt utilıtate pret10 fıde eic Hı unft qUl mar ginalı NOLa absque
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disalent, de PUTIS thomıistes, ils revelaıent assurement d’authentiques
jJansenistes.

La Justification benedictine du philothomisme janseniste
La criıt1que fenelonıenne refletaıt certes les hantıses du partı

molinıste, elle revelaıt auUss1ı la tactıque adoptee les benedictins de
Salnt-  aur POUT preserver leur ravaıl dıtorıial des des JeSu1-
tes COUVTIT leurs theses augustinıennes du anteau protecteur du tho-
mısme. Les maurıstes s’en sont pas en la Dans efensiO
Arnaldina (1700) IDom Franco1s esSVreESs entreprenaıt, de anıere
curlieusement jJanseniste, de demontrer la parfaıte el orthodoxe confor-
mıte thomiıste de l’Analytıca SYNOPSLS d’ Antoine Arnauld Le bene-
dıctin commencaıt pa soulıgner le faıt qUC la question de la gräce suf-
1sante dıivıisaıt les theologıens qUC SUT la forme: SUT le fond, ils
etajent communement d’accord; le 19(0) seul pouvaıt etire matıere
dıspute Davantage, les Jansenıistes etajlent plus proches des thomıistes,
dont la catholicıte etaıt  T indubitable., qUC J’etalent les antıJansen1S-
tes; les molinıistes n’avalent COMMMUN AVOCC 1’Ecole de saınt Ihomas
qUC le vocable de gratia sufficıens; S1 les defenseurs de Jansen1ius revo-
qualent oute la legıtımıte du terme, ils n ’ avalent contraıre
Jamaı1s MI1IS l’ex1istence du SCCOUTS dıyvın dont 11 s’agissait””.
Revenant SUT la definıtion d’un adiutoriıum sufficiens, Dom eSVTES
ote qu’’ıl est communement admıs qu ’un SECOUTS est suffisant quı
confere le POUVOI de acte de Jen de quo1 chacun tombaıt
d’accord, meme S1 les thomistes lL’entendalent une manıere, ei une
autre les molinistes?*. Les dıscıples de saınt Ihomas, poursuılt Dom

ullo ftemperamento posuerunl: NecessıI1tas 1O  —; pugnat CU) arbıtrıo uoluntatıs. fer-
ribile effatum! indıgnum et scandalosum axioma! >>

IFr GESVRES|];, Defensio Arnaldına. H’ partıe, De gratia sufficıente el efft:
CaCl, 479 «Jamque Inter doctores Conuenıt hanc questionem de gratia Suf-
ficiente MAaZLS In uocabulo qQUAM In positam ulderLl, multo MAaQLS A0 qul Janse-
nlanl nomınabantur C(UM 1 homuist1s, UOFUM Ine ulla Controuersia catholica est OpInlO,
SEMDEF CONUENLSSE GQUUAF NOSLFrOS AntıjJansenistas. Nam Lstl solum HMOCLS 'OnN (OM-

bebant el habent ( UM Schola T’homuistica: ıllıi, rem integram enenltes, de olo
nomıne ugnauerunl. >>

(Fr GESVRES|], Defensio Arnaldına. II’ partıe, € H7 De notione gratiee suf-
ficientis uocabuli: T homistica, 493-494 «Auxılıum sufficiens generatım dicıtur id
QUO honum aliquod 34 auxıiılıum ad orandum sufficiens, Ld qUO OSSU-
MUS d  9 auxıiılium sufficiens ad fidem, ad MOorenm Del, ad perseuerantıam, Ld QUO

credere, Deum uel DEFrSEUECEFAFE In bono Atque est heec notLo SENE-
ralıs In QUd facile Conuenıiunt Sed qUAM alıter Thomistee, alıter SCLENLLE mediee
defensores interpretantur. >
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Gesvres, 1ennent POUT sSufficiens auxıiılium quı comprend le seul
necessamre POUT agır Samnls iınclure la premotıon physıque quı resulte du
decret absolu de Dieu”? De quo1 les molinıstes refusajent de ConvenIr
Samnls INATYUCT claırement qu  ıls s’ecartalent du verıtable thomı1ısme.

Dans la INESUTE OUu la doctrine thomiste Jou1issalt du prestigeune inebranlable orthodoxı1ie catholique, 11 etaıt effet dıfficıile d’a-
qu on la respectaılt pas entierement. Le Jesulte ıchel Le

Telher (1643-1719)?°, ıimplacable apötre du molinısme, avaıt \  \
confronte probleme dans SON Hıiıstoire des CING Propositions de Jan-
SECNIUS (1699) publıece SOUS le pseudonyme d’Hılaire Dumas. La des-
crıption qu’1 donnaıt du systeme thomiste de gratia etaıt  Z POUFTF le MOINS
dıscutable: «Selon les Thomistes, des 1a qu on resiste pomt ceilite
gräce qu  ıls NOoMMEeNT excCıtante ef prevenante, elle MANqUEC Jamaıls,
Par effet de la bonte de Dieu, d  v  etre SUlvIe de la gräce efficace, quıfaıt infaıllıblement voulo1ır eft accomplır le 1eNn De sSorte JUC, ans
leur pensee, la gräce prevenante onne iImmediatement et Par elle-

le POUVOIr, NON pas la verıte d’accomplir la onne
de vaılncre la tentatıon, maı1s de s’attirer la gräce efficace necessamre
POUT cela qu1, par elle-mesme, onne le POUVOIr prochaın Imme-
dıat el complet?’.» Telle etaıt, CTOIre le Le Tellhıer, la doctrine
COINMUNE el COoONnstante » des thomıistes. ÖUr, alsant de la gräce suf-
fisante entendue MOYe thomistico uUune sımple gratia exCıtans FAUE-
nNLIeNs quıp de OIr conferer, JUC l’on consentit, la
gräce efficace necessalre ad ene agendum, le Jesulte tendaıt attırer
le systeme thomıiıste du cote du molınısme JUC les Jansenistesdevalent naturellement relever, et le Le Telher etaıt conscılent:
zal| est visıble qUC c’est attrıbuer la gräce excıtante preve-

une suffisance tres reelle el quı onne PDOUVOIr tres verıitable
de faıre le 1en qu on faıt pas Maıs, POUT au scalt deJa
UJUC selon lu1, une gräce de nature sero1t unNne gräce Molinienne quın auroıt alors nul effet el aquelle antost consentiroıit, eft antost

consentiro1t pas, qu’1 regarde une PUTC chımere ans

[Fr GESVRES], Defensio Arnaldina..., H’ partıe, (& H7 494 «Nam quodT’homiste INETEe sufficiens appellant, id OmnLa GUM ad agendum neCessarıa Unl
miniıme cComplectitur, hoc est NO  - includit decretum absolutum Dei uel pPremotionemphysicam GUAM ad orandum, ad credendum, ad OmnNnLa pietatis D  d, GUAM,
UNO uerbo, ul gratia sufficienti hene ULAMUr , OMNINO neCessarıam ANAY SS existimant.»

Sur le Tellhıer, VOIT EYSSENS, « Autour de 1’Vnigenitus. Miıchel
Le Telher (1643-1719)», Augustiniana, 3 E} 1984, 263-330, reprI1s dans el

1ANS, Autour de [’ Vnigenitus. Recherches SUr Ia genese de [a Constitution,Louvaiın, 1987, 333-400
Er TELLIER], Hiıstoitre des CING Propositions de Jansenius, vol., Liege,1700, 17 3392-3323
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. B7€  etat present”®.» D  eCce:  dı  S 1694, Antoine Arnauld n’etaıt plus Ja POUT
repliquer Jesuınte, ma1ls Dom eSVTES sS’en est complaısamment
char: Le diıscours du Le Telher l’a absolument pas CONVAaINCU.
Le Jesuıte est aCCUSEe, el NONMN Sans ra1lson, d’avoır rendu molınıstes les
thomistes??. Dom eSVres est manıfestement exaspere par l’attıtude
des Jesuntes, quı reprochent AaUX dıiscıples de saınt Ihomas tan: de
VeTSCI ans le PUT calvınısme, alnsı qUue le Hernando de La Bastıda
avaılt le soutenIır contre Tomaäas de Lemos eit 1e 20 Ä1V31'CZ m
des Congregations de auxXiliLs, tantot de rejoındre le Camp du mol1-
nisme1%. uan effet, rappelle Dom Gesvres, les Jesultes combat-
tent le thomısme., iıls l’accusent de rapprocher du calvyınısme annı-
1lan la lıberte de l’arbitre!9!; quand contraıre, I’iınstar du Le
Telhıer, iıls cherchent <’alhıer A4aUX dominıicaımıns POUT une

COMMMUNC contre les Jansenistes, ils font semblant de confondre la doc-
trıne homıiıste AVCC les theses mıt1gees, maI1ls d’inspiration claırement
molinıste, du docteur phonse Le oyne (1590-1659), quı avaıt faıt
les frals de la vindıcte de Pascal eft d’Arnauld emp de la ‚Pa-
NC des Provinciales*  02  8 Dom eSVTITES s’indıgnaıt de VOIT qUC l’on
Jouaıt SaJns la mo1lndre des thomiıstes les faısant passcCI S1
facılement d’un extreme ]’autre qu  ıls finiıssalent par deveniır des
marıonnettes aSSEerVIES au  > desirs des jesuites!®. n etaıt pas TAal-
semblable qUC les domiıinıcaıns soutinssent des theses auUss1ı uchiies

LE LIER ], Hıstorvre des CING Propositions..., I’ 333
|Fr. GESVRES|],;, Defenstio Arnaldina..., H7 partie, H7 497 «Anonymus

et recens historue Janseniane SCriptor, ul Imperi1tis persuadeat Arnaldum abhıiecta
nudum el UHACUUM gratiee sufficientis admısısse O:  FL, notionem sufficientis auxılıl
T’homuistis attrıbuit plane Molinisticam.>»

(Fr. GESVRES],; Defensio Arnaldıina. H’ 11'C partle, H’ 49 7 «Fa est ntL-
Jansenianorum plerorumque ratio el UNere ( rCcea ULS ul euentus humanos OPINLO-
NESGQUE homiınum possint disponere DFO arbıtrıo el Conuertere CUM ubet.»

101 |Fr. ESVRES|], Defensio Arnaldına. > _- I, partıe, IL, 497-498 «Cum
nım aduersus T homuıstas disputant [Jesuitee], gratia sufficiens T’homuistica manifestam
antılog1am includit, olo nomıiıne sufficıt, LDSa NO  \ sufficıt, ( UM nNemOo hene Ula-
fur ALSL decretum absolutum el predeterminans antecessit accedatque physica QUÜE -
dam motio. QOuam opiniıonem plurimt, CUM nıhil humanıcde libertati relinquere, tum Der-
a  U: differre Caluiniana definiunt.»

102 |Fr. ESVRES|], Defensio Arnaldina..., II’ 1re partıe, I, 498 «Jam erı

Antijansenianus T homıiıstas Caluiniants subhıto et Inusiıtato miraculo olinıa-
nos facit, opiniıonem (UM Moynıa onfundıt SIuUEe, quod idem ferme A CUM

Molinistica. >>
103 [Fr. ESVRES], Defensio Arnaldina..., II, partıe, I, 498 «SIC Tho-

MILStAS facılıitate incredibili uMertunt In Contrarıas specles, COSGQUE modo In theatra
Caluiniana deportant, modo reuehunt In Molinistica, CUM id exigit ratio el fem.-

DOrIS, Ul Thomistas NO  > ob aliıud GQUAM ul Molinistarum nutul el arbıtrıo serulant fac-
OS A SE diceres.»
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Soucleux de PTOUVET qUC les thomistes etalent 1en plus prochesdes Jansenistes qUC des molınıstes, le benedicetin appelaıt temo1-
d’Antoine Arnauld ul-meme. Dans Dissertatio theologicade 1656, l’ıntransigeant docteur avaıt rappele qu’1 revoquaıt pasdoute Ll’existence une gräce sulfısante; il demandaıiıt seulement au  ><

dominicaıins de prec1ser, chaque fo1s qu  ıls recouralent Concept de
gratia sufficiens, qu  ıls l’entendaient In thomistico, eft NOn MOFre
molinistarum '© Dans Defensio Arnaldina, Dom eSVTITES
qUe le vocable de gräce suffisante est Arnauld ef aUX tho-
mıistes. reste toutefo1s examıner la question de SaVOoIr S1 LI’homme

quı ete confere L’adiutorium sufficiens peut ser convenablement
Sans qu’'1 aılt de decret absolu eft antecedent, nı de motion physıquede Dieu!®>. Dans l’affirmative, les dominicains devenalent log1ique-
ment molınistes, el lL’on comprenaıt mal POUFrquol ils avalent tant
debattu AaVEC les Jesultes lors des Congregations de auXiliLs; ans la
negatıve, contraire, ils Ss’accordaljent pleinement AVECC Arnauld, et les
molınıstes devalent vouloır S’en faıre des appuis %, Dom
eSVrITES renvoyaıt SCS lecteurs aU X textes d’Alvare7z eft de Lemos:
les parcourir, pouvaıt douter JUC les dominicains convınssent
pleinement AVCC Antoine Arnauld le pomt de la grace suffisante19”
Davantage, les omistes pouvaıent efr. desaccord AVCC au
San abandonner les princıpes memes qUOI reposaıt leur systeme CO-

RNAULD, Dissertatio theologica In GUd Augustiniana propositio DefuitPetro gratia sıne qua nıhıl tot1us Tradıitionis auctorıitate confirmatur,Schole Contentionibus seiungitur, CUM UAFLLS T homistice Schola sententiLsS Concilia-
[Ur, el peruulgata de T  um ımpossibilitate calumnıa rg2alur, l7 1656,3e partıe, A, «Ergo C Ü: T homüistis HUMgUAM de Ila OCe Iitigabimus; FORd-himus lLantum, dum apud Imperitos uerba facient, Ul uel ab Ila UOCe abstineant, uelsaltem admoneant ıllam uSsurparı INn sienificatu qul Moliniano longe dis-
LUNCIUS Sıt. Ita nullum mihrL CUM LDSLS TYTiamen esl, necC de nomine, qula NO  - FeLLCLO,
nNecCi de ASU, qula SECEHNSUM Ullius HOCLS T’homisticum admuıtto.»

105 Fr GESVRES], Defensio Arnaldıina. H, partıe, €} IL, 505 «C um locu-
t10 COMMUNLS Arnaldo Sıt CUM I homistis, hoc UNUM examınandum est qul Ita
loqguuntur hominem auxtıliis sufficientibus Instructum UiLsdem hbene aliquando uftl Sen-
tiıant Ine decreto Dei antecedente el absoluto uel motione physica.»106 |Fr. ESVRES];, Defensio Arnaldina..., IL, partıe, 1, 505 «Quod 1affirmant, T homistas ad Casitra Moliniana fransısse confitebimur, COSGUE gratiam DF(-determinantem 'ULS hostibus prodidisse. Sın 1ıd negant apertissıme, uel $
PFINCIDLLS CONSEQqQUENS est Ul negauerint, Schola Thomistica LOla dissentit Moli-
ALaAaNa el CÜi Arnaldo penitus Consentit.»

107 [Fr ESVRES], Defensio Arnaldina..., M, partıe, I 529-530 «De
Aluaresii el eEMOSUL sententia paulo latıus disserul, quod utriusque auctoritas MAXIML
SIf apud Thomistas ponderis. Ouantum UMero Aluares ab Anonymıdissentiat, qUuam IN omniıbus Conuenlat CUM Arnaldo de notione sufficientis auxılırI’homistica, nıhıil neCesse est pluribus ostendere. Res Der seilpsam 1LAaAmMm patel.>»
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logique!°%, CINg decenniıies de proclamatıons philothomistes, les

jansenistes avalent reussı convaıncre mo1l1ns benedictin
OUr conforter demonstratıon, le maurıste venaıt enu-

merer les quatre fondements doctrinauxX du thomısme. Les discıples
de 1’Ecole de saınt Thomas 1ennent d’abord unanımement qUC la
sc1ence dıvıne des choses futures est infaıllıblemen certaıne

qu’elle fonde SUT decret 1vın antecedent el absolu  109 elle eve-
alt inevıtablement incertaıne S1 l’on supprimaıt 1’inamissıble hypo-
he d’un decretum Del absolutum  110  { OL, S1 lL’on sulvaıt la caracter1-
satıon qUC le Le Telher proposaıt de la grace suffisante, force etaıt
de conclure qUC la scientia Del n’etaıt plus assuree une infaıillıble
cognitio urarum, puisqu’’ıl dependaıt du hıbre arbıtre, eft nonNn

plus du decret absolu de Dıeu, que telle chose advint!!!:; le
deforme la PUTC doctrine thomıiste dansJesuılte avaıt OnNnC sc1emment

le but malhonnete de PrOUVCTI, contre L’evıdence. qu’Arnauld <’etalt
ecarte du thomısme SUT la question de la gräce suffisante. Les Om1-
nicalns unanımes affırment ensulte deuxıeme princıpe qUC Dieu est

premiere, prıma, prımum liıberum, prımum MOUECNS ei Dr1-
MU. determinans. De quo1 iıls tiırent la conclusıon qu’’ıl peut arrı-
VeT qu une volonte Sans qu’elle aıt ete auparavant premue
de Dıeu, qu/’’ıl peut arrıver qu’elle determıne Sans qu’elle aıt ete

108 IFr ESVRES|], Defensto Arnaldına. II’ 1rc partıe, I, 539-540 «Addo
Thomıiuıstam de sufficientis auxılıl notione Arnaldo dissentire NO  P Ö, NLSL CertLis-
SIMa el constantiıssıma Schole Thomisticee prtnCIDLA penlttus abıcıat. Hoc esl, qul STU-
tiıam sufficıentem talem ANAY SS aıt ul Ine ullo decreto absoluto el premotione physıca,

UQ el ssentiendo gratiam per efftuoluntas el aliquando assentiat, aliquando reD
sSemper obtineat, LS homıstarum SC funditus euertit neC Thomuista SC

potest. >>

IFr ESVRES|], Defensio Arnaldına.. HL, partıe, IL, 540 «Prımum
ndıicaulit el asserult, ıllud est, Ldemqueprincıpium, quod Schola Thomustica semper Ul

ul actıonum lıbe-cCertissımum apud Thomustas dıiıuLnam rel CULUSGQUE Juture,
'aAru: omnlum, scientiam In decretis antecedentibus et absolutis 1INO nıtl, el iıdeo
Certlam ESISE, quia singulas ab (PliernO definiutt [Deus| singula QUOQUE peccala per-
muittere constitult, el gratiam nNESUATE ıne nO.  > ultantur.>»

H7 partıe, I, 540-541 «Cum110 |Fr. ESVRES|], Defensio Arnaldina..
nım uoluntas Del sıt DEr CC efficaxX, ers° futurum est quicquid facere uel permit-
fere decreult; el modo futurum est qUO facere uel permittere constiıtult. Erg2o

Iurarum cCognitio:Certissıma QUOGUE est UE folda hıLs decretis pendet 0
incerta CONIra el errorlı obnox14, SL decreta absoluta remoueantur. Hc cConstant apud
Thomuistas OMNENS . »

111 [Fr GESVRES];, Defensio Arnaldın IL, partıe, II7 541 «Jam HD

Thomuistis attribuit, hoc est S1 DFO ‚olo arbı-s1 gratia sufficiens est qU aM Anonymus
frıl nNUlU, ıne ullo antecedente Del decreto t motione physica, sterilıs modo eSt. modo

lanıus dicam, $1 gratiam DEr efficacem modo obtinet, do nonefficax, SIUE, Ul
obtinet, principiu Thomisticum funditus rult, nec Deus Vvres fortulto uel liıbere futu
ra Certo uldet.
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auparavant predeterminee de Dieu, qu 1 peut arrıver qu/elle veuiılle
Sarl que Dieu aılt auparavant decıde qu’elle voulüt!!2 Doctrine atu-
rellement incompatıble AVEC le systeme qUeE le Le Telher attrıbuaılt
faussement AaUX thomıistes, pu1squ/ıl comprenaıt pas L’intervention
d’un decret dıvın absolu el predeterminant.

La question de la predestination gratulte la glo1re, egalement
epineuse, devaıt permettre de definır le tro1sıeme princıpe fondateur du
thomısme. Les domınıcaıns pretendent L’unanımıite UJUC parvıen-
ent ad gloriam JUC les seuls Justes dont Dıieu, pPar decret gratult
de volonte rendu ONC Nie DFulSa merıta pose L’&lection!».
ese qUC l’on mettaıt forcement Ss1 l’on redulsaıt le thomısme

la presentatiıon qu’en avaıt faıte le Le Tellier!+ OUr preserver
“infaillibilite du decretum Del, il allaıt ensulte recourIır la theorıe
molıniste de la sclence INOYCNNC, quUo1 Dieu avaıt connalssance des
futurs contingents, ma1ls pouvaıt plus parler de predestination
gratulta, pu1sque l’on etaıt  e alors predestine DOost merıta DFeulSdG, so1lıt
apres la dıvine DF@SeNSLO du consentement de la volonte la gräce
suffisante  115_ Enfin, quatrıeme el dernıier fondement doctrinal du tho-
m1sme., les dominicaıns maımintiennent qu’’ıl peut faıre qUC de euxX
PETSONNECS SCCOUTUCS de gräces egales, l’une ente el l’autre
re&siste116. Or le systeme de par le Le Telher laıssaıt place une

possı1ıbilıte JUC les thomistes rejetalent unanımement. Dom eSVrES

1 IFr ESVRES|], Defensio Arnaldina..., II, partıe, IL, «Fx QUO
concludunt [Thomiste) fieri HO:  - ul uoluntas Creala DFLUS SEIDSA MOUUEAL qQUUAM

Deo PFYremoOoueatur, DF1US determinet qQUAM Deo determinetur, DF1US denique
uelıt alıquid QUAM Deus Ld AJ uelle Constituer1it.»

113 IFr ESVRES];, Defensio Arnaldina..., H’ partıe, II’ 545 «Qulid fie
de predestinatione gratulta? T homiste eCOS el solos ad gloriam peruenitre
uolunt qUOS Deus, sınguları beneficlo, nulla habita ratiıone meritorum, designauit el
quibus Ternam beatitudinem, mer1ıta QUOQUE futura, gratis preparault.»114 IFr ESVRES|], Defensio Arnaldına. H; partıe, Ca HL, 545 «Princıpium
hoc penttus abıiciant neCesse est SZ gratia sufficiens, GUNE pluribus reprobis datur,
talıs Sıt ul el alıquando Ine ulla predeterminatione physica uoluntas assentliatur,
assentientemque lege sSequatur gratia per efficax.»115 (Fr ESVRES], Defensio Arnaldina..., II’ partıe, 1L, 546 «Nulla ryıl
EFrSO qualts ab eisdem admauttitur predestinatio gratulta. Moliniste quidem, gratiam
DFO ltempore el I0C0O Congruentem Solıs electis darı concedentes, negant quidquam
gratultee predestinationi detrahere. At effugium hoc T homuistis mınıme paltel, qul el
PFinCLIpLUM, hoc est gratiam am , reiucLunt e2. PDPFINCIDLO dato, neganlt predesti-
natiıonem gratultam AAY SS quod In gratia Congruente Molintiana CONSECHNSMUS futuri DF
SENSLO contineatur. >>

116 |(Fr. ESVRES], Defensio Arnaldina. 1L, partıe, II’ 546-547 «Prıin-
CIpLUmM JQUOGQUE est Thomistarum ulndıcatum In Congregationibus de Auxiliüs, er-
rımeque el Aantea el deinceps defensum ab Oomnıbus: fieri NO  > (} ul duobus qul
equaliter UWOCAUANTIUF, alter cConsentiat, alter dıssentiat.>»
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avaıt finalement prouve que la versıon qUue le Jesunte donnaıt du tho-
m1ısme etaıt  i partiıculıerement nfıdele

Le benedietin mettaıt garde contre les confusıons de
de quo1 les molınıstes Jouaıent POUTF abuser les theologıens Incompe-

Dom eSVrITES ote qUC de meme qUC le mot sufficiens euxX
s1ıgnıfıcatıons dıfferentes selon qu’’ıl est utilıse Jesunte
domiınıcaımn, de meme Vastaı] du vocable POUT les thomıistes,
11l designe UuUnNcC nue-pu1lssance d’actıon quı est ENCOTC prıvee d’actualı-
satıon, PU1SqUEe, POUT passcI JHaecte, 11l faut Outfre qu’ıntervienne
uncec premotion physique; POUTF les molinıstes, contraıre, 1l sıgnıfıe

pleın DOUVOIrF agır auquel 1} rıen POUT produıre unc

action 117 Revenant SUT la celebre dıstinction faıte saınt Augustin,
ans s{e)  — De correptione el gratia, en L’ auxılıum QUO eft ’ auxılıum
sıne qQUO HOT, Dom eSVTES demande S1 le second do1t etre COMPTIS

uUunc gräce suffısante In thomiıstico MOYE molinıista-
FÜ autrement dıt S1  1 comprend Omn1a ad agendum neCessarıla.

releve QUC, dans >  etat de nature innocente, dam eft les ont
effectiıvement beneficıe, d’apres l’eveque ’Hıppone, d’un adıutorıum
sıne GU O NO  \ dont l’effet etaıt celuı de la gräce suffıisante qUC la
Conco1lvent les molinistes1!®. Les Jesultes pouvalent prevaloır de
l’approbation de saınt Augustıin POUT Justifier unc partıe de leur S YyS-
teme: In NALUF lapse, Il allaıt 1en SUr autrement, et les mol1-
nıstes n’etajent fondes Invoquer patronage augustinien.

fın de faıre Justice des aCccusatı]ıons quı avalent ete emiıises
l’encontre du travaıl editorial des maurıstes, l etaıt  A ENCOTC necessalmre
D  Jucıder la gravıte doctrinale de l’ımprudente insertion de L’Analy-
f1Ca SYNODSLS u’Antoine Arnauld avaıt faıte du De correptione el STd-
f1a Dans Lettre de l’abbe D*+*%* le Langloı1s avalt partiıculıere-
ment denonce sept proposıtions CONnNtenue€es ans le lıtıg1eux opuscule.
Sur la premi6re, selon qUOI la gräce est pas autre chose que l’inspi-
ratiıon de |’amour de Dieu NO laquelle les hommes accomplıssent les

117 (Fr ESVRES|], Defensto Arnaldına. 1L, 11'€ partıe, L De notione gratiee
sufficıentis Molintiana, 572 «Nam Ö: Thomıisticum est nuda rel agendee EeS-
[AS, GQUE Omnı actıiıone Carel, dum ACCesserıt alıud ad actıonem plane necCessarıum.
Posse Lessianum 1ue Molinisticum, Ul uuL2O nominatur, est plenissıma rel agende

CUL nıhıl OMNINO desıt QUQUEC, CeterLs OomnıDus sublatıs, el eadem N  N  4
aliquando agal, aliquando O:  - agal, DFO olo uoluntatis NULMU. »

118 [Fr ESVRES|], Defensio Arnaldına..., H‚ partıe, I De gratia homıinLs
InNNOCENETLS el Angelorum 1UuxXta Augustinum, 591-592 «Auxılıum sSıne qUO Augus-
finıanum plenissımam potestatem contulıit homuinı integro el Angelıis, NO  > Thomuisttı-
Cam Nam auxılıum sıne qUO perseuerandı potestatem contulıt homuinı Innocent. QUUF
minıme triıbueret 1Lam eiıdem lapso.>»
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preceptes dıvıns Par la charıte!!?, Dom eSVTES n ’ avaıt riıen dıre,
CHeGUITe qu’1 comprit pas qUEC le Jesulte Iu trouvaıt de reprehen-S1 Sur la seconde, revanche, quı affırmaıt JUC «Dieu, pPar la
gräce, OUS faıt voulo1ır el OUS faıt agır, d’ou ] S’ensult qUe celuı quı

eut pas el quı n agı pomt na pas ICCU la gräce» *70 ] avalıt AaSSsu-
rement matıere commentatıre. Le Langlo1s insıstaıit SUuT le faıt qUCles maurıstes avalent redige leurs margınales CONstam-
ment L’esprit la phrase d’Antoine au «51 OUS CS
proposıtion, INes Peres, OUS AVC7Z dü faıre VOS notes telles qu’ellessont!21 » OUr le Jesuılte, Arnauld recusaıt franchement le bıen-fonde
theologique de la notion de gräce suffisante. ÖOr, maımntıent Dom (jes-
VICS, la deux1ıeme proposıtion denoncee est parfaıtement conforme auX
ense1gnements de 1l’Ecole de saınt Ihomas de la proscrıire revenaıt

le thomısme de gratia sufficiente‘??- len plus, le Langloı1scontrevenaıt aussı aUX PTODPTCS theses de saınt Augustin**. n en fal-
laıt Sans doute pas davantage POUT dısqualifier auteur molıiniste
d’aussı mauvalse fo1

Paradoxalement, aurıste mettaıt defendre L’orthodoxe
augustinısme d’un eXie Communement tenu POUT Janseniste, eft 11 le faı-
saıt TreCcCourant massıvement des Justifiıcations thomistes. uanla tro1sıeme proposıtıion denoncee, pPar laquelle Arnauld affırmaıt queS1 saınt Augustin avaıt admıs ceite gräce suffisante JUC quelques NOU-

theologıiens pretendent etre donnee Sans exXxemption {OuUus CCUX
quı ombent ans le peche, ıl eut qu ’un mot dıre POUT resoudre
la dıffıculte, maıls ı] pren une oute contraıre»1 le Langloı1s

119 RNAULD, Analytica SYNODSLS doctrine lihbri Augustinl De correptione ef
gratlia, dans ID, (Euvres, cıtee, A, 650 «OQOuod gratia LsSta nihıl SIt aliud GUAMInspiratio dilectionis DEr GQUAM homines Del charitate faciant.»120 ARNAULD, Analytica SYNODSIS. 650 «Quod per gratiam Deus In nobis
elur uelle el operarlı, unde CONSEQUENS est CU.: gratiam NO  _ aCCepLSSe qul nNneC uult,
nNneC operatur. >>

121 1J.-B ‚ANGLOIS], Lettre de l’abbhe DE -1272 (Fr. GESVRES]; Defensio Arnaldıina. I, partıe, 644-645 «Sed
GUAM infelix Sıt homintis iIndocti ConlecCtura, Jacıllimum est ostendere. Nam Ul In rig1douerborum NSUÜU inheremus, propositionem (97 integra saluaque T homistarum Sen-
fentia damnarı NEQO, qul gratiam proprie sufficientem nullam aA28NnOSCUNt GUE rel
agende uoluntatem saltem imperfectam NO  \ Inspiret neC largiatur. Ita apud P OS quı
NeCC uult, Hc Operaltur, LS nullam OMNINO gratiam, 1ue sufficientem, GUA bonum uelle
INCIDIMUS, 1uUe efficacem, plene uolumus el aZImus, acceplit. SIC Abhbas pPropost-fione Arnaldı damnata damnat sımul Scholam Thomisticam.»

123 (Fr. ESVRES];, Defensio Arnaldina..., I, partıe, V, «T emera-
F1a el pPrecıpiti CENSUFA, NO  \ modo Scholam T’homisticam, Abbas, etiam AUuUgQuSs-tinum 1DSUM, confixit.»

124 RNAULD, Analytica SYNODSIS. 651 «1 Sanctus Augustinus sufficien-
fem ıllam gratiam agnoscerelt GUAPM omnibus OMNMNLINO lapsis hominibus darı Contendunt
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retorquait qU«C l’eveque d’Hıppone avaıt AaVanllce COoupe COUTT aUX

objections ecrıvant de 1L’homme, ans SO  —; De correptione el gratia,
qu’’ıl pouvait perseverer S’1  ] le voulait!2>. De qUoOI1 Dom eSVTES refuse
de l’en cCrolre, la gratia sufficiens cr1tiquee par Arnauld n e-  AA
taıt quftre qUue celle des molmnistes. SI de la recuser suffisaıt POUI reprou-
VCI le janseniste, ı]l allaıt condamner VCC lu1 L’ensemble des thomı1s-
tes eft la majJeure des theologıens catholiques!“®, La grace suffisante
entendue MOYTEe molinıstarum n ’avaıt, selon saınt Augustıin luı-meme,
ete concedee qu au premiler dam eit aUX 9 In STALU InnoCentLe,
eft S1 de lL’exclure de r W S  etat de nature dechue devaıt etre PICUVC de Jan-
senısme avere, alors le glorıeux eveque d’Hıppone avalıt ete Janse-
nıste avant la ettre, ei AVOCC Iu les thomistes!?/. Du reste, precıse Dom
Gesvres, dans SO  — Apologie DOUF les Saıincts Peres (1651) Arnauld
avalt claırement marque JUC le sentiment des discıples de saınt UuguS-
tın SUT la matıere des gräces suffisante el efficace tres proche de
celu1ı de 1’Ecole de saınt Thomas!2®. Du DEFrSEUCFTAFES $Z uelles de saınt
ugustın, le Langloı1s estimaıt qu 1 prouvaılt que le Docteur de la

theologı quidam recentiores, MI  x uerbulo hoc [Aqueo expediret, concedendo SCI-
lıcet propositionem el assumptionem negando, quod nullus sıt qul necCessarıam ad
faciendum receptum gratiam NO  > acceperiIt, el qul proinde Luste NO  - corriplatur S1
NON fecerit. Sed Contrarlıa DFOFSUS ULQ progreditur Augustinus.>»

125 AUGUSTIN, De cCorreptione el gratia, V!  9 S11 «Perseuerares 7 uelles.»
126 (Fr GESVRES|], Defensio Arnaldıina. » H7 1re partle, IX7 651 «Verba GUE

confixit Ahbhas NO  P aliud gratiee sufficientisNdesignant GQUUHN Lessianum el Moaolt-
nisticum, 1uU€e id quod Ita sufficit ul Oomnl1a DFOFSUS QUE ad agendum neCessarlıla unl

complectatur. SIn hoOoc reilcere cerımen est, Crımen Arnaldo CUM Thomuistis omniıbus
plerisque Ecclesicg Catholice theologis COMMUNeE A NO  _ ignorat Abbas.»

127 [Fr GESVRES|], Defensio Arnaldına. H, 1\'6 partıe, 652 «51 gratiam
sufficientem Lessianam, qualis In Adamo el In Angelis Jfult, nOSILIro penitus
excludere Janseniıanum esl, eft Augustinus Jansenlanus fuertt, el 1am Thomiste
Jansenlilanı sint, qul AJ non modo nOSLro DVFOFSUS excludunt, etiam

priml homints el Angelorum, el Janseniana denique sıt theologorum Dars MALOF. >>

1285 AÄRNAULD, Apologie DOUF les Saıiıncts Peres de l’Eglise, defenseurs de Ia
gräce de Jesus-Christ, CONntre les erreurs qul leur 'ont IMpPOSEES dans la traduction
du Iralcte de la vocatıon des Gentils attriıbue saınt Prosper el dans les reflexions
du traducteur, dans le Iıvre de Morel, docteur de Sorbonne, intitule Les verıtables
sentimens de saınt Augustin ei de l’Eglise, el dans les esCrLLES de Le Moine, doc-
feur de Sorbonne el professeur theologıe, dictez 1647 el 1650, Parıs, 10654: 4°
eft Se poıints, B 8473 «Le sentiment des dıscıples de saılnt Augustin, tel qu’’ıl
ste explıque les doctes et admıiırables de Louvaın el de Doüay, n est
pomint 13191> opInıon, mal: la PUTC doectrine des saınts Peres, el n est auss1ı dıfferent de
celle des dıscıples de saılnt Ihomas qu1ı regarde la gräce de Jesus-Chriıst qu en

que s’attachant davantage Jangage de CCes saınts docteurs, ils reconnolssent
pomint AUCUNC gräce POUT suffisante qUuU«eC celle quı l’est verıtablement el quı peut VOIT
SO!]  —; eiffect s A1l: le SECOUTS d’aucune autre gräace, telle qu’est maımintenant la seule gräce
efficace du SaUveur.>»
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Gräce avaıt admıs l’existence une gratia sufficiens, ma1ls Dom Ges-
ICS n etaıt, lu1, pas certaın qu 1 fi  uüt agl de la gräce suffi-
sante CONCUC NOTre molinistarum: contraire, L’oeuvre entilere de saınt
Augustin refusaıt de faıre de la gräce dıvıne le Jouet d’un Tre arbıtre
quı füt lıbre de Iu1 donner, NON, SO  —; consentement!?? OUr le eNe-
dıctin, 11 n etaıt pas perm1s d’en douter le fameux pPaSSagc du De COr-
reptione et gratia posaıt Cas L’existence de la gratia ple-
NLSSIME sufficiens typıque du molinisme  130’ ei meme, qu 1 ce
de la gräce suffisante des thomıistes allaıt vraıment pas de so1!1
n etaıt ONC pas poss1ıble de revoquer Ooute la Jeg1ıtimıte doectrinale
de la tro1sıeme proposıtion denoncee pPar le Langloı1s, el SUrtouft pasd’allleurs arguant d’un du respect des ense1gnements uS-Inlens.

S ag1ssalt definıtive de s’abrıter derriere L’orthodoxie tho-
mıste POUI preserver l’entreprise edıtorıiale des maurıstes des
de la Compagnıe de Jesus Sur la quatrıeme proposıtion rnauld
denoncee pPar le Langloı1s, selon aquelle «Saımnt Augustin ASSUTEe
qu on reprend AVCC Justice GGuUux*x quı perseverent pas, PAICC quUe cC’est

de leur mauvalse volonte qu  ıls perseverent pas, eit S  ıls
recoıvent pas de Dieu la perseverance, cela vient de JUEC le don de
la gräce divıne les pas separes de Cce de perdıtion dont
dam est l’auteur»*  32  E he qul, d’apres le Jesulte, contenaıt le SCIMCnocıf du Jansenisme el avalıt ServVI de fondement nombre d’annota-
t1ons des benedictins, Dom eSVTES A4ssurTe qu 1 est impossi1ible d’ın-
diguer SO  —_ suJe desaccord entre Arnauld eft les adeptes de
1’Ecole de saınt Thomas!>> De la CINqul1eme proposıtıon incrimınee

129 (Fr. ESVRES],;, Defensio Arnaldina..., I, 11'B partle, , @ 659 «Molinita-
/Ld: CO concludiO, NeESDZO Neque nım gratia sufficiens ad perseuerandum Molıi-
nNLIaNnNa I0CO obiecto concludı potest qQUAM Augustinus In eodem lıhro palam el apertereliecıit. >>

130 |Fr ESVRES],;, Defensio Arnaldina..., 1, partıe, L 665 «Gratiam
plenissime sufficientem Augustini sententia concludi NO  - 1LAam probaul, ANLSL
Augustinus In eodem libro IDSe DUSNAFE dicatur.»

131 IFr ESVRES];, Defensio Arnaldina. .. I, 1re partıe, IX, 666 «x AUug2us-finı sententia, PCISCUCTATECS S1 uelles, gratiam sufficientem qualem paulo anlte explicul,hoc est I homisticam, concludı NeCEesSSAarL0 NO  > Ö,facile conficio.>»132 RNAULD, Analytica SYRODSEE, 652 «Juste amen Corrıpl Contendit
Sanctus Augustinus qul NO  _ perseueranlt, quia mala AW/Z/  S uoluntate NO  x perseueranl.OQuod ulem perseuerantiıam Deo NO  \ accCıplant, inde prouenitre Qula NO  > 'uUunt ab
Ila perditionis NASSa GUAE facta est Der dam diuine gratiee largitate discreti.>»

1353 |Fr. ESVRES];, Defensio Arnaldina..., I1, 1re partıe, X7 7U «Venlo 1Lam
ad T’homistas, qul nihıl INn ab Arnaldo dissentiunt, aul Z quid dissentiunt, LOla
In uerbis, NO  - In est dissensio.»
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par Jean-Baptiste Langlo1s ef quı affırmaıt qUC «Jles saınts present
z  ont pas, COTNMNC L’avaıt Adam, unece gräce quı depende de leur hlıbre
1  L mals uUunec gräce quı soumet leur re arbitre» !°*, PrOPOS de

quo1 le Jesuılte s’emportailt contre les mauristes!>>, Dom eSVTES n’h!  e_
sıte pas ON plus souteniır qu’Arnauld SV conforme PUr homısme
de le impliquaıt derechef qucC l’on condamnaäat AVECC Iu1 les dıs-
cıples de saınt Thomas!>. D’apres le maurıste, les thomistes ensel1-
gnalent unanımement qUC la graäce de perseverance octroyee au  S elus
etfalı efficace par elle-meme et ag1ssaıt souveraınement SUT l’arbıitre
humain!*  D de SUurcroilt, 11 etaıt impossı1ıble de TOUVeET che7z les adeptes

138de 1’Aquinate la notion une graäce quı füt soum1se j Kor arbıtre
Touchant la S1X1eme proposıtion condamnee Par le Langloıs el quı
portaıt qUC la graäce divine mouvaıt la volonte indeclinabiliter ef INSU-
perabiliter‘”?, Dom esvres bornaıt repeter qUC les thomıistes una-

nımes cessalent de rappeler les euX adverbes, caracteristiques de
la pensee augustinıenne, POUT conforter leur doctrine de la graäce effi-
CaCe elle-meme *. Quant la septieme el dernıere proposıition PTO-

ARNAULD, Analytıca SYNOPSILS. 656 «Sanctıs talem gratiam darı NO  > GQUE
'OY’Ui libero dependeat arbitrio, sed ıllorum iberum ıbı subucıiat arbıitrium.>»

135 1J.-B ‚ANGLOIS], Lettre de l’abbe D** 69 «Pu1sque VOUS faıtes tant
d’estime du hıvre quı contient proposıtion, do1nt plus etre SUTPTI1S qUC VOUS

AyCZ pr1s tant de ESUTCS POUT cacher la gräce suffisante quUC saınt Augustin iTOUve
dans noötre etat.»

136 [Fr ESVRES|];, Defensio Arnaldına. .< I, partıe, Al, 736-737 «Cum
Arnaldus gratiam Sanctıs perseuerantibus Seul predestinatis ad perseuerandum
CONCeESSaAM DEr efficacem E docet, nihil reuerdqd statult aliud GQUAM quod el Tho-
MLSELS el ab ıllustrioribus theologis statultur, hoc est ab ILS omnıbus qul gratiam DEr

efficacem ad perseuerandum neCessarıam ANAYS sentiunt: quUu nım alıam Lst1 DY@-
destinatis SECU perseuerantibus darı ad perseuerandum arbıitrantur. Rei erso° unl

Arnaldini sceleris.»
137 (Fr GESVRES|]);, Defensio Arnaldına. II‘ partıe, X1, 1737 «Cum rnal-

dus gratiam predestinatis datam ad perseuerandum talem EW aıt ul ıbı subicıat
1Ihberum arbıtrıum, NO  - libero arbıtrıo subiicıatur, nıhıil QUOQGUE Thomuistis dissentit,
qul gratiam perseuerantıee, Ul DEr efficacem libero arbitrio plene dominarı
confitentur, subicı neganl.»

138 |Fr. GESVRES],;, Defensio Arnaldina..., I, partıe, m? 738 «Confiten-
dum est gratiam apud Thomistas nullam exıistere QUE liıhero arbıtrıo subiecta dıcı
proprie pOosSsSıt.»

139 Analytica SYNODSIS. . ., 656 «Qul1a nım priımı homints uolun-
[AS Sa[and eral, perseuerandı COMMLSSUM est arbıtrıum. Nunc eTrO0 pDpOoSstquam sub domt-
nantıs Concupiscentiee 1UQ20 cCaptıua uoluntas Lacet, subuentum est ıllıus infirmitatiı ul

diuina gratia indeclinabiliter eft insuperabiliter ageretur.>»
(FT, ESVRES], Defensio Arnaldina. H, partıe, . A, «Addo

Thomuistas qul Augustini insuperabiliter, indeclhinabiılıter, inuictissıme, ab
Abbhate Germanıco confixas crebro Commemorant ad constituendam gratiee Der
efficCaCcLis UuLmM potentiam.>»



L’ORTHODOXIFE IHOMISTE SECOURS L7  UGUSTINISME 35 /

serıte le sourcılleux Jesulte eft d’apres laquelle les merıtes des saınts
n’etalent, In Aalu NaALlura IApDsSC, qUe les PTODICS merıtes de la gräce !+
le benedicetin reıterait demonstration: les Jansenistes soutenalent
pas autre chose que la plus authentique doectrine thomiste.

plus d’un s1ecle de perıpeties, la querelle de la gräce
demeuraıt auUssı irresolue catholicıte qu/elle 5 A  etaıt lendemaın de
la conclusion des Congregations de auxıilıis. charnes obteniır la
canonısatıon du molınısme, les Jesultes poursu1valent de leur vindicte
L’ensemble des sens1ıbilites doctrinales quı convenalent pas AVCC
eu  > Acharnement quı les conduıts S en prendre aUX benedictins eit

leur entreprise d  vA  e  dıter les UVTES completes de saınt Augustin. est
Tal qu en incluant dans le 10° volume de L’edition aurıste 1’Analy-
ICa SYNODSLS d’Arnauld, Dom Blampın avaıt Commı1ıs une taCc-
1que lourde de Consequences polem19ques. Une fo1s de plus confir-
maıt le ro  Je essentiel Joue par la reference traıte De correptione el
ratıa SUT quo1 Georges Folhet avaıt naguere attıre L’attention!*2.

Antoine Arnauld, alnsı qUC l’a montre Jean-Robert Armogathe, le
Charles-Joseph de Iroyes avaıt definıtive reproche d’avoır «durcı

ef transforme la doctrine d’Augustin SOUS te d’en donner une
presentatıon resumee et analytıque 143 Dans la deuxieme de SCS Trois
ettres (1685) ”’oratorien Nıcolas Malebranchea 5) renvoyaıt
d’ailleurs SON ecteur a4UX du terrıble capucın, plus 1deles
saınt Augustin qUuUe D  etaıt 1’Analytica SYNODSILS: «Les SaVans COIMN-
mentaıires du Charles-Joseph |de Iroyes] SOoOntTt PCU plus UuS-
inlens UJUC l’analyse que au faıte du lıvre De Ia Correction
el de la gräce‘* » En realıte, l n ’ımportalt plus auUX maurıstes 1700
de SaVvoIr S1 Arnauld avaıt respecte la lettre du De Correptione el STUA-
f1a Composant SO  —; opuscule synthetique; 11 leur suffisaıt de er
qUC l’Analytica SYNODSLS restaıt conforme AUX grands priıncıpes theolo-
g1ques quı composaılent le COTPS de doctrine du thomısme INn mater1a

141 RNAULD, Analytıca SYNODPSILS..., 656-657 «Non quod Sanctı AUNC
merıita NO  _ habeant, sed mer1ıta gratiee, NO  - lıheri arbitrii, Ld est ıUlis DEr gratiam libe-
rum ıbi subicientem arbıtrium collata. At DFIMUS OMO merıta habuisset, SiCut el
habuerunt Angeli sanctı, NOoN peculiariter gratiee sed lıberi arbitril, qula profectalibero arbıtrio gratia quidem adıuto, sed gratia potentiam, NO  - um el uolun-

IDSam triıbuente.»
147 FOLLIET, «Les methodes d’edition 4UX eit s1iecles partır des .dı-

tions SUCCESSIVES du De cCorreptione el gratia>», T roisieme Centenaltre de "edition MU-
riıste de saınt Augustin...,

143 J.- RMOGATHE, «Arnauld traducteur», cıte, 23
MALEBRANCHE, Irois ettres de [’auteur de La recherche de la verıte fOU-

chant Ia Defense de Arnauld contre la Reponse vre des VIayCS eft fausses 1dees,
Rotterdam, 1685, 26 lettre, 192
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gratiee el predestinationts. En quo1l les benedictins reprenalent unec

strategıe longuement eprouvee les jansenistes el particıpalent d’un
mouvement doctrinal qul, seIn du catholıcısme, qu/’’ıl füt NOMN ]Jan-
senısant qu/’’ıl refusät le moliınısme, tendaıt attester l’ortho-
oXe valıdıte des ense1gnements de salnt Augustıin, qUC la proscription
romaıne des CING Proposıtions avaıt parfo1s semble mettr‘ s pPar

TECOUTS systematıque L’autorıte de saınt IThomas d’Aquın eit de SCS

discıples. n ’etaıt pas certaın qUC la tactıque füt de nature dısculper
les maurıstes. En mettant avan unNnc justificatıon thomıiıste de leur
augustin1ısme trop excessıf POUT apaıser les craıntes des molinistes, ıls

faısalent JUC paraitre rapprocher avantage ENCOTEC des Jansenistes.

Sylvıo Hermann RANCESCHI
maitre de conferences la IV®S section de arls



BOOK REVIEW

The Theological Ep1istemology of Augustine’s De
Irinitate. Oxford Theological Monographs, Oxford Universıity
Press 2008 ISBN 978-0-19-955346-4, XV1+330pp, 65,-

Literature and theoretica framework

Augustine’s De Irinitate 1S, a  oUg. ıts Wirkungsgeschichte
m1g suggest otherwise, personal aCCount of hIs theological eXplo-
ratıon the question how INan knows God and how (God makes hım-
self known O ma: Therefore, it 18 V welcome that u1g1 (G101a
provıdes the reader ıth modest and sympathetic descriptive
analysıs thoroughly commıtted accounting for the ole of the trea-
tise, the presupposıtıon of ıts unıty and ıts coherence.’ hıs intro-
duction (G101a explaıns that far from being handbook of systematıc
theology Augustine’s De T rinitate a1ms 18 introduce hIs reader 1n
the practice of knowledge of God.’ (3)

u1g1 (101a8a in thıs monograph studıes De I rinitate ıth the
method of close-readıing. He States that, iın order LO approac thıs
epiıstemological question function of the doctrine of the Irmity,
ıt 1S NECCCSSATY "to explore connectlons between the doctrine of the
rınıty and er theologıical such Chrıstology, soter10logy,
doctrine of the Holy Spırıt, doctrine of revelatıon, and doctrine of the
image of God.’? hıs reveals the wıdeness of the of G1lo1a’s
research-projJect, and also hıs systematıc theologıcal STtance The lat-
ter 15 also reflected In G1lo1la’s departure fIrom ‘hıghly representatıve
20th Century er1ıtics’ Augustinian Irınıtarıan theology of arl
Rahner and arl ar u1g1 Giloa also 1mMs for refutation of
Ohrvier du Roy’’s readıng of De I'rinitate. Du ROYy crıticızes Augus-
tine’s Irmıtarıan theology for ension between ıts anagog1c
Platonic approac of the soul  R  S ascent returnıng the One, and
the development of Augustine’s doctrine creation ın ntı-
Manicheistic context.! Consequentıially, du ROoy’s posıtıon reduces
the role of faıth In Augustine’s discourse LO “authorıtative SPUunNn
owards interlor1ty through moral purıfıcation humilıty, where the
anagogıcal mode takes vVer  7 In h1is discussion Augustine anı:

du ROY, L ’Intelligence de Ia Fol Ia rinıte selon y“g Augustin., Genese de
theologie trinıtalre Jusqu’en 39J] (Parıs,
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modernıty (G101a highlıghts Augustine’s anthropological iu  =] of the-
ology and adopts Rowan Wılliam’’'s M1SS10NAaTY interpretation of De
Trinıtate. The implicatıon of thıs position 1s5 that (HOo1a8 observes the
Augustinıan self dynamıc celf in movement.* The epistemolog-
ical m1ssıon of the mınd 15 therefore to learn to SCC ıt aCcte:
uDON by God (HO01a clarıfıes thıs notion of theologıcal epistemology
in reference LewI1s yres study of exercıtatıon ın incarnatıon.
hıs exerc1ıse satısfies mankınd’s eed "to undergo certaın eXerCL-
ftatıo hıs ea LewI1s yres readıng of 00 4-14
exercitatio mentLis hrough Christology. yres defines exercitatio
ment1is traınıng in modes of thınkıng increasıngly inter10r, and
increasıngly free from images, gradual intellectual movemen from
the mater1al the immaterı1al, fundamentally Neoplatoni1c in char-
acter. ”® Located wıthın the lıfe of the body of hrıst, thıs notion of
exercıitatio mentis ea| Gilo1a the insıght that theological epıste-
mology 1S function of soter1010gy, God Can only be known
through the love of God Consequentially, the startıng poın of
Glola’s investigatiıon of De I rınıtate 15 the CONSCIOUSNESS of the AaCTIU-

alıty of ods salvatıon In the lovıng knowledge of faıth

Outline of discourse

For hıs analysıs of De Trinıitate, Lu1g1 (G101a chooses for
combinatıon of sequentıal aCCOountft of the WaYy the overall argumen
unfolds from ON book the nex(t, together ıth analytıcal aCCOUNL
of each lıne of enquiry. (24) Wıthın thıs analysıs, CG1i01a discerns [WO
levels Ihe first eve CONCETNS Augustine’s exposıtion of the mYSterYy
of the Trimty 'IThe second level involves the 1ssue of owledge of
God Kven though C101a o€es nOot explicıtly recogniıze thıs, the fırst
eve be dominated DYy the of Augustine’s rhetorical
skalls

Ihe fact that thıs monography W as based Lui1g1 Gio1a’s earher dissertation
the SAalilLıc subject, MmMaYy due the exclusıon of Rıchard Sorab]1’s interpretation

of the called cCogıto arg De I rınıtate hıis SLatus quaestionls.
Sorab]yJi observes colncıdences between Avicenna’s Flyıng Man and Augustine’s COIN-

cCept of non-bodıily se and self-knowledge. Sorab]yı points Porphyry possible
SOUTITCE Sorab]yl, Self. Ancıent and Modern Insights about ividualıty, Life and
Death Oxford, &

C5S, “Ihe Christological Context of the De I rınıtate X LLL 1n: Augustinian
Studies 29 (1998),-CSD 114, referring Cavadını, “I’he and Inten-
tion of Augustine’s De Trinitate’ In: Theological Studies (1992),-
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In the analysıs of the fırst half of De Irinitate, (G101a STITESSES the
antı-Arıan character of these [0710) and explaıns how scrıptural CXC-
gESIS 15 concentrated the tradıtional antı-Arıan interpretation of the
Chrıistological hymn from the letter the Phılıppilans. Augustine COMN-
cludes that the tradıtional hermeneutical rule attrıbute actıons In
forma Dei the Father and actıons In forma Sservı the INan Jesus 15
18{011 satısfactory for hıs pPUrpOSCcS. For that 1Cason Augustine starts
reformulate thıs hermeneutical rule What seemed subordinatıiıon NO
indıicates direction: de Deo Deolex Deo hıs enables Augustine

analyse the Old Testament theophanıes and the MLSSLONES in book
and OCCas1ons where God SsCcSs creatiıon fo revelate hıs ll

G1lo01a’s interpretation of book g1ves hım the explaın
hıs principle of the inseparabılity of soter10log2y and revelatıon. Wıth
regard 18 thıs enel, the roles of the Irınıtarıan PCTSONS in CCONOMY
correspond theır ıdentity in the inner Irmiaty.

(o01a reads Augustine’s analysıs of ontologıcal categories in
book w In antı-Arıan context As book K focuses unıty in
the CCONOMY of salvatıon, G101a investigates whether thıs COITC-

sponds ıth Augustine’s CONCETN to deal ıth consubstantialıty in
book AL (HOoAa’s conclusıon 15 that the unfolding of the MYSTeErYy of
the Irmity W as Augustine’s maın pomın As (G101a observes, the
analysıs of Augustine’s discourse In De Irıniıtate 15 complex mat-
ter hıs 1s caused by ıts of dıfferent lınes and layers of argu-
mentatıon and ıts CONCETN LO unfold the Irınıtarıan mYSterYy In WaY
that benefits the reader. Hence, Lu1g1 G1lo1a decıdes CaITL y Out hıs
analysıs in hlerarchical order instead of lınear order. The effect 1s
that the exposıtıon hrıst mediator In book iıllustrates the
epıstemological princıple of identificatiıon of reconcılıatıon and ICV -
elatıon (Chapter Christ, Salvatıon and owledge of God) But
before eing able o evaluate prior1ity and necessı1ity of 15
mediator, C101a explores Augustine’s attıtude phılosophy in chap-
ter Augustine and phılosophers. hıs involves Augustine s OPPO-
sıtıon between SCLeENLtLA and sapıentia, the phılosophical CONcept of
happıness, phılosopher’s claım of the poss1bıilıty gather NOWI-
edge of God wıthout mediator, and outlıne of the evolution of
Augustine’s attıtude towards phılosophy, especılally nNcOo platoniıc
philosophy. Chapter discusses Augustine’s development of doc-
trıne divine actıon In revelatıon: Irımıty and Revelatıon. (G10a
underlines the importance of ınvısıbılıty In. soter10logy and
the indıspensable character ofal in epistemology. TIhe doctrine of
the Holy pırı in ıts function LO enviısage the transıtion Irom 6CCO-
NOomı1c 18 immanent Irmity 1s the subject matter of chapter the
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Holy pırı an the inner ıfe of the Irmıity. u1g1 (G101a scrutin1ızes
Augustine’s doectrine of the Holy Spirıt under the aSpeCISs of hrıs-
tology, unıty and the order of the Irmity. hıs all ead In chapter

tO the examınatıon of Augustine s UsSsScC of ogıcal and ontologıcal
categories In hıs doctrine of Irmıity. (HOoAa concludes that Augustine
reflects the substantıal unıty of the Trmity dynamıc unıty of
love, rather than in metaphysıcal categorIies. Ihe latter do not ave

descriptive explanatory function in ugustine s discourse.
Hence, Luig1 (HOo1a chapter OVe and knowledge of God)

studies the cConversiıon of the owıng subject in ıts ENqUITY to God,
ASs God Can only be known lovıng hım (HO1a elaborates in chapter

Knowledge and ıts paradoxes) the [010) 9-11 of De I rınıtate
knowledge from the SCIISC5S5 and intellectual owledge. (HO18
observes that Augustine s iıllumınatıon eOTrY 1S arge extent

metaphorical. It i1llustrates OUT abılıty eiıne and to Judge that 1C
know irom the SCHNSCS The paradoxes of owledge esCT1DE:!

by (Ho01a refer the paradox of cravıng for knowledge IC PTIC-
knowledge-before-knowledge and, urthermore, to the POS-

sıbıilıty 18 SCC form of 1e Jjustice above OUT selves truth itself. Thıs
15 illustrated ıth the metaphor of illumınatıon.

Before reaching the fınal and maın OpIC of the book the image
of God Lu1g1 G101a recaptures the eme of ugustine’s ea of ph1-
osophy chapter discussıon book and 12-14, the notion
of ‘philosophızıng ıth hrıst hıch restores dilectio and eals prıde
1S elaborated philosophy 1C becomes worshıp in the
acknowledgement of the ‘dependence God al the 1x07011 of the pOSSI-
bılıty of oW1Ing The theme of the image of (God 15 discussed
in chapter 1ıth help of BACHTSCS the historical genes1s of
ugustine s doctrine of creatıon in De div qu S and De Verd relt-
g10Ne. The triad being, lıfe and owledge from De div G 1s OrNg-
inated Marıus Victorinus. thıs closıng chapter u1g21 C101a first
discusses the image-exemplar aspect of Trmıity, hıch the A1lld-

logıcal role of the image. Secondly, he treats the relatıonal dynamısm
of ugustine s concept of IMA20 De1i Thıs hıghlıghts the image’s rela-
tıon of or1g1n and of end Ihe invest1igatıon of the IMAaQ20 Del 15 COIMN-

tinued ıth of the rOOTS of thıs doctrine in hıs doectrine of
creation, ıts dependence Plato’s eOTY of particıpation and ıts kın-
shıp to Plotinus and Marıus Victorinus. G1ilo1a closes thıs chapter ıth

elaboratıon the problem of the postlapsarıan status of the image,
ıts relatiıonshıp the rınıty tself, the dıstinction between created
image and renewed image, and, fınally, the epistemologıcal function
of the IMA 20 Dei
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11 Evaluation and reflec?ion
u1g1 Glo1la’s COUTASC 18 choose the complete De Trinitate In

ıts unıty and coherence the objectum materı1ale of thıs monograph
15 praıseworthy. Hıs research Strategy, close-reading subsequently fOl-
lowed Dy analysıs {[WO dıfferent levels, 1S SOIl TIhe
analysıs CONCETNS the level of the unfoldıng of the mMYSLTerY of the Irın-
Ity and deeper eVe of the epıstemological question knowledge
of God theology. u1g1 G101a’s analysıs 15 often dırected al the doc-
trinal ımplications of Augustine’s discourse in terms of functions in
revelatıon, reconcılıation, etc Thıs makes thıs book attractıve for CON-

temporary systematıc theologıans.
CONSCHUCHNCE of the method of close-readıng 1S the inclusıon

of larger quotatıons of Augustine’s tex(T, translatıon and the atın
texTi footnotes. 0Ug u1g1 Glo1a aVvOl1ds paraphrase lectio
Continua of Augustine’s texft by thematıc and hlıerarchical analysıs of
the exX(ISs, sometimes the analysıs of the sequential argumentatıons aAIc

lengthy and redundant posıtıve sıde-effect of the extensive
and quotatiıon 15 that the reader Can follow the discourse of De Irını-
tate In G1lo1la’s book wıthout text-edıtion Thıs makes hıs monograp:
attractıve for larger scholarly theologıcal publıc.

Another sıde effect of Glola’s style 15 that the inclusiıon of
Augustine’s hıghly complex discourse in the argumentatıon of Glola’s
book makes ıt hard to elaborate sımultaneously [WO dıfferent ana-

lytical levels Although u1g1 (HOo1a8a mentions the eve of the eXpOSI1-
tiıon of the mYSTerYy of the Trmity and ocates it A4S er ayer CSPC-
clally book 13 of De Irinitate, the focus of hıs research remaıns

the inner layer, the theologıcal epıstemology. G101a Ocates the
development of thıs inner layer from book onwards. Glo1la’s analy-
S1S shows that these layers intertwined and not CasS Y 18 separate.

As (G101a has observed hıs chapter Chrıst, Salvatıon and
Knowledge of God, God Captures OUT al in Hım ead In hıs
truth, because He NtEs make Hımself known thıs Samne al
(76) However, hıs reference Lewis yres studies De I rını-
fate and the Incarnatıon ASs exercıtatio ment1S, the question how al

inıtiated Dy God and exercıtatio mentLis relate, remaıns unasked
and untreated.

Glo1la’s analysıs of the impac of phılosophers Augustine COu
ave WOoN cp and Contras ıth extensıive close-readıng of primary

of phılosophical authors Ihıs affects chapter OU! Augustine
and phılosophers where ul1g1 G1io01a discusses Augustine’s dependence

StO1C phılosophy and Platonıism. Close-reading of prımary might
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ave clarıfıed the discussıon of the IMAZO Deo and its complex rela-
tionshıp Marıus Victorinus and Plotinus chapter nr

Luig1 (HNOoa extensively elaborates love and al eolog-
ical concepfts. However, the ethical aspects of 1ving accordıng 18 ese
(theologıcal) virtues remaın relatıvely unexplored in hıs discourse.
Sınce, accordıng Augustine, temporalıa only ave theır PropCI
function when correctly sed ın the lıght of faıth, al vırtue and
gift ıllumınates the CoOrrect UsSsSCcC of temporalıa. For thıs rCcason, the
dynamıcs of theologıical vırtues, such aASs love and faıth reveal sımul-
taneously the inıtlatıve of God in descending movemen and the
ascendıing movemen of the human soul 118 the realm of eternıty in
al hıs dynamıcs of vıirtue Supports the pedagogical notion of
exercıtatio ment1S, 1C alms o relate the temporal dımens1on of hıfe

the realm of eternity.
TOM hat has een observed above, it 1S clear that u1g1 (H01a

has realızed praıseworthy readıng of ugustine s De T rinıtate depart-
ing irom ıts unıty and coherence. hıs all sShow iıtself of interest for

wıde of theologıans. It also became clear that monograph
ıth objectum mater1iale of thıs S17€ and complexıty unavoldably
leaves aspects unexplored underexposed. Havıng saıld thıs, AIiIc

eft ıth the question whether thıs monograph contaıns hat ıts tıtle
a1ms A IThe Theologıical Epistemology of ugustine’s De Trıinıtate.

hıs conclusıon Lu1g1 (nNOol1a allırms that ‘the princıple of unıty and
coherence of works dealıng ıth Christian doctrine should always be
looked for the CONeEXLO mysteriorum 1rs 1C that they
cshould be approached INn distinctive Chrıistian WaYy. , ‘lookıng aWaVY
from ourselves and concentratıng hrıst’s salvatıon, hıs Holy Spirıt,
and the Fathers invısıbilıty, theır equa. dıvinıty and theır consubstan-
tialıty, 16 the doctrine of the rınıty and ıts corollary represented Dy
the doctrine of revelatıon.’ u1g1 (H01a in thıs monograph offers

appealıng readıng of De Trinıtate 1C respects thıs hermeneuti-
cal princıple.

complex work such De Trinıtate ıth ıts fusıon of praycr
and reflection admıts INOTEC than ONC specıfic method of readıng.
(HOola’s thematıcally readıng offers access1ıble and intellıgent read-
ıng of Augustine s De Irinıiıtate, 1C makes the book NCC agaın reli-
evanı! for contemporary theologıical reflection the mYStery of the
rınıty

Martın LAES
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